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I N T R O D U C T I O N

This report is submitted in compliance with the provisions of clause 9.2.11 of the Consumer Goods and Services Industry Code 

which requires the Consumer Goods and Services Ombud Scheme (CGSO) to produce an annual report within six months of the 

close of its financial year. The annual report is to be distributed to stakeholders, the National Consumer Commission (NCC), and 

made available to the public. 

The Code requires the annual report to contain the following information:

1) Complaint type;

2) Business complained about;

3) The type and frequency of the complaint;

4) How the complaint was resolved;

5) Time taken to deal with complaints;

6) Type of sanction(s) imposed; and 

7) Financial statements and audit reports.
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C H A I R M A N  O F  T H E  B O A R D

M A G A U T A  M P H A H L E L E



The Consumer Goods and Services Ombud scheme (CGSO) was 

established and accredited as an Ombud Scheme in terms of section 

82(6) of the Consumer Protection Act, No.68 of 2008. The Code 

became effective on 29 April 2015, two years after the CGSO began 

operating as a voluntary Industry Dispute Resolution Scheme.

Since the formal prescription of the Code by the Minister in 2015, it 

has fallen upon the Board of the CGSO to ensure that as many industry 

participants as possible subscribe to the Code and that the office is 

well resourced and capacitated to fulfil its mandate. The Code defines 

a participant as any entity operating within the industry bound by the 

Code, unless expressly excluded. I am pleased to report that in the 

period under review the number of participants increased from 189 

to 650. 

On an annual basis, the Board sets Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) 

that are linked to the objectives outlined in the Code, against which 

the performance of the Ombudsman is assessed. For the 2016/2017 

assessment, the Board was satisfied that the objectives of the Code 

had been achieved or exceeded. Some of the more important results 

are set out below. 

The target set for the average number of business days to conclude 

complaints was 65 business days. In setting this target, the Board 

considered the time frames stipulated in the Code; the level of 

staffing of the office; and the reality that the office was still working 

with suppliers to improve turnaround times and having to deal with 

non-co-operative suppliers due to the newness of the Code and some 

uncertainties regarding the jurisdiction of the CGSO. Despite these 

challenges, the office achieved an average closure time of 61 business 

days, which compares favourably with similar Ombud Schemes.

The second measure of timeliness adopted by the Board is the 

targeted maximum business days to conclude complaints, set at 50% 

of cases concluded within 60 business days. This measure relates to 

the provision of the Code requiring the CGSO to make every effort to 

resolve all complaints within 60 business days of receipt by it, failing 

which it must refer the complaint to the NCC or motivate to the NCC 

for an extension of this time limit. The CGSO managed to close 58% of 

cases within 60 business days.

Both above-mentioned measures relate to the speedy resolution of 

complaints (when compared to formal systems such as the courts, to 

which the CGSO is an alternative). The Board is however still concerned 

at the increase in the number of cases that had to be closed because 

of a lack of co-operation from suppliers, from 3% to 16%, and also 

the cases in which the supplier refused to follow the recommendation 

of the CGSO. We are in talks with the NCC on how we can increase 

participation and co-operation. 

The NCC has given its commitment to find ways to increase compliance 

with the Code.

The next measure, the average cost per case finalised, relates to 

the other characteristic usually associated with alternative dispute 

resolution schemes: Cost efficiency. The target set was R2 300 per 

closed case. Against this, CGSO managed to achieve an average cost 

per case of about R1 700. This result compares very favourably with all 

the other similar mechanisms that publish their costs.

Overall, the Board is satisfied that, at this stage of the promulgation of 

the Code and the length of time that the CGSO has been in existence, 

the identified objectives of the Code so far as they apply to CGSO, have 

been met. However, the Board remains cognisant of other challenges 

that need to be addressed going forward. This includes resolving 

issues of jurisdiction, the funding model, and the enforcement of 

the Code where suppliers opt not to subscribe to the Code or refuse 

to co-operate when complaints are referred to them. The Board and 

the office are in continuous engagement with the NCC, individual 

suppliers and industry bodies to iron out some of the concerns and 

challenges.  

Furthermore, the Ombudsman has, in terms of paragraph 2.3.8 of the 

Code recommended to the Board that the following amendments be 

made to the Code:

•    That CGSO be enabled to refer matters directly to the NCC where 
the complaint itself or the conduct of the supplier requires the 

attention or intervention of the NCC; 

•     That the jurisdiction of CGSO be confined to the retail industry as 
to be defined; and 

•     That the CGSO be given the power to make binding rulings, subject 
to the right to appeal to the National Consumer Tribunal.

The Board supports these suggested amendments to the Code and 

will submit them to the NCC for its consideration in terms of paragraph 

2.3.8.1 of the Code.

I would like to thank the Ombudsman and his staff for doing an 

excellent job at providing redress to consumers and the CGSO Board 

for providing the required strategic guidance and support. The 

financial contribution and co-operation of signed up members is 

much appreciated.

Finally, I would like to acknowledge the Minister of Trade and Industry 

and the National Consumer Commission (NCC) for providing policy 

and legislative guidance that broadened access for redress to South 

African consumers.  

MAGAUTA MPHAHLELE

CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD

W O R D  F R O M  T H E  C H A I R P E R S O N

2



3

O M B U D S M A N

A D V O C A T E  N E V I L L E  M E L V I L L E
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The major milestone achieved in the financial year ending February 

2017 was the increase in the number of paying participants of the 

scheme, having risen from the 24 founding members who registered 

voluntarily before the scheme was accredited by the Minister 

with effect from 29 April 2015, to approximately 650 at the end of 

February 2017. 

Apart from representing an exponential growth in participation 

numbers, this development is significant in that it has broadened 

participation to include smaller enterprises and has enabled CGSO to 

avoid having to increase its membership fees. This is the fourth year 

in succession that CGSO has maintained its fees at the same level, 

meaning that in real terms participants are paying less.

If the registration of new participants continues at the same pace 

during this financial year, it should be possible to reduce the fees 

payable across the board in the following year as CGSO operates on a 

non-profit basis. It was not possible to do so in the year under review 

as the CGSO Board has prudently resolved that the organisation 

should build some reserves to provide for any unforeseen eventuality.

Despite the significant increase in the number of paying participants, 

the number of registered businesses falls far short of the total 

number of businesses in operation in the industry sector. It has 

proved impossible to establish, even from government sources, the 

actual number of such businesses in existence. However, as far as 

the retail sector alone is concerned, research by global marketing 

research firm, Nielsen, estimates that there are some 134 000 small 

and independent retail outlets nationally, 4 500 supermarkets, and  

2 758 convenience stores.  

Clearly, there are many more eligible businesses than those that have 

registered.  Worryingly, a number of businesses - including large 

enterprises - are wilfully flouting the law: The Code makes it mandatory 

for eligible businesses to register with the CGSO and contribute 

towards the cost of its operations. Whether or not a participant has 

registered with the CGSO or paid its fees, the CGSO must deal with any 

complaints received against it.  This creates an untenable situation as 

it means that those businesses that comply with the law are cross-

subsidising those that do not.

To deal with this issue, we obtained a mandate from the CGSO Board 

to seek a declaratory order from the High Court to confirm that the 

requirements of the Code are lawful and enforceable and that the 

CGSO may report non-compliance to the NCC for action. 

The necessary legal application is under way. A favourable outcome 

will make it easier for CGSO to proceed against resisting businesses 

in the lower courts. It will also free up CGSO to focus its attention on 

its primary mandate, namely the resolution of consumer complaints.

Before commenting on the CGSO’s performance in this regard, I wish 

to mention our concern at the growing number of complaints that 

had to be closed because the supplier failed to co-operate with the 

process set out in the Code, or at all.  Although this behaviour is in 

breach of the Consumer Protection Act, which makes the Code legally 

binding on participants, CGSO has no power to sanction wrongdoers. 

It informed the NCC of 298 such instances during the year. In addition, 

we raised the issue with the former Chairperson on the National 

Consumer Tribunal, Diane Terblanche, who undertook to introduce 

a protocol for the handling of complaints in which the supplier did 

not co-operate with the CGSO in resolving the complaint when the 

complainant first approached CGSO.

On a positive note, we resolved more complaints during the year 

than we received. This happened because staff members went on an 

all-out drive to reduce the backlog from the previous year that arose 

due to understaffing. Thanks to an additional allocation in the budget 

for the purpose, three additional operational staff members were 

employed. Despite the enhanced staff complement, CGSO will remain 

under pressure as its case load continues to increase. In the year under 

review, the number of cases received increased by 60%, from 3 495 to 

5 595. Ideally, each case handler’s case load should be such that the 

case handler is able to rotate the cases on at least a fortnightly basis.

A statistic that stakeholders mistakenly look to, to assure themselves 

that an Ombud Scheme is unbiased, is the percentage of cases 

resolved in favour of consumers. Were an Ombud indeed to favour 

one party over another, this would render him or her biased and liable 

to be dismissed. As the CGSO is not empowered to make binding 

determinations of fault but rather to assist the parties in resolving 

disputes, it reports in terms of whether the ultimate outcome was 

fully or partially in line with the consumer’s original expectation.

Of the 4650 cases within CGSO jurisdiction and in which there was an 

outcome, 60% were resolved by the consumer receiving all or part of 

what was claimed or some other assistance.

Going forward the CGSO will monitor consumer satisfaction levels by 

introducing a post service survey, of which the outcome will be used 

to improve service standards, communication and turnaround times. 

NEVILLE MELVILLE

OMBUDSMAN

O M B U D S M A N  R E P O R T
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C R E A T I N G 
C O N S U M E R  A W A R E N E S S

In order for consumers to know and exercise their rights they 

have to be made aware of them. In this regard CGSO uses the 

media and workshops to reach out to consumers. 

NATIONAL R ADIO STATIONS INTER VIE WS:

The CGSO has regular slots on most major, regional and community 

radio stations to create awareness around consumer rights as 

well as explain the role of the CGSO. For the reporting period,  

28 interviews were conducted with the following radio stations:

NATIONAL TELE VISION AND PRINT MEDIA: 

The CGSO has cultivated an ongoing relationship with a number of 

leading journalists whom it provides information to on an ongoing 

basis. As a result, the CGSO is frequently cited as a source in media 

articles. This promotes both awareness of the existence of the 

office and an understanding of consumer rights under the CPA. 

The CGSO was interviewed in various media based on press 

releases we issued as well as direct approaches to address specific 

complaints or topics. These included the launch of the code, 

contract terms, online shopping, store vouchers, return and refund 

policies, cell phone billing and lost and damaged goods.

PROVINCIAL COLL ABOR ATION:

C O N S U M E R  A W A R E N E S S  

The CGSO was not able to embark upon roadshows to the extent 

that it had hoped as it had to allocate its resources in terms of 

personnel and money to its primary function of resolving disputes. 

This is the reason why collaboration with the Provincial Consumer 

Affairs Offices form an important part of our outreach programme. 

For the reporting period, four collaborative workshops were held 

in the North West and Limpopo as follows:

Consumer Rights Day workshop – 15 March 2016 – Groblersdal, 

Limpopo

Roadshow – 11 March 2016 – Koster, North-West

Workshop – 14 October 2016 – Brits, North-West

Workshop – 1 November 2016 – Rustenburg, North-West

In 2017 CGSO will join forces with the other members of the 

Ombudsman Association of South Africa to carry out joint 

promotional initiatives. To this end brochures explaining the 

respective areas of jurisdiction of the six member organisations, as 

well as their contact details, have been designed and printed for 

distribution at events.

NATIONAL

Metro 

Motsweding

Ukhozi

Phalaphala

Power

SAFM

Radio 702

Ligwalagwala

REGIONAL

TRUE FM

CAPRICORN

COMMUNIT Y

NATIONAL T V

Speak Out

Gauteng TV

Yilungelo Lakho 

SABC1

PRINT MEDIA

City Press

Sowetan

Business Day

Tshwane University Newletter

Independent Media

SAFREA

Times Media

1 9  5 7 0

TOTAL C ALLS LOGGED 

IN THE FINANCIAL YEAR

JOZI

UNISA
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C O M P L A I N T S  S T A T I S T I C S

During FY 2016/17 there was a significant increase in the number of 

complaints received by the CGSO. A lot has been done to bring awareness to 

consumers and we believe that this has contributed to the higher caseload. 

Another contributory factor is the increase in the number of participants who 

are informing consumers of their right to approach the CGSO should their 

complaint not be resolved by the supplier.

T O T A L  C A S E S  O P E N E D  A N D  C L O S E D

3  4 9 5 5  5 9 5

2015/16

Total cases received

2016/17

Total cases received

INCREASE OF 60%

2  1 9 2 5  9 7 4

2015/16

Total cases closed

2016/17

Total cases closed

INCREASE OF 173%

N A T U R E  O F  C O M P L A I N T S

31%      Services    

2%      Marketing    

24%      Agreements    

2%      Disclosure    

1%      Health and Safety    

0%      Deposits    

37%      Goods    

3%         Treatment    

H O W  D I D  Y O U  H E A R  A B O U T  C G S O ?

T O T A L  -  5  2 7 0 

NCC

On-Line1 233

2 396

159

321

310

216

206

204

Supplier

Friend

Other Ombud Scheme

Radio

TV

Legal Advisor

35

88

46

5

51

Relative

OCP

CGCSA

Other

Newspaper



8

N A T U R E  A N D  F R E Q U E N C Y  O F  C O M P L A I N T S

The top three areas receiving the most complaints are cellular phones, services and electrical appliances.

S E C T O R  B R E A K D O W N

372  Clothing Retail    

92  Groceries    

244  Fitness    

71  Loyalty Programmes    

1142 Satellite and 

 Telecommunications    

156  Security and Tracking    

46  Wholesalers    

24  Online Discounters    

49  Catalogue    

122  Other    

60  Furniture Retail    

44   Appliance   
  Manufacturers 
and Retailers    

C O M P L A I N T S  B Y  S E C T O R

The breakdown below shows where complaints emanated by sector. The 

individual names of the specific entities involved are submitted to the 

National Consumer Commission (NCC) to assist it to identify where there 

might by systemic issues with a particular supplier or sector. 

Only entities receiving a minimum of 10 complaints were included in this 

count.

8

6

17

7

8

1

41

43

40

33

28

26

24

Linen and Bedding

Toys

Textiles or Fabrics

Jewellery

Tobacco Products

Pet Food and Products

Home-care products

Chemicals

Power Tools

Sport Goods

Tools

Stationery

Medical Equipment

Cellphones

Services1 273

60

90

1 459

86

156

578

58

47

89

513

462

245

197

Food and Beverage

Clothing

Hardware Supplies

Footwear Apparel

Electrical Appliances

Home Decor

Cosmetics

Timeshare

Other

Furniture

Computer and Accessories

Building Material

T O T A L  -  5  5 9 5
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D A Y S  T O  C L O S E  C A S E S

H O W  T H E  C O M P L A I N T 

W A S  R E S O L V E D

T I M E  T A K E N  T O  D E A L  

W I T H  C O M P L A I N T S

Excluding the 1458 cases that fell outside our jurisdiction, or were 

withdrawn by the complainant and / or those not yet referred to 

the supplier, the percentage of cases that found in favour of the 

consumer stands at 48%. In 12.3% of cases the complaint was 

upheld partially, or the consumer was provided with assistance and/

or mediation provided. 

Of concern to the CGSO is the fact that in 17.8% of cases the complaint 

could not be resolved due to lack of co-operation from the supplier.

This category includes both non-participants and participants who fail to: 

a)   Adhere to the turnaround times set for the supplier to respond to 

the CGSO, which is 15 days; 

b)  Adhere to the recommendation of the Ombudsman;

c)  Respond to requests for additional information.

We are in constant communication with participants to assist them to 

improve their turnaround times and their general compliance with the Code.

Year on year, there has been a slight increase in the number of days 

taken to close cases. Our office received 2 100 cases more in the period 

under review compared to 2015/ 2016. This resulted in a backlog of 

cases. We however employed additional operational staff members to 

assist and to ensure we closed cases within the target of 65 days set 

by the Board.

2015/6
Average days to close a file: 

5 7  D A Y S

2016/7
Average days to close a file: 

6 1  D A Y S

17%

14%

11%

58%

Older than 120 days

Older than 60 days Younger than 60 days

Older than 90 days

O U T C O M E S : 

4 8 %  I N  F A V O U R  O F  T H E  C O N S U M E R
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T Y P E  O F  S A N C T I O N  I M P O S E D

The Code does not empower CGSO to make binding rulings or impose 

sanctions. We have made a proposal to the NCC for the Code to be amended 

so that CGSO can, like other Ombuds, make decisions that are binding on 

the supplier and not the consumer.

Where the complaint was not upheld or no co-operation was received, 

we advised the consumer to lodge a fresh complaint with the NCC as per 

the requirements of section 70(2). This aspect of the CPA is frustrating for 

both the CGSO and the consumer, especially where the consumer initially 

approached the NCC and the NCC referred the case to CGSO. This introduces 

undue delays in the consumer’s case being finalised.

F I N A N C I A L  S T A T E M E N T S

A N D  A U D I T  R E P O R T S

This year we decided to delay the report on CGSO’s activities to ensure that 

the audited financial information was also included in the report. This will 

enable stakeholders to compare performance to cost.

A copy of the audited 2016/17 financials is published and made available 

on the CGSO website http://www.cgso.org.za/downloads/

We wish to draw attention to two matters:

•  Firstly, it was an unqualified audit;

•    Secondly, the Auditors no longer have a concern regarding going 
concern status. 
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C A S E  S U M M A R I E S

According to section 2(2) of the Consumer Protection Act (CPA), 

a person (which includes both a supplier and a consumer), court 

or Tribunal or the Commission may consider any decision of an 

Ombud for guidance as to the interpretation or application of 

the CPA. To facilitate access to its decisions, CGSO has available 

a Compendium of Cases under downloads on its website  

www.cgso.org.za, and it entered into an agreement with the 

Southern African Legal Information Institute (SAFLII), the online 

repository of open access legal information, for it to publish CGSO 

decisions on its website  (see http://saflii.org/za/cases/ZACGSO/).  

In so doing, CGSO complies with the Code objectives of offering 

guidance to participants in the industry as to the implementation 

of and the compliance with the CPA and of educating consumers 

as to their rights.

As the different types of cases dealt with by the CGSO are fairly 

limited in nature and similar issues arise repetitively, the cases 

reported on in this section do not necessarily represent typical 

issues but rather novel issues not considered in previous reports.

P U B L I S H  A N D  B E  D A M N E D :  
P R I C E  D I S P L A Y  A N D  A D V E R T I S I N G

Although the issue of an error in the advertised price frequently 

crops up, this case had a twist to it in that CGSO had to consider 

whether it was possible to hold a supplier liable for the actions of 

its agent under section 113 of the Consumer Protection Act for 

publishing an incorrect price in respect of an article of merchandise. 

The complainant claimed to have seen an advertisement for a 

portable gazebo at the price of R399 in an outdoor magazine. 

He placed an order for 10 gazebos at the store mentioned in the 

advertisement and paid a deposit, but when he went to collect 

the items, he was told that the magazine had made an error:  The 

correct price for the gazebo was R3 499 each. The store refused 

to give him the 10 gazebos at the advertised price. The magazine 

confirmed it was not the store’s fault but its own. Further, the 

gazebo was mentioned not in a paid advertisement but in a feature 

in its publication. 

The CGSO held that section 23 applies to displayed prices and 

section 30 governs the advertisement of goods in the media.  

Section 30(1) prohibits a supplier from advertising goods as 

being available at a specified price in a manner that may result 

in consumers being misled or deceived. Sub-section (2) binds 

the supplier to provide the goods at the advertised price if the 

advertisement expressly places a limitation on the number of 

goods available. 

The CGSO concluded a reasonable person would not have been 

misled by such a massive error and, accordingly, the incorrect 

price was not binding. Of particular relevance was the feature 

of multiple orders being placed (the complainant ordered 10 

gazebos). This fact linked to the massive discrepancy between the 

advertised price and the true price (R399 as opposed to R3 499) 

precludes the possibility of the reasonable person being misled. 

It was not therefore necessary to consider whether the supplier 

was vicariously liable in terms of section 113 for the actions of the 

magazine as its agent. There was not in any event a transaction 

between the complainant and the magazine.  

Note:  Suppliers should be aware that they might well in 

appropriate circumstances be held liable for an error regarding 

price or availability made by their advertising agency or a 

newspaper or magazine in which an advert for their merchandise 

is placed. Given the widespread circulation of such publications, 

the potential magnitude of loss is great.

I F  Y O U  B R E A K  I T … T H E  R I G H T  T O 

E X A M I N E  G O O D S  O N  D I S P L A Y

The complainant entered the supplier’s store and browsed 

the goods on display. A lantern displayed on one of the tables 

caught her eye, and she picked it up to look at the price, which 

she expected to be displayed under it. Unfortunately, the lid of 

the lantern was not taped onto the item, and while she had her 

hand on it, quite by accident it slipped and fell. The lid cracked and 

broke, while the lantern itself was completely intact. 

The sales person insisted that she had to pay for the item. Because 

the complainant was put on the spot and felt quite embarrassed 

and uncomfortable, she duly did so. There was no notice in the 

store warning that customers would be liable for breakages.

The supplier responded that it was perfectly obvious to any 

reasonable person looking at the lantern that it was breakable and 

that the various parts had to be treated with care.

The situation is governed by section 18 of the CPA (Consumer’s 

right to choose or examine goods), which says that a consumer 

is not responsible for any loss or damage to any goods displayed 

by a supplier, unless the loss or damage results from action by 

the consumer amounting to gross negligence or recklessness, 

malicious behaviour or criminal conduct.

The CGSO referred to case authority in which gross negligence 

was defined as “an entire failure to give consideration to the 

consequences of his actions, a total disregard of duty” and 

elsewhere as “a conscious and voluntary disregard of the need 

to use reasonable care, which has or is likely to cause foreseeable 

grave injury or harm to persons, property or both. It is conduct that 

is extreme when compared to ordinary negligence.”
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The handling and examination of an object on open display is 

exactly what the section has in mind. It clearly also contemplates 

the possibility of damage arising from common causes such as 

dropping.  The complainant was not guilty of gross negligence and 

therefore entitled to be refunded the amount she had been forced 

to pay for the object.

S I G N  O N  T H E  D O T T E D  L I N E : 
T I M E S H A R E  C A N C E L L A T I O N S

Since the time share industry joined CGSO virtually en masse, 

some complaints have reached the adjudication stage. There have 

been two recurring themes of complaints: Problems regarding 

cancellation, and the use of high pressure sales tactics. Both of 

these elements were present in this case.

The complainant was contacted telephonically by the supplier’s 

agent to arrange an appointment for the purpose of informing 

the complainant of upgrades which are available, without 

any intention whatsoever to obtain an agreement during the 

appointment.  The complainant did, however, enter an agreement 

with the supplier’s agent. According to the complainant, the 

agreement was concluded under false pretences by the agent, 

and under duress as the agent demanded that it had to be signed 

immediately; the agent did not allow the complainant time to 

consider the matter and withheld vital information, coupled to a 

highly aggressive marketing strategy. 

In response to the complainant’s allegations, the supplier denied 

that the consumer had been pressurised: It was merely a condition 

of the offer that the complainant had to make a decision at the 

time of the presentation in order to qualify for the promotional 

offer. It further denied that false information was provided. It was 

prepared to settle the matter on the basis of the waiver of the 

cancellation fee but not of the forfeiture of the deposit payment 

of R4 700.00.

As a credit agreement was also involved, CGSO had first to decide 

if it had jurisdiction to deal with the matter. Section 5(2) of the CPA 

specifies that the CPA does not apply to any transaction 

“(d) that constitutes a credit agreement under the National Credit 

Act (NCA), but the goods or services that are the subject of the 

credit agreement are not excluded from the ambit of this Act;”. 

The CGSO concluded that the marketing provisions of both 

Acts (NCA and CPA) apply concurrently to credit transactions. 

Further, under section 16(3) of the CPA, a consumer may rescind a 

transaction resulting from any direct marketing without reason or 

penalty, by notice to the supplier in writing, or another recorded 

manner and form, within five business days after the later of the 

date on which the transaction or agreement was concluded.  A 

supplier’s non-disclosure of a cooling-off right violates the right of 

consumers to education and information (Standard Bank of South 

Africa Ltd v Dlamini 2013 (1) SA 219 (KZD)).

Finally, the agent’s approach of presenting to a person at their 

home with a promotional offer and requiring them to make 

a decision at the time of presentation in order to qualify for the 

promotional offer, appeared to amount to high pressure selling.

It was recommended that the supplier accept the cancellation of 

the agreement without penalty and reimburse the consumer the 

deposit paid.

R E T U R N  T O  S E N D E R :  

U N S O L I C I T E D  G O O D S

The complainant placed an order with a store through its online 

platform for a total of 17 items, one of which was an LED television 

set for R9, 900.00. Prior to the delivery of the order, the complainant 

called the store’s call centre to cancel the TV set from the order.  

The store confirmed that the cancellation had been successfully 

logged and that the purchase price would be refunded. 

When the order was delivered, the complainant signed 

acknowledging receipt. She noticed that the TV set that was 

supposed to have been cancelled had been delivered. 

Subsequently, the complainant disposed of the TV set as she 

regarded it as unsolicited goods as per section 21 of the Consumer 

Protection Act. According to the store, the TV set was inadvertently 

and incorrectly delivered to the consumer notwithstanding her 

cancellation of the order for this item. By agreement between the 

parties, the matter was referred to the CGSO for a ruling. 

The CGSO considered section 21(1)(e), which defines unsolicited 

goods as any goods which have been delivered to a consumer by 

a supplier without the consumer having expressly or implicitly 

requested that delivery. This provision is not absolute as it is 

subject to Section 21(2)(b), which alters the position if either of two 

situations in which there has been an error exists:

•   those goods are clearly addressed to another person, and have 

obviously been misdelivered; or 

•   having regard to the circumstances of the delivery, if would be 

apparent to the ordinary alert consumer that the goods were 

intended to be delivered to another person.

The situation involved in this case, where the supplier in effect 

delivered the goods without having been requested to do so by 

the consumer, but did so in error rather than as a marketing tactic, 

is not specifically provided for in section 21.

The CGSO considered American case law to the effect that the term 

“unsolicited goods” does not include goods ordered but sent to the 

wrong person or goods sent after an order was cancelled. Further, 

applying the purposive approach of interpretation required by the 

CPA, the purpose of section 21 is to bring the delivery of unsolicited 

goods by suppliers to consumers to an end rather than to punish 

the negligent acts of deliverers.

It was concluded that a court would probably hold that the TV set 

was not unsolicited for the purposes of section 21 and certainly 

that ownership had not passed. It was accordingly recommended 

that the consumer make payment of the disputed sum. 
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T R E N D S  A N D  I S S U E S

Here we highlight the main issues that came up during the year 

under review.

F O R U M  S H O P P I N G 

We discovered from our round of participant liaison meetings 

that there is a growing concern amongst suppliers about the 

multiplicity of dispute resolution options available to consumers 

under the Consumer Protection Act (CPA), such as the Provincial 

Consumer Protectors, the Ombuds and the Consumer Courts. 

Added to this are the Small Claims Courts, which are not specifically 

referred to in the CPA. Suppliers feel they are being beset by forum 

shoppers and are aggrieved that, although they fund the CGSO for 

the very purpose of resolving disputes, they are forced to defend 

themselves in other fora.

Forum shopping is the informal name given to the practice 

adopted by some litigants to have their legal case heard in the 

court thought most likely to provide a favourable judgment. 

The term has become adopted in a wider context for the activity 

of repeatedly seeking a venue or willing listener for a concern, 

complaint or action, until one is found.

The CPA to some extent facilitates forum shopping as it is not 

entirely prescriptive as to the route a complainant must take 

through the various dispute resolution mechanisms provided for 

by it.

There is not a problem with forum shopping in the sense of a 

complainant approaching the most appropriate mechanism to 

deal with a complaint. But if a complainant approaches multiple 

mechanisms in tandem or simultaneously, not only is this a waste 

of scarce resources, but it also has the potential of undermining the 

integrity of the whole system by pitting one mechanism against 

another with the associated potential for contradictory rulings.

Van Heerden submits in Naudé and Eiselen (eds): Commentary 

on the Consumer Protection Act 69-2 at para 3 that there is an 

implied hierarchy in section 69: The preferred route of redress is 

first to approach an alternative dispute resolution (ADR) body 

(the CGSO is the accredited ADR scheme for the consumer 

goods and services industry). As far as the small claims courts 

are concerned, Mupangavanhu concludes in “An Analysis of the 

Dispute Settlement Mechanism under the Consumer Protection 

Act 68 of 2008” [2012] para 54 that, just as with the ordinary 

courts, they may not be approached before a consumer has 

exhausted their other remedies.  

As to whether a consumer must approach an Ombud before a court 

where the supplier claimed against is a member of the Ombud 

Scheme, there is clear authority in the case of Joroy 4440 CC t/a 

Ubuntu Procurement v Potgieter N.O. and Another (4161/2015) 

[2016] ZAFSHC 10: The consumer may approach the court only if 

all the avenues of redress listed in section 69 have been exhausted. 

The dispute resolution mechanisms available to an aggrieved 

consumer in terms of Section 69(a), (b) and (c) of the CPA include 

referring the matter directly to the Tribunal; to the applicable 

Ombud with jurisdiction; to the applicable Industry Ombud, 

accredited in terms of Section 82(6); to the Consumer Court; 

Alternative Dispute Resolution and filing a complaint with the 

Commission. 

F A I L U R E  O F  C E R T A I N  B U S I N E S S E S 
T O  C O - O P E R A T E  W I T H  C G S O  O R 
F O L L O W  I T S  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

The concern was raised in the previous CGSO report that in just 

under 3% of cases, the supplier failed to co-operate with the 

process. In other matters, the suppliers refused, as they are 

entitled to do under the Code, to accept the recommendation 

of the CGSO. The number of cases in which the case was closed 

because the supplier failed to co-operate with the process has 

grown worryingly to about 17% of cases.  Although the Consumer 

Protection Act (CPA) provides that a supplier must not contravene 

an applicable industry code, CGSO has no coercive powers.

In terms of the CPA, the consumers who brought these complaints 

had the option of pursuing their complaints through the National 

Consumer Commission. The problem with this is that, as explained 

by the National Consumer Commissioner, Ebrahim Mohamed, at the 

launch of the Consumer Goods and Services Code of Conduct, the 

NCC’s resources are limited and it is impossible for it to investigate 

every complaint that it receives. Further, the Commissioner has 

informed the CGSO that there is no basis in terms of the CPA for 

CGSO to refer unresolved complaints directly to the Commission. If 

this is correct, it is surely a legislative oversight.

During the course of the year, CGSO sought to approach the NCC 

in terms of section 4 of the CPA “alleging that a consumer’s rights 

in terms of this Act [the CPA] have been infringed, impaired or 

threatened, or that prohibited conduct has occurred or is occurring” 

in regard to the supplier involved having failed to comply with the 

process set out in the Code. As at the date of this  report, CGSO is 

not aware of any definitive action having been taken in the matter 

drawn to the attention of NCC.
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We have decided not to publish the details of those suppliers who 

did not follow our recommendations this year.    

We do not believe the practice is effectual: We receive many 

complaints from consumers who have already “named and 

shamed” suppliers on consumer complaint websites without 

result. Further, it is unfair to single out suppliers who at least co-

operated with the process without also publishing the details of 

those suppliers who fail to comply with the law at all by either 

failing to follow the procedures set out in the Code or by refusing 

to register with CGSO. The latter category alone could total over 

100 000 suppliers.

In any event, suppliers are not obliged by the Code to comply with 

our determinations. We believe the time has now come for the 

CGSO to be given the power to make binding rulings, in line with 

the Financial Sector Ombuds, subject to the right to appeal to the 

National Consumer Tribunal. 

Without this power, it is misleading to call the CGSO an Ombud 

as it is really no more than a mediator at present. Mediation is a 

consensual process, one of the techniques of which is for the 

mediator to get a party to consider his or her BATNA (a term 

invented by Roger Fisher and William Ury that stands for “best 

alternative to a negotiated agreement”). A party who perceives 

the BATNA as being unfavourable is likely to be willing to settle 

but a party who perceives the BATNA to be good is unlikely to do 

so. Thus, if the party is a supplier whose BATNA is the possibility 

of having a binding ruling, compliance notice or fine imposed 

upon it, it is more likely to settle than if the BATNA is the complaint 

merely being closed as unresolved.

There are two sections of the CPA that imply that an accredited 

Ombud should have the power to make binding rulings:

  2 (2)  When interpreting or applying this Act, a person, court or 

  Tribunal or the Commission may consider…

           (c)  any decision of a consumer court, ombud or arbitrator 

in terms of this Act, to the extent that such a decision 

has not been set aside, reversed or overruled by the 

High Court, the Supreme Court of Appeal or the 

Constitutional Court;

      [Mere recommendations cannot be set aside, reversed 

or overruled];

  82(6)(b) the Commission considers that the scheme is 

adequately situated and equipped to provide alternative 

dispute resolution services comparable to those generally 

provided in terms of any public regulation;

[The alternative dispute resolution services provided by Ombuds 

in terms of the  Financial Services Ombud Schemes Act 37 of 2004 

and the Financial Advisory And Intermediary Services Act 37 of 

2002 can all make binding determinations].

From our conversations with other Ombud offices, they seldom, if 

ever, have to resort to making binding rulings. Their ability to do 

so, however, acts as a powerful inducement to suppliers to accept 

recommended settlements at an earlier stage of the process.

J U R I S D I C T I O N

The Code defines the CGSO’s mandate in very broad terms:

  4.1 The Code applies to all Participants, unless they are 

regulated elsewhere by other public regulation, a Code 

prescribed by the Minister in terms of section 82 of the CPA 

and/or where a complaint falls within the jurisdiction of an 

Ombud with Jurisdiction, or an Industry Ombud accredited in 

terms of section 82 (6) of the CPA.

This definition is proving to be difficult to interpret and apply as 

it is too widely framed. The CGSO receives complaints regarding a 

very broad spectrum of goods and services, from tombstones to 

wedding photos. It cannot possibly master every field. A further 

weakness is that certain sectors, such as the cellular network 

providers, dispute that they fall within the jurisdiction of the 

Consumer Goods and Services Industry Code.

The initial intention was for the CGSO to handle retail industry-

related complaints. Accordingly, the first version of the Code 

published in 2013 for comment listed the goods and services to 

be covered by the Code. This was subsequently replaced by the 

present general definition quoted above. 

It is recommended that in the interests of certainty and efficiency, 

the definition of CGSO’s jurisdiction be revisited and be made 

more specific and confined to the retail industry.

I N T E R F A C E  W I T H  T H E  I N D U S T R Y

There is a large amount of information available to industry 

participants on the CGSO’s website, including advisory notes on 

the interpretation and application of the CPA, a collection of the 

CGSO’s decisions and password protected e-learning modules 

on the CPA, and the Code for paid up participants. Participants 

attended CGSO liaison meetings in Johannesburg, Cape Town and 

Durban.

The CGSO placed an advertisement in the trade publication 

Supermarket & Retailer and regularly contributes articles to it.
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C O R P O R A T E 

G O V E R N A N C E   R E P O R T

C O R P O R A T E  G O V E R N A N C E  R E P O R T

The Consumer Goods and Services Ombud NPC (“Company” or 

“CGSO”) is a non-profit Company and an Ombud Scheme set up 

and accredited in terms of section 82(6) of the Consumer Protection 

Act, 2008 (“the CPA”). The purpose and object of the CGSO is to 

further the protection and promotion of consumer rights and 

improve the control over and quality of goods and services within 

the consumer goods and services industry.

The governance of the Company is thus guided primarily by the 

Companies Act No. 71 of 2008 (“the Companies Act”), the CPA, 

the Consumer Goods and Services Industry Code of Conduct 

(“the Code of Conduct”) developed in terms of the CPA, the 

principles of the King Report on Governance, 2009 (“King III”) 

and King IV Report on Corporate Governance for South Africa, 

2016 (“King IV”), the memorandum of incorporation (“MOI”) and 

various internal policies. 

BOARD OF DIREC TORS

The MOI of the Company determines the Board complement and 

provides for a minimum of nine (9) and a maximum of fifteen 

(15) directors, with specific requirements for the representation 

of the manufacturing sector, retail sector, industry associations, 

consumer bodies and additional independent directors.

The Board is chaired by an independent non-executive director, Ms 

Magauta Mphahlele who has a wealth of experience in consumer 

related matters. The Board is properly representative of the various 

sectors as required in the MOI. The Ombudsman is the only 

executive director of the Company.

During April 2016, a number of the initial director’s terms since 

incorporation of the Company expired; with a majority of the 

directors availing themselves for further terms. Ms Zyda Rylands 

(Woolworths) retired in April 2016 at the end of her initial term. Mr 

Richard Chauke (JD Group), Ms Sally Gnodde (CTFA) and Mr Justin 

Apsey (Unilever) resigned during the course of the 2016 financial 

year. At the end of the 2016 financial year, Ms Debra Muller (Pick n 

Pay) and Mr Michael Lawrence (NRFSA) joined the Board. Mr Eddie 

Moyce (MTN) resigned during the 2017 financial year end and 

the Board further appointed Ms Patricia Pillay, as alternate to Mr 

Gwarega Mangozhe (CGCSA).

On 31 May 2017, the Ombudsman, Advocate Neville Melville 

resigned from his role as the Ombudsman of the CGSO. At the 

time of preparation of this report, the Board was in the process of 

recruitment to fill the vacancy created by the resignation of the 

Ombudsman. Pending the recruitment process, the Board has 

appointed the Board Chairperson, Ms Magauta Mphahlele as the 

Acting Ombudsman, taking into account her role as independent 

director and her wealth of experience in alternative dispute 

resolution and the consumer sector Ms Thandiwe Zulu has been 

appointed as the Acting Board Chairperson, in order to ensure and 

maintain independence between the Board and the Ombudsman’s 

position, as prescribed by the Code of Conduct. 

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE BOARD

The duties and responsibilities of the CGSO Board are embodied 

in the Companies Act, King III and King IV, the Company’s MOI, 

the Code of Conduct, as well as its terms of reference, which 

are reviewed annually to ensure that they keep pace with 

developments in legislation. 

The Board provides the executive management with a clear 

strategic direction, as documented in the Company’s strategic and 

business plans. The Board ensures that it effectively monitors all 

managerial and Company decisions and transactions by receiving 

quarterly reports detailing all significant operational, risk, financial 

and non-financial occurrences as well as the progress of case 

management. This is facilitated through quarterly Board and Board 

committee meetings. 

The Board operates independently of the Ombudsman in the 

execution of his duties. Thus, the Ombudsman has absolute 

discretion in how he resolves disputes and the Board has no 

influence on the Ombudsman’s execution of his duties. Similarly, 

the Ombudsman, being the only executive director, has no voting 

power at Board meetings, to ensure independence. The views and 

inputs of the Ombudsman are however taken into consideration 

by the Board in reaching decisions.

Directors are appointed through a process involving the HR and 

Nomination Committee and ultimately the Board. Thereafter, 

directors are taken through an induction process in order to 

familiarise them with the internal operations of the Company, the 

general governance framework, and the industry within which the 

Company operates. 

During the 2017 financial year the Board held four (4) scheduled 

meetings.  Details of the number of Board meetings and 

attendances are contained in the table on the next page.
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COMMIT TEES OF THE BOARD

As required by the Companies Act and the Company’s MOI, the 

Board has appointed the Audit and Risk Committee, chaired by Mr 

Grattan Kirk and the HR and Nominations Committee, chaired by 

Mr Clifton Johnston.

AUDIT AND RISK COMMIT TEE

During the year under review, the Audit and Risk Committee 

was constituted by four (4) non-executive directors, namely 

Mr Grattan Kirk (Chairman), Mr Russell Behrens, Mr Gwarega 

Mangozhe and Ms Debra Muller. The Committee members are 

adequately skilled to carry out the functions of the Committee 

and the Chairman of the Committee possesses vast experience in 

auditing and financial matters. 

The Audit and Risk Committee has been established in accordance 

with the requirements of the Companies Act, the recommendations 

of the King III and King IV and Board approved terms of reference. 

In keeping with its duties contained in the Companies Act, 

the Committee considers all financial requirements prior to 

presentation to the Board. 

The Committee monitors the role and effectiveness of the 

external audit and considers and signs off on the annual financial 

statements prior to submission to the Board. The external auditor 

has unrestricted access to the Audit and Risk Committee. In line 

with section 94(7)(f ) of the Companies Act, 2008, the Committee 

has prepared a report describing how it has carried out its functions 

during the financial year under review. 

Membership and attendance at the Committee meetings for the 

period under review appears below:

MEMBERS MEE TING AT TENDANCE

Ms Magauta Mphahlele (Independent Chairperson) 4/4

Mr Grattan Kirk (Tiger Brands) 2/4

Mr Gwarega Mangozhe (CGCSA) 2/4

Mr Clifton Johnston (SANCU) 4/4

Mr Ravintheran Pillay (Nestlé) 0/4

Ms Thandiwe Zulu (Back Sash) 4/4 

Mr Russell Behrens (Tiger Brands) 3/4

Mr Michael Lawrence (National Retailers Federation of SA) 4/4

Ms Debra Muller (Pick ‘n Pay) 3/4

Ms Patricia Pillay (CGCSA) 1/4 *

Adv. Neville Melville (Ombudsman - CGSO) 4/4

* Ms Pillay is an alternate director to Mr Mangozhe

MEMBERS MEE TING AT TENDANCE

Mr Grattan Kirk (Chairman) 3/3

Mr Russell Behrens 2/3

Mr Gwarega Mangozhe 2/3

Ms Debra Muller 3/3
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HR AND NOMINATIONS COMMIT TEE

The HR and Nominations Committee consists of four (4) non-

executive directors of the Board and the committee is chaired by 

Mr Clifton Johnston. The other members of the Committee are 

the Board Chairperson, Ms Magauta Mphahlele, Ms Thandiwe 

Zulu and Mr Michael Lawrence who was only appointed to the 

Committee at the end of the 2017 financial year. The role of this 

committee is to consider and advise the Board on the Company’s 

general framework on remuneration of employees including the 

executives, as well as matters relating to performance and human 

resources aspects of the business operations. The Committee 

further deals with the nomination of non-executive directors to 

serve on the Board.

During the year under review the Committee held two scheduled 

meetings to consider matters falling within its mandate, in addition 

the members of the committee engage on an ad hoc basis to 

deliberate on issues such as the recommendations for appointment 

of non-executive directors during the course of the year. 

The table below depicts the attendance at the Committee 

meetings held during the financial year. 

COMPANY SECRE TARY

During the year under review and since incorporation, Ms Nozuko 

Mxunyelwa served as the Company Secretary of the Board and 

continues to assist the Board with company secretarial functions 

on an outsourced basis. The Company Secretary meets the 

requirements of the Companies Act and is independent and fully 

empowered by the Board to perform her functions. Amongst other 

duties, the Company Secretary ensures the Company’s adherence 

to all legislative, regulatory and stakeholder requirements by 

advising and informing the Board on all legislation and governance 

matters affecting the Company. She also ensures that the meeting 

proceedings and resolutions of the Board and committees 

are properly recorded, communicated and implemented. The 

Company Secretary is also responsible for ensuring that new 

directors receive appropriate induction and access to specifically 

required training programmes to help them execute their duties 

diligently and effectively.

DIREC TORS’ REMUNER ATION

In terms of the Company’s MOI, the Board does not get any 

remuneration from the Company, save for reasonable travel costs 

in some instances. Where deemed appropriate, independent non-

executive directors are remunerated at the discretion of the Board. 

On recommendation by the HR and Nominations Committee, 

the Board determines the remuneration and incentives for the 

Ombudsman and senior executives.

MEMBERS MEE TING AT TENDANCE

Mr Clifton Johnston (Chairman) 2/2

Ms Magauta Mphahlele 2/2

Ms Thandiwe Zulu 2/2

Mr Michael Lawrence 0/2*

*Mr Lawrence was only appointed to the Committee at the end of the financial year

17
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R E P O R T  B Y  T H E  A U D I T 

A N D  R I S K  C O M M I T T E E 

During the year under review, the Audit and Risk Committee (“the 

Committee”) performed its functions in accordance with section 

94(7) of the Companies Act, No. 71 of 2008, as amended (“the 

Companies Act”). The Committee has adopted appropriate formal 

terms of reference which are reviewed annually. The Committee 

has discharged its responsibilities as contained in the terms of 

reference and in compliance with the Companies Act.

During the year under review, the Committee comprised of four (4) 

non-executive directors. The Committee held three (3) scheduled 

meetings for the year ended 28 February 2017.

In the conduct of its duties, the Committee has performed the 

following activities:

•   Recommended for re-appointment the current independent 

auditor for the Company who, in the opinion of the Committee, 

is independent of the Company;

•   Determined the fees to be paid to the independent auditor and 

the independent auditor’s terms of engagement;

•   Ensured that the appointment of the independent auditor 

complies with the Companies Act and any other legislation 

relating to the appointment of auditors;

•   Received and reviewed reports from the independent auditor 

concerning the effectiveness of the Company’s internal control 

environment, systems and processes;

•   Reviewed the Company’s business risks as well as the measures 

put in place to ensure that business risks are properly addressed 

through the Company’s risk management, monitoring and 

assurance processes;

•   Reviewed the reports of the independent auditor detailing their 

concerns arising out of their audits and requested appropriate 

responses from management which resulted in their concerns 

being addressed;

•   Reviewed and recommended for adoption by the Company’s 

Board such financial information that is publicly disclosed for the 

year ended 28 February 2017;

•   Made appropriate recommendations to the Company’s Board 

regarding the corrective actions to be taken as a consequence 

of audit findings;

•   Reviewed the Company’s compliance with legal and regulatory 

provisions; and

•   Reviewed the adequacy, reliability and accuracy of the financial 

information provided to management and other users of such 

information.

In the opinion of the Committee, the internal controls of the 

Company are considered appropriate to meet the business 

objectives of the Company, ensure the Company’s assets are 

safeguarded, and ensure that transactions undertaken are 

recorded in the Company’s accounting records. Where weaknesses 

in specific controls have been identified, management has 

undertaken to implement the appropriate corrective actions to 

mitigate the identified weaknesses.

The independent auditor has unlimited access to the Chairman of 

the Committee and holds separate meetings with the committee, 

if deemed necessary. 

GRATTAN KIRK

CHAIRMAN OF THE AUDIT AND RISK COMMITTEE

18
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A U D I T O R ’ S  R E P O R T
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F I N A N C I A L  R E P O R T

CGSO is confident that it has fulfilled its mandate and used its revenue in an efficient and cost-effective manner. The full Audited financial 

statements for the year are uploaded on our website on: http://www.cgso.org.za/downloads/ and are summarised as follows:

2016/17 2015/16

Total Revenue R 15 277 767, 00 R 9 394 065, 00

Total Expenditure R 10 378 883, 00 R 8 351 430, 00

Finance Costs R 10 091, 00 R 448, 00

Net Surplus R 5 052 545, 00 R 1 133 292, 00

Total Assets R 10 960 551, 00 R 6 793 931, 00

Total Liabilities R 5 693 621, 00 R 6 579 546, 00

Net Assets R 5 266 930, 00 R 214 385, 00

E X P E N D I T U R E  F O R  2 0 1 6 / 1 7

The purpose of this financial report is to provide an overview of the financial expenditure in the CGSO for the period 1 March 2016 to 28 

February 2017.

The information that is outlined in the tables and graphs below, shows the expenditure for the year per category. Comparisons have also 

been made to show the expenditure growth patterns between the 2015/16 and 2016/17 financial years; as well as actual versus budgeted 

expenditure for the current financial year.

G M :  C O R P O R A T E  S E R V I C E S , 

Q U E E N  M U N Y A I
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T A B L E  1  :  E X P E N D I T U R E  C O M P A R I S O N  –  2 0 1 5 / 1 6  V S  2 0 1 6 / 1 7
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2015/16 2016/17

EXPENDITURE COMPARISON 2015/16 VS 2016/17

As illustrated in Table 1 and Graph 1, our 2016/17 expenditure increased by 24% compared to the 2015/16 financial year, mainly due to an 

increase in the staff complement, an increased case load, and commission paid for recruitment of new participants. 

T YPES OF EXPENSE 2016/17 2015/16 VARIENCE %

Personnel Expenses R 6 875 633, 00 R 5 668  653, 00 R 1 206 980, 00 21%

Administrative Expenses R 1 045 945, 00 R 849 503, 00 R 196 422, 00 23%

Other Operating Expenses R 1 893 235, 00 R 1244 904, 00 R 648 331, 00 52%

Occupancy R 422 479, 00 R 387 638, 00 R 34 841, 00 9%

Depreciation, amortisation and impairments R 141 591, 00 R 200 732, 00 R -59 141, 00 -29%

Total Expenses R 10 378 883, 00 R 8 351 430, 00 R 2 027 453, 00 24%
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2016/17 BUDGE T 2016/17 AC TUAL

T YPES OF EXPENSE
2016/17

BUDGE T

2016/17

AC TUAL
VARIENCE %

Personnel Expenses R 6 936 263, 00 R 6 875 633, 00 -60 630 -1%

Administrative Expenses R 1 244 000, 00 R 1 045 945, 00 -198 005 -16%

Other Operating Expenses R 2 611 168, 00 R 1 893 235, 00 -717 933 -27%

Occupancy R 556 800, 00 R 422 479, 00 -134 321 -24%

Depreciation, amortisation and impairments R 216 000, 00 R 141 591, 00 -74 409 -34%

Total Expenses R 11 564 231, 00 R 10 378 883, 00 -1 185 348 -10%

Table 2 and Graph 2:  illustrates the expenditure utilisation of the budget for the current financial year, which was well within 

the approved budget.

T A B L E  2  :  A C T U A L  T O  B U D G E T  C O M P A R I S O N
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B O A R D  O F  D I R E C T O R S
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1. Magauta 

    Mphahlele 

    CGSO Chairperson

2. Clif Johnston 

  SANCU

3.  Gwarega 
     Mangozhe

     Consumer Goods 

     Council SA

4.  Ravi Pillay

 Nestlé

5.  Michael Lawrence

   NCRFSA

6. Russell Behrens 

 Tiger Brands

7.  Thandiwe Zulu

     Black Sash

8. Grattan Kirk

 Tiger Brands

9. Debra Muller

     Pick ‘n Pay

10. Patricia Pillay

     Consumer Goods 

     Council SA

11.      Nozuko 
        Mxunyelwa 

        Company 

        Secretary
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Standing from left: 

Mantombi Rikhotso, 

Siyanda Tyikwe, 

Ouma Ramaru.

Seated: Priviledge Ndou and 

Jeremy Samuels.
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C A L L  C E N T R E  S T A F F
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Back row from left: 

Jeremy Samuels, 

Siyanda Tyikwe, 

Mantombi Rikhotso, 

Florence Mbedzi, 

Priviledge Ndou, 

Melanie Radcliffe, 

Penelope Kwape, 

Nadima Hartley.

Seated second row from left: 

Gladys Manyobe, 

Ouma Ramaru, 

Bonita Hughes.

Front seated from left: 

Queen Munyai, 

Magauta Mphahlele.

Absent:

Mpho Neluheni and 

Bongiwe Myeni.

Standing from left: 

Nadima Hartley, Melanie 

Radcliffe, Penelope Kwape.

Seated from left: 

Bonita Hughes and 

Florence Mbedzi.
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S H A R E  C A L L

0860 000 272 (CPA)

Email: info@cgso.org.za

P H Y S I C A L  A D D R E S S

Association House

Bond Street Business Park

Cnr Bond and Kent Streets

Randburg

Fax: 086 206 1999

Web: http://www.cgso.org.za

P O S T A L  A D D R E S S

PO Box 3815

Randburg

2125

S T R E N G T H E N I N G  T I E S  B E T W E E N


