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1. WELCOME AND APOLOGIES 

The project group members were WELCOMED to the engagement.   

TECHNICAL MATTERS 

1.1 Project group members NOTED the background to the Board’s Post-implementation 

Review of GRAP 103 on Heritage Assets (hereafter referred to as “the review”) and 

the actions agreed to amend the requirements in the Standard.  

Definition of a heritage asset 

1.2 It was NOTED that the definition of a heritage asset in GRAP 103 was reviewed to 

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

Heritage Resources Act, 1999, and the South Africa Heritage Resources Agency 

(SAHRA) classification. 

1.3 It was NOTED that the proposed amendment uses the legislative reference to “cultural 

significance”. A definition of cultural significance has been added to GRAP 103. The 

basis for conclusions emphasises that, in interpreting cultural significance, reference 

should be made to the legislative description of cultural significance as it is more 

specific than the guidance proposed in GRAP 103.  

1.4 It was NOTED that the characteristics displayed by heritage assets and the types of 

assets that could be heritage assets are also aligned with the relevant legislative 

guidance.  

1.5 It was QUESTIONED if the IPSASB intends to define heritage assets as part of the 

amendments to IPSAS 17 on Property, Plant and Equipment, and if so, if the Board 

will align with this definition.  

1.6 It was NOTED that the proposed amendments to IPSAS 17 do not include a definition 

of heritage assets, but describes heritage assets and their characteristics . The Board 

agreed to retain GRAP 103 as a separate Standard of GRAP and will decide what to 

do with the IPSAS 17 guidance once it is issued. The guidance from the IPSASB’s 

measurement project will also be assessed to determine the impact on GRAP 103.  

1.7 The project group members SUPPORTED the following amendments: 

(a) Paragraph .04A – amend the lead sentence to explain that an entity needs to 

assess the item’s cultural significance, with “cultural significance” meaning that 

the item has cultural significance or other special value. It was AGREED that 

“cultural significance” has a broader meaning in legislation to what is commonly 

understood from a language perspective.  

(b) Paragraph .04B(e) – delete the phrase “and their value appreciates over time due 

to their cultural significance” as this is a repeat of paragraph .04B(d).  

Secretariat 

1.8 It was QUESTIONED what is meant with the characteristic of “a heritage asset being 

unencumbered” as included in paragraph .04B(f). It was NOTED that this 

characteristic means that heritage assets are often not provided as security for debt, 

and are often subjected to protective rights that prohibit the entity from selling the 

asset. This characteristic therefore directly relates to the objective for holding a 

heritage asset indefinitely.  
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1.9 It was QUESTIONED if a reference should be included to the relevant legislation from 

which the revised definition is developed. It was NOTED that reference is made in 

BC13 to the National Heritage Resources Act, 1999, and the SAHRA classification. 

1.10 It was QUESTIONED if the definition of “cultural significance” excludes any of the 

components that were previously included in the GRAP 103 definition, such as natural 

and environmental significance. It was NOTED that the examples of assets that can 

be regarded as heritage assets includes landscapes and natural features of cultural 

significance. Also, paragraph .04A includes examples of natural items that comprise 

cultural significance.   

1.11  The project group members SUPPORTED the proposed amendments to the 

definition of a heritage asset, and the additional guidance included in GRAP 103.  

Classification of a heritage asset with a significant alternative use 

1.12 It was NOTED that the Board agreed to amend the classification of heritage assets 

with a significant alternative use to require that all heritage assets should be 

accounted for using GRAP 103, irrespective of their alternative use.  

1.13 It was NOTED that the decision to account for all heritage assets using GRAP 103 

resulted in the following amendments: 

o the deletion of the requirement that heritage assets with a significant alternative 

use should be accounted for using another applicable Standard of GRAP. All 

heritage assets should now be presented as a single line item on the face of the 

statement of financial position;   

o heritage assets will not be depreciated as this is not required in GRAP 103;  

o entities must include a disclosure note to heritage assets in the financial statements 

to provide information about the heritage asset’s significant alternative use if this 

is material; and  

o the deletion of the requirement in GRAP 103 that a heritage asset should reflect a 

heritage value and another value if the heritage asset has a significant alternative 

use.  

1.14 It was also NOTED that consequential amendments to the Standards of GRAP on 

Investment Property, Property, Plant and Equipment and Intangible Assets are 

proposed.  

1.15 It was AGREED that an example should be included in GRAP 103 to explain that 

other assets that are used with a heritage asset, for example interior improvements, 

should be accounted for separately from the heritage asset as they are a separate 

component.  

Secretariat 

1.16 Project group members SUPPORTED the amendments relating to the classification 

of heritage assets, but AGREED that guidance should be included to explain at what 

value a heritage asset should be reclassified from another Standard of GRAP to 

GRAP 103 on the initial adoption of the changes.  

Secretariat 

 



4 

 

Determining a reliable value 

1.17 It was NOTED that the proposed amendments relate to the following three areas: 

(a) Use of peer data – a requirement is included to allow entities that have no, or 

insufficient sources of entity-specific data, to use peer group experience for a 

comparable heritage asset in determining a reliable value for the heritage asset. 

(b) Protective rights imposed by legislation or similar means – the requirement has 

been emphasised to explain that a restriction on the disposal of a heritage asset 

imposed by legislation or similar means does not preclude the entity from 

determining a reliable value. In addition, a disclosure requirement has been 

included to provide information on the reason for disposing heritage assets on 

which protective rights are imposed.   

(c) Variability in the range of reasonable fair value estimates – guidance has been 

included to explain that if the variability in the range of reasonable fair value 

estimates is significant, and the probabilities of the various estimates cannot be 

reasonably assessed, a fair value should not be determined for the heritage 

asset. 

1.18 Project group members SUPPORTED the proposed guidance. It was AGREED that 

paragraph .47D should also explain that appropriate adjustments should be made 

based on the nature, condition, and specific characteristics of the heritage asset for 

which a reliable value is determined.  

Secretariat 

1.19 It was NOTED that paragraph .47C was derived from the guidance in financial 

instruments. The objective of including this guidance is to explain that in instances 

where it is, for example, unethical to determine a reliable value, the variability in the 

range of fair value estimates is likely to be so significant that an entity will not be able 

to determine a reliable value for the asset.  

1.20 It was NOTED that the proposed disclosures in paragraph .99B may seem to be 

contradictory. Where a protective right is imposed on a heritage asset, the entity is 

not meant to dispose of the asset. Yet, the disclosure requirement requires the 

disclosure of information about the disposal of the asset.  

1.21  It was NOTED that the objective of this disclosure is to inform users of the fact that 

permission was granted to the entity to dispose of a heritage asset on which a 

protective right was imposed.  

1.22 It was NOTED that protective rights include restrictions on selling, transferring and 

exchanging heritage assets. This will be clarified in paragraph .04B.  

1.23 It was AGREED that the disclosure in paragraph .99B should be expanded to 

require information about the circumstances that resulted in the entity being able to 

dispose of the asset.  

Secretariat 

1.24 It was NOTED that information on heritage assets on which protective rights are 

imposed should be useful for decision-making, even though such a disclosure could 

be onerous. It was AGREED that a new disclosure should be proposed to require 

entities to present information on all heritage assets on which protective rights are 
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imposed. A specific matter for comment will be included in the Invitation to Comment 

to test how onerous such a disclosure requirement will be.   

Secretariat 

Re-assess if a reliable value becomes available 

1.25 It was NOTED that the Board agreed to amend GRAP 103 to require entities to re-

assess if a reliable value becomes available subsequent to initial recognition. To 

undertake this re-assessment, an indicator approach has been added to GRAP 103 

proposing a list of indicators that may assist entities with the annual re-assessment. 

Guidance has also been included to explain how the asset should be recognised when 

a reliable measure becomes available after initial recognition.  

1.26 It was also NOTED that a new disclosure requirement is proposed to provide 

information on the events or circumstances that resulted in a reliable value becoming 

available.  

1.27 Project group members AGREED with the proposed amendments to GRAP 103, 

including the list of indicators and the new proposed disclosure requirement.  

Secretariat 

1.28 It was AGREED that paragraph .17D should be clarified so that the focus is not on 

information that becomes known through additional research undertaken by the entity, 

but from new market information becoming available. It was NOTED that guidance 

will be provided in a Frequently Asked Question on items that still need to be 

evaluated to conclude if the definition of a heritage asset is met.    

Secretariat 

1.29 The recognition of a heritage asset when information becomes available after initial 

recognition was QUESTIONED, specifically the credit entry. It was NOTED that the 

recognition of a heritage asset for which information becomes known subsequent to 

initial recognition, could comprise a non-exchange transaction. BC17 explains that 

this difference could be classified using GRAP 23 on Revenue from Non-Exchange 

Transactions (Taxes and Transfer). As there could be a liability associated with the 

heritage asset, the difference could also be classified as a liability. It was AGREED 

that this should be explained in the basis for conclusions.   

Secretariat 

Aggregation of individually insignificant heritage assets 

1.30 It was NOTED that the Board agreed that guidance should be included in GRAP 103 

to emphasise that information on heritage assets does not need to be presented and 

disclosed on an individual basis. Entities may aggregate individually insignificant 

items. It was NOTED that this requirement is similar to that included in other asset 

related Standards. 

1.31 Project group members AGREED with the proposed amendment to GRAP 103.  

Impairment of heritage assets  

1.32 It was NOTED that the Board agreed to reconsider the list of impairment indicators so 

that the list reflects the most commonly used impairment indicators. 
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1.33 Project group members AGREED with the proposed changes to impairment of 

heritage assets.  

Encouraged disclosures  

1.34 It was NOTED that the Board agreed to reconsider the encouraged disclosures in 

GRAP 103. As a result, the following encouraged disclosures are proposed for 

deletion: 

(a) Information about the age and condition of the heritage asset.  

(b) Disclosure of the fair value of heritage assets that are not recognised on initial 

recognition.  

(c) Disclosure of the fair value of heritage assets where the cost model is applied.  

1.35 It was also NOTED that as users find the disclosures on heritage assets that are held 

and borrowed from, or on loan to other entities useful, a mandatory disclosure is 

proposed in GRAP 103.  

1.36 Project group members AGREED with the deletion of the encouraged disclosures and 

the inclusion of a mandatory disclosure for heritage assets borrowed from, or on loan 

to other entities.  

Transitional provisions 

1.37 It was NOTED that the following transitional provisions are proposed on adoption of 

the proposed amendments: 

(a) Definition of a heritage asset – retrospective application. 

(b) Classification of heritage assets – retrospective application. 

(c) Determining a reliable value – prospective application. 

(d) Re-assessing if a reliable value becomes available – prospective application. 

(e) Aggregation of individually insignificant items – retrospective application. 

(f) Impairment indicators – prospective application. 

(g) Deletion of encouraged disclosures – retrospective application. 

(h) Mandatory disclosure requirement – prospective application.  

1.38 Project group members AGREED with the proposed transitional arrangements.  

Invitation to comment 

1.39 Project group members AGREED with the proposed Invitation to Comment, including 

the specific matters for comment.  

Secretariat 

Proposed Exposure Draft 

1.40 It was AGREED that no consequential amendments to other Standards of GRAP 

should be included in the Exposure Draft as similar explanations are not included for 

other scope exclusions.  

Secretariat  
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1.41 The project group members AGREED with the amendments proposed in the 

Exposure Draft.  

Secretariat 

1.42 Project group members RECOMMENDED the proposed Invitation to comment and 

Exposure Draft to the Technical Committee for its consideration subject to the 

amendments agreed.  

Secretariat 

NEXT STEPS 

It was NOTED that the Technical Committee will consider the proposed Invitation to 

Comment and Exposure Draft for recommendation to the Board. If approved by the Board, 

the pronouncements will be subject to the ASB’s due process.  

CLOSING REMARKS 

The project group members were THANKED for their participation and input during the 

engagement.  

 

Prepared by:             A Botha  19 August 2021  

Reviewed by:   J Poggiolini  19 August 2021  

 


