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RESPONSES TO THE VERBAL COMMENT RECEIVED ON THE REVIEW OF 

AMENDMENTS TO GRAP 16 AND GRAP 17 

The Accounting Standards Board (Board) initiated a project to review the 

effectiveness of amendments to the Standards of GRAP on Investment Property 

(GRAP 16) and Property, Plant and Equipment (GRAP 17).  

The amendments were discussed with users, preparers, auditors and consultants to 

solicit views on the effectiveness of those amendments. Several workshops, 

roundtable discussions or other meetings as listed in the table on the next page were 

held.  

The discussions from the workshops, roundtable discussions or other meetings are 

summarised below, and includes the Project Group’s proposed responses to the 

comment received.  
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CLASSIFICATION OF VERBAL COMMENT RECEIVED ON THE REVIEW OF 

AMENDMENTS TO GRAP 16 AND GRAP 17 

 

No. Name/Organisation Preparers 

 

Users 

 

Auditors Other 

interested 

parties 

1. SALGA and CIGFARO joint 

consultative sessions held in: 

 Gauteng; 

 KwaZulu Natal; 

 Eastern Cape; and 

 Limpopo  

√ √  √ 

2.  Roundtable discussions with 

public entities 

√    

3.  Roundtable discussion with 

municipalities 

√   √ 

4. Roundtable discussions with 

users, auditors, consultants and 

other technical advisors 

 √ √ √ 

5. Office of the Accountant-

General  

 √   
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VERBAL COMMENTS ON THE REVIEW OF AMENDMENTS TO GRAP 16 AND GRAP 17 

No.  Comments Project group’s proposed response 

 GENERAL COMMENTS 

1. DISTINCTION BETWEEN INVESTMENT PROPERTY AND PP&E 

1.1 SALGA and CIGFARO Joint Consultative Sessions  

1.1.1 Participants expressed broad support for the amendments in addressing some uncertainties 

with the classification of properties as either investment property or PP&E.  

Noted. No further action required.   

1.1.2 Other participants noted that there was previously confusion about the classification of social 

housing as well as assets that are used to deliver services and also generate revenue. 

Some participants noted that the guidance has been useful but there was still confusion about 

the distinction between land held for strategic purpose and land held for an undetermined future 

use.  

Noted. The amendment to GRAP 16 includes a 

description of land held for strategic purposes. It 

explains that land held for strategic purposes is land 

and/or buildings that is not currently used as PP&E, is 

likely to be used in the production or supply of goods 

or services or for administrative purposes in future, 

because of certain legislation, policies, decisions or 

plans adopted by the entity. Land held for an 

undetermined future use is land other than land held 

for strategic purposes.  

1.1.3 Some participants questioned how they should deal with changes in use of assets and the 

impact on the classification as investment property or PP&E.  

Noted. The initial classification of assets is based on 

their current use and if that changes, the classification 

of the asset may change. GRAP 16 (paragraphs .72 to 
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.82) provides guidance on how entities should treat 

changes to the use of assets. 

1.2 Roundtable discussions with public entities 

1.2.1 It was noted that the guidance clarifying the distinction between investment property and PP&E 

is clear and helpful. 

Noted. No further action required.  

1.3 Roundtable discussion with municipalities 

1.3.1 Participants expressed broad support for the amendments in addressing some uncertainties 

with the classification of properties as either investment property or PP&E. 

Noted. No further action required. 

1.3.2 Some participants requested guidance on the classification of airports and stadiums. It was 

noted that some entities classify these as community assets while others treat them as 

investment property.  

Noted. The Secretariat has developed an asset 

decision tree which provides guidance on classification 

of assets, and is available on the ASB’s website.  

1.4 Roundtable discussions with users, auditors, consultants and other technical advisors 

1.4.1 Participants supported the amendments.  Noted. No further action required. 

1.4.2 It was noted that usually preparers are not involved in the preparation of asset registers, and 

place reliance on consultants to undertake the assessment. The challenge is that there may not 

be sufficient information that supports the initial classification of properties.  

Noted. No further action required. 

1.4.3 Some participants noted that in practice there is still uncertainty about the classification of 

property when the rent charged is nominal or below market values.  

Noted. It is not a requirement in GRAP 16 that rentals 

received should be market related. Preparers in the 
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post-implementation review indicated that they have 

difficulties identifying whether an asset is used to meet 

its service delivery objectives. They were of the view 

that only properties that generate market related rental 

should be classified as investment property. The 

amendments to GRAP 16 clarify that it is not relevant 

how much revenue is generated from the use of the 

property, but entities should consider for what purpose 

the property is used.  

1.4.4 Other participants indicated that there have instances where municipal land that was vacant 

was invaded by communities, and there is uncertainty about the classification of the land.  

Noted. The Board issued an Interpretation of the 

Standards of GRAP on Recognition and Derecognition 

of Land (IGRAP 18) which may be considered in 

assessing whether the municipality still has control 

over the invaded land.  

1.5 Office of the Accountant-General 

1.5.1 Participants supported the guidance added to clarify the principles about the classification of 

assets as either investment property or PP&E.  

Noted. No further action required. 

1.5.2 Some participants noted the principle in paragraph .12 that when assessing the classification it 

is not relevant how much revenue is generated through the activity but rather why the activity is 

being undertaken. They considered applying this principle to the example in paragraph .14(d) 

and .16 where an entity charges rent on property leased out at below market rental to promote 

urban regeneration. They questioned whether such property should be classified as PP&E 

rather than investment property if the provision of such facilities to promote urban regeneration 

Noted. Paragraph .12 distinguishes between instances 

where properties are held merely to earn revenue from 

those where revenue is earned because the use of the 

property is part of an entity’s mandated function. In the 

case of the latter, it may be more appropriate to 
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is part of an entity’s mandated function.   classify the property as PP&E.  
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No.  Comments Project group’s proposed response 

2. ASSESSING USEFUL LIVES AND RESIDUAL VALUES 

2.1 SALGA and CIGFARO Joint Consultative Sessions  

2.1.1 Participants noted that the indicator-based assessment of useful lives and residual values is 

helpful and less onerous than the previous requirement.  

Noted. No further action required.  

2.1.2 Some participants noted that the indicator-based approach works well as they do not need to 

undertake detailed condition assessments annually as this was difficult given the volumes of 

assets. However, they indicated that the re-assessment is a massive exercise which is costly 

as in most cases they need to appoint consultants to assist with the assessment. 

Noted. The process (i.e. time and effort) involved in 

compiling information would be part of the entity’s 

internal control and asset management framework. 

2.1.3 No new indicators were identified by participants. However, there seemed to be confusion 

about the treatment of fully depreciated assets. Some entities noted that they have significant 

numbers of assets that are fully depreciated but that are still in use and are unsure as to 

whether they should adjust the depreciation previously recognised, and how.  

Noted. If the requirements of GRAP 17 have been 

applied correctly, entities should not have fully 

depreciated assets that are still in use, unless the 

entity has concluded these are immaterial.  

An FAQ was published that provides guidance about 

how adjustments should be made in accordance with 

GRAP 3. 

2.2 Roundtable discussions with public entities 

2.2.1 Participants noted that the indicator-based approach is useful as it alleviates the burden of 

detailed assessments given the high volumes of assets.  

Noted. No further action required. 
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2.2.2 Some participants noted the difficulties in practice of assessing useful lives and residual values 

of heritage assets. It was noted that this is a challenge for heritage assets with a dual-purpose, 

and that determining either useful lives or recoverable amounts when these assets are 

impaired is huge concern. 

Noted. The issue will be considered as part of the 

post-implementation review of GRAP 103.  

2.2.3 Questions were raised about the correct accounting treatment of fully depreciated assets.  Noted. Refer to response provided in 2.1.3 above. 

2.2.4 Participants noted the practical challenge of compiling the information necessary for re-

assessments of useful lives and residual values.  

Noted. The process (i.e. time and effort) involved in 

compiling information would be part of the entity’s 

internal control and asset management framework. 

2.2.5 Some participants indicated that it is common for assets to be used beyond their economic 

functionality. They argued about the need to revise useful lives as they preferred to disclose 

fully depreciated assets instead of revising their useful lives. 

Noted. The impact of the indicator-based assessment 

is not that detailed assessments should be undertaken 

on assets every year. Instead, it means that an entity 

should assess whether there is an indication that the 

expected useful life of the asset has changed from the 

previous period. Where there is an indication of a 

potential change, and the change is material, only then 

will an entity be required to undertake a more detailed 

analysis of the useful lives of an asset.  

In these instances, entities should consider materiality 

and the Board is in the process of issuing a Guideline 

to assist preparers with the application of materiality in 

the financial statements. 

2.2.6 Participants questioned whether useful lives should be based on a specific period and if this Noted. The Standards explain that the estimation of 
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period should be adjusted to reflect the change in usage in some asset classes. For example, it 

was noted that the rate of depreciation for laptops used by administrative staff is likely to differ 

when the same laptops are used off-site by technicians.  

useful lives is a matter of judgment that is based on 

the experience of the entity with similar assets. Such 

estimations will consider financial, technical and other 

relevant factors. The Standards do not preclude the 

use of a specific period or a range of periods when 

estimating useful lives. Therefore, in cases where the 

usage of assets varies within a class of assets, an 

entity may use a range to reflect the varying rates of 

depreciation for that asset class.   

2.3 Roundtable discussion with municipalities 

2.3.1 Participants noted that the indicator-based assessment of useful lives and residual values is 

helpful and less onerous than the previous requirement. 

Noted. No further action required. 

2.3.2 Some participants indicated that there is a need for guidance to be provided about the 

difference between impairment assessments and assessments of useful lives.  

Noted. It may be useful to review the existing FAQs 

that deal with the assessment of useful lives to make it 

clear that assessing useful lives is not the same as 

assessing whether an asset is impaired. 

2.4 Roundtable discussions with users, auditors, consultants and other technical advisors 

2.4.1 Participants commended the Board for introducing the indicator-based approach. The following 

observations were shared: 

 In practice, fixed asset registers are not prepared until the end of the reporting period. 

As such, there is a disconnect between the useful lives of assets in the fixed asset 

Noted.  

 

Changes in useful lives and depreciation periods result 

in changes in accounting estimates, and the 



 
 

 ANALYSIS AND RESPONSES TO VERBAL COMMENTS ON THE  
REVIEW OF AMENDMENTS TO GRAP 16 AND GRAP 17   

 

11 
 

register and those disclosed in the accounting policies.  

 

 

 

 

 Auditors use the list of indicators as a checklist. 

accounting policies disclosed in the financial 

statements should be revised accordingly when these 

changes occur. It may be necessary to clarify this in 

the existing FAQ dealing with accounting for fully 

depreciated assets. 

 

Noted. The Secretariat will inform the Auditor-General 

of South Africa (AGSA) about this issue as part of the 

results of the review of the amendments. 

2.4.2 Some participants indicated that there is a need for guidance to be provided about the 

difference between impairment assessments and assessments of useful lives.  

Noted. It may useful to review the existing FAQs that 

deal with the assessment of useful lives to make it 

clear that assessing useful lives is not the same as 

assessing whether an asset is impaired. 

2.5 Office of the Accountant-General 

2.5.1 Participants noted that there is nothing wrong with the indicators used to determine whether 

useful lives should be revised. They were of the view that useful lives will be based on an 

entity’s asset management framework. It was noted that the National Treasury has issued 

guidance to assist with determining the “minimum” useful lives, and that entities are not 

precluded from estimating useful lives that are more than those prescribed in the National 

Treasury guidance.  

Noted. No further action required. 

2.5.2 Other participants indicated that when the departments start applying the Standards of GRAP 

there may be resistance as it may be difficult to apply the principles around fully depreciated 

Noted. The issue will be considered when developing 

transitional provisions for departments on adoption of 
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assets still in use for the assets that are carried at R1.  the Standards of GRAP. 

2.5.3 It was noted that budget constraints have resulted in the increased occurrence of fully 

depreciated assets still in use, as assets are not being replaced as required. In practice, it is 

difficult to revise useful lives once an asset is fully depreciated as the revisions are not done 

automatically.  

Noted. No further action required. 
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No.  Comments Project group’s proposed response 

3. USE OF EXTERNAL VALUERS 

3.1 SALGA and CIGFARO Joint Consultative Sessions  

3.1.1 Participants broadly supported the use of internal experts from a cost-containment perspective. 

They noted that while the clarification of the use of experts in helpful, they believe that the 

mindset of auditors will need to change as there may be an expectation from auditors that 

appraisals should be undertaken by external professional valuers.  

Some participants were concerned that if they opted to use internal experts, the auditors would 

not place any reliance on those valuations. 

Noted. Auditors are required to test the work of any 

expert in accordance with the relevant auditing 

standards. The requirement in the Standards of GRAP 

is clear that only those internal experts may be used 

that have the competence to undertake the valuation 

using the principles in the Standards. Therefore 

entities have a duty to ensure that the valuations 

comply with the requirements in the Standards. 

3.1.2 It was suggested that similar discussions, about the amendments to GRAP 16 and GRAP 17, 

should be held with auditors to ensure that they have the same understanding of the 

requirements of the Standards, to avoid future disagreements relating to the interpretation of 

the requirements. 

Noted. Consultations with auditors were undertaken 

during the development of the amendments and the 

related FAQs. In addition, the Secretariat will inform 

the AGSA about the issues raised in the project, as 

part of the results of the review of the amendments. 

3.2 Roundtable discussions with public entities 

3.2.1 It was noted that the clarification about the use of internal experts is beneficial as it allows 

entities to use their own experts.  

Noted. No further action required.  

3.2.2 Some participants questioned whether it would be acceptable for the internal expert to make Noted. An FAQ was published that explains that the 
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use of the municipal valuation roll to determine fair values.  

 

suitability of the valuation roll would depend on the 

measurement basis that is used to value properties in 

the valuation roll, as well as how often the values in 

the valuation roll are updated. 

3.3 Roundtable discussion with municipalities 

 Participants broadly supported the use of internal experts from a cost-containment perspective. 

It was noted that in most cases, internal experts are used to value property.  

Noted. No further action required. 

3.4 Roundtable discussions with users, auditors, consultants and other technical advisors 

3.4.1 Participants supported the amendments. Noted. No further action required. 

3.4.2 It was noted that some entities have successfully used internal experts without any audit issues 

being raised. It was explained that the quality of the report produced by the expert must reflect 

that the expert undertook the valuation in accordance with the requirements of the Standards. 

Noted. No further action required. 

3.4.3 Some participants questioned what the Standards mean by “competence” and if guidance is 

available to assess whether the expert has the required level of competence to undertake 

valuations.  

Noted. The Secretariat will inform the OAG about the 

issues raised in the project, as part of the results of the 

review of the amendments. 

3.5 Office of the Accountant-General 

 Participants supported the amendments.  Noted. No further action required. 
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No.  Comments Project group’s proposed response 

4. ENCOURAGED DISCLOSURES 

4.1 SALGA and CIGFARO Joint Consultative Sessions  

4.1.1 Participants supported the deletion of encouraged disclosures. They indicated that they do not 

provide any of these disclosures as they are no longer required by the Standards.  

Noted. No further action required.  

4.1.2 Some participants indicated that they still have fully depreciated assets because the entity does 

not have budget to replace those assets that are fully depreciated assets and still in use. In 

their view, such assets should be valued at R1 until they have been replaced.  

Noted. Refer to response provided in 2.1.3 above. 

4.2 Roundtable discussions with public entities 

 While participants generally welcomed the deletion of encouraged disclosures, they did indicate 

that fully depreciated assets are a contentious issue. There was uncertainty about whether they 

should adjust the depreciation previously recognised, and how this should be done.  

Noted. Refer to response provided in 2.1.3 above. 

4.3 Roundtable discussion with municipalities 

 Participants supported the deletion of encouraged disclosures.   Noted. No further action required. 

4.4 Roundtable discussions with users, auditors, consultants and other technical advisors 

4.4.1 Participants supported the amendments. Noted. No further action required. 
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4.4.2 Participants noted that while these disclosures are no longer required by the Standards, they 

may still be retained for internal reporting purposes as they provide useful information.  

Noted. No further action required. 

4.4.3 It was noted that users may not have been interested in the amounts disclosed for fully 

depreciated assets but would be interested in knowing which assets are fully depreciated and  

are significant to an entity’s operations and service delivery objectives. 

Noted. In the instances where an entity has fully 

depreciated assets that are significant to an entity’s 

operations – it may be appropriate to make 

adjustments to the financial statements.  Since the 

nature of the assets make the asset critical to an 

entity’s operations and delivering on its mandate it can 

be concluded that the fully depreciated asset is 

material (i.e. qualitatively) for the financial statements 

to be adjusted.    

4.5 Office of the Accountant-General 

4.5.1 Participants supported the removal of the encouraged disclosures, except the disclosure of fully 

depreciated assets. They were concerned that entities would not be held accountable for those 

assets that are fully depreciated and still in use if there is no requirement to disclose these 

assets in the financial statements. In their view, the users of financial statements would not 

know the extent of fully depreciated assets, and the risk of these assets “disappearing” from the 

fixed asset registers is increased. In particular, it was noted that the removal of the disclosure 

creates an unintended consequence of entities depreciating assets quicker with the intention to 

get rid of them as there is no requirement to disclose these assets. For these reasons, the 

participants suggested that the Board reconsiders its earlier decision, and makes it mandatory 

for entities to disclose information about fully depreciated assets that are still in use for each 

class of assets in order to enhance accountability.  

Add to specific matters for the Technical Committee’s 

consideration as this was not discussed at the project 

group. 
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No.  Comments Project group’s proposed response 

5. DISCLOSURES ON CAPITAL WORK IN PROGRESS (WIP)  

5.1 SALGA and CIGFARO Joint Consultative Sessions  

5.1.1 Participants broadly supported the additional disclosures of capital WIP.  Noted. No further action required. 

5.1.2 It was noted that the quality of information in the financial statements has improved as a result 

of these additional disclosures. Some participants indicated that the amendment has revealed 

that controls are lacking around capital WIP. For example - significant amounts of expenditure 

do not have completion certificates. This arose because of the information gap between 

technicians and financial reporting staff. Also there seems to be no clear process in place for 

delayed projects. As such, they agree that providing the additional information on delayed 

projects and halted projects is useful to users for accountability purposes and noted that the 

amendment has forced entities to put better controls in place to follow up on long outstanding 

balances. 

Noted. No further action required. 

5.1.3 It was suggested that the Board introduce a prescription period for capital WIP, for example 

balances outstanding for 5 years should be written off automatically.  

Noted. The Board cannot provide this type of guidance 

as it is too prescriptive, and it would not ensure that 

officials are held accountable. 

5.1.4 There was a concern raised that the additional disclosures would add volume to the already 

large financial statements. 

Noted. However, the Board agreed that each entity 

should decide how to disclose the information, i.e. 

individually or in aggregate as the information 

available at entities is likely to differ.  
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5.2 Roundtable discussions with public entities 

5.2.1 Participants supported the additional disclosures. Noted. No further action required. 

5.2.2 Some participants questioned the relevance of part (b) and (c) of the capital WIP disclosures.  Noted. These amendments enable users of financial 

statements to hold management accountable for 

projects that are taking significantly longer to 

complete. The reasons provided for delayed projects 

enhance transparency. 

5.3 Roundtable discussion with municipalities 

5.3.1 Participants broadly supported the additional disclosures of capital WIP. Noted. No further action required. 

5.3.2 Some participants noted that they found using a % model (as illustrated in the FAQ) to be 

difficult to implement because of the volume of projects. They use the reporting period of 1 year 

(linked to the budget cycle) to indicate “significantly longer”. 

Noted. The guidance provided in the FAQ was 

intended to be generic as assessing whether the 

delays are significantly longer would differ from entity 

to entity. The example used refers to % assessment 

which reflects that the project is expected to be 

completed in equal proportions over the five years. 

However, the FAQ aims to illustrate the principle that 

entities would consider at inception of a project, the 

time it expects to complete development or 

construction of an asset. The assessment of the 

expected time of completion will depend on the type of 

asset being developed or constructed, the anticipated 
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delays, normal time taken for completion of similar 

types of assets as well the agreed contractual 

timeframes.  

The FAQ will be revised so that it is clearer that the 

example that uses a % assessment is illustrative and 

that there may be other methods that are more 

appropriate to an entity’s circumstances. 

5.4 Roundtable discussions with users, auditors, consultants and other technical advisors 

5.4.1 Participants supported the amendments. Noted. No further action required. 

5.4.2 Participants explained that in most cases projects are delayed or halted for budget reasons. It 

was noted that while disclosing reasons for delays is useful – users of financial statement may 

also be interested in information about the consequences of the delays in projects on the 

entity’s operations or service delivery objectives.  

Noted. The information required by participants would 

be provided by entities in their annual performance 

reports.   

5.4.3 Some participants raised the concern that from a risk management perspective, entities usually 

include details of service providers when providing reasons for delays and this can negatively 

impact the entity and/or the service provider involved.  

Noted. This is not a standards issue but rather a 

matter that should be addressed by management in its 

risk management policies.  

5.5 Office of the Accountant-General 

5.5.1 Participants supported the amendments. Noted. No further action required. 

5.5.2 It was suggested that the Board considers standardising the disclosures for delayed or halted 

projects, so that the information is disaggregated per project. Participants were of the view that 

Noted. These amendments were introduced to enable 

users of financial statements to hold management 
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when the information is aggregated, it does not allow the users of financial statements to fully 

understand the impact of the delays at a project level.   

accountable for projects that are taking significantly 

longer to complete. The reasons provided for delayed 

projects enhance transparency.  

The Board however was of the view that the level of 

information required by these disclosures should be 

determined by each entity based on the information 

that is available to the entity, so that the requirements 

are not onerous for those entities with capital intensive 

operations. The Board will continue to monitor the 

disclosures and assess in future periods, once 

practice has developed, whether standardisation is 

appropriate.  
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No.  Comments Project group’s proposed response 

6. DISCLOSURES ON REPAIRS AND MAINTENANCE 

6.1 SALGA and CIGFARO Joint Consultative Sessions  

6.1.1 Participants broadly supported the additional disclosure of repairs and maintenance.  Noted. No further action required.  

6.1.2 Some participants noted that there is a need for guidance on the classification of subsequent 

costs incurred on assets. They noted that they experience difficulty in determining whether 

costs should be expensed as repairs and maintenance or capitalised. 

Noted. This issue was raised by respondents that 

participated in the post-implementation review and the 

feedback shared with the OAG. The Secretariat will 

follow up with OAG as part of the results of the review 

of the amendments.  

6.2 Roundtable discussions with public entities 

6.2.1 Participants broadly supported the additional disclosures of repairs and maintenance.  Noted. No further action required.  

6.2.2 Some participants noted that they previously disclosed repairs and maintenance separately in 

the financial statements. They made use of the guidance in the FAQ which clarified the 

classification of expenses by nature and function. However, they indicated that there were 

inconsistencies between the National Treasury Implementation Guidelines and the FAQ 

published by the Secretariat. 

Noted. The Implementation Guidelines are currently 

under review. The Secretariat will consider the issue 

when the revised Guidelines have been published.  

6.3 Roundtable discussion with municipalities 

6.3.1 Some participants questioned the benefits of the information provided by these disclosures.  Noted. The disclosure requirement was added based 
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on a number of users that participated in the post-

implementation review that indicated the need for clear 

information on the expenditure incurred to repair and 

maintain assets. They indicated that they need the 

information to assess whether planned repairs and 

maintenance is being undertaken. They also assess 

the adequacy of resources made available to fund this 

activity, by comparing repairs and maintenance spent 

to the carrying value of the assets reflected in the 

statement of financial position.  

6.3.2 It was noted that there are challenges in obtaining the relevant information for entities to 

allocate or disaggregate repairs and maintenance to the different asset types as required by the 

Standards. It was explained that while some maintenance may be undertaken on an asset by 

asset basis, this is not always the case.  

 

 

 

 

Participants also noted mSCOA splits repairs and maintenance expenditure between 

contracted services, materials and employee costs. They noted that they do provide this 

information in the financial statements, but it may not be reliable as the allocation of materials 

and employee costs to specific assets (and asset types) is difficult to do. Given these 

difficulties, some entities estimate the employee cost allocation, while others only reflect repairs 

and maintenance where service providers were procured and ignore the allocation of the cost 

Noted. The amendments require that entities provide 

expenditure incurred for each asset type. The 

Secretariat notes the difficulties expressed by 

participants but is of the view that the requirements 

should not be amended at this point in time. Instead, 

the Board will reassess at a later stage, once practice 

has developed, whether amendments are necessary 

to the existing requirements. 

 

Noted. However, the Standards do not preclude, nor 

require, the inclusion of specific costs in determining 

repairs and maintenance. The Board acknowledged in 

GRAP 17 (paragraph .89)  that entities may apply 

different bases for determining repairs and 

maintenance, as it was observed that there were 
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of material and employee costs which may be material.  entities that included a portion of employee costs 

attributable to repairs and maintenance whilst other 

entities did not. As such, for consistency purposes, the 

Board added a requirement that entities disclose 

information about specific costs included in the 

amount of repairs and maintenance disclosed.  

6.4 Roundtable discussions with users, auditors, consultants and other technical advisors 

6.4.1 Participants supported the amendments. Noted. No further action required. 

6.4.2 Participants noted the challenge of compiling the information necessary for repairs and 

maintenance disclosures: 

 The allocation of expenditure incurred to the asset types as required by the Standards 

is difficult, particularly where repairs and maintenance is not undertaken on an asset by 

asset basis. 

 The accumulation of information in mSCOA has created challenges for municipalities in 

that repairs and maintenance is split between contracted services, materials and 

employee costs. The allocation of materials and employee costs to specific assets (and 

asset types) would be onerous due to the time, cost and volume of repairs and 

maintenance involved. In particular, the disclosure would require the employee costs to 

be broken down into hours billed and allocated to specific assets and currently the 

underlying recordkeeping system does not allow this level of accumulation of 

information. 

It was indicated that the reliability and accuracy of the information disclosed by municipalities is 

Noted. Refer to response provided in 6.3.2 above.  
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questionable because of the challenges above.  

6.4.3 Some participants questioned whether a requirement is needed for entities to disclose 

information when no repairs and maintenance was undertaken in a particular period for other 

asset types. It was noted that there is a strong link between an asset’s utility and level of 

repairs and maintenance, however the information in the financial statements does not provide 

this link to the users of financial statements. 

Noted. The Board added as an indicator, for 

consideration when assessing useful lives and 

residual values, planned repairs and maintenance on 

assets or refurbishments of assets that will be 

undertaken or delayed. This indicator reflects the link 

that when repairs and maintenance or refurbishments 

are undertaken there may be an increase in the 

expected useful life, and a reduction when those 

repairs and maintenance or refurbishments are 

delayed or not undertaken at all.  

While there is no requirement in the Standards 

requiring additional information to be provided when 

no expenditure is incurred on repairs and maintenance 

or refurbishments, the amendment requiring the 

expenditure incurred to be disaggregated to the 

different asset types facilitates the analysis, by users, 

of the adequacy of repairs and maintenance. For this 

reason, it may not be necessary to require disclosure 

of information when no repairs and maintenance was 

incurred for some assets.  

However, an entity may consider disclosing this 

additional information in the financial statements, even 

if not required by the Standards, disclose it in its other 
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financial reports. 

6.5 Office of the Accountant-General 

 Some participants noted that they have observed that there is no standard way in which the 

information on repairs and maintenance is disclosed. They noted that in some cases, repairs 

and maintenance information is disclosed in various notes (i.e. per asset type) and that it would 

be useful if the disclosures are standardised and found in one note.  

Noted. The requirement to disclose repairs and 

maintenance is found in GRAP 1 as well as the asset-

related Standards. The Standards are not prescriptive 

about how the information should be presented in the 

financial statements, and for some entities they have 

decided to disclose repairs and maintenance in the 

note relating to that asset type.  
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No.  Comments Project group’s proposed response 

7. OTHER COMMENTS 

7.1 SALGA and CIGFARO Joint Consultative Sessions  

7.1.1 No other comments were raised.  Noted. No further action required.   

7.2 Roundtable discussions with public entities 

7.2.1 No other comments were raised.  Noted. No further action required.   

7.3 Roundtable discussion with municipalities 

7.3.1 It was suggested that similar discussions, about the amendments to GRAP 16 and GRAP 17, 

should be held with auditors to ensure that they have the same understanding of the 

requirements of the Standards, to avoid future disagreements relating to the interpretation of 

the requirements. 

Noted. Refer to response provided in 3.1.2 above. 

7.4 Roundtable discussions with users, auditors, consultants and other technical advisors 

7.4.1 Some participants raised the following concerns: 

 When assessing sustainability or continuity of entities, it is difficult to determine what 

proportion of the assets will be replaced. This information would also enable users to 

make informed decisions about asset replacements in relation to fully depreciated 

assets still in use. For example, it would be useful to know what proportions of an 

entity’s assets are approaching the end of the expected useful life.  

Noted.  

The information required by participants would be 

made available in other reports in accordance with the 

entity’s asset management framework.  
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 The standardisation of the level of disaggregation in asset disclosures was questioned. 

In particular it was questioned what drives the nature of the disclosures that are 

provided in the PP&E notes. In most cases, the asset disclosures are incomparable 

because some entities use the CIDMS classification in mSCOA while others do not.  

This issue extends further and is also seen in the lack of comparability between the 

different classes of assets within PP&E in entities’ financial statements.  

 

 The reprioritisation of funds in relation to WIP projects was noted. In particular, a 

concern was raised that users are not provided sufficient information to hold entities 

accountable when funds are reprioritised between WIP projects, and that the WIP is 

not sufficiently regulated. 

 

The presentational aspects of financial statements 

may be difficult to address as the process of 

aggregation and classification of items in the financial 

statements depends on materiality of the items.  

 

 

Noted. The Secretariat will inform the National 

Treasury about the issues raised in the project, as part 

of the results of the review of the amendments. 

 


