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BACKGROUND TO THE PROJECT 

1. The Board undertook a Post-implementation review (hereafter referred to as “the 

review”) of GRAP 103 on Heritage Assets as part of its 2017-2020 work programme. ED 

180 Invitation to Participate in the Post-implementation Review of the Standard of GRAP 

on Heritage Assets (GRAP 103) was issued by the Board in January 2020 with comment 

closing on 15 September 2020. Consultation documents in the form of questionnaires 

to users and preparers were also published on the ASB’s website.  

2. At its meeting held on 12 November 2020, the Technical Committee considered the 

analysis of written and verbal comment on ED 180, along with the Secretariat’s proposals 

to address the comment from users and preparers. Proposed actions were 

recommended by the Technical Committee to the Board for its consideration at this 

meeting.  

3. The detailed analyses of the written and verbal comment received are provided to 

members for information purposes (see attachment 4(b) and 4(c)). These summaries 

will be updated based on the actions agreed by Board members.  

PURPOSE OF THIS MEMORANDUM  

4. The objective of the memorandum is to share with the Board: 

• an overview of the International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board’s 

(IPSASB) projects on heritage assets and measurement in so far as it is relevant to 

the review;  

• an overview of the consultations that were undertaken;  

• the recommendations from the Technical Committee on the proposed actions to be 

undertaken; and  

• the proposals from the Technical Committee on the next steps in the project.  
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OVERVIEW OF IPSASB’S PROJECTS  

5. Currently, the IPSASB has two projects underway that are relevant to deciding proposed 

actions arising from the review, i.e.:   

• Amendments to IPSAS 17 on Property, Plant and Equipment – This project will 

address the lack of international public sector accounting guidance on heritage assets 

through the addition of application and implementation guidance to IPSAS 17.  

Currently, IPSAS 17 allows, but does not require, an entity to recognise its heritage 

assets, with the application of the measurement principles being optional. If an entity 

applies the recognition principles in IPSAS 17, it is also required to apply the IPSAS 

17 disclosure requirements.  

In developing the new guidance in IPSAS 17, the IPSASB agreed that the nature of 

heritage items do not require specific financial reporting requirements. They also 

agreed that heritage assets should be recognised when the recognition criteria in the 

IPSASB’s Conceptual Framework are met. Based on these conclusions, the IPSASB 

proposes to remove the current scope exclusion for heritage assets in IPSAS 17, 

along with other paragraphs that made the IPSAS 17 requirements optional for 

heritage assets. IPSAS 17 will apply fully to heritage assets that satisfy the definition 

of property, plant and equipment.  

The application and implementation guidance to be included in IPSAS 17 will explain 

how the principles in IPSAS 17 should be applied to heritage assets, and will, among 

others, illustrate the application of the depreciation and impairment principles to 

heritage assets. 

• A new IPSAS on Measurement – This project will provide guidance on the initial and 

subsequent measurement of assets and liabilities, along with measurement related 

disclosures. The proposed IPSAS will identify and define the measurement bases 

such as fair value, historical cost, replacement cost and value in use, and will provide 

guidance on how these measurement bases should be applied. 

6. The IPSASB is likely to issue the proposed Exposure Draft on Measurement and 

revisions to IPSAS 17 in early 2021 for comment. The final pronouncement and 

amendments to IPSAS 17 are scheduled to be issued in June 2022.  

7. The proposals in these projects may be helpful to confirm the Board’s decisions locally 

on heritage assets or may resolve issues raised by respondents during the review 

concerning the application of measurement bases. The impact of these IPSASB projects 

on the local project is discussed as part of the next steps (see paragraphs .97 and.98).  

CONSULTATION PROCESS 

8. At the close of the comment period, the Board received comment letters from: 

• the Auditor-General South Africa (AGSA) - The ARD unit at the AGSA developed a 

combined questionnaire, outlining the questions to preparers and users, for 

submission by its auditors. Eight written responses were received as part of this 

process; 
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• eThekwini Municipality - Libraries and Heritage Department, the Natural Science 

Museum, the Durban Art Gallery and the local History Museum; and  

• the Department of Treasury of the Free State, who issued a questionnaire to which 

entities in the Free State responded.  

9. Verbal comments were received from preparers, auditors, technical advisors, and 

consultants through face-to-face meetings and virtual meetings.  

10. In considering whether sufficient consultation was undertaken, the Technical Committee 

compared the stakeholders identified in the project brief to those consulted during the 

due process. The Technical Committee concluded that the comment received 

represented a good geographical diversity and that engagements were targeted at all 

relevant stakeholders and not only the museums. The Technical Committee agreed that 

stakeholders were given sufficient opportunity to participate in the Board’s due process, 

after taking the following into consideration:  

• The key preparers that recognise and/or disclose heritage assets in their financial 

statements participated in the review. These include all national and provincial 

museums, national and provincial public entities, and municipalities.  

• Specific users that were consulted included the South African Heritage Resources 

Agency (SAHRA) and the Department of Arts and Culture (DAC).   

• Audit committee members and municipal councillors were specifically invited to 

participate in the two virtual joint meetings scheduled by CIGFARO and SALGA and 

the two joint sessions arranged by SAICA. However, none attended the events. Even 

though the Technical Committee noted its disappointment with these stakeholders’ 

participation in the review, it still agreed with the Secretariat’s view that no additional 

information or comment would have been obtained through these engagements with 

stakeholders.  

• A request to complete the questionnaires was sent to members of the Public Sector 

Audit Committee Forum (PSACF) via SAICA. 

11. Based on these observations, the Technical Committee concluded that sufficient 

opportunities were created for engagement with preparers and users, and that 

sufficient consultation was undertaken with key stakeholders.  

ACTION REQUESTED #1 

The Board is requested to CONFIRM the conclusion by the Technical Committee on the 

sufficiency of the due process. 

SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS OF COMMENT RECEIVED 

General  

12. This section summarises the key issues raised by respondents during the consultation 

process.  

General observations from users 

13. Users supported the reporting of heritage assets under GRAP 103, with feedback 

generally being positive. Some of the feedback received was of a technical nature with 
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users indicating the challenges that some entities have experienced with the 

implementation of GRAP 103.  

14. The DAC, as a user of the financial statements acknowledged that they need to enhance 

their analysis and evaluation of the financial statements of the museums that report to 

them. At present, the DAC merely analyses the quarterly reports and financial 

statements of the museums to assess compliance with GRAP 103 to consider how 

compliance could be improved.  

General observations from preparers 

15. Preparers welcomed the review, with some respondents noting that the implementation 

of GRAP 103 had a positive effect on the way in which they manage and preserve 

heritage assets. Concerns noted by preparers include: 

• The cost of implementing GRAP 103 – Some preparers questioned the value added 

by recognising heritage assets in the financial statements as (a) the objective for 

holding heritage assets is different to other assets that are used by entities in the 

day-to-day operations; and (b) legislation prohibiting entities to sell heritage assets 

under their control. Some preparers therefore concluded that heritage assets should 

not be recognised as assets. 

• Skill and capacity shortages within entities – A limited number of experts are 

available to assist entities with the valuation of heritage assets. Suggestions from 

preparers on how to address these include: 

➢ That the sector itself should provide more guidance to entities on how to 

manage and preserve heritage assets.  

➢ Promoting knowledge sharing between entities. This could be addressed 

through the development of a centralised database that keeps a record of all 

recognised heritage assets and their value. The database can be used by 

others as a reference point in determining values for similar heritage assets.  

➢ Encouraging entities to consider guidelines and standards published by entities 

such as (a) the Institute of Conservation that address, among others, the 

conservation, management, and measurement of heritage assets; and (b) the 

Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors that has developed practice standards 

on valuing movable and immovable heritage assets.  

16. The Technical Committee noted that it is not within the Board’s mandate to develop a 

centralised database, or to prescribe or encourage the use of guidelines and standards 

published by other stakeholders. It was therefore recommended that the Secretariat 

liaise with the DAC and/or SAHRA to inform them about these proposals. 

17. A proposal was also received that the Board should consider developing a reporting 

framework for smaller entities, and in particular smaller museums. The Technical 

Committee acknowledged the Board’s recent decision to not introduce specific reporting 

requirements or guidance for smaller entities following its research project.  

18. A number of matters concerning disagreements with auditors were identified during the 

review. The Technical Committee recommended that these matters should be shared 

with the senior management of the ARD unit at the AGSA (including the audit specialist 
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responsible for developing guidance to auditors) and the Independent Regulatory Board 

of Auditors (IRBA). These matters raised include: 

• Non-reliance by auditors on valuations obtained by some curators, despite the curator 

holding a recognised and relevant professional qualification or having the requisite 

competence to undertake a valuation in accordance with the requirements of the 

applicable Standards of GRAP. 

• Auditors requiring that three valuations should be obtained to support the valuation 

of a heritage asset, despite GRAP 103 not having such a requirement.  

• Some auditors indicating that an expert employed by an entity may not be used to 

value heritage assets. GRAP 103 allows the use of internal valuers subject to certain 

requirements being met.  

ACTION REQUESTED #2 

The Board is requested to: 

(a)  NOTE the general observations highlighted from users and preparers (paragraphs 

.12 to .18); and  

(b)   CONFIRM whether it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendation to 

engage with the DAC, SAHRA, the AGSA and IRBA on the issues noted in 

paragraphs .15 and .18. 

ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES  

19. The review considered five areas on which comment was requested from respondents, 

with a number of questions included for each area. The Secretariat has broadly 

classified the comment and the proposed actions according to: 

• “significant issues” – that include proposals to amend the Standards of GRAP; 

• “issues that require guidance” – that include proposals to develop new or amend 

existing FAQs; 

• “application, process and policy issues” – that include proposals to be addressed or 

considered by other stakeholders, such as the OAG, the DAC and/or SAHRA; and  

• “other issues” – that include issues resulting from audit disagreements and/or where 

no specific action from the Board or other stakeholders is proposed. 

Annexure A summarises these actions according to this broad classification.  

20. For any amendments proposed to the principles in GRAP 103 or other Standards, a 

recommendation will be made to the OAG to update the relevant GRAP Accounting 

Guideline/(s).  

AREA 1: CLASSIFICATION OF HERITAGE ASSETS AS A SEPARATE ASSET 

CATEGORY 

Classification of heritage assets as a separate asset category 

Overview of responses from users 

21. Users were asked if classifying heritage assets as a separate asset category on the 

statement of financial position provides relevant information to hold entities accountable 



6 

 

and to make decisions. All the users confirmed that the separate classification provides 

relevant information, with some indicating that it provides a mechanism to ensure that 

heritage assets are preserved and cared for differently to other assets.  

22. Observations noted from users include: 

• preparers apply different criteria to assess if an asset should be recognised as a 

heritage asset which may lead to different interpretations, or entities classifying the 

same asset differently; and  

• the separate classification of heritage assets increased the risk of theft as 

information is publicly available about valuable heritage assets under the entity’s 

control. Due to the lack of funding, especially at smaller entities, entities cannot 

properly insure their heritage assets against theft.   

Overview of responses from preparers 

23. Preparers were asked to share the challenges that they experience to assess if the 

definition of a heritage asset is met, and to distinguish heritage assets from other 

categories of assets, such as investment property and property, plant and equipment.  

24. Suggestions and observations noted from preparers included: 

• guidance should be included in the Standard on what is meant with “the entity’s 

intent to preserve the asset for present and future generations” to ensure the 

consistent application of the principles in GRAP 103; 

• GRAP 103 should explain how heritage assets provide service potential to meet the 

definition of an asset; 

• the development of a co-ordinated approach to assist entities with assessing 

whether the definition of a heritage asset is met and to value heritage assets; 

• the development of conservation policies to clarify why an entity is holding a specific 

heritage asset;  

• a shortage of skill and capacity, and employees not being qualified to practically 

apply the requirements in GRAP 103 to assess if the definition of a heritage asset 

is met. As a result, entities need to make use of experts to help with the assessment; 

• there is uncertainty on how future generations’ expectations impact management’s 

current assessment of whether the definition of a heritage asset is met; and 

• evaluating an asset to conclude if it meets the definition of a heritage asset generally 

takes some time. A number of entities still have items in storage that need to be 

evaluated. Entities are uncertain how, and at what value, these items need to be 

accounted for prior to the evaluation being completed. 

25. The following practical application issues in classifying heritage assets were also noted 

from preparers: 

(a) Whether an asset should be classified as a heritage asset if:  

(i) similar heritage assets are widely available;  

(ii)  it comprises a collection of multiple, similar objects; or  
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(iii)  similar assets within a collection have a dual purpose and are held to meet 

different objectives. 

(b) Assessing control of heritage assets, for example assessing control where: 

(i) items are placed in a public area or where they are kept in storage and no 

longer publicly displayed; or  

(ii) items are on loan to another entity.  

(c) Accounting for: 

(i) specimens collected for research;  

(ii) heritage assets held for educational purposes; 

(iii) heritage assets used for decorative purposes;    

(iv) replicas of original heritage assets; and 

(v) heritage assets subject to 99-year lease agreements for which the rent received 

is not material.  

(d) Assumptions that all assets that are old, or that all assets that are kept in a museum, 

should be classified and accounted for as heritage assets. 

26. A number of observations were also made about disagreements with auditors in 

categorising assets based on different interpretations of the definition of a heritage 

asset.   

Technical Committee recommendations 

27. In considering the comments and actions proposed by the Secretariat, the Technical 

Committee agreed that if a comment relates to a matter of principle in the Standard, the 

recommendation should be to propose an amendment to the principle(s) in the 

Standards of GRAP. If the comment relates to an application issue, the recommendation 

should be to address the issue through application guidance. This guidance can either 

take the form of a Frequent Asked Question (FAQ), or a recommendation to other 

stakeholders such as the OAG, the DAC and/or SAHRA to consider ways in which to 

address the comment. This overarching principle resulted in changes to some of the 

Secretariat’s proposed recommendations.  

28. The Technical Committee raised a concern that entities still have items in store that need 

to be evaluated to conclude if the definition of a heritage asset is met as GRAP 103 has 

been effective since 1 April 2012. The Technical Committee also noted that the matter 

seems to be an application issue, rather than a matter of principle that needs to be 

clarified in GRAP 103. The Technical Committee recommended that the Secretariat 

should consider if the comment only relates to heritage assets, or whether it relates to 

control over assets in general. The Secretariat observed that the comment was made in 

relation to specimens that were received through donations, or items that are collected 

for research or educational purposes. It is therefore recommended that the existing FAQ 

on specimens collected for research should be further clarified to explain that: 

• items held for research and/or items that still needs to be evaluated to conclude if 

they are heritage assets can only be accounted for if the definition of an asset is 

met; and  
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• recognising these items at R1 is inappropriate as it does not reflect the value of the 

asset.  

29. A recommendation will also be made to (a) the DAC to provide guidance to entities in 

this regard; and (b) the OAG to consider updating the GRAP Accounting Guideline to 

explain these principles.  

30. The Secretariat proposed to develop a new FAQ to emphasise that information on 

heritage assets does not need to be presented and disclosed on an individual basis in 

addressing the comment on the security risk issue. The Technical Committee agreed 

that this concern is also relevant to other types of assets, for example, rhinos recognised 

using GRAP 110 on Living and Non-living Resources. The Technical Committee 

recommended that the FAQ should focus on all types of assets, not only on heritage 

assets. The new FAQ will refer to the Guideline on The Application of Materiality in 

Financial Statements and the guidance in GRAP 1 on Presentation of Financial 

Statements on the aggregation of items that are individually immaterial. 

31. The Technical Committee made the following additional recommendations to address 

the comment from users and preparers: 

Proposed action How to address the issue 

Issues that require 

guidance 

Develop a new FAQ to clarify that the classification of an asset 

as a heritage asset should be based on how that asset is 

currently used by the entity and whether:  

(a) the asset has cultural, environmental, historical, natural, 

scientific, technological or artistic significance; and  

(b) an entity’s intention to hold the asset indefinitely and 

preserve it for the benefit of present and future generations.  

The proposed FAQ will also clarify that when the objective for 

holding the heritage asset changes at a future point in time, the 

entity needs to reconsider if the definition of a heritage asset is 

met. 

This FAQ will address a number of the issues raised in 

paragraph .25.  

Application, process and 

policy issues 

Engage with DAC and SAHRA on the development of: 

(A) simplified guidance that can be applied by employees that 

are not that familiar with the principles in GRAP 103. The 

guidance could include the following issues (some of which 

are discussed later in the memorandum): 

• clarify when control of a heritage asset exists;  

• whether the definition of a heritage asset in GRAP 103 

is met; 

• items that still need to be evaluated to conclude if the 

definition of a heritage asset is met should not be 

recognised at a R1 value;  
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• when and how peer data can be used in determining a 

reliable value; 

• the extent to which an entity can make use of a curator 

and/or other employees to determine a reliable value;  

• the level of detail that needs to be included in the 

valuation report to provide supporting evidence; 

• practical examples of when an indicator for an 

impairment has been triggered; 

• illustrate the calculation of the recoverable amount or 

recoverable service amount;  

• guidance illustrating the disclosure requirements in 

GRAP 103, for example, the information to be 

presented on heritage assets on loan, and minimum 

information to be disclosed about heritage assets; and 

(B) a centralised database that can then be used by other 

entities with similar types of heritage assets. The database 

can include information about:  

• the type and nature of heritage assets controlled by 

entities; and  

• where a valuer was used to determine a value for a 

specific heritage asset, the valuer’s details.  

 Inform DAC and/or SAHRA about the comments made on the 

development of a: 

(a) a co-ordinated approach in assessing if the definition of a 

heritage asset is met (see paragraph .24 bullet 2; and 

(b) standardised conservation policies (see paragraph .24 

bullet 3).  

Developing these documents are not within the Board’s 

mandate.  

 Engage with the OAG to provide guidance in the GRAP 

Accounting Guideline on: 

• items held for research and/or items that still needs to be 

evaluated to conclude if they are heritage assets can only 

be accounted for if the definition of an asset is met;   

• recognising heritage assets at R1 is inappropriate as it does 

not reflect the value of the asset; 

• how heritage assets provide service potential to meet the 

definition of an asset;   
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• accounting for heritage assets subject to lease 

arrangements; and  

• that entities’ internal policies should clarify that items 

controlled by the entity should be recognised in the financial 

statements if the definition of an asset is met, irrespective 

of whether the entity evaluated if the definition of a heritage 

asset in GRAP 103 is met.  

32. The Technical Committee agreed that no more guidance can be provided on whether 

“old assets” should be accounted for as a heritage asset should not be provided. A FAQ 

is already available that explains how heritage asset should be distinguished from old 

asset. Entities need to apply judgement to assess if an “old item” meets the definition of 

a heritage asset in terms of GRAP 103. 

Disclosure of heritage assets designated in terms of legislation not accounted for in 

GRAP 103, and vice versa 

Overview of responses from users 

33. Users were asked if information should be disclosed on assets that are (i) designated 

as a heritage resource in terms of legislation, but which are not classified and accounted 

for as heritage assets in accordance with GRAP 103; and/or (ii) classified and accounted 

for as a heritage asset in accordance with GRAP 103 but which are not designated as 

a heritage resource in legislation. Most users confirmed that disclosing such information 

will be useful.  

34. Users cautioned that if these disclosure requirements are considered, it should not be 

too onerous. The information disclosed should be relevant to users, and should, as an 

example, not require the disclosure of a value if the heritage asset is not recognised in 

the financial statements.  

35. As the legislative description of when an item should be classified as a heritage resource 

is clearer than the definition of a heritage asset in GRAP 103, some users proposed that 

the legislative explanation and the definition of a heritage asset should be better aligned.  

Overview of responses from preparers 

36. Some preparers noted that they have used the SAHRA classification to determine if an 

item should be accounted for as a heritage asset. This is because the legislative 

guidance is clearer on when an item should be classified as a heritage asset. These 

preparers also proposed that the description of a heritage resource in legislation and the 

definition of a heritage asset in GRAP 103, should be better aligned to ensure 

consistency. 

37. Other proposals from prepares included:  

• only accounting for those heritage assets that have been designated as such in 

legislation. All other assets should be accounted for in terms of another Standard of 

GRAP, for example GRAP 16 on Investment Property or GRAP 17 on Property, 

Plant and Equipment;  
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• the financial statements should disclose information on items designated as a 

heritage asset in terms of the National Heritage Resource Act, but not accounted 

for as a heritage asset in terms of GRAP 103, and vice versa; and 

• guidance should be provided where an entity controls a heritage resource 

designated in legislation, but subsequently concludes that the legislative 

classification is inappropriate following the involvement of experts to value the 

heritage asset.  

Technical Committee recommendations 

38. The Technical Committee noted that, even though most users supported the inclusion 

of disclosures about items that are designated as a heritage resource in legislation but 

not accounted for as a heritage asset in terms of GRAP 103, and vice versa, these 

disclosures are better suited to reporting outside the financial statements. The Technical 

Committee recommended that the Secretariat should raise the observation with the 

National Treasury for them to assess how this disclosure can be addressed in preparing 

other general-purpose financial reports (if at all).  

39. Other recommendations made by the Technical Committee to address the comment 

from users and preparers were as follows: 

Proposed action How to address the issue 

Significant issues Review the definition of a heritage asset in GRAP 103 to 

consider how it could be enhanced to align it with the legislative 

description of a heritage resource in the National Heritage 

Resource Act, and the SAHRA classification. 

The definition of a heritage asset in GRAP 103 should, however, 

remain broad enough to allow for the recognition of heritage 

assets that are not designated as a heritage resource in 

legislation.  

Issues that require 

guidance  

Expand the existing FAQ about differences between the legal 

and accounting classification of heritage assets to explain that 

an entity should continue to apply the definition of a heritage 

asset despite any declassifications in legislation to conclude if 

the asset should continue to be accounted for in terms of GRAP 

103.  

Application, process and 

policy issues 

Engage with DAC and SAHRA to inform stakeholders of the 

processes that should be followed when it is concluded that a 

heritage asset should no longer be designated as a heritage 

resource in terms of legislation. 

 ACTION REQUESTED #3 

The Board is requested to: 

(a)   NOTE the high-level analysis of comment raised by respondents (paragraphs .21 

to .26 and .33 to .37);  
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(b)  CONFIRM whether it agrees with the Technical Committee’s on how to address the 

practical challenges noted in paragraph .25 (paragraphs .28 to .31); and  

(c)  CONFIRM whether it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendation on 

how to address the disclosure of heritage assets designated in terms of legislation 

but not accounted for in GRAP 103, and vice versa (paragraphs .38 and .39). 

AREA 2: INITIAL RECOGNITION OF HERITAGE ASSETS  

Challenges to initially determine a value for heritage assets and providing the related 
disclosures 

Overview of responses from preparers 

40. Preparers were asked to share their challenges in: 

(a) determining a reliable value for heritage assets on initial recognition; and  

(b) with presenting the disclosures required in GRAP 103 where an initial value could 

not be determined.  

A similar question was not asked to users. The challenges raised by preparers included:  

(A) Use of valuers 
(1) Curators at museums are not able to assist with determining a 

value for heritage assets. The reasons include legislative 

restrictions, capacity constraints within the entity, and concerns 

relating to conflicts of interest.  

(2) Lack of skill and expertise at an entity level to value heritage 

assets. 

These two areas resulted in the use of valuers to assist with 

determining values. Using valuers had cost implications for many 

entities which already have funding constraints.  

 (3) A limited number of valuers are available to value heritage assets. 

 (4) Lack of standardised guidance to prescribe what qualifications a 

valuer should have, who qualifies to determine a value and the 

level of detail that should be included in the valuation reports.  

(B) Approaches 

and 

methodologies  

Different approaches were applied by valuers to determine a value for 

heritage assets. This resulted in different values being determined for 

heritage assets of a similar nature. 

(C) Other 

valuation 

matters 

(1) Valuing heritage assets may be appropriate for some heritage 

assets, but not all heritage assets. Values cannot be determined 

for archaeological and natural history collections due to ethical 

reasons, e.g. it is inappropriate to value human remains, or due to 

the nature of the heritage asset, e.g. it is irreplaceable. 

 (2) Lack of supporting documentation for heritage assets donated to 

the entity.  

 (3) Determining the value for each item in a collection is not cost 

effective and it may be inappropriate to determine a value for all 

the assets in the collection.  
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 (4) Due to restrictions on selling a heritage asset, a value could not be 

determined as there is no active market. The objective is to hold a 

heritage asset indefinitely and to preserve it for present and future 

generations, rather to sell the heritage asset. 

 (5) Applying a replacement cost approach to value heritage assets is 

inappropriate as in most instances, heritage assets are 

irreplaceable.  

(D) Audit issues 
(1) Auditors did not always accept the values obtained from valuers. 

Reasons included concerns with the bases applied to determine 

the value, unclear methodologies, or entities not being able to 

produce the evidence to support the valuations. 

 (2) Where a value could be determined for a heritage asset, some 

entities could not apply the transitional provisions retrospectively 

as it was impracticable. Where auditors requested supporting 

evidence on the impracticability, it could not be provided by some 

entities.  

 (3) Where heritage assets were grouped as a class, auditors 

requested that the class be further disaggregated.  

 (4) Three valuations were requested to support the value determined 

for heritage assets. Adhering to this audit requirement was time 

consuming and had cost implications for the entity.   

 (5) Valuations provided by curators and/or internal valuers were not 

accepted by auditors and resulted in audit disagreements.  

41. Other observations from preparers included: 

• questioning the separation of land from other assets, such as burial sites on land, 

and the accounting of land in conservation areas separate from fauna and flora;  

• the increase in insurance premiums as an unintended consequence of recognising 

and measuring heritage assets. As heritage assets are reflected in the financial 

statements, the risk of theft increased, and due to the lack of funding, entities are 

not able to properly secure their heritage assets; and  

• that it is inappropriate to value heritage assets at an insurance value as entities 

should use comparable market information based on the heritage asset’s fair value 

and adjust this value for the condition of the heritage asset.    

Technical Committee recommendations 

42. The Technical Committee made the following recommendations to address the 

comment from users and preparers: 

Proposed action How to address the issue 

Significant issues Expand the principles in GRAP 103 to:  

(a) allow entities to use peer data to determine values for 

equivalent/similar heritage assets when they do not have 
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sufficient sources of entity-specific data. Appropriate 

adjustments will need to be made based on the 

characteristics and/or condition of the asset. This guidance 

will be derived from GRAP 104 on Financial Instruments 

(2019) that has established a precedence for the use of 

peer data for credit risk;  

(b) acknowledge that an entity may not be able to determine a 

reliable value for specific types of heritage assets (such as 

archaeological and natural history collections) and that 

these heritage assets need not be recognised. Useful 

information about these heritage assets should be 

disclosed in the notes to the financial statements. The 

guidance will also clarify that, if an entity is able to value 

these heritage assets, despite certain limitations, these 

heritage assets should be recognised in the financial 

statements;  

(c) clarify when a reliable measure of fair value cannot be 

determined, i.e. if the range or fair value estimates is 

significant and the probabilities of the various estimates 

cannot be reasonably assessed. This guidance will be 

drawn from GRAP 104 that establishes a practical 

expedient to measure residual interests in investments at 

cost if fair value cannot be determined for the investment 

(refer to GRAP 104.AG111); 

(d) explain that a restriction on the disposal of a heritage asset 

does not preclude the entity from determining its fair value. 

The additional guidance will clarify that the value of a 

heritage asset may be affected by factors such as 

restrictions on its sale, protective rights and/or similar 

legislative limitations, but that these should not preclude an 

entity from determining a reliable value for the asset; and  

(e) include a similar principle to that in GRAP 17.09 to clarify 

the aggregation of individually insignificant items. GRAP 

17.09 explains that judgement should be applied to 

aggregate individually insignificant items in applying the 

recognition criteria.  

GRAP 17.09 “This Standard does not prescribe the unit of 

measure for recognition, i.e. what constitutes an item of 

property, plant and equipment. Thus, judgement is required 

in applying the recognition criteria to an entity’s specific 

circumstances. It may be appropriate to aggregate 

individually insignificant items, such as library books, 

computer peripherals and small items of equipment, and to 

apply the criteria to the aggregate value.”    
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 Monitor the IPSASB’s measurement project as it will provide 

guidance on the application of replacement cost. 

Issues that require 

guidance  

Develop new FAQs to: 

(a) explain why, or in what circumstances, the use of insurance 

values, individual auction prices and/or quotes from 

auctioneers may be inappropriate to value heritage assets; 

and  

(b) provide guidance on the separation of land from other 

resources on the land. 

Application, process and 

policy issues 

Engage with the OAG to provide explanatory guidance in the 

GRAP Accounting Guideline on the importance and need to 

recognise all heritage assets in the financial statements. 

Other issues  Engage with the OAG and AGSA to understand the expectations 

when valuations are undertaken regarding:  

(a) the level of detail that should be included in the valuation 

reports; and  

(b) who, from an audit perspective is qualified to undertake 

these valuations.  

Based on the outcome of the engagement, agree appropriate 

actions with the OAG and AGSA in addressing valuations of all 

asset categories. 

Reasons for not being able to determine a value for a heritage asset on initial 

recognition  

Overview of responses from users 

43. GRAP 103 requires an entity to make certain disclosures where a reliable value could 

not be determined for a heritage asset on initial recognition. Users were asked if these 

disclosures provide relevant information to hold entities accountable and to make 

decisions. Users confirmed that the disclosures provided were useful to hold entities 

accountable and for decision-making.  

44. Other observations from users included: 

• Some heritage assets are recognised at a R1 value, specifically those assets that 

still had to be evaluated to determine if they should be classified as a heritage asset. 

Reflecting heritage assets at a R1 value was not useful for decision making; and  

• Audit committee members agreed with the reasons provided by management as to 

why a value could not be determined for a heritage asset but some auditors, did not 

accept these reasons which resulted in audit disagreements.  

Overview of responses from preparers 

45. Preparers were asked to explain the reasons for not being able to determine a value for 

a heritage asset on initial recognition. Reasons provided included: 
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• the absence of an active market for some heritage assets, and no other valuation 

technique or similar heritage item exists to determine a reliable value; 

• heritage assets are not material, or the cost to determine a value out-weighs the 

benefit; 

• due to the nature of the specific heritage asset, for example, archaeological and 

natural history collections; 

• the heritage asset is unique due to the area within which it was found;   

• for donated assets, no supporting evidence was provided to determine a reliable 

value; 

• the heritage asset cannot be replaced once it is damaged or destroyed; and   

• the entity does not intend to sell the heritage asset but to hold it indefinitely for the 

benefit of present and future generations, and/or legislation prohibits the entity from 

selling the heritage asset.  

46. Some preparers also proposed that standardised and uniform policies or guidance 

should be developed for collections that cannot be valued due to ethical or other 

reasons.  

Technical Committee recommendations 

47. As proposals were already made on how to address the observations from users and 

preparers, no additional actions were recommended by the Technical Committee (refer 

to the recommendations noted in paragraph.42).  

Continue to re-assess if a reliable value becomes available  

Overview of responses from users 

48. Currently GRAP 103 does not require an entity to continuously re-assess if reliable 

information becomes available so that a heritage asset can be recognised in the financial 

statements. Users were asked if the entity should be required to re-assess if information 

becomes available. All the users indicated that a re-assessment should be required.  

Overview of responses from preparers 

49. A similar question was asked to preparers, but they had diverse views on the matter.  

• View 1 – Determining a value for a heritage asset is a past event, and unless 

legislation changes, the entity should not be required to re-assess if a value can 

subsequently be determined. These respondents noted that it is unlikely that a value 

will become available subsequently, and capacity and funding constraints hinder 

the entity from undertaking subsequent re-assessments.  

• View 2 – Entities should be required to re-assess if a value becomes available, but 

GRAP 103 should prescribe how often, and when the entity should undertake the 

re-assessment. Requiring an annual re-assessment will be too onerous.  

Technical Committee recommendations  

50. The Technical Committee made the following recommendation to address the comment 

from users and preparers: 
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Proposed action How to address the issue 

Significant issues Amend GRAP 103 to require a re-assessment when an indicator 

has been triggered. Guidance on the indicators and they will be 

triggered will be introduced in GRAP 103.  

ACTION REQUESTED #4 

The Board is requested to: 

(a)   NOTE the high-level analysis of comment raised by respondents (paragraphs .40 

to .41, .43 to .46 and .48 to .49); and  

(b)  CONFIRM whether it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendation on 

how to address the issues on: 

       (i) the challenges to initially determine a value for heritage assets and providing the 

related disclosures (paragraph .42); and 

      (ii) the re-assessment of heritage assets (paragraph .50).  

AREA 3: DETERMINIG VALUES FOR HERITAGE ASSETS AFTER RECOGNITION  

Subsequent measurement basis applied to measure heritage assets  

Overview of responses from users 

51. Users were asked if the measurement basis used to report heritage assets affected their 

ability to hold entities accountable and to make decisions about heritage assets. Users 

indicated that the choice of measurement basis did not influence their use of the 

information.  

Overview of responses from preparers 

52. Preparers were asked to indicate what subsequent measurement basis they apply to 

measure heritage assets, and explain the reason for selecting the measurement basis. 

The majority of preparers indicated that they apply the cost basis as it is more cost 

effective in the long term, as it does not require frequent revaluations. Some preparers 

noted that they have selected the cost model as it was recommended by the DAC. 

53. Those entities that apply the revaluation model, indicated that they apply it to heritage 

buildings and art collections. The revaluation model was selected for insurance 

purposes, and to understand how the value of the heritage asset changes between 

valuations.  

Applying the revaluation model as a subsequent measurement basis 

Overview of responses from preparers 

54. Preparers that apply the revaluation model, indicated that the frequency of revaluations 

is between three and five years. Some indicated that they have not undertaken a 

revaluation yet, as GRAP 103 was only implemented for financial years commencing on 

or after 1 April 2015 or 2017. Others noted that the value of their heritage assets did not 

change significantly since initial recognition. 

55. It was also observed that most preparers indicated that they are not familiar with 

Directive 11 on Changes in the Measurement Basis following the Initial Adoption of 
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Standards of GRAP. After understanding the provisions of the Directive, preparers 

proposed that the Board should consider allowing entities another opportunity to change 

their accounting policy where the revaluation model was selected as a subsequent 

measurement basis. 

Technical Committee recommendations 

56. The Technical Committee indicated that they do not support the extension of the 

effective date for Directive 11 as entities had sufficient time to adopt GRAP 103. 

57. The Secretariat proposed to eliminate the revaluation model as a subsequent 

measurement basis in GRAP 103 based on observations by respondents on the cost 

implications of GRAP 103 and the lack of valuers. The recommendation as also made 

as most entities currently apply the cost model.  

58. The Technical Committee did not support this recommendation and noted that it is 

inappropriate to eliminate a measurement basis on cost implications, or because the 

minority of entities apply that basis. The Technical Committee recommended that the 

revaluation model in GRAP 103 should be retained to allow management to select a 

measurement basis that best meets the information needs of its users.  

ACTION REQUESTED #5 

The Board is requested to: 

(a)  NOTE the high-level analysis of comment raised by respondents (paragraphs .51 

to .55); and  

(b)  CONFIRM whether it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendation to: 

       (i) not extend the effective date of Directive 11 (paragraph .56) and  

      (ii) retain the revaluation model as a subsequent measurement basis in GRAP 

103 (paragraphs .57 and .58).   

AREA 4: IMPAIRING HERITAGE ASSETS  

Overview of responses from users 

59. Users were asked whether reflecting a decrease in the value of a heritage asset as an 

impairment loss provides relevant information about the heritage asset. They were also 

asked to confirm if presenting information on impairment is relevant to hold entities 

accountable and to make decisions.  

60. Some users indicated that information on impairment provides useful information as it: 

• indicates a loss of value; 

• helps in assessing if the heritage asset is properly maintained and preserved in 

accordance with the entity’s mandate;  

• provides information on the condition of the heritage asset; and  

• assists users in assessing if the heritage asset should continue to be recognised as 

a heritage asset.  

61. Some users noted challenges experienced by prepares to calculate the impairment 

losses, specifically the recoverable amount or the recoverable service amount. Users 
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also observed that entities continuously need to appoint experts to determine if there is 

an indicator of impairment, and/or to assist with the impairment calculation.  

62. Some users were of the view that, as the heritage asset needs to be held indefinitely 

and preserved for the benefit of present and future generations, and because the asset 

cannot be sold, presenting an impairment loss in the statement of financial performance 

is not useful.  

Overview of responses from preparers 

Challenges to assess if a heritage asset is impaired 

63. Preparers were asked to share their challenges to: 

• assess if a heritage asset is impaired, or that an impairment loss recognised in 

prior periods may no longer exist or has decreased; and  

• calculate the recoverable amount or the recoverable service amount.  

64. Preparers indicated: 

• that they had to appoint an expert to assist: 

(i) in determining if an indicator of impairment has been triggered; and/or 

(ii) with the impairment calculation, specifically to calculate the remaining service 

potential for an asset that is held indefinitely, and the fair value less cost to 

sell as legislation prohibits entities from selling heritage assets; and  

• disagreements with auditors where auditors insisted that an impairment 

calculation should be done. 

65. One preparer requested the Board to reconsider the indicators on (a) the deterioration 

of the heritage asset and (b) the decline in market values. Others indicated that the only 

indicator considered to determine if the heritage asset is impaired, is physical damage. 

The Secretariat tested this comment with the valuers. They noted that, even though 

physical damage is the most common indicator, it is not the only indicator considered to 

determine if a heritage asset is impaired.  

Technical Committee recommendations 

66. The Technical Committee made the following recommendations: 

Proposed action How to address the issue 

Significant issues Monitor the IPSASB’s measurement project as it will provide 

guidance on how to determine replacement cost and value in 

use. 

 Engage with the valuation experts to understand what indicators 

are commonly considered to determine if a heritage asset is 

impaired, and to consider if the list of indicators in GRAP 103 

can be expanded. 

Application, process and 

policy issues  

Engage with the DAC to develop simplified guidance that can be 

applied by employees that are not that familiar with the principles 

in GRAP 103 on, among others:  
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(a)   practical examples of when an indicator for an impairment 

has been triggered; and  

(b)   illustrations of the calculation of the recoverable amount or 

recoverable service amount. 

 Engage with the OAG to provide guidance in the GRAP 

Accounting Guideline on: 

• the calculation of the recoverable amount, or recoverable 

service amount; and 

• practical examples of when an indicator for an impairment 

has been triggered. 

ACTION REQUESTED #6 

The Board is requested to: 

(a) NOTE the high-level analysis of the comment raised by respondents (paragraphs 

.59 to .65);   

(b) CONFIRM whether it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendations to 

address the comment on impairment (paragraph .66).  

AREA 5: HERITAGE ASSETS WITH AN ALTERNATIVE USE  

Overview of responses from users 

67. Users were asked if an entity should be required to classify a heritage asset differently 

if it has a significant alternative use. The users that responded to this question all agreed 

that heritage assets should only be accounted for using the principles in GRAP 103, 

irrespective of any alternative use, as the objective remains the preservation of the 

heritage asset. Not classifying all heritage assets as a single line item may distort the 

reason for having or holding these assets. Government may also not be able to 

consolidate the total value of the country’s heritage estate. 

68. Users did not respond to the question on whether information on the depreciation of 

heritage assets with an alternative use, assist them in making decisions about the use, 

management and condition of the heritage asset.  

Overview of responses from preparers 

Challenges to assess if a significant portion of the heritage asset has an alternative use 

69. Preparers were asked to share the challenges that they experience to assess if a 

significant portion of a heritage asset meets the definition of a heritage asset, or whether 

the asset should be classified in accordance with another Standard of GRAP. Most 

preparers indicated that they have a challenge to determine if the alternative use is 

significant. The preparers proposed that guidance should be developed to ensure 

consistent application of the principle. 

70. One preparer questioned whether the heritage asset should be apportioned between 

the component that is used as a heritage asset, and the portion that has a significant 

use.  

Classification of a heritage asset with a significant alternative use 
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71. Preparers were also asked to share their views on whether a heritage asset with a 

significant alternative use should be classified differently and accounted for in 

accordance with another Standard of GRAP. The views from prepares on this question 

were diverse.  

72. Preparers supporting the view that heritage assets should be accounted for in 

accordance with the applicable Standard of GRAP based on their use noted that the 

cost of using the asset for another purpose should be reflected in the financial 

statements. Users will be able to make informed decisions of how the alternative use 

impacts the value of the heritage asset.  

73. Preparers supporting the view that all heritage assets should be classified as such, 

noted that users may understand a different classification to be that the heritage asset 

has lost its heritage status. Users may also conclude that the entity is no longer required 

to preserve the heritage asset, which compromises the entity’s mandate and objective 

for having or holding these heritage assets. Users may not be able to get an accurate 

picture of all the entity’s heritage assets if heritage assets are separated into different 

asset categories. 

74. One respondent also questioned if it is appropriate to require that the value of a heritage 

asset with a significant alternative use should reflect both a heritage value and a value 

for the heritage asset’s alternative use.  

Technical Committee recommendations 

75. To address the diverse views on the classification of heritage assets, the Secretariat 

proposed to amend GRAP 103 to require that all heritage assets should be classified 

and presented as a single line item on the face of the statement of financial position. 

The disclosure note to heritage assets in the financial statements should then distinguish 

between those heritage assets that only have a heritage use, and those heritage assets 

with a significant alternative use. Additional information on the heritage asset’s 

alternative use should be presented as part of this disclosure note.  

76. The Technical Committee agreed with the recommendation to classify all heritage 

assets as a single line item but disagreed with the recommendation to make a distinction 

between heritage assets that only have a heritage use, and heritage assets with a 

significant alternative use. The Technical Committee noted that, based on the nature of 

heritage assets, and the fact that all heritage assets are held indefinitely to be preserved 

for the benefit of present and future generations, information about a heritage asset’s 

alternative use should only be presented as a disclosure in the note to heritage assets.  

Depreciation of heritage assets with a significant alternative use 

77. Preparers were asked whether they agree that a heritage asset with a significant 

alternative use should be depreciated, what depreciation method is applied, and what 

challenges they foresee in calculating depreciation.  

78. Stakeholders had mixed views on the deprecation of heritage assets with a significant 

alternative use. Those that supported depreciation, noted that the consumption of the 

heritage asset should be reflected in the financial statements. Those that did not support 

the depreciation of a heritage asset with a significant alternative use noted that the 

objective for having or holding a heritage asset remains the indefinite holding and 

ongoing preservation of the asset. Determining a useful life and a residual value to 
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calculate depreciation poses challenges. Some preparers also noted that requiring 

heritage assets to be depreciated contradicts the Board’s conclusion in GRAP 103 that 

a heritage asset should not be depreciated. 

Technical Committee recommendations 

79. The Secretariat proposed two alternatives to the Technical Committee to address the 

divergent views on depreciation.  

(a) Alternative 1: Heritage assets with a significant alternative use should not be 

measured in accordance with GRAP 103, but in accordance with the applicable 

Standard of GRAP based on the heritage asset’s significant use. This enables users 

to make informed decisions on how the alternative use impacts the indefinite holding 

and ongoing preservation of the asset. As entities will be required to depreciate 

heritage assets with a significant alternative use, the value of the asset consumed 

during a reporting period will be reflected in the financial statements. Users will also 

have a better understanding of what the impact is on replacing some parts of the 

heritage asset, and the level and timing of maintenance required where heritage 

assets are used for other activities or in providing services.  

(b) Alternative 2: All heritage assets should be measured in accordance with GRAP 

103, irrespective of any alternative use or whether the alternative use is significant. 

As heritage assets are not depreciated when they are accounted for in accordance 

with GRAP 103, heritage assets will only be assessed for impairment on an annual 

basis. Heritage assets will be measured based on the requirement that the heritage 

asset should be held indefinitely for the benefit of present and future generations. 

80. The Technical Committee debated the two alternatives. Even though some members 

supported alternative 1, the majority of the Technical Committee members supported 

alternative 2 based on the fact that: 

(a) heritage assets are held indefinitely, with the objective to be preserved for the 

benefit of present and future generations; and 

(b) most heritage assets have an indefinite useful life and usually appreciate in value 

over time due to their cultural, environmental, historical, natural, scientific, 

technological and/or artistic significance; and  

(c) in most instances, the depreciation expense is insignificant, as the value of most 

heritage assets increases over time. 

81. Those members that supported alternative 2 also noted that the cost of preservation 

represents more than only the consumption of the heritage asset through use in the day-

to-day operations of the entity.  

82. Based on these observations, the Technical Committee recommended that:  

(a) all heritage assets should be accounted for in terms of GRAP 103, irrespective of 

whether it has a significant alternative use; and  

(b) heritage assets should not be depreciated.  

Other matters 

Determining a value for heritage assets with a significant alternative use 
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83. To address the comment in paragraph .74 that the value of a heritage asset with a 

significant alternative use should reflect a heritage value and another value, the 

Technical Committee recommended deleting GRAP 130.44. GRAP 103.44 explains 

“When determining the fair value for a heritage asset that has more than one purpose 

as explained in paragraph .09, the fair value of the heritage asset should reflect both the 

asset’s heritage value and the value obtained from its use in the production or supply of 

goods of services or for administrative purposes.” The valuation methodology and 

related inputs should reflect the measurement basis that is applied and the 

characteristics of the asset, and the Standard should not prescribe how the valuations 

should be done or what the value should reflect.  

IPSASB project to amend IPSAS 17 

84. The Technical Committee proposes monitoring the IPSASB’s project to consider the 

approach that the IPSASB intends to follow on the depreciation of heritage assets.  

ACTION REQUESTED #7 

The Board is requested to: 

(a)  NOTE the high-level analysis of the comment raised by respondents (paragraph. 

.67 to .74 and .77 to .78);  

(b) CONFIRM whether it agrees with the Technical committee’s recommendation: 

       (i)   that all heritage assets should be classified and presented as a single line item 

on the face of the statement of financial position, if material (paragraph .76); 

       (ii)  that no distinction should be made in the disclosure note between heritage 

assets that only have a heritage use, and heritage assets with a significant 

alternative use (paragraph .76);  

      (iii)  that all heritage assets should be accounted for in accordance with GRAP 103 

and that heritage assets are therefore not depreciated (paragraphs .80 to .82); 

and  

     (iv) to delete GRAP 103.44 and monitor the IPSASB’s project on IPSAS 17 

(paragraphs .83 and .84).  

AREA 6: DISCLOSURE OF HERITAGE ASSETS  

Overview of responses from users 

85. Users were asked whether disclosing information on heritage assets in the financial 

statements provides relevant information to hold entities accountable and to make 

decisions. Users noted that the information currently presented in the financial 

statements is under utilised.  

86. Users were also asked to indicate what additional information, in their view, should be 

included in the financial statements. The following proposals were noted:  

• more explanatory information on the upkeep and maintenance of heritage assets 

with alternative uses; 

• information on the condition of the heritage assets and how an entity maintains its 

heritage assets;  
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• explanations of an entity’s custodial responsibility and the impact of these 

requirements on the entity’s budget allocations; and 

• reasons for a heritage asset’s disposal, especially when legislation prohibits the 

disposal of the asset.  

Overview of responses from preparers 

87. Preparers were asked to share the challenges that they experience to provide the 

disclosures required by GRAP 103. No specific challenges were noted. 

88. They were also asked to indicate what other disclosures, in their view, will be relevant 

to users for accountability and decision making, the following proposals were received:  

• presenting information about the heritage asset’s alternative use, irrespective of 

whether the alternative use is significant or not; 

• improved disclosure on repairs and maintenance of heritage assets to inform 

decisions on whether the entity is meeting its legislative requirements; 

• information to understand the entity’s custodial responsibility relating to heritage 

assets;  

• information on dual custodianship;  

• narrative information to understand the condition of the heritage asset; 

• information to understand the reason for having or acquiring specific heritage 

assets;  

• methods used to determine the range of estimates within which fair value is likely 

to lie when a heritage asset is not recognised on initial recognition;  

• items controlled by an entity but which still need to be evaluated to conclude if the 

definition of a heritage asset in GRAP 103 has been met; and  

• practices applied by the entity to manage, preserve and value heritage asset. 

89. Some preparers also proposed that the following additional guidance should be provided 

in GRAP 103:  

• more detail of what should be disclosed for heritage assets on loan; 

• detail of what should be presented when a reliable value could not be determined 

for a heritage asset; and  

• an indication of the minimum disclosures that an entity should present on heritage 

assets. 

Technical Committee recommendations 

90. The Technical Committee noted that most of the additional disclosure requirements 

proposed by respondents are more relevant to a comprehensive understanding of the 

entity’s service performance objectives and how the entity is meeting its mandate and 

other legislative requirements. The Technical Committee recommended that the 

Secretariat should engage with the National Treasury and the DAC to consider whether 

they can include these disclosures in other reports outside the financial statements.  
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91. The Technical Committee recommended that the Board should consider eliminating the 

encouraged disclosures in GRAP 103 following past practice to eliminate these 

disclosures. This will be considered in the next phase of the project.  

92. The Technical Committee noted that the following encouraged disclosure in GRAP 103 

should be considered as mandatory requirements as they will provide useful information 

to users:  

GRAP 103 paragraph Encouraged disclosure 

103.90(b) To the extent that it provides useful and relevant 

information, entities are encouraged to disclose: 

(a) ……. 

(b) information on heritage assets that are borrowed from 

or on loan to other entities.  

93. In addition, the Technical Committee agreed that users will find information on the 

reason for selling a heritage asset useful. It was therefore recommended that this be 

considered as a mandatory disclosure requirement in GRAP 103.  

ACTION REQUESTED #8 

The Board is requested to: 

(c) NOTE the high-level analysis to the comment raised by respondents on the 

disclosure requirements in GRAP 103 (paragraphs .85 to .89); and 

(b)  CONFIRM whether they it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendation 

on how to address the proposals on additional disclosures (paragraph .90).  

NEXT STEPS 

Impact of the IPSASB project on GRAP 103 

94. The Board agreed to develop a local pronouncement on heritage assets to address the 

lack of guidance on the recognition and measurement of heritage assets. Following the 

review, stakeholders have expectations that the Board will address their comment in a 

timely manner through revising GRAP 103. On the other hand, the IPSASB plans to 

develop guidance for heritage assets as amendments to IPSAS 17. The IPSASB’s 

guidance, which merely involves application and implementation guidance to explain 

how the principles in IPSAS 17 apply to heritage assets, is only likely to be finalised in 

June 2022.  

95. As South Africa has a large number of heritage resources, the Technical Committee is 

of the view that providing specific guidance on heritage assets in a separate Standard 

remains relevant to address the local accounting issues on heritage assets. The 

Technical Committee recommended that the Board should continue to retain GRAP 103 

as a separate Standard. Monitoring the outcome of the IPSASB’s heritage asset project 

and measurement project will be part of the next phase of the project.  

Proposed timelines to address comment received  

96. The Technical Committee therefore recommended the following timelines to address the 

South African specific matters that were raised during the review:  
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Action Proposed timeline 

Communication to stakeholders on the 

outcomes of the review  

Q4 2020/21 (March 2021) 

Develop or revise FAQs and liaise with 

relevant stakeholders (see Annexure A 

part C and D to I) 

Q2 2021/22 (September 2021) 

Amendments to GRAP 103 to address 

local issues (see Annexure A part A) 

Proposed Exposure Draft  

Q2 2021/22 (September 2021) 

Consider the IPSASB pronouncement on 

Measurement and amendments to IPSAS 

17 (see Annexure A part B) 

Add to work programme as phase II of the 

project  

 

97. The Technical Committee agreed that a progress report should be published to 

communicate the results of the review and planned actions. The progress report should 

be issued as a staff document based on the principle that it communicates the Board’s 

proposed actions. In addition, articles will also be written and submitted for publication 

to organisations such as SAICA, CIGFARO and SALGA. 

Other initiatives 

98. Following the completion of the Board’s previous review on GRAP 16 and GRAP 17, a 

joint communication was issued with the OAG and AGSA. The Technical Committee 

agreed that the Secretariat should engage the OAG and AGSA on whether something 

similar should be developed as an outcome for this review.  

ACTION REQUESTED #9 

The Board is requested to: 

(a) CONFIRM whether it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendation to: 

      -  retain GRAP 103 as a separate pronouncement despite the IPSASB’s proposal 

to include guidance in IPSAS 17;  

      -  monitor the IPSASB’s projects on heritage assets and measurement and address 

any outcomes from these projects as the next phase of this project;  

      -  develop a joint communication with the OAG and AGSA;  

      -  issue the executive summary to be developed as part of the communication as 

a staff document;  

(b)  CONFIRM whether it agrees with the proposed timelines to address the comment 

received (paragraph .96); and  

(c)   INDICATE what other actions should be taken by the Secretariat.  
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ANNEXURE A – ACTIONS PROPOSED BY THE SECRETARIAT FOLLOWING THE 

REVIEW 

Actions proposed which affect the ASB 

(A) Actions to amend the Standards of GRAP in responding to concerns from local 

stakeholders  

Proposal to review GRAP 103 to: 

(a) consider how the definition of a heritage asset in GRAP 103 could be enhanced to 

align it with the legislative description of a heritage resource in the National Heritage 

Resource Act, and the SAHRA classification; 

(b) require entities that do not have sufficient sources of entity-specific data, to make 

use of peer group information to determine values for equivalent/similar heritage 

assets; 

(c) emphasise that where an entity is not be able to determine a reliable value for a 

specific heritage asset, that the asset need not be recognised. However, if an entity 

is able to determine a value for the heritage asset despite certain limitations and/or 

restrictions, the heritage asset should be recognised; 

(d) clarify that a heritage asset need not be recognised if the range of reasonable fair 

value estimates is significant and the probabilities of the various estimates cannot 

be reasonably assessed; 

(e) require that, if a value could not be determined for a heritage asset on initial 

recognition, that the heritage asset should be re-assessed, on an indicator-based 

approach, to determine if a value becomes available; 

(f) emphasise that the value of a heritage asset may be affected by factors such as 

restrictions on its sale, protective rights and/or similar legislative limitations, but that 

these should not preclude an entity from determining a reliable value for the asset; 

(g) clarify that judgement should be applied to aggregate individually insignificant items 

in applying the recognition criteria;  

(h) consider including additional indicators of impairment; 

(i) amend the requirements in GRAP 103 that heritage assets with a significant 

alternative use should not be accounted for in accordance with another Standard of 

GRAP based on the heritage asset’s significant use;  

(j) delete GRAP 103.44 that requires that the value of a heritage assets with a 

significant alternative use should reflect a heritage value and another value;   

(k) require that heritage assets should be presented as a single line item on the face of 

the statement of financial position (if material), but that no distinction should be 

made in the disclosure note between heritage assets that only have a heritage use, 

and heritage assets with a significant alternative use;  

(l) consider eliminating or mandating the encouraged disclosure requirements in 

GRAP 103.  

Proposals to review other Standards of GRAP: 
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(a) delete the requirement that heritage assets with a significant alternative use should 

be accounted for in accordance with another Standard of GRAP based on the 

heritage asset’s significant use; and  

(b) delete the requirement that heritage assets should be depreciated.  

(B) Actions to consider international developments   

• Monitor the IPSASB’s measurement project for guidance on the application of 

replacement cost and value in use.  

• Monitor the IPSASB’s project to revise IPSAS 17 to consider the approach that the 

IPSASB intends to follow on the depreciation of heritage assets. 

(C) Actions to develop new or amend existing FAQs 

(a) Update existing FAQs with new proposed guidance to be included in GRAP 103 

(where appropriate). 

(b) Develop new FAQs to explain: 

• the application of the definition of a heritage asset; 

• that information on assets does not need to be presented and disclosed on an 

individual basis, but information can be aggregated when presented; 

• that the accounting for land and other resources on the land should be 

separated; and 

• why or in what circumstances insurance values, individual auction prices and/or 

quotes from auctioneers may be inappropriate to value heritage assets. 

(c) Revise existing FAQs on accounting for (a) replicas, duplicates of an original 

heritage asset, statues, sculptures, monuments or similar structures; and (b) 

specimens collected for research to emphasise that, before the item can be 

recognised at a value, it needs to meet the definition of an asset. The FAQ will also 

explain that recognising assets at R1 is inappropriate as it does not reflect the value 

of the asset. 

(d) Revise the existing FAQ about differences between the legal and accounting 

classification of heritage assets to explain that an entity should continue to apply 

the definition of a heritage asset despite any declassifications in legislation to 

conclude if the asset should continue to be accounted for in terms of GRAP 103. 

Actions proposed which affect the National Treasury 

(D) Update the GRAP Accounting Guidelines 

Engage with the OAG to update the GRAP Accounting Guidelines on the following 

issues: 

• items held for research and/or items that still need to be evaluated to conclude if 

they are heritage assets can only be accounted for if the definition of an asset is 

met;   

• recognising heritage assets at R1 is inappropriate as it does not reflect the value of 

the asset; 
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• how heritage assets provide service potential to meet the definition of an asset;   

• accounting for heritage assets subject to lease arrangements;   

• that entities’ internal policies should clarify that items controlled by the entity should 

be recognised in the financial if the definition of an asset is met, irrespective of 

whether the entity has completed the evaluation to conclude if the definition of a 

heritage asset in GRAP 103 is met;  

• explaining the importance and need to recognise all heritage assets in the financial 

statements when controlled; and  

• practical application guidance on the calculation of the recoverable amount, or 

recoverable service amount and practical examples of when an indicator for an 

impairment has been triggered. 

(E) Other actions 

Engage with the relevant stakeholders at the National Treasury responsible for 

developing requirements on general-purpose financial reports to consider including 

disclosures about: 

• items that are designated as a heritage resource in legislation, but not accounted 

for as a heritage asset in terms of GRAP 103, and vice versa; 

• repairs and maintenance of heritage assets to inform decisions on whether the 

entity is meeting its legislative requirements; 

• the entity’s custodial responsibility relating to heritage assets;  

• dual custodianship;  

• the age and/or condition of the heritage asset; 

• the reason for having or acquiring specific heritage assets;  

• methods used to determine the range of estimates within which fair value is likely 

to lie when a heritage asset is not recognised on initial recognition;  

• items controlled by an entity, but which still needs to be evaluated to conclude if the 

definition of a heritage asset in GRAP 103 has been met; and  

• practices applied by the entity to manage, preserve and value heritage asset. 

Actions proposed which affect other stakeholders  

(F) Proposals to develop guidance 

The following proposals will be shared with the DAC and/or SAHRA: 

• As a knowledge sharing initiative between entities, develop a centralised database 

that provides information on heritage assets, such as  

(a) the nature and type of heritage asset; 

(b) where a valuer was used to determine a value for a specific heritage asset, the 

inclusion of the valuer’s details in the database; and  

(c) the value of the heritage asset (if applicable).  
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• Develop simplified guidance that can be applied by employees that are not that 

familiar with the principles in GRAP 103. 

• Develop simplified guidance on the management of heritage assets, such as how 

heritage asset should be managed and preserved and the sharing of similar 

heritage assets with other entities. This guidance can also include a reference to 

guidelines and standards published by other stakeholders concerning the 

conservation, management, and measurement and valuing of heritage assets. 

• Develop standardised conservation policies as well as a co-ordinated approach to 

assess if the definition of a heritage asset is met. 

• Develop guidance on the process to be followed when an entity concludes that a 

heritage asset should no longer be designated as a heritage resource in terms of 

legislation.  

(G) Implementation challenges 

The following implementation challenges noted by stakeholders will be shared with the 

DAC and/or SAHRA: 

• the increased security risk when heritage assets are separately classified in the 

financial statements; and  

• the lack of funding to properly insure against this risk of theft.  

Actions proposed which affect the AGSA 

(H) Specific technical issues 

The Secretariat proposes to engage with IRBA and the ARD unit (including the audit 

specialist) at the AGSA on the following:  

• non-reliance on valuations obtained by curators or internal valuers;  

• requirement that three valuations should be obtained to support the valuation of a 

heritage asset; and  

• grouping of heritage assets of a similar nature of function into classes. 

Other actions  

(I) Engagement between the trilateral parties 

• Engage with the OAG and AGSA on their expectations concerning valuations of 

assets insofar as it relates to the level of detail to be included in the valuation 

reports, and who, from an audit perspective is qualified to undertake valuations.  


