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RESPONSES TO THE COMMENT RECEIVED ON DUE PROCESS HANDBOOK (ED 196) 

The Accounting Standards Board (Board) approved an Exposure Draft of the ASB’s proposed Due 

Process Handbook (ED 196). A notice was published in the Government Gazette on 10 December 2022 

(Notice 45616). The comment period closed on 31 March 2022.  

Two written responses were received on ED 196 – the respondents are listed on the next page. A 

roundtable discussion was held with the firms, auditors and technical specialists. The responses 

received are summarised in this document.   
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CLASSIFICATION OF COMMENT RECEIVED ON DUE PROCESS HANDBOOK (ED 196) 

 

No. Name/Organisation Preparers 

 

Users 

 

Auditors Other 

interested 

parties 

1.  Office of the Accountant-General  X   

2. Free State Department of Finance X    

3. Roundtable discussion X  X X 
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No. Comment Secretariat’s proposed response 

1. Office of the Accountant-General  

1.1  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the abovementioned 

publication. We have reviewed the document and have included our 

views and suggestions in the annexure hereto. The only significant input 

is the suggestion from our Legal Unit to incorporate the transitional 

provisions back into the Standards of GRAP. The standards are seen as 

primary legislation and as such should incorporate any and all 

transitional arrangements.  

We will be willing to assist facilitating a discussion with our Legal Unit if 

required. 

Noted. This will be prioritised for future projects, including the 

potential project for 2024 to 2026 to consolidate the existing 

Directives.  

1.2 International influence: in its research activities the Board has 

considered pronouncements of other international standard setters, 

such as the XRB, we suggest that a short mention be included in this 

section on these liaison activities. Whilst it is not a requirement, some 

benefit can or is derived from such engagements and reviews. 

Noted. Paragraph 3.16 was added.  

1.3 Paragraph 4.3: suggest removing the word “Standards” as it creates the 

impression that only standards and not interpretations will be considered 

by the Board in determining the nature of pronouncements to be 

developed. 

Noted. The reference to Standard should be retained, as the nature 

of the pronouncement does depend on whether a Standard is issued 

by the IPSASB or IASB.  

1.4 Footnote 1 on the Framework: is this footnote required in this 

publication? Our understanding is that it was introduced in the standards 

as a temporary solution, and this reason may not be relevant for the due 

process handbook. 

Noted. While it is a temporary solution, this footnote is also included 

in the Standards of GRAP. It helps to explain why certain Standards 

may not be completely aligned with the new Conceptual Framework.  

1.5 Paragraph 4.11(b): the last bullet discusses the development of specific 

disclosure requirements, would an interpretation be developed only for 

additional disclosure requirements? It seems unlikely. Perhaps it should 

be clarified that disclosures would be introduced as a consequence of 

Noted. Some IFRICs (SICs) prescribed disclosure only. This bullet 

should also be read with the rest of list, as specific disclosure may be 

needed depending on the concepts explained in the Interpretation.  
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the additional requirements or considerations needed to apply the 

existing principles in the Standards to a specific transaction or event. 

1.6 Paragraph 4.16: The paragraph states that the guidelines are non-

authoritative, however in the latter part it states that the status of the 

guideline is outlined in each document and Directive 5. Is this last 

sentence necessary? Or perhaps amend the paragraph to state that the 

mandatory application of the guideline is outlined in Directive 5 (linking 

the discussion to what is included in paragraph 6.50). 

Noted. This sentence has been deleted.  

1.7 Paragraphs 4.21 – 4.25: These paragraphs specify that the outputs are 

research papers or review reports, whilst this is the case, these 

documents also drive the development of Standards, Interpretations 

and/or guidelines, amendments to Standards, and/or FAQs. Would it be 

useful to include such acknowledgment in each of the sections on 

research and review reports? 

Noted. A sentence has been added to 4.22 and 4.24.  

1.8 Paragraph 4.30: If the Board decided to depart from a particular 

international pronouncement, the decision may have an impact on future 

Standards of GRAP (for example, a departure from a requirement in a 

lease standard could impact on the requirements in a revenue standard). 

We therefore suggest that past departure decisions be incorporated into 

paragraph 4.30(b). 

Noted. A separate bullet has been added.  

1.9 Paragraph 4.32(b): The first sentence appears to define a fundamental 

issue. We suggest the wording be in italic. 

Noted. This has not been affected as it appears correct as drafted.  

1.10 Paragraph 4.32(c): This paragraph makes reference to paragraph 

4.34(b), should this not be 4.32(b)? Alternatively 4.30(b)? Furthermore, 

we suggest that the reference to national standard in the second 

paragraph be removed as it is doubtful that the Board will consider 

another national standard in its development process (or is it implying 

another Standard of GRAP?). 

Noted. This reference has been updated. The Standards of the FRSC 

could be considered.  

1.11 Paragraph 5.4 and 5.7: The second bullet in paragraph 5.4 is duplicated 

in paragraph 5.7. Consider deleting the information in the second bullet. 

Noted. Both paragraphs have been retained. The first one explains 

generally what/how changes will be made to the work programme. 
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The second instance, although the same, explains how changes will 

be made once the work programme has already been approved.  

1.12 Paragraph 6.4: This paragraph refers to a “other national” standard 

setting body. Is this relevant? 

Noted. This could include the Financial Reporting Standards Council.  

1.13 Paragraphs 6.41, 6.52 – 6.54, 11.1 – 11.5: Suggest replacing “ASB” 

with “Board”. 

Noted. The references have been changed except the one in 

paragraph 6.52 which refers to the “ASB’s stakeholders” as this is the 

organisation.  

1.14 Paragraph 9.2: The first sentence states that post-implementation 

reviews are undertaken when approved by the Board. Paragraph 9.2 

states that the undertaking is based on feedback from stakeholders 

during the workplan consultation. If post-implementation reviews are on 

the workplan then would the first sentence of paragraph 9.2 be relevant 

as it creates the impression that these are not necessarily on the 

workplan. The same comment is on paragraph 10.4 and 10.5. 

Noted. The wording was amended to make the linkages clearer.  

2. Free State Department of Finance   

 The Department of Public Works and Infrastructure commented that the 

Exposure Draft is set and built on requirements such as objectivity and 

transparency which are principles upheld in accounting.  

[Note: the Department of Finance issued a questionnaire to the 

Departments in the province to solicit feedback. The Departments 

supported the Handbook. Only the Department of Public Works and 

Infrastructure provided specific.] 

Noted. No action required.  

3. Roundtable discussion  

3.1 Participants noted that, at moments, the Conceptual Framework may be 

inconsistent with the Standards. This can make it difficult for preparers 

and auditors to know what they should apply.  

The Conceptual Framework is not authoritative, it merely establishes 

the principles on which the Standards will be set. The Standards are 

the authoritative requirements set by the Board for certain 

transactions, events and circumstances.  

As this has been raised in other discussions, a FAQ may help to 

explain the status of the Conceptual Framework and what to do if 
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there are inconsistencies between the Conceptual Framework and 

the Standards. 

3.2 It was suggested that the Due Process Handbook explain why certain 

entities do not apply Standards of GRAP and what process needs to 

be followed in these instances.  

[Discuss internally – I don’t want to add in a discussion on why there 

may be variances – this is likely an exemption type process outside 

the ASB’s control] 

3.3 Participants noted that accountability is an overarching concept that is 

considered as part of the due process. It was also noted the purpose is 

to set principle-based standards which requires a robust due process.  

Noted. Text has been added to reflect that principle-based Standards 

are set. Paragraph 3.2 refers to public interest as a basic principle 

underlying the ASB’s work. Accountability is viewed as a sub-set of 

public interest.  

3.4 Participants noted that some information may be confidential in nature. 

It may be necessary to explain the process when confidentiality is 

needed.  

Noted. Paragraph 6.28 was revised.  

3.5 The Due Process Handbook should explain how the capacity of entities 

is considered in the adoption of Standards of GRAP.  

Noted. This is already included in paragraph 6.32 and 6.33.  

3.6 Participants indicated that they supported the Due Process Handbook 

as it enhances the transparency and accountability of the ASB’s work.  

Noted. No action required.  

 


