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1. WELCOME AND APOLOGIES 

Members were WELCOMED to the engagement.   

TECHNICAL MATTERS 

2. Results of the Desktop Review of GRAP 24  

2.1 The Secretariat TABLED a memorandum on the results of the desktop review of 

GRAP 24.  

2.2 The background to the desktop review was NOTED. It was NOTED that the objective 

of the review was to assess compliance with GRAP 24, and to identify practices and 

emerging issues relating to the presentation of budget information.  

2.3 It was NOTED that specific outputs of the review could include proposals to amend 

GRAP 24, to issue a Fact Sheet and/or Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) or to take 

other actions determined by the Board. The Board will also consider if a Review 

Report on the results of the review will be published.  

Approach to undertaking the desktop review 

2.4 It was NOTED that the review focused on compliance with the requirements in  

GRAP 24. The review did not consider: 

• compliance with legislative requirements affecting the preparation of budgets; 

and 

• the application of non-authoritative guidance issued by stakeholders on the 

application of GRAP 24, including illustrative disclosures.  

2.5 The Secretariat EXPLAINED the approach in selecting financial statements for the 

review. It was NOTED that sixty-one entities were selected for review, and the 

Secretariat was of the view that this was sufficient to identify pervasive issues and 

areas where corrective action may be necessary.  

2.6 It was also NOTED that it is unlikely that any additional matters would have been 

identified from reviewing additional financial statements. 

Purpose of the results of the review 

2.7 It was NOTED that while the purpose of the review was to assess compliance, the 

results of the review are not intended to identify, and/or single out entities that did not 

comply with the requirements in the Standard.  

Responding to the results of the review 

2.8 It was NOTED that the issues identified in the review may be communicated to 

stakeholders through articles, social media posts, and/or developing FAQs. The 

findings will also be communicated to the Office of the Accountant-General (OAG) 

and the Auditor-General of South Africa (AGSA). 

A. Applicability of GRAP 24  

2.9 It was NOTED that the Standard applies to entities that make their budgets publicly 

available. This is when the budget has been approved and made available to the 

public at large by tabling in Parliament, legislatures or municipal councils.  
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2.10 The review NOTED that: 

• Fifty-three entities presented budget information in the financial statements.  

• Eight entities (two water boards and six colleges) did not apply GRAP 24 as their 

budgets are not made available publicly.  

2.11 It was NOTED that over the years, entities have struggled with the interpretation of 

publicly available budgets. Guidance has been issued by the OAG in the GRAP 24 

Accounting Guideline, and the ARD unit at the AGSA has provided guidance to 

auditors to respond to this issue.  

2.12 It was NOTED that no recent queries have been received about this requirement in 

the Standard. 

2.13 Stakeholders AGREED with the observations. No other issues were NOTED relating 

to the applicability of GRAP 24 and/or interpreting what is meant by publicly available. 

Secretariat 

B. Format of the presentation of the comparison of budget and actual information 

2.14 It was NOTED that the Standard allows two ways in which to present the budget 

information: 

(a) the Statement of Comparison of Budget and Actual Information is used when 

the basis used to prepare the budget and financial statements differ, and may 

be used when the basis is the same; or 

(b) additional columns can be added to the financial statements when the budget 

and financial statements are prepared on the same basis. 

2.15 The review NOTED that: 

• Most entities presented the Statement of Comparison of Budget and Actual 

Information even when the budget and financial statements are prepared on the 

same basis.  

• Only two entities presented additional budget columns in the financial 

statements.  

2.16 The Secretariat EXPLAINED that the review also considered the structure and layout 

of the Statement of Comparison of Actual and Budget Information.  

2.17 The following was OBSERVED about the structure: 

• The structure varied, especially for municipalities. Municipalities are required by 

the National Treasury to present specific budget information in the annual reports, 

for example the Appropriation Statement. Municipalities presented either: 

- a Statement of Comparison of Budget and Actual Information for GRAP 

purposes together with the Appropriation Statement in the financial 

statements; 

- a Statement of Comparison of Budget and Actual Information for GRAP 

purposes with or without an Appropriation Statement as an annexure to the 

financial statements; or 

- only an Appropriation Statement in the financial statements.  
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• A FAQ was developed that encourages entities to present, in a single statement 

or note, information that is required by the Standards together with additional 

information or additional information to be presented separately as an annexure 

to the financial statements.  

• The review noted that entities followed the guidance in the FAQ although there 

are still entities that present the same information twice in their financial 

statements. 

2.18 The Secretariat HIGHLIGHTED that the information presented in the Appropriation 

Statement is similar to what is required by GRAP 24 with additional disclosures. When 

both statements are included in the financial statements, information is repeated 

across the two statements which can be confusing to the users of the financial 

statements. 

2.19 Some stakeholders INDICATED that they present the Appropriation Statement as an 

annexure to the financial statements. They noted that audit committee members and 

rating agencies who are not familiar with the public sector reporting framework, often 

question the purpose of the presentation of budget information in the financial 

statements.  

2.20 The following was OBSERVED about the layout: 

• The layout of the comparison varied across all entities.  

• Entities either presented the information to encompass the full set of financial 

statements or components of the statement of financial performance (or revenue 

and expenditure statement), statement of financial position (or capital 

expenditure) and/or cash flow statement were included.  

2.21 The Secretariat EXPLAINED that GRAP 24 is not specific about the layout of the 

comparison. To achieve the Standard’s objective, the comparison should present  the 

same information reflected in the approved budget. This means that the presentation 

and disclosures in GRAP 24 should be provided for the financial statements or 

components of the financial statements included in the publicly available budget. 

Judgement should be applied to decide which financial statements should be 

presented.  

2.22 Stakeholders QUESTIONED how they should present the comparison when the basis 

of accounting is the same, but the line items in the approved budget are different to 

the financial statements. 

2.23 It was EXPLAINED that the Standard requires that the comparison of budget and 

actual amounts should be presented on a comparable basis to the budget. This 

means that it should be prepared (a) on the same basis of accounting; (b) using the 

same classification system (i.e. expenses by nature or function); (c) including the 

same entities; and (d) for the same period as the approved budget. Therefore, when 

the classification system is not the same, the comparison is presented using the same 

classification as in the approved budget. 

2.24 Stakeholders AGREED with the observations. No other issues and/or potential 

reasons for the observations were NOTED. 

Secretariat 
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C. Presentation of the comparison of actual and budget information 

2.25 It was NOTED that the Standard requires entities to present a comparison in their 

financial statements between the (a) last approved and final budget amounts;  

(b) budget and actual amounts on a comparable basis; and (c) explanations of 

material differences between budget and actual amounts.  

2.26 The review NOTED that: 

• Most entities presented the (a) last approved and final budget amounts;  

(b) budget and actual amounts on a comparable basis; and (c) explanations of 

material differences between budget and actual amounts.  

• Only two municipalities did not explain the material differences. 

2.27 The Secretariat NOTED that it considered whether entities disclosed their materiality 

considerations when assessing budget differences. Entities either explained all the 

differences or applied a materiality threshold of 5% and 10% to identify material 

differences. Other entities explained their differences, but did not disclose their 

materiality considerations. 

2.28 Some stakeholders INDICATED that they generally explain differences above 10% of 

budgeted amounts. They noted that this is based on the materiality threshold (i.e. 10% 

of expenditure) that is applied when preparing the financial statements. 

2.29 It was NOTED that while there are clear policy decisions to support the materiality 

threshold for the preparation of financial statements as a whole, entities do not usually 

disclose their materiality considerations for the budget information presented. 

2.30 It was NOTED that section E considers whether entities presented the actual amounts 

on a comparable basis.  

2.31 Stakeholders AGREED with the observations. No other issues and/or potential 

reasons for the observations were NOTED. 

Secretariat 

D. Changes from approved to final budget 

2.32 It was NOTED that entities are required to explain the reasons why changes occur 

between the approved and final budget. These changes may be as a result of 

reallocations or other factors such as changes in budget parameters. 

2.33 The review NOTED that most entities with changes from the approved to final budget 

did not explain the reasons for the changes.  

2.34 Stakeholders AGREED with the observations. No other issues and/or potential 

reasons for the observations were NOTED. 

Secretariat 

E. Comparable basis 

2.35 It was NOTED that a comparable basis to the budget means that the actual amounts 

should be adjusted to reflect the same basis of accounting, same classification 

system, the same period and the same entities as those used in the approved budget.  
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2.36 The review NOTED the following: 

• A minority of entities prepared their budgets on the cash basis or modified cash 

basis. Seven of these entities adjusted the actual amounts to the comparable 

basis while the remaining two entities did not adjust the actual amounts.  

• The majority of the entities prepared the budget and financial statements on the 

same basis of accounting.  

2.37 It was NOTED that to assess whether the actual amounts were adjusted to the 

comparable basis, the information disclosed on budgetary basis, classification basis, 

budget period, and entities included in the budget was considered. The following was 

observed: 

• The information was either disclosed in the accounting policies or notes to the 

financial statements. 

• Entities use boilerplate disclosures and did not tailor the note disclosures to be 

relevant to the entity’s circumstances. As a result, information disclosed about 

the budgetary basis and classification system adopted for the budget was not 

consistent to what was presented in the comparison.  

• It was difficult to assess the extent of classification differences between the 

budget and financial statements: 

o Public entities: No classification differences were identified by entities. The 

classification system adopted can either be the economic or functional 

classification. In most cases, entities presented the comparison by nature 

using the same line items as in the statement of financial performance.  

o Municipalities: Municipalities present their approved budgets in the economic 

and functional classifications. Classification differences have been known to 

exist between the financial statements and the budget tables used by 

municipalities. However only one municipality identified these classification 

differences in the comparison.   

2.38 Stakeholders CONFIRMED that the format and classification system adopted for the 

presentation of the approved budget differ from the format and classification adopted 

for the financial statements. Budget reporting is in accordance with the Municipal 

Standard Chart of Accounts (mSCOA) classification.  

2.39 It was NOTED that differences still exist in the treatment of debtors impairment and 

water inventory in mSCOA. Stakeholders noted that their current systems do not have 

the capabilities to provide the information that is required by mSCOA to account for 

water inventory. Others shared that another issue with the mSCOA classification is 

that the cash flow statement is not aligned with the transactional flow.  

2.40 No potential reasons for the non-identification of classification differences were 

NOTED.  

2.41 Stakeholders AGREED with the observations. No other issues and/or potential 

reasons for the observations were NOTED. 

2.42 It was AGREED that, as an outcome of the project, the concerns raised by 

stakeholders will be shared with the National Treasury.  
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Secretariat 

F. Reconciliation of actual amounts on a comparable basis and actual amounts in 

the financial statements  

2.43 It was NOTED that GRAP 24 requires that when the financial statements and the 

budget are not prepared on a comparable basis – the actual mounts presented on a 

comparable basis to the budget should be reconciled to specified actual amounts in 

the financial statements. The reconciliation should also identify what gave rise to the 

differences i.e., basis, timing and entity differences.  

• Basis differences occur when the financial statements and budgets are prepared 

on a different accounting and classification basis. 

• Timing differences occur when the budget and actual amounts are not prepared 

for the same period.  

• Entity differences occur when the entities included in the budget are not the same 

as those included in the financial statements.  

The extent of the reconciliation will depend on the basis adopted for the preparation 

of the budget. 

2.44 The review NOTED that: 

• A minority of entities prepared their budgets on the cash basis or modified cash 

basis. Six of these entities presented the reconciliation while the remaining three 

entities did not present a reconciliation.  

• The majority of entities prepared the budget and financial statements on the same 

basis of accounting. None of these entities provided a reconciliation.  

• No timing or entity differences were identified as budgets and financial statements 

are prepared for the same period and for the same entities.  

• Entities that presented a reconciliation only identified accounting basis 

differences and no classification differences. Since most entities did not provide 

a reconciliation as the budget and financial statements are prepared on the same 

basis, it is unclear to what degree there would be classification differences as 

only one entity identified classification differences in the comparison. 

• Two of the public entities that prepared budgets on the cash basis disclosed a 

reconciliation of the budget surplus/deficit and the actual surplus/deficit, and not 

the net cash flows from operating activities, investing activities and financing 

activities as required by GRAP 24.  

2.45 The Secretariat NOTED that it is not clear whether the non-disclosure of classification 

differences can be attributed to materiality.   

2.46 With regards to the format of the reconciliation, it was NOTED that the Standard does 

not preclude the reconciliation of each major total and subtotal, or each class of items, 

presented in a comparison of budget and actual amounts with the equivalent amounts 

in the financial statements.  

2.47 Stakeholders AGREED with the observations. No other issues and/or potential 

reasons for the observations were NOTED. 
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Secretariat 

G. Note disclosures of budgetary basis, period and entities included in the budget 

2.48 Entities are required to disclose, in the notes to the financial statements, the  

(a) budgetary basis and classification basis adopted in the approved budget;  

(b) period of the approved budget; and (c) entities included in the approved budget. 

2.49 The review NOTED that: 

• The disclosures varied with some entities providing all the information required 

by the Standard, while others only provided some or none of the required 

information.  

• Entities either provided the budget information in the accounting policies or in the 

notes to the financial statements.  

• The accuracy of the disclosures was questioned owing to the inconsistent 

information provided between the accounting policies, note disclosures and the 

budget information presented in the comparison.  

2.50 Stakeholders AGREED with the observations. No other issues and/or potential 

reasons for the observations were NOTED. 

Secretariat 

H. Comparative information 

2.51 The Standard does not require comparative information. However, entities are not 

prohibited from providing additional information in the financial statements. 

2.52 The review NOTED that only one entity presented comparative information. The entity 

presented additional budget columns in the financial statements for the current and 

previous period in the statement of financial performance.  

2.53 Some stakeholders INDICATED that based on past practice, they would provide 

comparative information as a consequence of the correction of prior period errors in 

the financial statements. 

2.54 Stakeholders AGREED with the observations. No other issues and/or potential 

reasons for the observations were NOTED. 

Secretariat 

General comments on the results of the review 

2.55 Stakeholders INIDICATED that the Standard is understandable. When the Standard 

became effective, there were practical issues about the presentation of budget 

information. However entities now have experience with the requirements of the 

Standard.  

2.56 Stakeholders were ASKED whether the Board should reinstate illustrative examples 

in the Standard. It was NOTED that illustrative examples on the disclosures will be 

useful.  

Secretariat 
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3. WAY FORWARD 

3.1 It was NOTED that the results of the desktop review and proposed actions will be 

presented to the Technical Committee and Board at their November/December 2021 

meetings.  

3.2 The Board will agree the appropriate actions to be taken, and will also make a decision 

on the development of the Review Report.  

4. CLOSING REMARKS 

Stakeholders were THANKED for their participation during the engagement.  

 

Prepared by:             T Tshoke  18 October 2021  

Reviewed by:   J Poggiolini  21 October 2021  

 


