
 
 

Tel. 011 697 0660 
Fax. 011 697 0666 

www.asb.co.za 
 

 

Board Members: Mr C Braxton (Chair), Mr D Dlamini, Ms W de Jager, Ms K Maree,  
Dr P Masegare, Ms P Moalusi (Deputy-Chair), Ms A Muller, Ms N Themba, Mr A van der Burgh 

 Chief Executive Officer: Ms E Swart, Technical Director: Ms J Poggiolini

 

TO:  MEMBERS OF THE BOARD 

FROM:  TSHOLO TSHOKE  

SUBJECT: DESKTOP REVIEW OF GRAP 24  

DATE:  16 NOVEMBER 2021 

FILE REF: ATTACHMENT 4(a) 

1. BACKGROUND  

1.1 The Board agreed to undertake a desktop review of GRAP 24 on Presentation of Budget 

Information in Financial Statements (hereafter referred to as “the review”).  

1.2 The purpose of the review was to: 

(a) assess whether the requirements of the Standard have been adhered to by 

entities;  

(b) assess the quality of the reporting (where possible);  

(c) identify application and other issues related to the implementation of the Standard, 

including emerging trends; and 

(d) identify proposed actions to the Technical Committee and Board to address non-

compliance and improve the quality of the reporting.  

1.3 The approved project brief for the review is included as Attachment 4(b) for information 

purposes. 

1.4 The initial output was the review of the financial statements and to discuss the findings 

with stakeholders that present budget information in their financial statements, as well 

as the auditors and technical advisors.  

1.5 The stakeholder engagements were held during October 2021. The purpose of the 

engagements were for: 

(a) the Secretariat to share the results of the review; 

(b) stakeholders to raise practical challenges or issues with applying the principles in 

GRAP 24; 

(c) stakeholders to share reasons for the observations from the review; and 

(d) stakeholders to provide input on the possible courses of action for consideration by 

the Technical Committee and Board. 
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2. OBJECTIVE OF THIS MEMORANDUM 

2.1 The objective of this memorandum is for the Board to consider: 

(a) a summary of the results of the review and issues raised by stakeholders; 

(b) feedback from stakeholders of the potential reasons or root causes for the findings; 

and  

(c) the possible courses of action recommended by the Technical Committee. 

 

3. APPROACH TO UNDERTAKING THE DESKTOP REVIEW 

Scope of the review 

3.1 The review focused on compliance with the requirements in GRAP 24. The review did 

not consider whether entities: 

• complied with the legislative requirements affecting the preparation of budgets; or 

• applied the non-authoritative guidance issued by the National Treasury on the 

application of GRAP 24, including illustrative disclosures.   

Selection of financial statements  

3.2 A sample of financial statements of representative of entities applying Standards of 

GRAP was selected. The Board’s policy for desktop reviews requires that the latest 

audited financial statements are reviewed. As the current audit cycle was not yet 

complete for all entities, the financial statements for the reporting period 2019/20 were 

reviewed. A 10% random sample was selected which included the groups of entities 

listed in Table A.  

Table A: Sample selection  

Entity type 
Total number of entities 

applying GRAP 

Number of entities 

reviewed 

Public entities1 240 24 

Municipalities 278 28 

Parliament  1 1 

Provincial legislatures 9 1 

TVET colleges 50 5 

CET colleges 9 2 

Total 587 61 

 

3.3 The Technical Committee considered the sample selected and asked about the 

selection process and the likelihood of desktop reviews including the same entities. The 

Secretariat explained that the sample is generally selected on a random basis for each 

group of entities that apply Standards of GRAP. Within each group, it is possible that 

specific entities may be selected. For example, it is past practice that the sample for 

 
1 Public entities include entities listed in Schedules 1 to 3 of the PFMA. 
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municipalities includes the non-delegated municipalities and metropolitan municipalities 

while the public entities’ sample would include the nineteen public entities that adopted 

Standards of GRAP as a result of Directive 12 on The Selection of an Appropriate 

Reporting Framework by Public Entities. Depending on the review project, another basis 

of selection may be used such as entities meeting specific criteria before being selected.  

3.4 The Technical Committee: 

• Indicated that the number of entities’ financial statements reviewed was sufficient to 

identify any pervasive issues and/or other areas where corrective action may be 

necessary. It is unlikely that any additional matters would have been identified from 

reviewing additional financial statements.  

• Recommended that the approach and methodology for undertaking desktop reviews 

should be documented. In particular, it should explain the methodology on how 

entities would be selected considering the overall objective of the desktop review. An 

additional consideration for sample selection could be including in the sample those 

entities with previous audit findings on the Standard under review. This will be 

considered by the Technical Committee and Board as part of the development of the 

Procedures Manual in March 2022. 

3.5 Following the Technical Committee discussions, Annexure A was added to this 

memorandum to explain to the Board the basis for the sample selection in this review. 

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION #1 

The Board is requested to CONFIRM the Technical Committee’s recommendations in 

paragraph 3.4.  

 

4. PROPOSED ACTIONS TO RESPOND TO THE RESULTS OF THE REVIEW 

5.1 The Technical Committee recommended that: 

• A Fact Sheet should be developed to clarify the application of the Standard on the 

areas identified. The guidance should emphasise the key principles from the 

Standard rather than focus on specific fact patterns and examples.  

• Two potential amendments to GRAP 24 should be made as part of the next 

Improvements projects: 

o Amend the requirement to present a reconciliation in paragraph .46 of the 

Standard so that the Board is less prescriptive about the format of the 

reconciliation. 

o Add illustrative examples to the Standard . The illustrative examples that were 

withdrawn from GRAP 24 should be reinstated to assist entities with the 

preparation of the disclosures.  

• The results of the review should be shared with relevant stakeholders, including the 

National Treasury and the Auditor-General of South Africa (AGSA) to inform them 

about the findings of the review. The following aspects will be shared with the 

relevant representatives at the National Treasury: 
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o Concerns raised about differences between the GRAP requirements and 

MSCOA classification. 

o Updating the GRAP 24 Accounting Guideline to include guidance on the areas 

identified in the review. 

• Raise awareness on the issues identified in the review through various 

communication channels.  

• Develop and publish a Review Report that outlines the findings of the review along 

with the Board’s actions.  

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION #2 

The Board is requested to CONFIRM the proposed approach in paragraph 4.1. 

 

5. RESULTS OF THE REVIEW 

General observations  

5.1 The results of the review of GRAP 24 were positive as most entities complied with the 

requirements in the Standard. Stakeholders confirmed that GRAP 24 is generally 

understandable and has been well implemented.  

5.2 However, the review also indicated that the quality of reporting on budget information as 

required by GRAP 24 needs improvement. In particular, entities did not make 

appropriate adjustments to boilerplate disclosures. This resulted in inaccurate and 

inconsistent information being presented in the comparison of budget and actual 

information.  

Specific observations 

5.3 The section is structured in the context of the requirements in GRAP 24: 

A. Applicability of GRAP 24  

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

C. Presentation of the comparison of actual and budget information 

D. Changes from approved to final budget 

E. Comparable basis 

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

financial statements  

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

H. Comparative information 

5.4 Annexure B of this memorandum provides a summary of the results in relation to the 

requirements.  
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A. Applicability of GRAP 24 

GRAP requirements 

GRAP 24 applies to entities that are required or elect to make publicly available their 

approved budget(s).  

5.5 An entity applies the requirements in GRAP 24 when its budget is made publicly 

available. Entities whose budgets are not publicly available are not required to apply 

GRAP 24. However, entities may elect to apply the Standard. 

5.6 An entity is either required by law to make its approved budget for which it is held 

accountable public or may elect do so.  

5.7 GRAP 24 clarifies that budgets are publicly available when they have been approved, 

and made available to the public at large by tabling in Parliament, legislatures or 

municipal councils. It also clarifies that if an entity’s budget amounts are included in the 

controlling entity’s budget, and the controlling entity is held accountable for the budget 

rather than the entity, then the entity’s budget is not considered publicly available.  

Findings 

5.8 The review identified the following: 

(a) Fifty-three entities presented budget information in the financial statements. 

(b) Eight entities (two water boards and six TVET and CET colleges) did not apply 

GRAP 24 as their budgets were not publicly available. 

5.9 The following was noted about the groups of entities applying the Standards of 

GRAP: 

• Municipalities – Municipalities are required by legislation to publish their annual and 

adjustments budget along with other budget related documents on their website.  

• Public entities – Legislation does not have similar provisions for public entities as 

for municipalities. The PFMA sets out the budgetary approvals but does not require 

public entities to publish their budgets.  

• Parliament and legislatures – Parliament and the legislatures are required to table 

their budgets as part of the provincial budgeting process.  

• Colleges - The Department of Higher Education and Training tables its budget in 

Parliament. The colleges have been encouraged by the Department to apply  

GRAP 24, however there has been a reluctance by some colleges to apply the 

Standard as they do not want to publish budget deficits in their financial statements. 

5.10 The Secretariat noted that public entities have struggled with interpreting whether their 

budgets are “publicly available”. To respond to this issue the GRAP 24 Accounting 

Guideline provides guidance on what is publicly available. The ARD unit of the AGSA 

has also provided guidance to auditors.  

5.11 The Secretariat has not received queries about this requirement in the Standard in 

recent years.  
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Stakeholder feedback and proposals 

5.13 Stakeholders noted that: 

• There is still uncertainty about the interpretation of publicly available budgets 

especially for public entities as there is no explicit requirement for them to make 

their budgets publicly available. Consequently, public entities need to examine 

various considerations to determine whether their budgets are publicly available.  

• The AGSA‘s ARD unit still receives queries on this issue even though guidance was 

available to auditors. 

• There are disagreements between preparers and auditors when entities have 

assessed that GRAP 24 is not applicable.  

5.14 Stakeholders proposed that guidance is needed to improve the understanding and 

application of the concept of “publicly available”. The guidance should also outline what 

public entities need to consider when there is uncertainty about whether budgets are 

publicly available. 

Technical Committee recommendations 

5.15 The Technical Committee discussed what it means for public entities to have publicly 

available budgets: 

• The OAG representative indicated that this issue was debated at length when the 

GRAP 24 Accounting Guideline was updated. The OAG considered whether the 

inclusion of a line item in the Estimates of National Expenditure (ENE) alone is 

sufficient to conclude that the entity’s budget is publicly available. A conclusion was 

reached that if an entity’s budget is published in a publication that may be used to 

hold the entity accountable, then the budget is deemed to be publicly available.  

• The ENE provides details of the budgets of approximately 50 major public entities. 

Thus, the unlisted entities should consider other factors such as the requirement to 

table their Annual Performance Plan along with the approved budget in Parliament 

or the provincial legislatures. Therefore, these unlisted entities may conclude that 

the budgets are “publicly available”.  

5.16 The Technical Committee recommended that: 

➢ Guidance should be included in the Fact Sheet to explain what “publicly available 

budgets” means for public entities.  

➢ A request should be made to the OAG to amend the GRAP 24 Accounting Guideline 

to include specific guidance with possible scenarios to be considered by public 

entities when assessing whether they have publicly available budgets. 

➢ To address disagreements between preparers and auditors on the application of 

GRAP 24, entities should be encouraged to document how they have interpreted 

the requirements.  
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MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION #3 

The Board is requested to: 

(a)  NOTE the findings and observations relating to the applicability of the Standard; 

and 

(b)  CONFIRM if it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendations. 

 
 

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

Requirement 

GRAP 24 requires that comparisons of the budget and actual amounts are presented 

either as a separate additional financial statement (i.e., statement of comparison of 

budget and actual amounts) or as additional budget columns in the financial statements.  

5.17 The Standard allows two ways in which to present the budget information: 

• the Statement of Comparison of Budget and Actual Information is used when the 

basis used to prepare the budget and financial statements differ. This method may 

also be used when the bases are the same; or 

• additional columns can be added to the financial statements when the budget and 

financial statements are prepared on the same basis. 

Findings 

(a) Method of presentation of the comparison  

5.18 The review indicated that two entities presented additional budget columns in the 

financial statements. The rest of the entities included in the review presented the 

Statement of Comparison of Budget and Actual Information, even when the budget and 

financial statements were prepared on the same basis.  

(b) Structure of the Statement of Comparison of Budget and Actual Information 

5.19 The structure of the comparison varied, especially for municipalities. Municipalities are 

required to present specific budget information in their annual reports which is used by 

the National Treasury. For example, an Appropriation Statement is presented along with 

other budget schedules.  

5.20 The review identified that municipalities present 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.  

5.21 The information presented in the Appropriation Statement is similar to what is required 

by GRAP 24, except for additional disclosures. When both statements are included in 
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the financial statements, information is repeated across the two statements which can 

be confusing to the users of the financial statements.  

5.22 A similar observation was made in the Board’s project on the Presentation of Information 

in the Statement of Financial Performance where it was noted that some municipalities 

present an Appropriation Statement in addition to the Statement of Comparison of 

Budget and Actual Information. As an outcome of that project, the Secretariat developed 

an FAQ on “What should be considered when presenting information to what is required 

by GRAP 24 on a comparison of budget and actual information”.  

5.23 The Standards of GRAP do not preclude the presentation of information in the financial 

statements in addition to what is required by the Standards. As such, the FAQ 

encourages entities to present, in a single statement or note, information that is required 

by the Standards together with additional information or the additional information to be 

presented separately as an annexure to the financial statements.  

5.24 From the review, it was noted that some entities have followed the guidance in the FAQ 

although there are still entities that duplicated the same information.  

(c) Extent of the comparison presented 

5.25 The review indicated that 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 the cash flow statement.  

5.26 The Secretariat noted that the extent of the comparison involves professional judgement 

in the context of the objective of the Standard as well as the qualitative characteristics 

of financial reporting. With the Standard’s objective in mind, the extent of the comparison 

should include the same information reflected in the approved budget.   

Stakeholder feedback and proposals 

(a) Method of presentation of the comparison  

5.27 It was noted that the reason entities prefer presenting a separate statement is that they 

do not understand the difference between the two methods of presenting the comparison 

of budget and actual information. 

5.28 Stakeholders proposed that guidance should be provided clarifying when the two 

methods for presenting the comparison can be used. 

(b) Structure of the Statement of Comparison of Budget and Actual Information 

5.29 Stakeholders agreed that there is repetition of information when municipalities present 

an Appropriation Statement in addition to the Statement of Comparison of Budget and 

Actual Information in the financial statements.  

5.30 The guidance in the FAQ was supported as it encourages entities to avoid repeating the 

same information the financial statements. A concern was raised that when entities 

choose to only present an Appropriation Statement in the financial statements, a user of 

https://www.asb.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/Research-Paper-on-Presentation-of-Info.pdf
https://www.asb.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/Research-Paper-on-Presentation-of-Info.pdf
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the financial statements may not know that the Appropriation Statement contains the 

relevant information required by the Standard.  

5.31 Other stakeholders noted that audit committee members (from the private sector) and 

rating agencies usually question the purpose of the budget information presented in the 

financial statements of municipalities.  

5.32 It was suggested that additional disclosures should be required when the Appropriation 

Statement is the only statement presented for budget information. This is to provide the 

users of the financial statements with an explanation of the purpose of the Appropriation 

Statement in relation to the GRAP 24 requirements.  

(c) Extent of the comparison presented 

5.33 Stakeholders proposed that guidance on the extent of the comparison is needed to 

explain that the comparison is prepared based on the same information reflected in the 

approved budget.  

Technical Committee recommendations 

5.34 The Technical Committee recommended that: 

➢ Guidance should be included in the Fact Sheet to clarify: 

• the two methods for presenting the comparison, and when they should be 

applied; and  

• that the extent of the comparison is based on the format and information 

presented in the approved budget.   

➢ In responding to the observation of the lack of understanding by audit committees 

and rating agencies, the matter should be addressed when the education material 

for users is developed. In addition, the results of the review should be 

communicated with stakeholders, including audit committee forums. As the matter 

highlights a skills gap – it was suggested that training and/or raising awareness to 

rating agencies and various committees is necessary. 

5.35 The Technical Committee did not support the proposal to add a requirement in the 

Standard explaining to the users why the Appropriation Statement was presented 

instead of the Statement of Comparison of Budget and Actual Information. It was noted 

that practice should be allowed to develop and the matter should be highlighted in the 

Fact Sheet.  

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION #4 

The Board is requested to: 

(a)  NOTE the findings and potential reasons for those findings relating to the format of    

the presentation of comparison of budget and actual information; and 

(b)  CONFIRM if it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendations. 
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C. Presentation of the comparison of budget and actual information 

GRAP requirements 

GRAP 24 requires entities that make their budgets publicly available to present a 

comparison in their financial statements between: 

• last approved and final budget amounts; 

• budget and actual amounts on a comparable basis; and 

• explanations of material differences between budget and actual amounts (unless 

published in another report then cross-reference). 

Findings 

5.36 The review identified the following: 

• 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.  

• Three municipalities provided additional information about the original budget, final 

adjustments budget and final budget owing to the format of the Statement of 

Comparison of Budget and Actual Information (i.e. Appropriation Statement).  

Explanations of material differences between budget and actual amounts 

5.37 Most entities provided an explanation of material differences between the budget and 

actual amounts either in the notes or on the face of the Statement of Comparison of 

Budget and Actual Information. One entity included the explanations in the annexures 

to the financial statements.  

5.38 Entities either explained all the differences or only the material differences. Not all 

entities disclosed the materiality threshold used for identifying differences. However, 

those that did, generally explained differences exceeding 5% or 10% of the budgeted 

amounts.    

5.39 There were only two entities that did not provide explanations of material differences – 

it was not clear whether this was due to materiality as no threshold was provided for 

assessing the differences.  

5.40 Section E discusses in detail whether entities presented actual amounts on a 

comparable basis to the budget.  

Stakeholder feedback and proposals 

5.41 Stakeholders noted the poor quality of the explanations provided in the financial 

statements.  

5.42 In addition, stakeholders confirmed the observations that entities do not usually disclose 

their materiality for the budget information presented. Reasons provided for the non-

disclosure of materiality included: 

• GRAP 24 does not require the disclosure of the materiality considerations;  

• entities apply the same materiality threshold used in the preparation of the financial 

statements as a whole; and 

• entities do not understand how to assess materiality in the context of GRAP 24.  
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5.43 Stakeholders proposed that guidance should be provided on how to assess materiality 

in the context of the requirements in the Standard based on the Materiality Guideline.  

Technical Committee recommendations 

5.44 The Technical Committee recommended that: 

➢ Guidance should be included in the Fact Sheet on how to assess materiality for the 

purposes of GRAP 24. The guidance should be based on the Materiality Guideline. 

➢ Similar guidance should be considered for inclusion by the OAG in the GRAP 24 

Accounting Guideline.  

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION #5 

The Board is requested to: 

(a) NOTE the findings and potential reasons for those findings relating to the 

presentation of the comparison of budget and actual information; and 

(b)  CONFIRM if it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendations. 

 

D. Changes from approved to final budget 

Requirement 

GRAP 24 requires an explanation of changes between the approved and final budget to 

be presented in the notes (or cross reference to another report). 

5.45 Entities are required to explain the reasons 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. 

Findings 

5.46 The review indicated that most entities with changes from the approved to final budget 

did not explain the reasons for the changes. It was unclear if the reasons were explained 

elsewhere in the annual report or another report as no cross reference was provided.  

Stakeholder feedback and proposals 

5.47 Some stakeholders indicated that they were not aware of the requirement in the 

Standard.  

5.48 Stakeholders questioned the need to explain changes between the approved and final 

budget. Some argued that changes to the approved budget undergo a legislated 

approval process and did not find value in the information disclosed. The final budget is 

the approved budget adjusted for changes made by the entity, approved by the relevant 

authority. Disclosing the explanation of the reason for changes between the approved 

and final budget assists the users in holding the entity accountable for compliance with 

the relevant approved budget.  

5.49 Other stakeholders questioned whether all changes, including immaterial changes, 

should be disclosed. It was explained that the budget process is legislated and any 

changes to the budget are driven by legislative requirements. As such, changes to the 

approved budget should be explained as they are material by nature.  
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5.50 Stakeholders proposed that guidance is needed to clarify what are changes in the 

approved and final budget, and to explain the impact of materiality on these changes. 

Technical Committee recommendations 

5.51 The Technical Committee recommended that: 

➢ Guidance should be included in the Fact Sheet to clarify that when the final budget 

differs from the approved budget, an explanation of the changes must be disclosed.  

➢ The guidance should explain the materiality considerations.  

 

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION #6 

The Board is requested to: 

(a)  NOTE the findings and potential reasons for those findings relating to the changes 

from approved to final budget; and 

(b)   CONFIRM if it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendations. 

 

E. Comparable basis 

Requirement 

GRAP 24 requires the comparison of budget and actual amounts to be presented on a 

comparable basis to the budget 

5.52 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 included in the approved budget.  

Findings 

5.53 The review identified the following: 

• Nine entities prepared their budgets on the cash or modified cash basis. Seven of 

these entities adjusted the actual amounts to the comparable basis while the 

remaining two entities did not adjust their actual amounts.  

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

basis of accounting.  

5.54 In determining whether the actual amounts were presented on a comparable basis to 

the budget, the review considered the disclosures on the budgetary basis, classification 

basis, budget period, and entities included in the budget.  

5.55 The Secretariat noted that: 

• The information (i.e., the budgetary basis, classification basis, budget period, and 

entities included in the budget) was either disclosed in the accounting policies or 

notes to the financial statements. 

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

relevant to the entity’s circumstances. As a result, information disclosed about the 
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budgetary basis and classification system adopted for the budget was not consistent 

to what was presented in the comparison.  

• The extent of classification differences between the budget and financial statements 

could not be confirmed: 

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 in the statement of financial performance.  

o Municipalities: Only one municipality identified classification differences in the 

comparison. The preparation of budgets for municipalities is guided and 

regulated by the Budget Regulations and Circulars. Municipalities present their 

approved budgets in both the economic and functional classifications. 

Classification differences have been known to exist between the financial 

statements and the budget tables used by municipalities.  

Stakeholder feedback and proposals 

5.56 Stakeholders representing municipalities noted 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 consistent with the Municipal Standard Chart of Accounts 

(mSCOA) classification. Some of the areas in the mSCOA that are not aligned with 

the GRAP reporting requirements were noted.  

5.57 Despite confirming that classification differences exist for municipalities, no specific 

reasons were provided for municipalities not identifying them for GRAP 24 purposes.  

5.58 Stakeholders from public entities noted that: 

• The preparation of budgets for public entities is not a standardised process as with 

the municipalities, for example some entities prepare budgets on the cash basis 

while others on the accrual basis and the classification system also varies. 

• Departments prepare the budget using the economic classification, however public 

entities do not prepare their budgets on this basis.  

• There was an expectation that classification differences would be identified in the 

review. However, others argued that classification differences would not necessarily 

be identified as the financial systems used by entities map the budget information 

to align with the financial statements.  

5.59 Other stakeholders attributed the non-disclosure of the classification differences to 

materiality.  

Technical Committee recommendations 

5.60 The Technical Committee recommended that: 

➢ Guidance should be included in the Fact Sheet clarifying what is a comparable 

basis.  
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➢ Similar guidance should be considered for inclusion by the OAG in the GRAP 24 

Accounting Guideline. 

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION #7 

The Board is requested to: 

(a) NOTE the findings and potential reasons for those findings relating to the 

comparable basis; and 

(b)   CONFIRM if it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendations. 

 

F. Reconciliation of actual amounts on a comparable basis an actual amount in the 

financial statements 

Requirement 

When the financial statements and budget are not prepared on a comparable basis, 

GRAP 24 requires a reconciliation of the actual amounts on a comparable basis to the 

budget and the actual amounts presented in the financial statements to be presented on 

the face of the statement or in the notes. 

The reconciliation should separately identify any basis, timing and entity differences for 

the following: 

(a) if budget is prepared on the accrual basis, total revenues, total expenses and net 

cash flows from operating activities, investing activities and financing activities; or 

(b) if budget is prepared on a basis other than accrual basis, net cash flows from 

operating activities, investing activities and financing activities. 

5.61 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.  

5.62 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.  

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

the budget. 

Findings 

5.64 The review identified that: 

Basis differences - budget on cash/modified cash basis  

• Nine entities prepared their budgets on the cash basis or modified cash basis:  
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o Six entities presented the reconciliation. The entities identified accounting basis 

differences and no classification differences.  

o Three entities did not present a reconciliation.  

Basis differences - budget on accrual basis 

• Majority of entities included in the review prepared the budget and financial 

statements on the same basis of accounting: 

o None of these entities provided a reconciliation. However, one entity identified 

classification differences on the face of the statement.  

Timing and entity differences 

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

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

5.65 Since most entities that prepared the budget and financial statements on the same basis 

of accounting did not provide a reconciliation, it was unclear to what degree there would 

be classification differences: 

Municipalities 

• Municipalities prepare their budgets on the accrual basis. Classification differences 

have been reported between the requirements in the Standards and the budget 

format and classification tables used by municipalities.  

• The review indicated that only one municipality disclosed its classification 

differences. It is unclear whether the non-disclosure by other municipalities is due 

to materiality.  

Other entities 

• Basis differences as a result of accounting basis differences and classification 

differences were expected.  

• The review indicated that most entities did not provide a reconciliation as the budget 

and financial statements are prepared on the same basis.  

• Two public entities that prepare budgets on the cash basis presented the 

reconciliation but did not reconcile to the net cash flows from operating activities, 

investing activities and financing activities as required.  

5.66 With regards to the format of the reconciliation, the Secretariat 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. 

Stakeholder feedback and proposals 

5.67 The purpose of the requirement and usefulness of the information provided was 

questioned. It was explained that the purpose of the reconciliation was to identify the 

major sources of difference between the actual amounts on a budget basis and the 

amounts recognised in the financial statements.  

5.68 Stakeholders noted that the reason for entities not preparing the reconciliation is that it 

is practically challenging to complete. Other stakeholders indicated that unless the 
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budget is prepared in a format that includes the line items required in the reconciliation 

(i.e., total revenues, total expenses and/or net cash flows from operating activities, 

investing activities and financing activities), entities should not be required to present 

these disclosures. 

5.69 Stakeholders proposed that the Board should be less prescriptive about the format in 

which the reconciliation is presented.  

Technical Committee recommendations 

5.70 The Technical Committee recommended that: 

➢ The disclosure requirement on the reconciliation in paragraph .46 of the Standard 

should be amended.  

➢ The proposed amendment should: 

• enable entities to decide, based on available information, which actual amounts 

presented in the financial statements they want to reconcile, and 

• include a requirement for entities to explain the rationale for reconciling those 

specific line items. 

➢ Paragraph .482 of the Standard can be used as a basis for the amendment. The 

amendment should provide guiding principles on the line items that entities can 

reconcile to; and ensure that the same line items are reconciled consistently from 

one period to the next.  

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION #8 

The Board is requested to: 

(a) NOTE the findings and potential reasons for those findings relating to the 

reconciliation; and 

(b)   CONFIRM if it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendations. 

 

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

Requirement 

GRAP 24 requires entities to disclose in the notes to the financial statements the 

following: 

(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 “This Standard does not preclude 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”. 
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Findings 

5.71 The review indicated 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 provided the budget information in the accounting policies or in the notes to 

the financial statements. There were also instances where the same information 

was repeated in the accounting policies and notes to the financial statements. 

• The disclosures were inaccurate due to the inconsistent information provided 

between the accounting policies, note disclosures and the budget information 

presented in the comparison.  

5.72 Entities make use of boilerplate accounting policy and note disclosures. When this 

information is not tailored to the entity’s circumstances it makes it difficult to assess the 

accuracy of the information particularly when the information provided contradicts other 

budget information presented in the financial statements.  

Stakeholder feedback and proposals 

5.73 Stakeholders explained that a potential reason for the poor quality of disclosures is that 

the Statement of Comparison of Budget and Actual Information, much like the cash flow 

statement is the last component of the financial statement that is prepared and not given 

adequate attention.   

5.74 Stakeholders noted that the quality of note disclosures needs improvement but no 

specific proposals were made. 

Technical Committee recommendations 

5.75 The Technical Committee concluded that that preparers should allocate more time to 

prepare the disclosures required by GRAP 24. There should be greater focus on holding 

management accountable for the preparation of high-quality financial statements. 

5.76 The Technical Committee recommended that the illustrative examples that were 

previously withdrawn from GRAP 24 should be re-instated to assist with the preparation 

of disclosures, as well as improving the quality of financial statements.  

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION #9 

The Board is requested to: 

(a) NOTE the findings and potential reasons for those findings relating to the note 

disclosures; and 

(b)   CONFIRM if it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendations. 
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H. Comparative information 

Requirement 

GRAP 24 does not require the disclosure of comparative information in respect of the previous 

period.  

 

Findings 

5.77 The review indicated that only one entity presented comparative information. This entity 

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

previous period in the statement of financial performance.  

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

prohibited from providing additional information in the financial statements. 

Stakeholder feedback and proposals 

5.79 Some stakeholders indicated that they present comparative information as a 

consequence of the correction of prior period errors in the financial statements. 

5.80 No specific proposals were made by stakeholders.  

Technical Committee recommendations 

5.81 The Technical Committee noted the feedback and concluded that no proposals are 

required.  

 

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION #10 

The Board is requested to: 

(a) NOTE the findings and potential reasons for those findings relating to the 

comparative information; and 

(b)   CONFIRM if it agrees with the Technical Committee’s recommendations. 

 

6. NEXT STEPS 

6.1 The results of the review and proposed actions will be presented to the Board to decide 

what further work, if any, needs to be undertaken regarding the issues identified. These 

will be added to the work programme once identified.  

6.2 In anticipation of the Board’s decision  to publish a Review Report, the Report will be 

considered by the Technical Committee and Board in the next quarter of 2022 in 

accordance with the Board’s current work programme.  

 

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION #11 

The Board is requested to NOTE the next steps.   
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Annexure A – Basis for the selection of entities included in the review  

 

A1.  Paragraph 3.2 summarises the number of entities’ whose financial statements were 

included in the review. The basis applied to select the entities was as follows: 

Public Entities 

• Constitutional Institutions: Two constitutional institutions were selected on a random 

basis.  

• Schedule 2: Of the two Schedule 2 entities that apply the Standards of GRAP, one 

entity was randomly selected.  

• Schedule 3A: Ten entities were randomly selected from different clusters. 

• Schedule 3B: Of the nine national GBEs that apply the Standards of GRAP, three 

water boards and one entity were randomly selected.   

• Schedule 3C: Three entities were randomly selected from different provinces. 

• Schedule 3D: Of the eight provincial GBEs that apply Standards of GRAP, four 

entities were randomly selected.  

Municipalities 

• Eight metropolitan municipalities (which are part of the group of non-delegated 

municipalities) and twenty local municipalities of geographical spread were 

selected.   

Parliament and the legislatures 

• Parliament and one provincial legislature was selected.  

TVET Colleges: 

• There are fifty TVET colleges and nine CET colleges. Five TVET Colleges and one 

CET college were selected on a random basis.  

 

Annexure B – Summary of findings 

Table B1: Summary of the application of GRAP 24 by entities included in the sample 

Entity type No. of 

entities 

Findings 

Public entities 22 Applied GRAP 24 

2 Did not apply GRAP 24 

Municipalities 28 Applied GRAP 24 

Parliament and 

legislatures 

2 Applied GRAP 24  

TVET and CET 

colleges 

1 Applied GRAP 24 

6 Did not apply GRAP 24 
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Table B2: Summary of findings on format of the comparison of budget and actual amounts 

Entity type No. of 

entities 

Findings 

Public entities 22 Presented a separate financial statement  

Municipalities 26 Presented a separate financial statement 

2 Presented additional budget columns 

Parliament and 

legislatures 

2 Presented a separate financial statement 

TVET and CET 

colleges 

1 Presented a separate financial statement 

 

 

Table B3: Summary of findings on the presentation of the comparison of budget and actual 

information 

Entity type No. of 

entities 

Findings 

Public entities 22 (a) Presented last approved and final budget amounts.  

22 (b) Presented budget and actual amounts on a comparable 

basis.  

22 (c) Provided explanations of material differences either on the 

face or in the notes to the financial statements. 

Municipalities 28 (a) Presented last approved and final budget amounts.  

28 (b) Presented budget and actual amounts on a comparable 

basis.  

26 (c) Provided explanations of material differences either on the 

face or in the notes to the financial statements. 

2 (c) Did not provide explanations of material differences either 

on the face or in the notes to the financial statements. 

Parliament and 

legislatures 

2 (a) Presented last approved and final budget amounts.  

2 (b) Presented budget and actual amounts on a comparable 

basis.  

2 (c) Provided explanations of material differences either on the 

face or in the notes to the financial statements. 

TVET and CET 

colleges 

1 (a) Presented last approved and final budget amounts.  

1 (b) Presented budget and actual amounts on a comparable 

basis.  

1 (c) Provided explanations of material differences either on the 

face or in the notes to the financial statements. 
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Table B4: Summary of findings on the changes from approved to final budget 

Entity type No. of 

entities 

Findings 

Public entities 4 Changes from approved to final budget are explained. 

10 Not applicable as there were either no adjustments between 

approved and final budget or adjustments were not material3. 

8 Changes from approved to final budget are not explained. 

Municipalities 12 Changes from approved to final budget are explained. 

3 Not applicable as there were either no adjustments between 

approved and final budget or adjustments were not material3. 

13 Changes from approved to final budget are not explained. 

Parliament and 

legislatures 

1 Changes from approved to final budget are not explained. 

1 Not applicable as there were either no adjustments between 

approved and final budget or adjustments were not material2. 

TVET and CET 

colleges 

1 Changes from approved to final budget are not explained. 

 

 

Table B5: Summary of findings on the comparable basis 

Entity type No. of 

entities 

Findings 

Public entities 5 Actual amounts were adjusted to the budget basis. 

16 Budget and financial statements are prepared on the same 

basis of accounting. 

1 Actual amounts were not adjusted to the budget basis. 

Municipalities 28 Budget and financial statements are prepared on the same 

basis of accounting. 

Parliament and 

legislatures 

2 Actual amounts were adjusted to the budget basis. 

TVET and CET 

colleges 

1 Actual amounts were not adjusted to the budget basis. 

 
  

 
3 The assessment of materiality is that of the Secretariat and not the entity’s.   
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Table B6: Summary of findings on the reconciliation 

Entity type No. of 

entities 

Findings 

Public entities 4 Reconciliation provided identifying accounting basis 

differences. 

16 No reconciliation provided (same accounting basis but there 

may be classification differences that were not identified) 

2 No reconciliation was provided even though different basis. 

Municipalities 26 No reconciliation provided (same accounting basis but there 

may be classification differences that were not identified) 

1 No reconciliation provided but classification differences 

identified in the comparison. 

Parliament and 

legislatures 

2 Reconciliation provided identifying accounting basis 

differences. 

TVET and CET 

colleges 

1 No reconciliation was provided even though different basis. 

 


