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1. WELCOME AND APOLOGIES 

Members were WELCOMED to the meeting.  

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS 

Members were ASKED to declare if they had any interests in any of the agenda items 

being discussed. No declarations were NOTED.  

3. MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 

The minutes of the previous meeting were TABLED at the meeting and APPROVED 

subject to the deletion of the words ‘PSAF members and’ in paragraph 8.6.  

4. MATTERS ARISING 

The Secretariat TABLED a memorandum at the meeting of the matters arising from 

previous meetings. The Secretariat NOTED the following:  

• An oral update will be received on the progress on developing a reporting framework 

for tribal authorities when discussing ‘emerging issues’.  

• The stakeholder outreach on the Research Paper on the review of the amendments 

to GRAP 16 on Investment Property and GRAP 17 on Property, Plant and 

Equipment is ongoing. Notably, a recording has been done on the findings and is 

available on the website. The Secretariat has also liaised with the Chairman of the 

Public Sector Audit Committee Forum about presenting the findings at a future 

meeting.  

• The OAG has made a submission to the Minister of Finance about the reconstitution 

of the FRSC. The submission asks the Minister of Finance to communicate with the 

Minister of Trade and Industry about the FRSC.  

• The Secretariat provided information about the current board members, their 

expertise and appointment terms. The Operations Committee agreed that 

discussions on succession planning should be held at the board meetings.  

• The Secretariat noted that the policies and project briefs were made available on 

the website. Members indicated that they were able to access the documents.  

TECHNICAL MATTERS 

Proposed Improvements to the Standards of GRAP (2020) (ED 176) 

5.1 The Secretariat TABLED the following at the meeting: 

• Memorandum from the Secretariat. 

• Minutes of the project group meetings held in February 2020.  

• Summaries of written and verbal comment received on ED 176.  

• Proposed Improvements to the Standards of GRAP (2020). 

Due process 

5.2 The Technical Committee NOTED the comparison of the stakeholders that were 

consulted, against those identified in the approved project brief. It was NOTED that a 
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large response was not foreseen as (a) no significant changes were proposed to the 

principles in the Standards, and (b) most of the improvements were issued concurrently 

as part of the Improvements to IPSAS, 2018. 

5.3 The Secretariat NOTED that project group members were of the view that sufficient 

opportunity was given to stakeholders to participate in the Board’s due process. 

5.4 The Technical Committee CONFIRMED this view.   

Technical issues  

Description of management service 

5.5 It was NOTED that the Board requested views on the proposal to expand the definition 

of a related party, and the disclosure of related party transactions to include management 

services. Participants supported the amendment to GRAP 20 but requested clarification 

on the description of management services and questioned how the proposal will apply 

to services rendered in-kind.  

5.6 It was NOTED that the description of management services was amended to align with 

the definitions of “control” and “power” in the Standard of GRAP on Consolidated 

Financial Statements. Project group members debated the proposed amendments and 

recommended that “management services” should be described as: “services provided 

by employees of management entities where they participate in either the strategic, 

financial or operational policy decision-making of the entity”.  

5.7 It was NOTED that project group members indicated that, requiring employees of the 

management entity to affect or direct all three elements, i.e. the strategic, financial and 

operational policy decision-making, may be too restrictive and narrow. In practice, 

employees of the management entity mostly participate in one of the three areas.   

5.8 It was NOTED that, after considering the various recommendations and proposals on 

the matter, the Secretariat PROPOSED that the reference to “management services”, 

and what this may comprise, should be referenced back to the definition of 

“management” in GRAP 20. It was NOTED that this proposal is aligned with the 

amendment made to IAS 24.  

5.9 The Technical Committee AGREED with the proposal based on the consistency with the 

IFRS amendments.  

Secretariat 

Management services provided free of charge or at a nominal value 

5.10 It was NOTED that a number of respondents to ED 176 questioned whether the 

disclosure of management services will also be required where the services are provided 

free of charge or at a nominal value.  

5.11 It was NOTED that project group members agreed with the Secretariat’s clarification to 

GRAP 20 that “amounts incurred for the provision of management services includes 

amounts paid or payable, and amounts recognised and/or disclosed in terms of GRAP 23 

Revenue from Non-exchange Transactions (Taxes and Transfers)”.  

5.12 The Technical Committee SUPPORTED the amendment.  

Secretariat 
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Retrospective application of improvements to GRAP 20 

5.13 It was NOTED that some respondents questioned the retrospective application of the 

disclosure of management services. These respondents noted that information may not 

be available to provide the disclosure retrospectively. It was NOTED that project group 

members supported the Secretariat’s view that the retrospective application should be 

retained to ensure comparability and because the improvement only impacts disclosure.  

5.14 The Technical Committee AGREED with retaining the retrospective application of the 

improvement.  

Secretariat 

Disclosure of outstanding related party balances 

5.15 It was NOTED that respondents had mixed views on the proposal in ED 176 to delete 

the disclosure of outstanding related party balances where transactions occur within 

normal supplier and/or client relationships, or are undertaken within normal established 

parameters. Some respondents noted the usefulness of the disclosure, while others 

supported the deletion as it may have negative audit implications if amounts are 

misstated.  

5.16 It was NOTED that project group members recommended that the disclosure of 

outstanding related party balances should be retained as a number of stakeholders noted 

its usefulness.  

5.17 The Technical Committee AGREED with the recommendation based on the usefulness 

of this disclosure to users.  

Secretariat 

Transfers to and from investment property following a change in use 

5.18 It was NOTED that ED 176 proposed the prospective application of amendments relating 

to transfers to and from investment property following a change in use. However, entities 

are also permitted to apply the amendment retrospectively to the extent that hindsight is 

not applied. Respondents to ED 176 questioned the retrospective application and 

proposed that, to improve comparability, entities should be required to only apply the 

improvement prospectively.  

5.19 It was NOTED project group members supported the proposal to only apply the 

improvement prospectively as it is a simpler option, and more likely to be applied in 

practice.  

5.20 The Technical Committee AGREED with the recommendation to only require the 

prospective application.  

Secretariat 

Deletion of example of quarries and land used for landfill as exceptions to land having a limited 

useful life 

5.21 It was NOTED that respondents supported the improvements that deleted the example 

indicating that quarries and land used for landfill may be depreciated in certain cases. 

Respondents, however, requested that it be clarified that applying the improvement will 

not result in an error, and that impairment should be assessed prospectively. It was 



 

5 

 

NOTED that project group members supported the proposed amendment to the 

transitional provisions for GRAP 17 Property, Plant and Equipment. 

5.22 The Technical Committee AGREED with the proposed amendment.  

Secretariat 

Deletion of appendices outlining illustrative examples in the Standards of GRAP 

5.23 It was NOTED that respondents to ED 176 questioned the Board’s decision to delete all 

appendices outlining illustrative examples. They noted that the illustrative examples are 

a valuable source of information in understanding the principles in the Standards of 

GRAP. Project group members supported the recommendation that the Board should 

reconsider its previous decision to delete these appendices.  

5.24 The Technical Committee DEBATED the recommendation. It was QUESTIONED 

whether the Board will contradict its own policy if appendices are retained in Standards 

of GRAP. It was NOTED that the Board can change its previous policy based on 

feedback from respondents on the usefulness of the appendices.  

5.25 The Technical Committee SUPPORTED the proposal that appendices should be 

retained. It was NOTED that the appendices in the Standards of GRAP explain the 

principles in the Standards. The GRAP implementation guidelines provide guidance on 

the practical application of the principles and accounting entries. The information in the 

appendices and the implementation guidance complement one another.  

Secretariat 

5.26 It was QUESTIONED whether the Board should reinstate the appendices previously 

deleted from the Standards. Some members NOTED that this will have resource 

implications for the Board. They indicated that this could be done in future years if 

resources are available. Others NOTED that, if previously deleted appendices are 

reinstated, the revised Standards may need to be re-exposed and approval sought from 

the Minister of Finance.  

5.27 After some debate, it was AGREED that it should be recommended to the Board that: 

• the current policy on the deletion of appendices should be amended to retain all 

illustrative examples in new Standards of GRAP; 

• the amended policy should be applied prospectively; and  

• L Bodewig will provide a list to the Secretariat indicating which previously deleted 

appendices have been included in the GRAP implementation guidelines.  

Secretariat/L Bodewig 

Proposed Improvements to Standards of GRAP (2020) 

5.28 Some editorial comment was NOTED.   

5.29 Subject to the matters, the Technical Committee RECOMMENDED the Improvements to 

Standards of GRAP (2020) to the Board for its consideration.  

Secretariat 
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Proposed Transitional Provisions for revised GRAP 104 on Financial Instruments 

(ED 177) 

6.1 The Secretariat TABLED the following at the meeting:  

• Memorandum from the Secretariat. 

• Minutes of the project group meetings held in February 2020.  

• Summaries of written and verbal comment received on ED 177.  

• Proposed Transitional Provisions for the Standard of GRAP on Financial 

Instruments (Revised in 2019). 

Due process 

6.2 The Secretariat EXPLAINED the due process followed to solicit comments on ED 177 

on Proposed Transitional Provisions for the Amendments to GRAP 104 on Financial 

Instruments (Revised in 2019). The low participation rate in the due process is largely 

because of the complexity of the topic and many entities do not have complex financial 

instruments.  

6.3 Technical Committee AGREED that sufficient opportunities were provided to 

stakeholders to comment on the proposed transitional provisions. Concerns were 

RAISED about stakeholders’ lack of awareness of the Fact Sheets and that there should 

be better communication about their existence. The Secretariat will include this in future 

communication.  

Secretariat  

Overarching issues 

6.4 The Secretariat EXPLAINED that a number of overarching issues were raised by 

respondents. These included:  

• The reliability of data on debtors. Based on information provided to the Secretariat 

by the AGSA, there are approximately 25% of municipalities that have issues with 

debtors.  

• The potential effect of an increase in impairment losses on government debt and 

going concern.  

• Policy issues related to the budgets of local government.  

• The need for implementation support, specifically the need for a ‘reference group’ 

and the development of specific implementation ‘tools’.  

6.5 The Secretariat EXPLAINED that the project group comprising the firms also indicated 

that a high-level comparison should be prepared of the differences between IFRS 9 on 

Financial Instruments and GRAP 104.  

6.6 The Technical Committee NOTED the findings and supported the development of the 

high-level comparison. This will ensure that any tools that exist in the market can be 

tailored for the public sector and will also assist preparers with an IFRS 9 background 

to understand GRAP 104.  

6.7 The representative from the National Treasury INDICATED that they had discussed the 

budget-related issues with the Local Government Budget Analysis Unit and that they are 
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considering revising the budget format more generally. The GRAP 104 changes would 

be considered as part of that process. It is however unclear when this revision will start 

and when it will be finalised as the legislation would need to be amended.  

6.8 It was QUESTIONED whether the ASB would be responsible for the reference group. 

The Secretariat EXPLAINED that some stakeholders were of the view that it should be 

the National Treasury’s responsibility in order to maintain the ASB’s independence. The 

National Treasury had applied for funding from the EU to assist with the reference group.  

6.9 The Secretariat EXPLAINED that the next step in the process with the reference group 

would be to convene a series of meetings with the various parties to discuss the roles 

and responsibilities and determine the terms of reference. It is anticipated that the terms 

of reference would be brought to the Technical Committee and Board for discussion 

(although this may vary depending on the National Treasury’s role).  

Secretariat 

Technical issues 

Issue #1 – Transitional provisions and application to impairment losses 

6.10 The Secretariat EXPLAINED that respondents raised issues about the potential 

differences in interpretation of the proposed requirements in ED 177 for retrospective 

application of impairment without the mandatory restatement of comparative 

information. Given the data issues that exist, the Secretariat added a paragraph 

explaining that, for receivables, expected credit losses should be assessed on the date 

of adoption.  

6.11 The Secretariat EXPLAINED that, although the comments were raised in the context of 

receivables, the same issues would exist for other instruments. Project group members 

were ASKED to indicate whether the same paragraph should be extended to other 

instruments. While both project group members agreed with the application to broader 

financial instruments, the project group comprising  the firms did not believe that the 

paragraph was necessary. They were of the view that preparers should apply GRAP 3 

on Accounting Policies, Changes in Accounting Estimates and Errors.  

6.12 The Secretariat EXPLAINED that, while it understood the principles-based approach 

proposed by the project group, the application of GRAP 3 adds further complexity and 

requires judgement. The Secretariat PROPOSED providing guidance on the application 

of the transitional provisions for impairment losses.  

6.13 The Technical Committee SUPPORTED the proposal on the basis that it responds to a 

need identified by stakeholders.  

Secretariat 

Issue #2 – Restatement of comparative information 

6.14 The Secretariat EXPLAINED that the proposed transitional provisions permit, but do not 

require, the restatement of comparative information. Comparative information should 

only be restated if hindsight is not applied. While not raised by respondents to ED 177, 

comments on a similar transitional provision in ED 176 prompted respondents to indicate 

that the option to restate should be deleted. Project group members were asked to 
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provide views on whether the optional restatement should be retained. They indicated 

that the option should be deleted.  

6.15 The Technical Committee AGREED with the deletion of the option to restate 

comparative information.  

Secretariat  

Issue #3 – Delay effective date or three-year transitional period 

6.16 The Secretariat EXPLAINED that respondents were generally supportive of the proposal 

to delay the effective date. Questions were however raised about whether the Standard 

could be early adopted. The Secretariat had indicated to these respondents that early 

adoption would be permitted, but that it would be early adoption of the whole Standard. 

In discussion with the respondent about whether this would pose an issue, they indicated 

that it would not.  

6.17 The Secretariat NOTED that, when discussing the comments on ED 177 with the project 

group comprising the preparers, they indicated that they wanted the three-year relief 

period instead of the delayed effective date. They indicated that they wanted to be able 

to adopt the Standard on a piecemeal basis as this allows them to have the information 

assured, and applying lessons learnt to other instruments. The project group comprising 

the firms indicated that they did not support this proposal for the same reasons 

previously articulated by the Board. They also raised concerns about what would be 

done for new instruments during the three-year period, as well as when the 

measurement date would be for instruments during the three-year period.  

6.18 The Secretariat NOTED that the reasons for the revised approach had not changed 

since discussing the approval of ED 177. The discussion with the project group 

comprising the firms had highlighted additional concerns with the three-year relief 

period. It was also explained that the three-year relief period would mean proposing an 

effective date of around 1 April 2022, which might be too early for any change to have 

been made to the municipal budget formats.  

6.19 The Secretariat INDICATED that the reasons supporting the three-year period did not 

outweigh the potential complexity.  

6.20 Technical Committee SUPPORTED the delayed effective date. It was observed that the 

three-year period had not yielded positive results in the past, and created audit issues 

in terms of understanding what entities should do during that period.  

Secretariat 

Review of documents 

6.21 Technical Committee REVIEWED the documents and did not identify any amendments. 

The documents were RECOMMENDED to the Board for its consideration.  

Secretariat 

EMERGING ISSUES  

7.1 The Secretariat TABLED an update on emerging issues at the meeting.  

7.2 The following issues were DISCUSSED: 
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• Reporting framework for tribal authorities – The representative of the National 

Treasury indicated that the legislation had been changed and that the Premiers 

in each province are now responsible for determining the reporting framework 

for tribal authorities. The provincial treasuries and/or National Treasury could 

assist with the development of the framework if asked. It was AGREED that 

because of the numerous questions in the past on this matter, it should be (a) 

added to the agenda for discussion at the next trilateral meeting, and (b) added 

to the “Reporting Framework at a Glance” document published by the 

Secretariat.  

Secretariat 

• The final number of entities that migrated to Standards of GRAP as a result of 

Directive 12 was 18. These entities have been invited to participate in project 

groups and the Public Sector Accounting Forum.  

• The OAG has published the GRAP Accounting Guidelines on their website.  

• The outcomes of the adoption of GRAP by CET colleges was noted.  

• The communication and outreach efforts regarding the newly effective Standards 

of GRAP were noted.  

7.3 The Secretariat NOTED that the Government Gazette proposing the effective dates of 

certain Standards of GRAP for trading entities was published on 31 January 2020. The 

comment deadline ends 30 days after publication. Thereafter, the comments would need 

to be analysed and a submission made to the Minister for final approval.  

7.4 The representative of the National Treasury INDICATED that discussions had been held 

with the CIPC about the development of a GRAP taxonomy for submission by companies 

that apply Standards of GRAP. They intended completing this process by October 2020.  

7.5 Technical Committee AGREED that should the taxonomy be published, communication 

would be needed to explain that the taxonomy is aimed at regulatory reporting and not 

preparing financial statements using Standards of GRAP. It was also AGREED that the 

ASB should not be involved in reviewing the taxonomy for compliance with Standards of 

GRAP.  

Secretariat 

ADMINISTRATION 

8.1  The Secretariat TABLED the updated work programme and the report on the 

achievement of the quarterly targets.  

Current work programme 

10.2 The Secretariat NOTED that no changes had been made or were proposed to the work 

programme.  

Performance to date 

10.3 The Secretariat NOTED that it is likely that all the targets for the quarter will be met with 

the exception of the Exposure Draft on Combined Financial Statements as a result of 

the Board’s decision to delay the project. The Secretariat also EXPLAINED that the 
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targets for the year are likely to be met, with exception of the results of the review of the 

cash flow statement, which had to be rescheduled due to availability of staff resources.   

INTERNATIONAL STANDARD SETTING ACTIVITIES 

11.1 The Secretariat TABLED an update on the December 2019 IPSASB meeting held in 

Abu Dhabi. 

11.2 Technical Committee DISCUSSED progress on the revenue and expense project as 

well as leases. Based on the feedback shared by the IPSASB member, technical advisor 

and the Secretariat, it was AGREED that the same feedback should be shared with the 

Board at the next meeting.  

11.3 Technical Committee DISCUSSED potential options for how to proceed with leases. 

Many members were of the view that the project should maintain alignment with IFRS 16 

as there is no public sector reason to deviate. It was also observed that the discussions 

being held by the IPSASB are no different to those of the IASB. As the main concern 

related to reflecting leased assets on the balance sheets of government entities, it was 

suggested that the criteria for distinguishing operating and finance leases should be 

reconsidered. They could potentially be aligned to a control approach as outlined in 

IPSAS 32 on Service Concession Assets: Grantor.  

11.4 Technical Committee INDICATED that they want to be more involved in commenting on 

ED 70 to ED 72. It was AGREED that ED 70 and ED 71 would be discussed at the next 

Technical Committee meeting. This would however mean extending the time of the 

meeting by an hour.  

Secretariat 

11.5 The Secretariat TABLED the comment letter to the Public Interest Committee at the 

meeting for noting and provided a high-level overview of the suggestions.  

CLOSING REMARKS  

The remaining meeting dates for 2020 were NOTED. Members were THANKED for their 

participation and the meeting was CLOSED at 13:00.  

 

Prepared by:             J Poggiolini  5 March 2020 

Reviewed by:   L Bodewig  5 March 2020 

Issued:       5 March 2020 
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