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RESPONSES TO THE WRITTEN COMMENT RECEIVED ON THE PROPOSED DIRECTIVE 

ON TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS FOR THE ADOPTION OF STANDARDS OF GRAP BY 

CET COLLEGES (ED 172) 

The Accounting Standards Board (Board) approved an Exposure Draft of the proposed 

Directive on Transitional Provisions for the Adoption of Standards of GRAP by CET Colleges 

(ED 172). Notice was published in the Government Gazette on 14 December 2018 (Notice 

42100). The comment period closed on 8 February 2019.  

Two comment letters were received from the respondents listed on the next page. Their 

comments are summarised in this document and include the Board’s responses to the 

comment received.  
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CLASSIFICATION OF WRITTEN COMMENT RECEIVED ON THE PROPOSED DIRECTIVE 

ON TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS FOR THE ADOPTION OF STANDARDS OF GRAP BY 

CET COLLEGES (ED 172) 

 

No. 

 

Name/Organisation Total Preparers 

 

Users 

 

Auditors Other 

interested 

parties 

1. S Manzi – Technical 

specialised SAICA CET 

project 

 X    

2. B Thabethe – Personal 

response 

 X    
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NO.  GENERAL COMMENTS Board’s response 

1. S Manzi 

 Par. 5(a) makes reference to “acquisition date” while par. 5(b) makes reference to “transfer 

date” and also “acquisition date”. It would appear that this is one and the same date, thus 

the use of different terminologies is not justified and may cause confusion. GRAP 106 defines 

only the “acquisition date” but not “transfer date”, and the only mention of transfer date in 

GRAP 106 is in par. BC22 in the basis for conclusion. 

“Acquisition date” should be used consistently in the directive and not interchangeably with 

“transfer date” which is not defined in the relevant standards. 

Agreed. The relevant paragraphs have 

been amended.  

2. B Thabethe 

 Refer to my comments below over my understanding of some information  

As a result of the withdrawal of the standards of GAAP as from 1 December 2012, public 

Technical & Vocational Education and Training (TVET) colleges (previously known as 

Further Education and Training Colleges - FET Colleges) was in future having to use a 

different accounting framework. It was probable that this framework will be the standards of 

Generally Recognised Accounting Practice (GRAP).   The Accounting Standards Board 

(ASB) had issued ED 115 in this regard. This ED proposes that TVET colleges should apply 

GAAP for the period 1 January 2013 to 31 December 2013 and that they should apply GRAP 

from 1 January 2014. 

It was agreed based on my understanding that colleges with first adopt GRAP in 2014 and 

colleges had three year transitional provisions to fully comply with GRAP, that period came 

and has passed. 2016 was the last year. 

Issues: 

1. We must firstly ask question if the colleges prior to the implementation of GRAP were 

applying the standard that was inferior to GRAP requirement in terms of asset and 

ED 172 relates to the initial adoption of 

Standards of GRAP by CET colleges and 

not TVET colleges. The CET colleges are 

distinct from TVET colleges.  

No changes are proposed to ED 172 

based on the comment received.  
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NO.  GENERAL COMMENTS Board’s response 

liabilities. My knowledge is that GAAP still used similar principles unless specific and 

isolated instances can be identified. 

2. If this is the case, I see no reason to make transactional provision to be beyond the initial 

period of three years which had been granted.  

3. Transitional provision does not allow fair presentation of the AFS and it is fallacy to claim 

compliance with grap 1 and conceptual framework when applying transitional provisions. 

4. There is no basis for extending the period and many colleges have been fully complying 

with GRAP with few that had challenges. The ED172 does not give enough insight over 

readiness assessment of the colleges as such it is not easy to just support the proposal. 

5. If I have misinterpreted some information, my suggestions will be that three year is too 

long, the short period will be supported since it is an area TVET were expected to be 

already complying with. 

Refer to Directive 10 which says the following: 

6. On initial adoption of the Standards of GRAP, FET colleges shall apply the transitional 

provisions in the Directive on Transitional Provisions for Public Entities, Trading Entities, 

Municipal Entities and Constitutional Institutions.  

7. FET colleges may also apply the Directive on The Application of Deemed Cost on the 

initial adoption of the Standards of GRAP.  

This means that TVET colleges needed to apply transitional provisions for other entities as 

at 1 January 2014. 

As such this proposed ED 172 left me confused, unless you clearly clarify your position if 

when TVET initially adopted GRAP, there were specific standards that were excluded. My 

reading of directive 5 did not exclude standard on asset and liabilities including GRAP 106. 

 


