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RESPONSES TO THE VERBAL COMMENT RECEIVED ON EXPOSURE DRAFT 

195 ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE STANDARD OF GRAP ON 

HERITAGE ASSETS (GRAP 103) 

The Accounting Standards Board (Board) approved Exposure Draft 195 on Proposed 

Amendments to the Standard of GRAP on Heritage Assets (GRAP 103) in September 

2021. A Notice was published in the Government Gazette on 8 October 2021 (Notice 

45275). The comment period closed on 28 January 2022.  

The proposed amendments were discussed with preparers, auditors, and consultants 

by way of virtual engagements listed in the table on the next page. The results of 

comment received during these engagements are summarised in this document, and 

include the Board’s responses thereto.   

No written comment letters were received.  
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CLASSIFICATION OF VERBAL COMMENT RECEIVED ON THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO 

THE STANDARD OF GRAP ON HERITAGE ASSETS (GRAP 103) (ED 195) 

 

No. Name/Organisation Preparers 

 

Users 

 

Auditors Other 

interested 

parties 

1.  Public entities, 

waterboards and TVET 

Colleges  

√    

2. Auditors and Technical 

advisors 

  √ √ 

3. Municipality and municipal 

entities 

√    

4.  Public Sector Accounting 

Forum members (PSAF 

members) 

√ √ √ √ 

5.  Department of Arts  and 

Culture (DAC) and 

museums 

√ √   

6. Western Cape Accounting 

Working Committee (AWC) 

√ √   

7. SANPARKS √    

8. CIGFARO workshop  √ √   

9. Municipalities  √    
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

 SPECIFIC MATTERS FOR COMMENT  

 Definition of a heritage asset  

Question 1 

Do you support the revised definition of a heritage asset that focuses on cultural significance in paragraph .04, and the inclusion of guidance 

in paragraph .04A that explains when an object has cultural significance? 

If not, please explain why. 

1. Public entities, waterboards and TVET Colleges  

 Stakeholders supported the revised definition and the inclusion of guidance on cultural 

significance.  

Noted. No further action required. 

2. Auditors and technical advisors  

2.1 Stakeholders supported the revised definition of a heritage asset, the characteristics displayed, 

and the range of assets regarded to be heritage assets. 

Noted. No further action required.  

2.2  Irrespective of whether the GRAP 103 definition of a heritage asset is better aligned with the 

legislative description of a heritage resource, an entity may still conclude that an item meets the 

definition of a heritage asset, despite it not being designated as such in legislation. It is proposed 

that this should be explained in the basis for conclusions.  

Agreed. Paragraph BC13 explains that the Board 

concluded that the revised GRAP 103 definition 

should remain broad enough to allow for the 

recognition of a heritage asset that is not designated 

as a heritage resource in legislation. This paragraph 

explains that a heritage asset could still be 

accounted for as a heritage asset using GRAP 103, 

despite it not being designated as such in legislation 

or similar means. 

The Frequently Asked Questions on heritage assets 

clarify the accounting for an item as a heritage asset 

using GRAP 103, despite it not being designated in 

legislation or similar means, and vice versa.   
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

3. Municipalities and municipal entities  

 No specific comment was noted. Noted. No further action required.  

4. PSAF members   

4.1 Stakeholders supported the revised definition and alignment with legislation to bring the GRAP 103 

definition and guidance closer to the legislative description.   

Noted. No further action required.  

4.2 Stakeholders questioned if the proposed definition of a heritage asset will also include natural and 

environmental items as these are not specifically included in the definition of cultural significance. The 

current definition of a heritage asset includes “assets that have environmental significance”.  

Noted. Paragraph .04A(b), (c) and (d) explain that an 

item has cultural significance or other special value 

because of: 

….. 

(b) its possession of uncommon, rare or 

endangered aspects of South Africa's natural or 

cultural heritage; 

(c) its potential to yield information that will 

contribute to an understanding of South Africa's 

natural or cultural heritage; and 

(d) its importance in demonstrating the principal 

characteristics of a particular class of South 

Africa's natural or cultural places or objects.  

In addition, paragraph .05(d) explains examples of 

assets that could be heritage assets and this 

includes landscapes and natural features of cultural 

significance.  

The Board concluded that items of “natural and 

environmental significance” are included within the 

concept of cultural significance as explained in 

paragraph .04A, despite not being listed specifically 

in the definition of “cultural significance”.    
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

 (continued) The Board concluded that  no further action is 

required.  

However, based on the response to comment 7.1 an 

additional example of “protected areas” is included in 

paragraph .05 – see the response to comment 7.1. 

4.3 It was questioned why the revised definition of a heritage asset is not more rules-based to require that 

all heritage assets designated in legislation should be accounted for using GRAP 103.  

A rules-based principle will avoid the recognition of heritage assets in terms of GRAP 103 that are not 

designated as such in legislation.  

Noted. Not all entities are subject to the requirements 

of the National Heritage Resources Act, or the South 

Africa Heritage Resources Agency classification.  

An entity may conclude that it wants to hold an asset 

indefinitely for the benefit of present and future 

generations, despite not meeting the legislative 

requirements to be recognised as a heritage 

resource. For example, legislation may require an 

item to be 99 years old to be classified as a heritage 

resource. However, management may conclude that 

it wants to preserve the asset indefinitely despite it 

not meeting the 99-year age requirement in 

legislation.   

From an accounting perspective, management 

needs to account for an asset based on the reason 

for holding the asset.  

The Board concluded that it is inappropriate to only 

require the accounting of heritage assets in the 

financial statements only when the item meets the 

legislative requirements. No changes were agreed.   
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

4.4  Some stakeholders proposed the disclosure of (a) heritage assets designated in legislation, not 

accounted for as a heritage asset; and  (b) heritage resources accounted for using GRAP 103 even 

though they are not designated as such in legislation.  

Noted. The Board concluded that such disclosures 

will be too onerous and will not add any value.  

The comment will be shared with the OAG and the 

DAC in considering whether this disclosure could be 

provided in the annual report.   

4.5  In applying the revised definition in GRAP 103, it was questioned if the characteristics often displayed 

by a heritage asset (paragraph .04B) will not contradict some of the items to be accounted for as a 

heritage asset.   

Noted. The characteristics listed in paragraph .04B 

are examples of criteria often displayed by a heritage 

asset, and may not be applicable to all heritage 

assets.  

An entity applies judgement to assess if an item 

meets the definition of a heritage asset, and 

considers the reason for holding an item in making 

this assessment. 

5. DAC and museums   

 It was questioned if “cultural significance” is limited to what is deemed to be “South African cultural 

significance”, or if the definition will also encompass items that have an international cultural 

significance.  

Noted. The revised definition of a heritage asset is 

aligned to the South African legislative description of 

“cultural significance”. Paragraphs .04A(e) to (i) 

explain that items that have cultural significance for 

particular communities or cultural groups could also 

meet the definition of a heritage asset. This widens 

the focus to not only include items that have South 

African origin, but also includes items that are of 

cultural significance to South Africa and its citizens. 

Management should consider the reason for holding 

the asset in making this assessment. 
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

 (continued) To avoid any misapplication of the definition, the 

principle is explained in paragraph .05A. Paragraph 

BC 14 was also amended to clarify the application.  

6. Western Cape AWC  

 No specific comment was noted. Noted. No further action required.  

7. SANPARKS  

7.1 SANPARKS has a position paper that, among other, describes when an item under its control should 

be classified as a heritage asset. This description is based on the National Heritage Resources Act.  

The National Environmental Management Protected Areas Act, 2003 (NEMPA), provides guidance on 

when land should be declared as a national park. The main criterion is that the land should be protected 

and that the area should have national or international biodiversity importance. This criterion is also 

applied to identify land that should be classified as a heritage asset, and therefore, referred to in the 

position paper.  

Stakeholders questioned if the revised definition of a heritage asset, with the reference to “cultural 

significance” is sufficient to include land that has been declared a protected area, as specified by the 

NEMPA Act.   

Noted. Paragraph .05 is amended to include 

“protected areas designated in legislation” as an 

example of a heritage asset.  

Paragraph BC15 is also expanded to clarify that 

reference is made to the NEMPA Act for examples 

of assets that could be regarded as a heritage asset. 

Also refer to the response to comment 4.2.  

7.2 As part of the guidance to be developed by the OAG, it should be emphasised that “cultural significance” 

should not only consider the value of the item to conclude if it should be accounted for as a heritage 

asset. The emphasis should be on the significance of the item to preserve it for present and future 

generations, irrespective of the asset’s monetary value.  

Noted. The comment will be shared with the OAG for 

their consideration.  

8. CIGFARO workshop  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

9. Municipalities and District municipalities  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

 Indicators to re-assess if a reliable value becomes available 

Question 2   

Paragraph .17B lists the indicators that an entity can apply to assess if a heritage asset can subsequently be measured reliably. Please indicate: 

(a) if you agree with the list of indicators. If not, please explain why; and 

(b) if there are any additional indicators that entities may consider. 

10. Public entities, waterboards and TVET Colleges  

 Stakeholders supported the inclusion of the indicators to re-asses if a reliable value becomes available.  Noted. No further action required.  

11. Auditors and technical advisors  

 Stakeholders agreed with the list of indicators. No additional indicators were noted. Noted. No further action required.  

12.  Municipalities and municipal entities  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

13. PSAF members  

 No specific comment was noted. Noted. No further action required.  

14. DAC and museums  

 No specific comment was noted. Noted. No further action required.  

15. Western Cape AWC   

 The proposed amendments are supported.  

It was proposed that the Standard should clarify whether the resulting difference to be recognised when 

a reliable value becomes available after initial recognition, should be recognised as exchange, or non-

exchange revenue to avoid audit queries.  

Noted. Paragraph BC29 explains that the resulting 

difference should be classified using the relevant 

Standard of GRAP based on the nature of the asset 

and conditions imposed on it. As the principles in the 

Standards of GRAP are not rule-based, entities should 

apply judgement to conclude if the resulting difference 

should be accounted for using the Standard of GRAP  
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

 (continued) on Revenue from Non-exchange Transactions (Taxes 

and Transfers), or the Standard of GRAP on Revenue 

from Exchange Transactions) taking the entity’s 

specific circumstances into account.  

The Board concluded that no further amendment is 

required. 

16. SANPARKS   

 Stakeholders agreed with the list of indicators and the principles on re-assessing if a reliable value 

becomes available.  

Noted. No further action required.  

17. CIGFARO workshop  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

18. Municipalities and District municipalities  

 No specific comment was noted. Noted. No further action required.  
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

 Determining a reliable value  

Question 3 

In addressing challenges to determine a reliable value for a heritage asset, the Exposure Draft: 

(a) proposes guidance on the use of peer data to allow an entity to value a heritage asset based on the value of a comparable heritage asset held 

by another entity (see paragraph .47D); 

(b) includes additional guidance that explains that a protective right should not preclude the entity from determining a fair value for a heritage asset 

(see the amendments to paragraphs .11, .14 and .46, and new guidance in paragraphs .14A and .47A); and  

(c) proposes guidance 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 (see paragraphs .47B and .47C).  

Please indicate if this guidance useful in addressing challenges with determining a reliable value for a heritage asset. If not, please explain why. 

19. Public entities, waterboards and TVET Colleges  

 Stakeholders supported the additional guidance to assist entities in determining a reliable value. Noted. No further action required.  

20. Auditors and technical advisors  

20.1 Stakeholders supported the additional guidance to assist entities in determining a reliable value.  Noted. No further action required.  

20.2 The explanation of when peer data will be comparable should not refer to heritage assets with “the same 

characteristics and same condition”, as it is unlikely that an entity will find a heritage asset that are similar 

to the one being valued. Reference should be made to a heritage asset that have “similar characteristics” 

and that are held under “similar conditions”.   

Agreed. Paragraph .47D is amended as proposed.  

21.  Municipalities and municipal entities  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

22.  PSAF members  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

23.  DAC and museums   

 A stakeholder noted that valuing the archaeological collections under their control will be onerous due to 

the nature of the collections. This will have significant cost implications for the entity.   

Noted. The amendment is aimed at clarifying that a 

protective right should not preclude the entity from 

determining a fair value for a heritage asset. The 

amendment is not aimed at requiring the valuation of 

all archaeological collections.  

If the entity concludes that the variability in the range 

of reasonable fair value estimates for these 

collections are significant, and the probabilities of 

the various estimates cannot be reasonably 

assessed, a fair value cannot be determined for 

these collections. An entity will not recognise such a 

collection as a heritage asset.  

The Board concluded that no further action is 

required.   

24.  Western Cape AWC  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required. 

25.  SANPARKS  

25.1 Stakeholders supported the additional guidance to assist entities in determining a reliable value. Noted. No further action required. 

25.2 In applying the principles to demonstrate that the variability in the range of reasonable fair value estimates 

is significant, an entity will first be required to determine if a reliable value can be determined by reference 

to the market. Only once these values are determined may the entity conclude that the range of 

reasonable fair value estimates is significant, and the probabilities of the various estimates cannot be 

reasonably assessed.  

Noted. This is already discussed in paragraph .46 

and .46A. No further action is required.  
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

25.3 To conclude that the variability in the range of reasonable fair value estimates is significant, and the 

probabilities of the various estimates cannot be reasonably assessed, an entity will need to undertake 

various valuations, that could involve using more than one valuer. This has cost implications for entities 

that already have constrained budgets, and could even result in fruitless and wasteful expenditure. 

Noted. GRAP 103 does not require an entity to make 

use of different valuers to determine a reliable value. 

If one valuer determines a range of reasonable fair 

value estimates or a range of inputs in determining 

fair value, other valuers do not need to confirm these 

inputs.  

This is a practical application matter that cannot be 

addressed through the standard-setting process. As 

a result, the Board concluded that no further action 

is required.  

26. CIGFARO workshop  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

27. Municipalities and District municipalities  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  
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 Question 4 

Where a protective right is imposed on a heritage asset or a class of heritage assets, paragraph .99B proposes that an entity shall include disclosures 

about the nature of such protective rights, along with a description and the carrying value of the heritage asset or class of heritage assets on which 

protective rights are imposed. Judgement should be applied to assess if these disclosures should be provided for individual heritage assets or 

collections of similar heritage assets based on the nature of the heritage assets on which protective rights are imposed (see paragraph .99D). 

(a) Do you agree that disclosures on protective rights imposed on a heritage asset, or a class of heritage assets will be relevant for accountability 

and decision-making? 

(b) In your view, will providing these disclosures be onerous?  

Please explain your response. 

28. Public entities, waterboards and TVET Colleges  

 Stakeholders supported the additional disclosure requirements.  Noted. No further action required.  

29. Auditors and technical advisors  

 The proposal to disclose information about heritage assets that are subject to protective rights, is in our 

view, not too onerous. The disclosures will provide useful information to users for accountability and 

decision-making.   

Noted. No further action required.  

30.  Municipalities and municipal entities  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

31.  PSAF members   

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

32.  DAC and museums   

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

33.  Western Cape AWC  

33.1 The proposed disclosures are supported.  

It is suggested that the disclosure requirement should be clarified to indicate if these disclosures should 

only be provided for the heritage assets that are recognised, and for which a value can be determined, or 

if it should also be provided for heritage assets for which a reliable value could not be determined.  

Noted. Paragraph BC24 was expanded to explain 

that these disclosures should be provided even if 

the asset could not be measured reliably.  

In addition, the requirement to disclose information 

about a heritage asset, or class of heritage assets 

that could not be recognised (paragraph .99), was 

amended to require the disclosure of any protective 

rights imposed on such assets, or classes of 

assets. 

33.2 It was questioned whether this disclosure should only be provided for restrictions imposed by legislation 

or similar means, or if it should also be provided when management itself has imposed internal restrictions.  

Noted. Paragraph .04B(b) explains that protective 

rights are ethical, legal and/or statutory obligations 

that impose prohibitions or severe stipulations on a 

heritage asset’s use, disposal, transfer or 

exchange.  

Internal restrictions imposed by, for example, 

management are introduced for internal control 

purposes, and as such, need not be disclosed in 

the financial statements. Paragraph BC24 is 

clarified to explain that this disclosure should not 

be provided for internal imposed restrictions.    

34.  SANPARKS   

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

35. CIGFARO workshop  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

36. Municipalities and District municipalities  

 No specific comment was noted. Noted. No further action required.  
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

 Impairment indicators  

Question 5 

Paragraph .63 proposes amendments to the indicators that an entity considers to assess if there is an indication that an asset may be impaired. 

Please indicate:  

(a) if you agree with the amendments. If not, please explain why; and 

(b) if there are any additional indicators that entities may consider. 

37. Public entities, waterboards and TVET Colleges  

 Stakeholders supported the amendments to the indicators of impairment.  Noted. No further action required.  

38. Auditors and technical advisors  

 Stakeholders supported the proposed amendments. No additional impairment indicators were noted.   Noted. No further action required.  

39.  Municipalities and municipal entities  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

40.  PSAF members   

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

41.  DAC and museums   

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

42. Western Cape AWC  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

43.  SANPARKS  

 The additional indicator of impairment included in paragraph .63(bA) should clarify that significant long-

term change should have an adverse effect on the asset’s “cultural significance”.   

Noted. By including a reference to the asset’s 

cultural significance, the focus is changed to a 

significant long- term change in the nature of the 

asset, rather than focusing on a long-term change in 

its value. The Board concluded that no amendment 

is required.   

44. CIGFARO workshop  

 No specific comment was noted.  Noted. No further action required.  

45. Municipalities and District municipalities  

 No specific comment was noted. Noted. No further action required.  
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 GENERAL MATTERS FOR COMMENT 

Classification of heritage assets with a significant alternative use 

46. Auditors and technical advisors  

 Applying the amendments retrospectively on the classification of heritage assets with a dual purpose, 

should not pose any challenges, as the amendment is likely to only apply to buildings that were accounted 

for as property, plant and equipment under the current GRAP 103 requirements. The cost, that has been 

determined for such an asset on initial recognition, can be used to reclassify the asset from property, plant 

and equipment to heritage assets without incurring any additional costs.  

Agreed. The transitional provisions require that the 

asset should be reclassified at cost, as determined 

on initial recognition. No revaluation is  required 

when the amendment is first applied.  

47.  PSAF members  

47.1 The amendment to require that all heritage assets be presented as a single line item in the statement of 

financial position is supported as it will improve accountability and decision-making.  

Noted. No further action required.  

47.2 Paragraph .11.A explains that assets that are used with a heritage asset may need to be accounted for 

using another Standard of GRAP.  

We propose that GRAP 103 should also explain that only significant components, that are part of the 

heritage asset but which do not meet the GRAP 103 definition, should be included in different line items 

on the face of the statement of financial position.  

 

Noted. Paragraphs .11A and .19 are combined as 

both explain that items that are required to operate a 

heritage asset should be recognised as property, 

plant and equipment as they do not meet the 

definition of a heritage asset.  

An explanation was included in paragraph BC16A.  
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

48.  Western Cape AWC  

 It was questioned if maintenance costs incurred for maintenance undertaken in a building that is classified 

as a heritage asset, should be the capitalised to the cost of the heritage asset.  

Noted. Only costs incurred to enhance or restore 

the heritage asset life can be capitalised as part of 

the cost of the heritage asset.  

If maintenance costs relate to other assets that are 

used with the heritage asset, they cannot be 

capitalised to the cost of the heritage asset. 

Instead, the entity should apply the applicable 

Standard of GRAP to account for the maintenance 

costs incurred.  

49.  SANPARKS  

 Stakeholders supported the clarification in GRAP 103 that other assets, that are used with a heritage asset, 

may need to be accounted for using another Standard of GRAP. A display case, that is used to exhibit a 

heritage asset, was provided as an example.  

Noted. No further action required.  

Disclosure requirements 

50. Auditors and technical advisors  

 Requiring entities to disclose information on heritage assets borrowed from, or on loan to other entities are 

important from an accountability and custodian perspective and are therefore supported.  

Noted. No further action required.  
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51.  DAC and museums  

 It is onerous to keep track of all the arrangements in place in order to present information on heritage 

assets borrowed from, or on loan to other entities. Many of the arrangements have been in place for a 

number of years, and obtaining supporting evidence for these arrangements could be challenging. If the 

information is disclosed, it will also be subject to audit. 

Stakeholders made the observation that, in their view, the information required under this disclosure will 

not add any value to the users of the financial statements. It was therefore proposed that the disclosure 

requirement should remain an encouraged disclosure.    

Noted. Based on comment received during the 

post-implementation review of GRAP 103, and 

during the consultation on ED 195, the majority of 

the stakeholders indicated that this disclosure will 

improve accountability and decision-making.  

As most of the stakeholders agreed with the 

proposal in the Exposure Draft, the Board agreed 

that the disclosure requirement should be retained 

as a mandatory requirement.  

52.  SANPARKS  

 Stakeholders supported the proposed disclosures on heritage assets borrowed from, or on loan to other 

entities.  

It was proposed that the disclosure requirement should be limited to arrangements in place at year end, 

and not require the disclosure of arrangements that were terminated during a particular reporting period.  

Noted. The disclosure requirement in paragraph 

.90A was amended as proposed.  
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

Other comment  

53.  Public entities, waterboards and TVET Colleges  

 Guidance should be included on replacing part of a heritage asset when it is not practicable for an entity to 

determine the carrying amount of the replaced part.  

Agreed. Guidance, similar to that in GRAP 17 

on Property, Plant and Equipment, is included 

in paragraphs .21A and .85A.  

54.  Municipalities and municipal entities  

 It was questioned how an entity should assess if a heritage asset has a significant alternative use. Noted. Judgement is applied to assess if a 

heritage asset has a significant alternative 

use. Reference can be made to the asset 

decision tree to decide how a heritage asset 

with a significant alternative use should be 

classified.   

55.  DAC and museums  

55.1 It was questioned if the frame of an art piece should be accounted for separately from the painting if the 

entity concludes that the frame does not meet the definition of the heritage asset.  

 

Noted. Paragraph .11A explains that other 

assets, that are significant in relation to a 

heritage asset, and that are used with the 

heritage asset, may need to be accounted for 

using another Standard of GRAP. A picture 

frame could be an example of such an asset, 

if the frame is significant.  

No further action required. 
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No.  Comments Board’s response 

55.2 It was questioned whether the exposure to the risk of theft, when a value is attached and disclosed in the 

financial statements for a specific heritage asset, will be an acceptable reason to not value a heritage asset.  

No. Security risk should not prohibit an entity from 

recognising and measuring an item in its financial 

statements. Paragraph .16A is included in GRAP 

103 to explain that it may be appropriate to 

aggregate items when this is a more relevant 

representation of the items’ cultural significance.  

FAQ 2.16 also explains whether the presentation 

of assets in financial statements will increase an 

asset’s risk profile.   

In deciding what, and how information needs to 

be presented in the financial statements, an entity 

should consider materiality, the information 

needs of its users and apply judgement when 

aggregating and classifying information in its 

financial statements. FAQ 1.13 also provides 

guidance on what the role of materiality is in the 

reporting of information in the financial 

statements. 

56.  SANPARKS   

 It was again emphasised that not all assets that are old, for example a sixty year old building, should 

automatically be classified as a heritage asset. Similarly, not all museum buildings that are used to exhibit 

and store heritage assets should automatically be classified as a heritage asset.  

Agreed. Management should consider the reason 

for holding an asset to decide if it should be 

classified as a heritage asset.  

A similar comment was received about “old 

assets” during the GRAP 103 Post-

implementation Review. This comment was 

shared with the OAG for them to consider 

including in the GRAP Accounting Guideline.  
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  The FAQs on heritage assets also explain how a 

heritage asset should be distinguished from old 

assets. 

57 Municipalities and District municipalities  

57.1 It was questioned if the amendment explaining that an entity may aggregate individual heritage assets, only 

applies to the aggregation of insignificant heritage assets. It was noted that this amendment may then not 

address concerns from stakeholders about the increased risk of theft when information in made publicly 

available.  

 

Noted. It is explained that the amendment should 

be read in presenting classes of assets, and not 

only individual heritage assets. Paragraph BC30 

is amended to explain that information on 

classes of heritage assets do not need to be 

presented and disclosed on an individual basis. 

In addition, in deciding what, and how 

information needs to be presented in the financial 

statements, an  entity should consider 

materiality, the information needs of its users and 

apply judgement when aggregating and 

classifying information in its financial statements. 

Presenting information in this manner should not 

necessarily increase the asset’s risk profile.  Also 

refer to FAQ 2.16.  

Reference can be made to the Guideline on The 

Application of Materiality to Financial Statements 

to apply the concept of materiality when 

preparing financial statements. 

FAQ 1.13 also provides guidance on what the 

role of materiality is in the reporting of information 

in the financial statements. 
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57.2 Following the amendment that all heritage assets should be accounted for using GRAP 103, it was 
questioned if an entity still needs to consider its intention for holding the heritage asset before re-classifying 
it from, for example, property, plant and equipment, to heritage assets. 

Noted. An entity should continue to assess its 

reason for holding an asset before classifying it 

from one asset category to another. This includes 

reclassifying a heritage asset that was previously 

accounted for using another Standard of GRAP,  

to GRAP 103, on adoption of the amendment that 

all heritage assets should be accounted for in 

terms of GRAP 103. As this is a practical 

application issue, the Board concluded that no 

amendment to GRAP 103 is required.  

  


