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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ACRONYMS/ ABBREVIATIONS | DESCRIPTIONS
ACRONYMS | | DESCRIPTION

ABBREVIATIONS

Acting DG Acting Director-General
Constitution Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996
DA Democratic Alliance

DG Director- General

Department Department of Agriculture

EFF Economic Freedom Fighters

EMEA Executive Members’ Ethics Act, 1998
Minister Minister of Agriculture

Public Protector Act

Public Protector Act,1994

Public Protector

Public Protector of the Republic of South Africa

Public Protector Rules

Rules Relating to Investigations by the Public
Protector and Matters Incidental Thereto, 2018, as
amended and promulgated in terms of section
7(11) of the Public Protector Act
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1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.3.1.
1.3.2.
1.3.3.
1.3.4.

2.1

INTRODUCTION

This is a report of the Public Protector issued in terms of section 182(1)(b)
of the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa (Constitution) and section
8(1) of the Public Protector Act, 1994 (Public Protector Act).

The report relates to an investigation into allegations of non-compliance with
the Executive Ethics Code by Minister Steenhuisen, when he responded to
the questions posed by the Complainant, a Member of Parliament of South
Africa for the EFF, pertaining to the alleged irregular appointment of four
persons in senior positions within the Ministry of Agriculture without the
required and relevant experience and/or qualifications, as well as the
Minister Steenhuisen’s alleged irregular appointment of an individual as
Chief of Staff within the Ministry of Agriculture.

The report is submitted in terms of section 8(1) read with section 8(3) of the
Public Protector Act, which empowers the Public Protector to make known
the findings of an investigation to the following affected persons, for such

persons to note the outcome of the investigation:

Mr Sinawo Thambo: Member of Parliament of South Africa (Complainant);
Mr John Steenhuisen: Minister of Agriculture;
Mr Cyril Ramaphosa: President of the Republic of South Africa; and

Mr Mooketsa Ramasodi: Director-General of the Department of Agriculture.

THE COMPLAINT

The investigation originates from a complaint lodged with the Public
Protector on 18 October 2024 in terms of section 4(1) of the Executive
Members Ethics Act, 1998 (EMEA) by Mr Sinawo Thambo (the
Complainant) in his capacity as the Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF)

Member of the Parliament of South Africa) against the Minister of Agriculture
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2.2

2.2.1

222

223

224

225

for alleged non-compliance with the Executive Ethics Code.

In the main, the Complainant alleged, that:

Subsequent to taking office, Minister Steenhuisen irregularly appointed four
persons who are members of his political party, which is the Democratic
Alliance (the DA), who did not have the required qualifications and relevant
experience for appointment into senior posts within the Ministry of

Agriculture.

The appointed persons were, Ms Annette Steyn, Ms Una Christians, Ms

Charity McCord and an individual identified as Mr Kruger.

Minister Steenhuisen also appointed Mr Roman Cabanac (Mr Cabanac) as
his Chief of Staff without performing the necessary due diligence as Mr
Cabanac was accused of publishing racial and homophobic slurs on his
social media accounts. Minister Steenhuisen subsequently asked Mr
Cabanac to resign, but he refused and as such, he is still getting

remunerated without doing any work.

Minister Steenhuisen was questioned about the four appointments by the
Complainant in a written manner on the National Assembly Internal
Question Paper [No.9-2024] First Session, Seventh Parliament on 06
September 2024, as to Whether Minister Steenhuisen deviated from the
normal recruitment and selection policies when he appointed the
aforementioned persons. Minister Steenhuisen replied by stating that there
was no deviation from the normal recruitment and selection of advisors and

staff in the office of the Ministry of Agriculture.
The answer given by Minister Steenhuisen was dishonest and misleading
as the said individuals already commenced with their duties and some were

appearing in newspaper articles with their designated employment titles.
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2.2.6

2.2.6.1

2.2.6.2

2.2.6.3

2264

2.2.6.5

3.1

3.2

As a result of the dishonest and misleading answer by Mr Steenhuisen, he

has therefore contravened the following statutory provisions:

Sections 2(a)(i) and 2(b)(v) of the EMEA;

Sections 2.1(a) to (d) and sections 2.3 (a), (b), (c) and (h) of the Executive
Ethics Code;

Section 3(1)(a) to (e) and section 5 of the Parliamentary Code of Ethical
Conduct and Disclosure of Registrable Interests for Assembly and

Permanent Council Members;

Contravention of Schedule 2, Item 4 of the Constitution of the Republic of
South Africa, 1996; and

The Ministerial Handbook: Guide for Members of the Executive.

POWERS AND JURISDICTION OF THE PUBLIC PROTECTOR

The Public Protector is an independent constitutional institution established
in terms of section 181(1)(a) of the Constitution to strengthen constitutional
democracy through investigating and redressing improper conduct in state

affairs.

Section 182(1) of the Constitution provides that:

“The Public Protector has the power, as regulated by national

legislation —
(a) to investigate any conduct in state affairs, or in the public
administration in any sphere of government, that is alleged or

suspected to be improper or to result in any impropriety or prejudice;
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3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

(b) to report on that conduct; and

(c) to take appropriate remedial action.”

Section 182(2) of the Constitution directs that the Public Protector has
additional powers and functions prescribed by national legislation, inter alia,
the Public Protector Act and the Executive Members’ Ethics Act, 1998
(EMEA).

The Public Protector’'s powers are regulated and amplified by the Public
Protector Act, which states in section 6(4)(a)(i), amongst others, that the
Public Protector has the powers to investigate maladministration and related

improprieties in the conduct of state affairs.

Section 3(1) of the EMEA directs that, “the Public Protector must investigate
any alleged breach of the code of ethics on receipt of a complaint

contemplated in section 4”.

Section 3(2) of the EMEA provides that the: “Public Protector must submit
a report on the alleged breach of the code of ethics within 30 days of receipt

of the complaint—

(a) tothe President, if the complaint is against a Cabinet member. Premier
or Deputy Minister; and

(b) to the Premier of the province concerned, if the complaint is against
an MEC”.

Section 3(3) of the EMEA provides that: “If the Public Protector reports at
the end of the period referred to in subsection (2) that the investigation has
not yet been completed, the Public Protector must submit another report

when the investigation has been completed”.
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3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

Section 3(4) of the EMEA provides that: “When conducting an investigation
in terms of this section, the Public Protector has all the powers vested in
the Public Protector in terms of the Public Protector Act, 1994”.

The Complainant contends that Minister Steenhuisen, amongst others,
breached Clauses 2.1(a) to (d) and Clauses 2.3 (a), (b), (c) and (h) of the

Executive Ethics Code.

The EMEA came into force on 28 October 1998, and its purpose is to
provide for a code of ethics governing the conduct of members of Cabinet,
Deputy Ministers and Members of Executive Councils at a provincial level.
The scope of the Act is limited to regulating ethical conduct of members of

the Executive at both National and Provincial spheres of Government.

Section 2 of the EMEA empowers the President of the Republic of South
Africa to prepare a code of ethics which prescribes standards and rules
aimed at promoting an open, democratic and accountable Government.
Members of Cabinet, Deputy Ministers and MEC’s (Members of the
Executive) must comply with this Code when performing their official

functions.

Section 2 of the EMEA further prescribes what the Code should contain.
Apart from requiring that Members of the Executive should at all times act
in good faith and in the best interests of Government, the Code must, inter
alia, forbid them from undertaking paid work, using their positions to enrich
themselves and others, acting in a way that is inconsistent with their office
and exposing themselves to a conflict of interest between their official

responsibilities and their private interest.
Section 3 of EMEA empowers the Public Protector to investigate any breach
of the Code. The Public Protector's power to investigate is subject to a

formal complaint. This suggests that the scope of an investigation is
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3.14

3.15

3.16

determined by the breach of the Code contained in the complaint. Section
3 of the EMEA does not authorise the Public Protector to investigate a
violation of the Act itself but limits her authority to investigating a breach of
the Code. It is implicit that the Public Protector therefore does have
jurisdiction to investigate any breach of the Code, albeit in connection with

Clauses 2.1 and 2.2, with a limited scope.

In terms of section 3(5) and (6) of the EMEA, it is implicit that the action to
be taken against a transgressor is left to the discretion of the President or
the Premier as the case may be. In the matter of Public Protector and Others
v President of the Republic of South Africa and Others [2021] ZACC [19]

the Constitutional Court at paragraph 134, pronounced as follows:

“Having proper regard to the scheme of the Members Act, it is doubtful that
the Public Protector can herself take remedial action for the violations of the
Code. In terms of section 3 of that Act, it is the President who may take
action if the culprit was a Member of Cabinet or a Deputy Minister. With
regard to MECs, the power vests in the Premier. But if the Premier herself
had violated the Code, action may be taken by the NCOP. The Member’s
Act is silent on violations by the President. It may well be that breaches by
the President should be referred to the National Assembly for it to decide

on action to be taken within its powers.”

In summary, Clause 2 of the Code requires all Members of the Executive,
including the President and the Premier, to act in good faith and in the best
interests of good governance and to meet all obligations imposed on them

by law.
The Code, on face value, exempts the President and Premiers from these

obligations and requires other Members to discharge these obligations to

the satisfaction of the President or the relevant Premier. Clause 2.1 states
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3.17

3.18

3.19

that, “Members of the Executive must, to the satisfaction of the President or

the Premier, as the case may be...,” discharge the obligations.

Clauses 2.1 and 2.2 of the Code suggest that it is the President or Premier
who determines whether the relevant obligations have been properly
discharged and for them to make that determination, they should take into
account “the promotion of an open, democratic and accountable

government.”

Clauses 2.1 and 2.2 of the Code suggest that it is the President or Premier
who determines whether the relevant obligations have been properly
discharged and for them to make that determination, they should take into
account “the promotion of an open, democratic and accountable

government.”

In the matter of Public Protector and Others v President of the Republic of
South Africa and Others the Constitutional Court at paragraph 21 of the

judgment pronounces as follows:

“Paragraphs 2.1 and 2.2 of the Code suggest that it is the President or
Premier who determines whether the relevant obligations have been
properly discharged and, for them to make that determination, they should
take into account ‘the promotion of an open, democratic and accountable
government.” But it is not clear whether in relation to obligations under
paragraph 2.3 of the Code, the President and Premier play the role given to
them by paragraph 2.1. However, this ambiguity has no bearing on the
issues that arise because the entire case, here and before the High Court,
was prosecuted on the footing that paragraph 2.3 of the Code applies to the
President. Consequently, it is not necessary for present purposes to decide
definitely whether it applies. The matter must be approached on the same

understanding.”
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3.20

3.21

3.211

3.21.2

3.21.3

3.21.4

It is, however, suggested that in relation to Clause 2.3 of the Code the
position is different from Clauses 2.1 and 2.2. The wording of Clause 2.3
has not limited the scope of the powers of the Public Protector to investigate
a complaint in terms of the said clause. The wording of Clause 2.3 of the
Code does not include the provision of the: “Members of the Executive must,
to the satisfaction of the President or the Premier, as the case may be....".
This suggest that the President and the Premier have no role to play in

connection with this clause.

It is suggested that the following further facts support the assertion that the
powers of the Public Protector to investigate in relation to Clause 2.3 has

not been limited in scope:

Clause 2.1 of the Code deals with “General Standards” Members of the
Executive should act in accordance with, whereas Clause 2.3 deals with

acts which the Members of the Executive must not do;

Section 3 of EMEA specifically provides that the Public Protector must
investigate any alleged breach of the Code on receipt of a complaint in terms
of section 4 of EMEA, which vests the Public Protector with the jurisdiction

to investigate any breach of the Code;

Section 4 of EMEA provides that the Public Protector must investigate, in
accordance with section 3, an alleged breach of the Code, which is

prescriptive in nature;
It must be noted that nothing in this section may prevent the Public Protector

from investigating any complaint by a member of the public in accordance
with the Public Protector Act; and
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3.21.5

3.22

3.23

When conducting an investigation in terms of section 3 of the EMEA, the
Public Protector has all the powers vested in the Public Protector in terms
of the Public Protector Act.

Since the Public Protector may not make any findings against Minister
Steenhuisen in terms Clauses 2.1(a) to (d) of the Executive Ethics Code,
any discussion surrounding Clauses 2.1(a) to (d) falls moot. However, as
Clause 2.3 has not limited the scope of the powers of the Public Protector
to investigate a complaint in terms of the said clause, the Public Protector
may proceed to investigate the alleged breach of Clauses 2.3 (a), (b), (c)

and (h) of the Executive Ethics Code by the Minister in this case.

Furthermore, section 4 of the EMEA provides that:

“(1) The Public Protector must investigate, in accordance with section 3,

an alleged breach of the code of ethics on receipt of a complaint by—

(a) the President, a member of the National Assembly or a permanent
delegate to the National Council of Provinces, if the complaint is
against a Cabinet member or Deputy Minister, or

(b) the Premier or a member of the provincial legislature of a province,

if the complaint is against an MEC of the province.

(2) The complaint must be in writing and must contain—

(a) the name and address of the complainant:

(b) full particulars of the alleged conduct of the Cabinet member,
Deputy Minister or MEC; and

(c) such other information as may be required by the Public Protector
or prescribed in the code of ethics”.
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3.23.1

3.24

3.25

In the matter at hand, the complaint, whilst lodged in terms of section 4(1)(a)
of the EMEA, referred to alleged violations of the EMEA, to wit, sections
2(a)(i) and 2(b)(v) of the EMEA. The Public Protector considered the dictum
in the matter of “Public Protector and Others v President of the Republic of
South Africa and others” wherein the Court held that:

“Section 3 empowers the Public Protector to investigate any breach of the

code. The scheme that emerges from the reading of this provision is that
the Public Protector’s power to investigate is subject to a formal complaint.
This suggests that the scope of an investigation is determined by the breach
of the code contained in the complaint. It is important to note that section 3
does not authorize the Public Protector to investigate a violation of the Act

itself but limits her authority to investigate a breach of the code”.

On the other hand, the High Court in the matter of Lekwene and Another v
The Public Protector of South Africa and Others found that there are no
merits in any contention that it was not proper and competent for the Public
Protector to investigate a matter in terms of the EMEA because the
complaint did not state that the provisions of the Code were breached. The

Court emphasises that:

‘In Economic Freedom Fighters [6], the Constitutional Court has already
pronounced that the Public Protector carries very wide powers that leave no
lever of government power above scrutiny, coincidental embarrassment and
censure. Section 3(4) of the Ethics Act provides: ‘When conducting an
investigation in terms of this section, the Public Protector has all the powers

vested in the Public Protector in terms of the Public Protector Act.”
The Public Protector subsequently considered whether she is empowered

to proceed with an investigation into a complaint lodged in terms of section
3 of the EMEA and concluded that if the complaint lodged in terms of section
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3.26

4.1

4.1.1

41.2

4(1) does not refer to an alleged breach of the Code, she may still proceed

with the investigation.

Furthermore, since the complaint falls within the ambit of section 4(1) of the
EMEA, being a complaint lodged by a Member of Parliament and the
complaint was lodged against the National Minister, the Public Protector is
satisfied that the complaint falls within her competency to conduct an
investigation as envisaged in section 182(1)(a) of the Constitution, read with
section 4(1) of the EMEA.

ISSUES IDENTIFIED FOR INVESTIGATION

Based on the analysis and evaluation of the complaint, the following issues

were identified to inform and focus the investigation:

Whether the Minister of Agriculture was dishonest and misleading when he
responded to a written question posed in the National Assembly Internal
Question Paper [No.9-2024 ] First Session, Seventh Parliament on 06
September 2024 relating to his alleged irregular appointment of four
individuals in senior positions in the Ministry of Agriculture and, if so,
whether such conduct is improper in terms of section 182(1)(a) of the
Constitution and amounts to a breach of Clauses 2.3 (a), (b), (c) and (h) of

the Executive Ethics Code.

Whether the Minister of Agriculture irregularly appointed Mr Roman
Cabanac, to the role of Chief of Staff, while receiving compensation from
taxpayers’ funds despite seemingly not performing any work and, if so,
whether such conduct was improper in terms of section 182(1)(a) of the
Constitution and amounts to maladministration in terms of section 6(4)(a)(i)
of the Public Protector Act.
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5.1

5.1.1

5.1.3

514

5.1.5

THE INVESTIGATION

Methodology

The investigation was conducted in terms of section 182(1)(a) of the
Constitution, read with sections 3 and 4 of the EMEA and sections 6 and 7
of the Public Protector Act.

The Public Protector Act confers on the Public Protector the sole discretion
to determine the format and procedure to be followed in conducting any

investigation with due regard to the circumstances of each case.

The investigation process was informed by the provisions of sections 6 and
7 of the Public Protector Act, which on its own carries no inherent risk of
delays. The scope of this investigation initially primarily focused on the
potential breach of Clauses 2.3(c) and 2.3(f) of the Executive Ethics Code
and due to internal capacity constraints and the scope of investigations of
this nature, challenges were faced in trying to comply with the statutory
requirement to finalise and report on the EMEA investigation within a period
of thirty (30) days.

This challenge is, however, mitigated by section 3(3) of the EMEA, which
allow the Public Protector to report to the President or the Premier in
circumstances where an investigation will not be completed in thirty (30)
days. Section 3(3) of the EMEA provides as follows: “If the Public Protector
reports at the end of the period referred to in subsection (2) that the
investigation has not yet been completed, the Public Protector must submit

another report when the investigation has been completed’.

On 05 December 2024, the Public Protector addressed a letter to the
President of the Republic of South Africa (Mr Ramaphosa), in terms of

section 3(2)(a) of the EMEA, to note the allegations raised against the
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5.2

5.2.1

5.2.2

5.2.2.1

5222

5223

5.2.3

Minister and to advise him that the investigation could not be finalised within

the prescribed thirty (30) days period.

Approach to the investigation

The approach to the investigation included the exchange of documents, an
analysis of the relevant documentation and a consideration and application

of the relevant laws, regulatory framework, and prescripts.

The investigation was approached using an enquiry process that seeks to

determine:

What happened?

What should have happened?

Is there a discrepancy between what happened and what should have
happened and does that deviation amount to improper conduct or

maladministration or a breach of the Executive Ethics Code?

The question regarding what happened is resolved through a factual enquiry
relying on the evidence provided by the parties and independently sourced
during the investigation. Evidence is evaluated and a determination is made
on what happened based on a balance of probabilities. In this case, the
factual enquiry principally focused on whether the Minister provided
dishonest and misleading answers to the questions posed to him in
Parliament in relation to the alleged irregular appointment of four individuals
in Senior positions within the Ministry and the irregular appointment of Mr
Cabanac as Chief of Staff whilst receiving compensation without performing
any duties, thereby breaching the provisions of the Executive Ethics Code.
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5.2.3.1

5.2.3.2

5.2.3.3

5234

5.2.3.5

5.3

5.3.1

5.3.1.1

5.3.1.2

5.3.1.3

53.14

Clause 2.3(a) relates to wilfully misleading the legislature to which they are

accountable.

Clause 2.3(b) relates to wilfully misleading the President or Premier, as the

case may be.

Clause 2.3(c) relates to act in a way that is inconsistent with their position.
Clause 2.3(h) relates to making improper use of any allowance or payment
properly made to them or disregard the administrative rules which apply to
such allowance or payments.

The enquiry regarding the remedy or remedial action seeks to explore
options for redressing the consequences of improper conduct and/or
maladministration where possible.

Key Sources of Information

Correspondence sent and received

Complaint form and an affidavit deposed by the Complainant, dated 18
October 2024;

Letter to the Complainant, dated 24 October 2024, with clarity

seeking questions and information;

Email from Complainant, dated 25 November 2024, responding to the Public

Protector’s questions and information;

Notice in terms of Rule 23(1) of the Public Protector Rules from the Public
Protector, addressed to Mr Ramaphosa, dated 05 December 2024;
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5.3.1.5

5.3.1.6

5.3.1.7

5.3.1.8

5.3.1.9

5.3.1.10

5.3.1.11

5.3.1.12

5.3.1.13

5.3.1.14

5.3.1.15

54

5.4.1

Notice in terms of Rule 23(1) of the Public Protector Rules from the Public

Protector, addressed to Minister Steeinhuisen, dated 05 December 2024;

Notice in terms of Rule 23(1) of the Public Protector Rules from the Public

Protector, addressed to Mr Mooketsa Ramasodi, dated 05 December 2024;

Letter from Mr Mooketsa Ramasodi, dated 19 December 2024;

Letter from Minister Steenhuisen, dated 31 January 2025;

Letter from Mr Mooketsa Ramasodi, dated 18 March 2025;

Letter to Mr Mooketsa Ramasodi, dated 06 May 2026;

Letter from Mr Mooketsa Ramasodi, dated 11 May 2026;

Notice in terms of Rule 41(1) of the Public Protector Rules from the
Public Protector, addressed to the Complainant, dated 21 May 2026;

Notice in terms of Rule 41(1) of the Public Protector Rules from the Public
Protector, addressed to Mr Ramaphosa, dated 21 May 2026;

Notice in terms of Rule 41(1) of the Public Protector Rules from the Public
Protector, addressed to Minister Steenhuisen, dated 21 May 2026; and

Notice in terms of Rule 41(1) of the Public Protector Rules from the Public
Protector, addressed to Mr Mooketsa Ramasodi, dated 21 May 2026.

Documents received

Internal Question Paper [No. 09-2024] First Session, Seventh Parliament,
published on 06 September 2024,
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542 Newspaper articles from the News 24, citzen.co.za and City Press, undated;
54.3 Parliament of the Republic South Africa National Assembly Oath of
Allegiance, signed by the Speaker and Complainant, dated 28 August 2024;

544 Internal Question Paper [No. 26-2025] First Session, Seventh Parliament,
published on 13 June 2025; and

545 Notice of termination of Mr Cabanac’s employment contract.

55 Applicable law

5.5.1 Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996;

55.2 Executive Members’ Ethics Act, 1998;

553 Executive Members’ Ethics Code, 2000;

554 Public Service Act, 1994;

555 Public Protector Act, 1994.

556 Public Service Regulations, 2016;

55.7 Rules Relating to Investigations by the Public Protector and Matters Incidental

Thereto, 2018, as amended;

558 The Employment Management Circular 47 of 2024;

559 Circular No.51 of 2024; and

5.5.10 The Directive on Human Resource Management and Development for

Public Service Professionalisation Volume 01.
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5.6 Case Law
5.6.1 Economic Freedom Fighters v Speaker of the National Assembly and

5.6.2

5.6.3

5.7

5.7.1

5.8

5.8.1

5.8.2

6.1

Others; Democratic Alliance v Speaker of the National Assembly and Others
[2016] ZACC 11;

Public Protector v Mail & Guardian Ltd (422/10) [2011] ZASCA 108 (1 JUNE
2011); and

Public Protector and Others v President of the Republic of South Africa and
Others [2021] ZACC [19].

Notice issued in terms of Rule 41(1) of the Public Protector Rules

On 20 May 2026, a Notice in terms of Rule 41(1) of the Public Protector Rules
was issued to Mr Sinawo Thambo, the Complainant, Mr Cyril Ramaphosa,

Mr John Steenhuisen and Mr Mooketsa Ramasodi.

Response received to the Notice issued in terms of Rule 41(1) of the

Public Protector Rules

No response and/or representations were received from the Complainant.

A formal acknowledgement was received from Mr Ramasodi on 15 June
2026.

THE DETERMINATION OF THE ISSUE IN RELATION TO THE
EVIDENCE OBTAINED AND CONCLUSIONS MADE WITH REGARD TO
THE APPLICABLE LAW AND PRESCRIPTS

Whether the Minister of Agriculture was dishonest and misleading

when he responded to a written question posed in the National
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6.1.1

6.1.2

6.1.3

6.1.4

Assembly Internal Question Paper [No.9-2024 ] First Session, Seventh
Parliament on 06 September 2024 relating to his alleged irregular
appointment of four individuals in senior positions in the Ministry of
Agriculture and, if so, whether such conduct is improper in terms of
section 182(1)(a) of the Constitution and amounts to a breach of
Clauses 2.3 (a), (b), (c) and (h) of the Executive Ethics Code

Common cause

On 03 July 2024, Mr Steenhuisen was appointed as Minister of Agriculture.

On 07 August 2024, Mr Steenhuisen appointed Mr Cabanac as the Chief of
Staff.

On the 06 September 2024, the Complainant posed the following question
to Minister Steenhuisen regarding the four appointments in the National
Assembly Internal Question Paper [No. 9-2024 First Session, Seventh

Parliament], namely:

“Whether he deviated from the normal recruitment policies for advisors and
staff in his office by appointing four individuals who lacks either the
educational requirement for appointment, the requisite experience for
appointment and/or both, if not, what is the position in this regard, if so, what

are the relevant details?”

In response to the Complainant’s written question, Mr Steenhuisen provided

the following written response:

“There has been no deviation from the normal recruitment and selection of

advisors and staff in the office of the Minister of Agriculture.”

Page 21



Report of the Public Protector -

b

-
i
|

\Ir/?
} \n' { I:
-
P Bl kDR
YN froxn

N

€

6.1.5

6.1.6

6.1.7

Issue in dispute

The issue for the Public Protector's determination is whether Minister
Steenhuisen appointed the four individuals to the senior positions within the
Ministry of Agriculture. Furthermore, whether Minister Steenhuisen deviated
from the Public Service Act of 1994 and the Public Service Regulations of
2016 by appointing individuals who did not meet the minimum requirements

for appointment.

Complainant’s version

The Complainant contends that, after assuming office, Mr Steenhuisen
irregularly appointed four members of the Democratic Alliance (DA), namely
Ms Annette Steyn, Ms Una Christians, Ms Charity McCord and Mr Kruger,
to senior positions within the Ministry of Agriculture. It is further contended
that these individuals did not possess the required qualifications and/or

relevant experience for such appointments.

The Complainant further contends that Mr Steenhuisen’s response to
Parliamentary Questions was dishonest and misleading, particularly on the
basis that the individuals had allegedly already commenced duties and were
publicly referred to in media reports with official employment titles and his
conduct constitutes contraventions of Sections 2(a)(i) and 2(b) of the
Executive Members’ Ethics Act (EMEA); Sections 2(2.1)(a)—(d) and 2.3(a),
(b), (c) and (h) of the Executive Ethics Code; Sections 3(1)(a)—(e) and
section 5 of the Parliamentary Code of Ethical Conduct and Disclosure of
Registrable Interests for Members of the National Assembly and Permanent

Delegates.
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6.1.8

6.1.9

6.1.9.1

6.1.9.2

6.1.9.3

6.1.9.4

6.1.9.5

The Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural Development’s

version

A notice issued in terms of Rule 23(1) of the Public Protector Rules dated
05 December 2024 was issued to Mr Mooketsa Ramasodi, the then Acting
Director-General of the Department, requesting him to provide a written
response to the allegations raised by the Complainant supported by

documentation which has a bearing on the matter.

On 23 January 2025, Mr Ramasodi responded to the Public Protector’s

Notice through correspondence, dated 19 December 2024, stating that:

All the nominated candidates must complete a Z83 application form for
administrative purposes. Only candidates who have obtained the Nyukela
Certificate may be fully appointed to the Senior Management Service (SMS)
posts. The candidates were further subjected to the verification of criminal
and credit records, citizenship, educational qualifications, reference checks
and competency assessments were mandatory for all SMS members in the

office of the Executives;

On 16 August 2024, Mr Steenhuisen wrote to Mr Inkosi Mzamo Buthelezi,
the Minister for Public Service and Administration (Minister for Public
Service and Administration) and requested a deviation from the minimum
requirements of candidates for possible appointment to posts in his office.

The posts identified were for:
Special Advisor and the nominated candidate was Ms A Steyn;

Private and Appointment Secretary and the nominated candidate was Ms

Christians;

Parliamentary Liaison Officer and the nominated candidate was Mr Kruger;

and
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6.1.9.6

6.1.10

6.1.10.1

6.1.11

6.1.11.1

Media Liaison Officer and the nominated candidate was Ms CO McCord.

Requirements for appointment as Special Advisor

The requirements for appointment as Special Advisor are outlined in the
Department of Public Service and Administration Circular No 51 of 2024
(Circular 51). According to Circular 51, the requirements are: five (05) years’
experience at the level equivalent to a director with relevant experience
applicable to the portfolio or functions of the office of the
Presidency/Ministry/Premier and a National Qualifications Framework
(NQF) 7 qualification as recognised by the South African Qualification
Authority (the SAQA).

Ms Steyn’s highest qualification is a Matric Senior Certificate. According to
her Curriculum Vitae, Ms Steyn stated that she was a member of the South
African Parliament from 2009 to 2022 and she understands the applicable
legislation and became an expert in connection with technical issues in her

portfolio.

Requirements for appointment as Private and Appointment Secretary

The requirements for appointment as Private and Appointment Secretary,
in which Ms Christian was appointed, are outlined in Circular 47 of 2024.
The requirements are an undergraduate NQF 7 qualification, five (05) years’
experience at a middle/senior managerial level, completed Nyukela
Certificate, personnel suitability checks, competency assessment and a

valid Driver’s License.

Ms Christian” highest qualification is a National Certificate in Accounting.
She does not have the minimum required tertiary qualification as stipulated
above. She is currently the Personal Assistant of the Democratic Alliance

Leader since 2019, till present and was the Personal Assistant to the Chief
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6.1.12

6.1.121

6.1.12.2

6.1.13

Whip from 2014 to 2019. Ms Christians has extensive experience as a

Personal Assistant of over ten (10) years.

Requirements for appointment as a Parliamentary Liaison Officer

The requirements for the post of Parliamentary Liaison Officer in which Mr
Kriger was appointed, are a qualification at NQF level 7 as recognised by
SAQA, five (05) years’ experience at the middle or senior managerial level,
a completed Nyukela Certificate, personnel suitability checks, competency

assessment and a valid Driver’s License.

Mr Kruger has a master's degree in educational leadership from North
Wales Management School obtained in 2023, BA postgraduate Honours
Degree in International Politics in 2021 from the University of South Africa.
In 2016, he obtained a BA degree in International Studies from the
University of Stellenbosch. Mr Kruger’s Curriculum Vitae does not indicate
that he has the required level of experience for middle or senior managerial

level.

Furthermore, Mr Kruger's Curriculum Vitae states that he was the
Spokesperson for the Democratic Alliance Student Organisation and he has
published several articles in “Die Beeld” and the “Die Burger “newspapers
in 2021 and 2022, respectively.

Requirements for appointment as a Media Liaison Officer
The requirements for the post of Media Liaison Officer are five (05) years’
experience at middle or senior managerial level, NQF 7 level qualification

as recognised by SAQA, a completed Nyukela Certificate, personnel
suitability checks, competency assessment and a valid Driver’s License.
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6.1.13.1

6.1.13.2

6.1.14

6.1.141

Ms McCord, who was appointed to the post, does not have the minimum
required tertiary qualification as stipulated above. Ms McCord’s highest
qualification is a Matric Senior Certificate. She is currently the Media
Relations Officer to the Federal Leaders in the Democratic Alliance. Ms
McCord was the Provincial Gauteng Communication Manager from 2017 to
2021 and in 2010 to 2015 at the Greater Taung Local Municipality,
Marketing and Events Manager. Further to the above, Ms McCord has
occupied a position of News Producer and Presenter at the South African
Broadcasting Corporation (the SABC), International, during the period of
2009 to 2010.

According to the letter from Mr Ramasodi, given that the nominated
candidates failed to satisfy the appointment criteria for the positions for
which they were put forward and given that the Minister for Public Service
and Administration did not grant the request for deviation, the four (04)
nominated candidates were not appointed and are consequently not listed

on the payroll of the Department.

Documentary evidence received from Mr Ramasodi

In support of his response dated 23 January 2025, Mr Ramasodi attached

the following documentation:

Memorandum titled request for deviation from minimum requirements of
candidates for possible appointment to posts in the office of Minister of
Agriculture, Mr JH Steenhuisen (MP)

According to the memorandum dated 12 August 2024, Ms MK Khang, the
Chief Director of Human Resources Management and Development (Ms
Khang), sought the Mr Steenhuisen's approval for the deviation submission

to the Minister of Public Service and Administration.
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6.1.14.2

6.1.14.3

6.1.14.4

6.1.14.5

6.1.14.6

This submission pertains to the minimum requirements for appointment of
Ms A Steyn, Ms U Christians, Mr M Kruger, Ms CO McCord and Mr R Salie,
who have been recommended for potential appointments as Special
Advisor, Private and Appointment Secretary, Parliamentary Liaison Officer,
Media Liaison Officer and Community Outreach Officer, respectively.

Additionally, she requested Mr Steenhuisen to sign the deviation letter.

Letter from Mr Steenhuisen to the Minister of Public Service and

Administration

On 16 August 2024, Mr Steenhuisen sent a letter to the Minister of the Public
Service and Administration, notifying the latter that candidates have been
nominated for various roles within his office, including the Special Advisor,
Private and Appointment Secretary, Parliamentary Liaison Officer and

Media Liaison Officer.

The letter detailed the necessary qualifications and experience for each
position, as well as the qualifications and work experience of each
nominated candidate. Furthermore, Mr Steenhuisen requested that the
Minister of Public Service and Administration permit the Department of
Agriculture to deviate from the minimum requirements for appointments for

the positions in the office of the Minister of Agriculture.

Letter from the Minister of Public Service and Administration to Mr

Steenhuisen

In a response dated 02 September 2024, the Minister of the Public Service

and a that:

The request had been assessed in accordance with the Public Service

Regulations, particularly Regulations 4(a) and (b), as well as Circular 47 of
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6.1.14.7

6.1.14.8

6.1.15

6.1.16

2024, which governs the appointment of personnel in the offices of

Executive Authorities;

He has decided not to grant approval for the deviation in the appointment of
Ms Steyn as a Special Advisor, Ms Christians as a Private and Appointment
Secretary, Mr Kruger as a Parliamentary Liaison Officer and Ms McCord as
a Media Liaison Officer due to the fact that the nominated candidates lacked

the requisite experience and/or qualifications; and

The Department of Agriculture has been directed to comply with the
stipulations outlined in the Dispensation for the Appointment and
Remuneration of Persons (Special Advisers) appointed to Executive
Authorities, based on policy considerations as detailed in section 12A of the
Public Service Act, 1994, and the Directive on Human Resources
Management and Development for Public Service Professionalisation

Volume 1.

Additional correspondence from Mr Ramasodi, dated 11 May 2026

On 06 May 2026, the Public Protector sent a letter to Mr Ramasodi,
requesting clarification on whether the four individuals had ever been
appointed on a three-month fixed-term contract, as alleged by the

Complainant.

On 11 May 2026, Mr Ramasodi responded stating that the four (04)
individuals were not appointed by the Department of Agriculture in any
capacity, whether it be permanent, fixed-term contract, or temporary. A
thorough review of the human resource records was conducted, confirming
that the four individuals do not appear in the Personnel and Salary
Administration System (PERSAL).
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6.1.17

6.1.171

6.1.18

6.1.19

6.1.20

6.1.21

Mr Steenhuisen’s version

On 31 January 2025, Mr Steenhuisen responded to the Public Protectors’
Notice in terms of Rule 23(1) of the Public Protector Rules, dated 05
December 2024, stating that:

His response must be considered alongside Mr Ramasodi’'s response dated
His response to the Parliamentary question was correct and there has been
no deviation, as none of the four (04) individuals mentioned by the
Complainant have been appointed and do not hold any position within the
Ministry of Agriculture. He, therefore, denies that he was dishonest and
misleading when he responded to the Parliamentary question posed by the

Complainant.

Notice in terms of Rule 41(1) of the Public Protector Rules 2018, 12 amended

On 20 May 2026, a Notice in terms of Rule 41(1) of the Public Protector Rules
was issued to Mr Sinawo Thambo, the Complainant, Mr Cyril Ramaphosa,

Mr John Steenhuisen and Mr Mooketsa Ramasodi.

Rule 41(1) of the Public Protector Rules provides that when the Public
Protector intends concluding a complaint by means of a closing report, the
Complainant shall be informed in writing accordingly and be given an
opportunity to make representations in connection with the intended closure

of the complaint within fourteen (14) days of delivery of the notification.

A formal acknowledgement was received from Mr Ramasodi on 15 June
2026.

No response and/or representations were received from the Complainant or

any other party served with the Notice.
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6.1.22

6.1.23

6.1.24

6.1.25

Applicable law

Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996

Section 2 of the Constitution states that the Constitution is the supreme law
of the Republic and that law or conduct inconsistent with it is invalid and the

obligations imposed by it must be fulfilled.

Section 195(1)(a) of the Constitution states that a high standard of
professional ethics must be promoted and maintained in the public

administration.

Executive Members’ Ethics Act, 1998

Section 2(1) of the EMEA makes provision for the publication of a Code of
Ethics by the President after consultation with Parliament, by proclamation
in the Government Gazette, which prescribes the standards and rules aimed
at promoting an open, democratic and accountable government, with which
Cabinet members, Deputy Ministers and MEC’s must comply with, in

performing their official responsibilities.

Section 2(2) provides that the Code of Ethics must:

“(a) include provisions requiring Cabinet members, Deputy Ministers and
MECs—

(i) at all times to act in good faith and in the best interest of good

governance,

(i) to meet all the obligations imposed on them by law; and

(b) include provisions prohibiting Cabinet members, Deputy Ministers and
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MEC’s from—

(i) undertaking any other paid work:

(i) acting in a way that is inconsistent with their office;

(iii) exposing themselves to any situation involving the risk of a conflict

between their official responsibilities and their private interests;

(iv) using their position or any information entrusted to them, to enrich

themselves or improperly benefit any other person: and;

(v) acting in a way that may compromise the credibility or integrity of

their office or of the government”.

Executive Ethics Code, 2000

6.1.26 Clause 2.3 Members of the Executive may not:

“(a) wilfully mislead the legislature to which they are accountable;

(b) wilfully mislead the President or Premier, as the case may be;

(c) act in a way that is inconsistent with their position;

(h) make improper use of any allowance or payment properly made to
them, or disregard administrative rules which apply to such allowance

or payment.”
Public Service Act, 1994
6.1.27 Section 9 Public Service Act provides that, “an executive authority may

appoint any person in his or her department in accordance with this Act and

in such manner and on such conditions as may be prescribed.”
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6.1.28 Section 12A allows executive authorities (Ministers/Premiers) to appoint

6.1.29

6.1.30

6.1.31

persons on contract for policy considerations, such as advising policy
development or official duties. These roles are limited to two (02) full-time
equivalents per Authority, with terms not exceeding their tenure, subject to

Cabinet-Determined limits on remuneration.

Public Service Regulations, 2016

In accordance with the provisions of Regulation 4 the Minister may:

(a) under justifiable circumstances, authorise a deviation from any

regulation; and

(b) if necessary, authorise a deviation contemplated in a paragraph (a) with

retrospective effect for purposes of ensuring equality.

Regulation 66(2) states that subject to the appointment criteria in Regulation
67(5)(b) to (d), an executive authority may fill a post in the Office of the
executive authority, Deputy President or a Deputy Minister in terms of sub-
regulation (1) without advertising the post and without convening a selection

panel as contemplated in regulations 65 and 67 respectively.

Regulation 67(9) states that before deciding on an appointment or the filling
of a post, an executive authority shall satisfy himself or herself that due
processes have been complied with, the candidate qualifies in all respects
for the post and that his or her claims in his or her application for the post
have been verified as directed by the Minister and record that verification in

writing.
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6.1.32

6.1.33

6.1.34

6.1.35

Department of Public Service and Administration (DPSA) Circular No.

51 of 2024: Appointment and Conditions of Service of Special Advisers

The Circular, in summary, acts as a guideline for the Executive Authorities
intending to appoint Special Advisers. Special Advisers offer strategic
counsel to the Executive Authorities regarding the execution or performance
of their duties in developing policies that will advance the objectives of the
relevant Department. Consequently, the Executive Authorities are directed
by the Circular to seek skills or expertise that are not available within the
relevant Department, ensuring that resources are not duplicated but rather
are complementary, valuable, and focused on achieving the priorities and

objectives mandated for the Department.

The Employment Management Circular 47 of 2024 (Circular 47 of 2024)

Paragraph 6.4 of the Circular 47 of 2024, states that the primary requirement
is that appointments in the office of the Executives are filled by individuals
who are suitably qualified and meet all the requirements of the job.
Consequently, Departments and Executive Authorities must adhere to all

the inherent requirements as specified.

Directive on Human Resource Management and Development for

Public Service Professionalisation Volume 01 (Directive Volume 1)

In terms of section 1.15 of the Directive Volume 1, the minimum experience
required for appointment to the SMS, excluding specialist roles that do not
carry managerial responsibilities, is at least five (05) years of experience at

a senior managerial level.

Section 1.16, states that in appointing persons within the SMS, departments
shall consider the following four assessment criteria as a minimum in

determining senior managerial experience:
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6.1.36

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

an applicant’s managerial ability and level of personnel oversight;

an applicant's fiscal responsibility and budgetary capabilities;

an applicant's leadership track record and strategic planning

expertise, and

an applicant's role in previously or currently occupied position(s), vis-
a-vis operational and the managerial responsibilities of the potential

job.

Paragraph 1.17 of Directive Volume 01 further states that for the purposes

of appointment into the SMS at salary level 13, excluding those that are

centrally determined, departments should consider the following in terms of

Middle Management experience, which may be determined by assessing

the current and previous experience of an applicant in line with:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

the extent to which an applicant has managed people (span of control);

how an applicant has been involved in the budgetary process and the

management of finances;

how an applicant has led in their current and previous posts and to
what extent have they been involved in strategic planning and project

management as a leader; and
the complexity of the post/s applicant has currently and previously

occupied, and the operational expectations versus managerial

responsibilities.
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6.1.37

6.1.38

6.1.39

6.1.40

Analysis

The evidence before the Public Protector indicates that on 06 September
2024, during the National Assembly Internal Question Paper [no.9-2024,
First Session, Seventh Parliament], the Complainant enquired from Mr
Steenhuisen, then Minister of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural
Development, whether he had deviated from the standard recruitment
policies for by appointing four (04) individuals who allegedly lacked the
prescribed educational qualifications,, the requisite experience for

appointment, or both for positions within his office.

In response, Mr Steenhuisen disputed that there was a deviation from the
normal recruitments and selection of advisors and staff in the office of the

Minister of Agriculture.

The Public Protector's investigation was therefore required to determine
whether the Minister's response was dishonest or wilfully misleading to
Parliament, as alleged by the Complainant, and consequently whether his
conduct constituted improper conduct in terms of section 182(1)(a) of the
Constitution and a breach of clauses 2.3(a), (b), (c) and (h) of the Executive
Ethics Code. This required an assessment of whether the four individuals
had in fact been appointed contrary to the applicable legislative and
regulatory framework governing appointments in the offices of Executive

Authorities.

The investigation reveals that the Department identified four prospective
candidates for appointment to the positions of Special Adviser, Private and
Appointment Secretary, Parliamentary Liaison Officer and Media Liaison
Officer. However, before any appointments could be affected, a
memorandum was prepared by the Department recommending that Mr
Steenhuisen obtains approval from the Minister of Public Service and

Administration for a deviation from the prescribed minimum qualification and
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6.1.41

6.1.42

6.1.43

experience requirements applicable to those positions. Acting on that
recommendation, Mr Steenhuisen submitted a formal request for deviation

to the Minister of Public Service and Administration on 16 August 2024.

The applicable legal framework permits an Executive Authority to appoint
staff in his or her office, subject to compliance with the Public Service Act,
1994 and the Public Service Regulations, 2016. While Regulation 66
permits appointments without advertising or convening a selection panel,
Regulation 67(9) requires an Executive Authority to satisfy himself or herself
that the prescribed recruitment processes have been followed and that a
candidate meets all the requirements for appointment before making such

appointment.

Similarly, paragraph 6.4 of Employment Management Circular 47 of 2024
requires that appointments in the offices of Executive Authorities be made
only where candidates are suitably qualified and meet the inherent
requirements of the post. Circular No. 51 of 2024 further provides guidance
on the appointment of Special Advisers and requires Executive Authorities
to appoint individuals whose expertise complements existing departmental
capacity. In addition, section 1.15 of the Directive on Human Resource
Management and Development for Public Service Professionalisation
Volume 1 prescribes a minimum of five years' senior managerial experience
for appointments to the Senior Management Service, while sections 1.16
and 1.17 prescribe the criteria to be considered in assessing the required

managerial experience.

The investigation further establishes that, after considering the Mr
Steenhuisen’s request, the Minister of Public Service and Administration
declined to approve the requested deviation the basis that the nominated
candidates did not satisfy the prescribed qualification and/or experience

requirements for the respective positions. The Department was accordingly
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6.1.44

6.1.45

6.1.46

directed to comply with the applicable legislative and policy prescripts

governing such appointments.

Significantly, the evidence obtained during the investigation demonstrates
that, following the refusal of the deviation request, none of the four
nominated individuals were appointed. Mr Ramasodi confirmed that none of
the candidates were appointed on a permanent, temporary or fixed-term
basis and that a review of the Department's human resource records
confirmed that none appeared on the Personnel and Salary Administration
System (PERSAL). Mr Steenhuisen similarly maintained that none of the
four individuals occupied positions within the Ministry and that his

Parliamentary response reflected that factual position.

Although the investigation indicates that some of the nominated candidates
did not possess the prescribed qualifications and/or experience required by
the applicable legislative and policy framework, the evidence equally
demonstrates that those deficiencies were identified during the appointment
process, the required deviation was refused, and no appointments were
ultimately made. Consequently, there is no evidence that Mr Steenhuisen
appointed individuals in contravention of the Public Service Act, the Public
Service Regulations, Circular 47 of 2024, Circular No. 51 of 2024 or the
Directive on Human Resource Management and Development for Public

Service Professionalisation Volume 1.

The evidence before the Public Protector shows that Minister Steenhuisen’s
response to the question raised by the Complainant, to the effect that none
of the individuals in question were appointed as the request for deviation
was declined is factually correct. This was confirmed by Mr Ramasodi in his
letter dated 11 May 2026 that the four individuals were not appointed by the
Department in any capacity whether it be permanent/ fixed term contract or
temporary. It was also confirmed that the four individuals were not captured
on PERSAL.
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6.1.47

6.1.48

6.1.49

6.1.50

Contrary to the Complainant’'s assertion that Minister Steenhuisen was
dishonest and misleading when he replied to the Parliamentary question
relating to the appointment of the four individuals, the Public Protector could
not find any evidence to suggest that the Minister’s response to the question
raised by the Complainant was in contravention of Clauses 2.3 (a), (b) and
(c) of the Executive Ethics Code. These provisions of the Ethics Code
requires that a member of the Executive, in this instance, Minister
Steenhuisen, may not wilfully mislead the legislature, the President or the
Premier to which they are accountable and may not act in a way that is

inconsistent with their position.

Having established that the four (04) individuals were not appointed in any
capacity by Minister Steenhuisen and the Department and taking into
account that they were not captured on the PERSAL system, the Public
Protector could not find any evidence of the improper use of any allowance

or payment.

Conclusion

Having considered the totality of evidence and the applicable legal
framework, the Public concludes that there is no evidence that Mr
Steenhuisen was dishonest and misleading when he responded to a written
question posed in the National Assembly Internal Question Paper [No.9-
2024] First Session, Seventh Parliament on 06 September 2024 relating to
the alleged irregular appointment of four individuals in senior positions in

the Ministry of Agriculture.

Accordingly, Mr Steenhuisen did not breach Clauses 2.3 (a), (b), (c) and (h)
of the Executive Ethics Code in his response, to the Complainant’s
questions as per the National Assembly Internal Question Paper [No. 9-
2024 Seventh Parliament] on 06 September 2024.
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6.1.51

6.2

6.2.1.

6.2.2.

6.2.3

The reply was in line with the factual evidence that the four (04) individuals
recommended by Minister Steenhuisen as the proposed candidates were
not appointed within his Ministry because the deviation request was denied
by the Minister for the Public Service and Administration, on 02 September
2024 due to either insufficient educational qualifications for the position, lack

of necessary experience for the appointment, or both.

Whether the Mr Steenhuisen, the Minister of Agriculture irregularly
appointed Mr Roman Cabanac, to the role of Chief of Staff, while
receiving compensation from taxpayers’ funds despite seemingly not
performing any work and, if so, whether such conduct was improper
in terms of section 182(1)(a) of the Constitution and amounts to
maladministration in terms of section 6(4)(a)(i) of the Public Protector
Act.

Common cause

Mr Cabanac was appointed as a Chief of Staff in the Ministry of Agriculture
on 08 August 2024.

Issue in dispute

The issue for the Public Protector's determination is whether Mr
Steenhuisen appointed Mr Cabanac to the position of Chief of Staff in
accordance with the applicable recruitment and selection processes of the
Department and whether Mr Cabanac received remuneration despite

seemingly not performing any work.

The Complainant’s version

The Complainant alleges that, alongside the appointment of four individuals

by Minister Steenhuisen, he also designated Mr Roman Cabanac, as his
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6.2.4

6.2.5

6.2.6

6.2.7

6.2.8

Chief of Staff. Minister Steenhuisen has indicated that he requested Mr
Cabanac to resign. Currently, Mr Cabanac has not resigned and continues
to receive compensation from taxpayer funds while seemingly not

performing any work.

The Department’s version

A Notice in terms of Rule 23(1) of the Public Protector Rules, dated 05
December 2024 was issued to Mr Ramasodi requesting him to provide a
written response to the allegations raised by the Complainant supported by

documentation which has a bearing on the matter.

On 23 January 2025, Mr Ramasodi responded to the Public Protector’s

Notice and states that:

The appointment of Mr Cabanac as Chief of Staff was executed in
accordance with the regulations governing recruitment processes and
procedures within the Public Service, as detailed in the Department of
Public Service and Administration, Employment Management Circular 47 of
2024, dated 11 July 2024;

In line with the stipulations of the Public Service Regulations, 2016, as
amended, particularly Regulation 66(2), and subject to the appointment
criteria outlined in Regulation 67(5)(b) to (d), an executive authority is
permitted to fill a position within their office as per sub-regulation (1) without
the necessity of advertising the position or assembling a selection panel as
described in Regulations 65 and 67, respectively. Consequently, the

position of Chief of Staff was not advertised;

Moreover, Mr Cabanac's application for the Chief of Staff role fulfilled the

appointment criteria as specified in the job description for the position;
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6.2.9

6.2.10

6.2.11

6.2.12

6.2.12.1

6.2.12.2

All necessary personnel suitability checks, which encompassed citizenship
verification, criminal and credit record checks, verification of educational
qualifications, and reference checks, were completed prior to his
appointment. Additionally, Mr Cabanac successfully completed the
competency assessment and obtained the Nyukela certificate, as mandated
for senior management positions. His application for security clearance has

been submitted and was in process;

Mr Cabanac met all the required appointment requirements and as such his
appointment was finalised in accordance with the relevant prescripts; and
The Department did not remunerate Mr Cabanac without performing any

duties.

Documentary evidence submitted by Mr Ramasodi

Mr Ramasodi provided the following documentary evidence in support of his

response:

Memorandum for the appointment of Mr Cabanac, dated 06 August 2024

On 06 August 2024, Ms Kgang, submitted a memorandum to Minister
Steenhuisen, titled: “Memorandum: Appointment of Mr Roman Andre
Cabanac to the position of Chief of Staff (Salary Level 14) in the office of
the Honourable Minister of Department of Agriculture, Mr JH Steenhuisen”,
requesting approval for the appointment of Mr Cabanac as the Chief of Staff

in the office of Minister Steenhuisen.

The memorandum states that the appointment will be on a contract basis
from the date of approval, aligned with the term of the Minster, without the
need for advertising. Additionally, Mr Steenhuisen was requested to sign
the appointment letter and employment contract for Mr Cabanac as Chief of

Staff, should he concur with the contents of the memorandum.
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6.2.12.3

6.2.12.4

6.2.12.5

6.2.12.6

6.2.12.7

The memorandum also details the qualifications and relevant experience
required for the position of Chief of Staff, as well as the competency
assessment results pertaining to Mr Cabanac and his qualifications and

relevant experience.

The requirements to be appointed as Chief of Staff are outlined in the job
description of the position. The requirements are listed as follows: Formal
qualifications a Bachelor's Degree/ Advanced Diploma in Public
Administration/ Public Management/ Political Science/ Development
Studies (NQF7) or an equivalent qualification and 3-5 years’ experience on

a senior managerial level.

Competency Assessment Report

Prior to Mr Cabanac's appointment as Chief of Staff, he underwent Pre-
employment Suitability Checks in accordance with Public Service
Regulation 57(1)(c). These checks involved the verification of citizenship,
financial records, qualifications, reference checks and in addition thereto a

competency assessment.

According to the Competency Assessment Report Mr Cabanac was
deemed competent in strategic capability and leadership. The report noted
that Mr Cabanac recognised the significance of stakeholder involvement
and consultation in securing buy-in for organisational transformation, which

is a critical competency for the role of Chief of Staff.

Z83 Form and Curriculum Vitae of Mr Cabanac

The Z83 Form was duly completed and signed by Mr Cabanac on 16 July

2024, and the attached Curriculum Vitae contains the following recorded

and/or reflected information:
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6.2.12.8

6.2.12.9

()

He is a citizen of South Africa;

He earned his Bachelor of Laws (LLB) in 2018 from the University of
Witwatersrand. He possesses fourteen (14) years of managerial
experience in the private sector, having served as a sole director at
Independent Legal Consultant, a Campaign Director at Dear South

Africa, and a Co-Director at Morning Shot;

On 25 July 2024, he successfully completed the Nyukela Public
Service SMS Pre-entry Programme, which is offered by the National

School of Government of the Republic of South Africa;

He has never been convicted or found guilty of any criminal offence,
including any admission of guilt, and there are no pending criminal

cases against him; and

He has never been dismissed for misconduct in the Public Sector nor
has he resigned from a recent position while pending any disciplinary

proceedings.

Appointment Letter

The appointment letter signed by Mr Steenhuisen dated 07 August 2024,

notified Mr Cabanac of his appointment to the position of Chief of Staff on a

contractual basis. The letter outlined the terms and conditions and

paragraph 9 specified that Mr Cabanac's employment is contingent upon

obtaining a security clearance, in accordance with the Minimum Information

Security Standards established by the Minister of State Security.

Mr Cabanac was instructed to complete the necessary security vetting

documentation and submit it to the Director: Physical and Special Events

within ten (10) working days.
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6.2.12.10

6.2.12.11

6.2.13

6.2.13.1

6.2.14

Employment Contract

On 08 August 2024, Mr Steenhuisen and Mr Cabanac entered into an
employment agreement in which Mr Cabanac was properly informed of his
duties and key performance areas outlined in the performance agreement.
The employment contract states he is required to adhere to any statutory
obligations relevant to the role of Chief of Staff. Further that Mr Cabanac
must undergo a security clearance and a probationary period as stipulated
in the Regulations. The employment contract will conclude upon the
expiration of the term or any extended term, dismissal, resignation after

fulfilling the necessary notice period, and/or death.

Mr Cabanac was employed as Chief of Staff in the Ministry of Agriculture
from 07 August 2024 and has been remunerated for services rendered in

his official capacity.

Mr Steenhuisen’s response

On 31 January 2025, Mr Steenhuisen responded to the Public Protector’s
Notice issued in terms of Rule 23(1) of the Public Protector Rules, and

states that:

The appointment of Mr Cabanac was done as per the prescripts of the
recruitment process and procedures. These are outlined in Circular 47 of
2024 under the control of the Department of Public Service and

Administration.

Information independently sourced

In addition to the Parliamentary National Assembly Internal Question Paper
[No. 9-2024] on 06 September 2024, of the Complainant, the Minister was

questioned through National Assembly Internal Question Paper [No. 26-
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6.2.14.1

6.2.14.2

6.2.14.3

6.2.14.4

6.2.15

6.2.15.1

6.2.15.2

6.2.15.3

2025], Seventh Parliament on 13 June 2025, by Ms Kobe, who is a Member

of Parliament representing ActionSA as follows:

What are the reasons for the termination of the contract of a certain person

(details furnished);

Whether any public funds were utilised in issuing the specified person with
a severance package or so-called golden handshake, if not, what is the

position in this regard, if so, what are the relevant details;

Whether the person was remunerated during the past several months of
employment, if not, what is the position in this regard, if so, what (a) total
amount and (b) work and/or deliverables were produced during the specified

period; and

Whether he considers the expenditure on the salary of the person to be
justified, particularly in light of concerns that the person may not have
fulfiled the relevant functions, thus potentially constituting wasteful
expenditure, if not, what is the position in this regard, if so, what are the

relevant details?

Mr Steenhuisen’s response is recorded in a written manner on the National
Assembly Internal Question Paper [No. 26-2025], Seventh Parliament on 13
June 2025, as follows:

Negative finding of security clearance.

No. No severance package was paid.

Yes, R1 270 126.63.
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6.2.15.4

6.2.15.5

6.2.16

6.2.17

6.2.18

Mr Cabanac performed his official duties as the Chief of Staff in the Office
of the Ministry of Agriculture.

Yes, Mr Cabanac fulfilled the functions as Chief of Staff.

On 04 June 2025, Mr Cabanac utilised his social media platform X,
previously known as Twitter, to share a video in which he provided an
update. He informed his followers that he received a letter terminating his
position as Chief of Staff to the Minister of Agriculture. He expressed his
belief that there are several issues with the termination letter and indicated
that he would be considering his options, promising to provide further
updates on the matter. The termination of his contract was later confirmed
by a News24 online article on 05 June 2025, authored by Jason Flexi titled:

"Roman Cabanac sacked as Steenhuisen's chief of staff on his birthday".

On 04 August 2025, the PoliticsWeb site published a Notice in accordance
with section 3(1) of the Institution of Legal Proceedings Against Certain
Organs of State Act 40 of 2002, regarding Mr Cabanac and the Department
of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural Development, concerning the

unlawful termination of a contract.

Notice of termination of Mr Cabanac’s employment contract

The Public Protector Investigation Team received a copy of the employment
contract termination from the Mr Steenhuisen's office on 16 April 2026. In
summary, the Notice of Termination indicates that Mr Cabanac's
employment was terminated due to the denial of his top-secret security
clearance by the State Security Agency, as the role of Chief of Staff
necessitates a top-secret security clearance, nothing less. The termination
was effective immediately and Mr Cabanac acknowledged receipt of the
Notice on 04 June 2025.
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6.2.19

6.2.20

6.2.21

Applicable Law

Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996

Section 2 of the Constitution states that the Constitution is the supreme law
of the Republic and that law or conduct inconsistent with it is invalid and the

obligations imposed by it must be fulfilled.

Section 195(1) of the Constitution provides that public administration must
be governed by the democratic values and principles enshrined in the

Constitution, including the following principles:

(@) A high standard of professional ethics must be promoted and
maintained.

(b) Efficient, economic and effective use of resources must be promoted.

(c) ... ;

(d) ... ;

(e) ...... ;

(f) Public administration must be accountable.

(g  ...... ;

(h) Good human resource management and career development
practices, to maximise human potential, must be cultivated.

(i) Public administration must be broadly representative of the South
African people, with employment and personnel management
practices, based on ability, objectivity, fairness and the need to

redress the imbalances of the past to achieve broad representation.
Public Service Regulations, 2016, as amended
Regulation 66(2) of the PSR states that subject to the appointment criteria
in Regulation 67(5)(b) to (d), an executive authority, Deputy President, or a

Deputy Minister by means of an appointment in terms of sub-regulation (1)
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6.2.22

6.2.23

6.2.24

without advertising the post and without convening a selection panel as

contemplated in Regulations 65 and 67 respectively.

Regulation 67 of the PSR authorises an executive authority shall appoint a
selection committee to make a recommendation on the appointment to a

post.

Regulation 67(5) of the PSR states that the selection committee shall make

a recommendation on the suitability of a candidate after considering only-

(b) the inherent requirements of the post;

(c) the department’s employment equity plan as contemplated in regulation
27;

(d) in respect of candidates applying for posts from salary level 9 and

above-

(i) the level of understanding of the relevant departmental mandates;
(i) the ability to identify problems and find innovative solutions; and

(iii) the ability to work in a team.

Regulation 67(9) of the PSR requires that before making a decision on an

appointment or the filling of a post, an executive authority shall —

(a) satisfy himself or herself that due processes have been complied with,
the candidate qualifies in all respects for the post and that his or her
claims in his or her application for the post have been verified as directed
by the Minister; and

(b) record that verification in writing.
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6.2.25

6.2.26

6.2.27

6.2.28

Employment Management Circular 47 of 2024

Paragraph 6.4 of the Circular 47 of 2024, states that the primary requirement
is that appointments in the office of the Executives are filled by individuals
who are suitably qualified and meet all the requirements of the job.
Consequently, Departments and EAs must adhere to all the inherent

requirements as specified.

Directive on Human Resource Management and Development for

Public Service Professionalisation Volume 01 (Directive Volume 1)

In terms of section 1.15 of the Directive Volume 1, the minimum experience
required for appointment to the SMS, excluding specialist roles that do not
carry managerial responsibilities, is at least five (05) years of experience at

a senior managerial level.

In terms of Directive Volume 01, specifically, paragraph 1.16, states that in
appointing persons within the SMS, departments shall consider the
following four assessment criteria as a minimum in determining senior

managerial experience:

(@) an applicant’'s managerial ability and level of personnel oversight.

(b) an applicant's fiscal responsibility and budgetary capabilities.

(c) an applicant's leadership track record and strategic planning
expertise, and

(d) an applicant's role in previously or currently occupied position(s), vis-
a-vis operational and the managerial responsibilities of the potential

job.

Paragraph 1.17 of Directive Volume 01 further states that for the purposes
of appointment into the SMS at salary level 13, excluding those that are

centrally determined, departments should consider the following in terms of
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6.2.29

6.2.30

Middle Management experience, which may be determined by assessing

the current and previous experience of an applicant in line with:

(a) the extentto which an applicant has managed people (span of control);

(b) how an applicant has been involved in the budgetary process and the
management of finances;

(c) how an applicant has led in their current and previous posts and to
what extent have they been involved in strategic planning and project
management as a leader; and

(d) the complexity of the post/s applicant has currently and previously
occupied, and the operational expectations versus managerial

responsibilities.

Analysis

The evidence before the Public Protector confirms that Mr Cabanac was
appointed to the position of Chief of Staff on 08 August 2024 in line with the
provisions of Regulation 67(5)(b) to (d) of the Public Service Regulations,
2016 (as amended), which states that an executive authority may fill a post
in the office of the executive authority, without advertising and without
convening a selection panel. Therefore, the appointment of Mr Cabanac

was in accordance with these applicable prescripts.

The evidence confirms that Mr Cabanac was appointed on the grounds that
he possesses the necessary and pertinent qualifications and/or experience
for the role of Chief of Staff. Mr Cabanac holds an LLB degree, an NQF
Level 7 qualification, and has accumulated five years of senior managerial
experience. Evidently, Mr Cabanac's appointment aligns with the
stipulations outlined in Circular 47 of 2024 and the Directive on Human
Resource Management and Development for Public Service

Professionalisation which provides that appointments in the office of the
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6.2.31

6.2.32

6.2.33

6.2.34

Executives are filled by individuals who are suitably qualified and meet all

the requirements of the job.

The evidence further indicates that Mr Cabanac successfully completed a
competency assessment, which deemed him competent in both strategic
planning and leadership abilities, which constitutes one of the four essential
criteria that the Department must consider when assessing senior

managerial experience as required in Directive Volume 1.

The Public Protector could not find any evidence which contradicts the
versions of both Mr Steenhuisen and Mr Ramasodi that Mr Cabanac
received compensation for executing his responsibilities as Chief of Staff.
Mr Steenhuisen responded to the National Assembly Internal Question
Paper [No. 26-2025], Seventh Parliament on 13 June 2025, that Mr
Cabanac performed his official duties as the Chief of Staff in the Office of
the Ministry of Agriculture.

Having considered the information and evidence obtained during the
investigation and the legal framework, the Public concludes that the
Department followed the correct recruitment process in the appointment of
Mr Cabanac to the role of Chief of Staff on 08 August 2024, as he was
considered suitably qualified and fulfilled all job requirements, in line with
the stipulations of paragraph 6.4 of Circular 47 of 2024. Mr Cabanac holds
an NQF 7 qualification and has five (05) years of senior management
experience. The educational qualifications and necessary experience for

the Chief of Staff position are detailed in section 1.15 of Directive Volume 1.

Furthermore the appointment of Mr Cabanac was made in line with the
provisions of Regulation 66(2) which states that subject to the appointment
criteria in Regulation 67(5)(b) to (d), an executive authority, may make an

appointment in terms of sub-regulation (1) without advertising the post and
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6.2.35

7.1.

7.1.1

71.2

without convening a selection panel as contemplated in Regulations 65 and

67 respectively.

There is no evidence that Mr Cabanac failed to perform his duties while

receiving remuneration as the Chief of Staff.

FINDINGS

Having regard to the evidence, the regulatory framework determining the
standards that Mr Steenhuisen should have complied with, and the impact

on good administration, the Public Protector is making the following findings:

Whether the Minister of Agriculture was dishonest and misleading
when he responded to a written question posed in the National
Assembly Internal Question Paper [No.9-2024 ] First Session, Seventh
Parliament on 06 September 2024 relating to his alleged irregular
appointment of four individuals in senior positions in the Ministry of
Agriculture and, if so, whether such conduct is improper in terms of
section 182(1)(a) of the Constitution and amounts to a breach of
Clauses 2.3 (a), (b), (c) and (h) of the Executive Ethics Code.

The allegation that the Mr Steenhuisen was dishonest and misleading when
he responded to the question asked by the Complainant pertaining to
whether he deviated from the normal recruitment policies for advisors and
staff in his office by appointing four (04) individuals who lacks either the
educational requirement for appointment, the requisite experience for

appointment and/or both is, not substantiated.

The Public Protector could not find any evidence that Mr Steenhuisen was
dishonest and misleading when he responded to a written question posed
in the National Assembly Internal Question Paper [No.9-2024] First Session,
Seventh Parliament on 06 September 2024.
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7.1.5

7.1.6
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requirements under the applicable legislative and policy framework, these
deficiencies were identified during the recruitment and selection process
prior to any appointments being made. A request for deviation from the
requirements was submitted by Mr Steenhuisen to the Minister for Public
Service and Administration to appoint Ms Steyn, Ms Christians, Mr Kruger
and Ms McCord as Special Adviser, Private and Appointment Secretary,
Parliamentary Liaison Officer and Media Liaison Officer, to his office
respectively. The Minister for Public Service and Administration refused the

request for deviation.

Following the refusal of the deviation request, no appointments were made
to the positions in question. This is supported by departmental records and
verification against the Personnel and Salary Administration System
(PERSAL), which reflect that none of the nominated individuals were

appointed in any capacity.

In the absence of any appointments or implementation of the proposed
deviations, there is no factual basis to conclude that Mr Steenhuisen acted
in breach of the Executive Ethics Code or the applicable legislative and

policy prescripts governing public service appointments.

In the circumstances, there is no evidence of any unlawful or irregular
appointments, and accordingly no basis to find a breach of the Executive
Ethics Code.

Furthermore, the investigation found no evidence that his response to
Parliamentary Questions was false, dishonest, or misleading. In particular,
the Public Protector could not find any evidence that Minister Mr
Steenhuisen was dishonest or misleading when he responded to a written
question posed in the National Assembly Internal Question Paper [No. 9—
2024], First Session, Seventh Parliament, on 06 September 2024. His
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7.1.8

7.2

7.2.1

7.2.2

7.2.3

7.24

response was consistent with the factual position that no appointments were

ultimately made following the refusal of the deviation request.

Accordingly, the conduct of based on the standard imposed by the
Executive Code, the Public Protector finds that no basis upon which to
conclude that Mr Steenhuisen breached Clauses 2.3 (a), (b), (c) and (h) of

the Executive Ethics Code.

Whether the Minister of Agriculture irregularly appointed Mr Roman
Cabanac, to the role of Chief of Staff, while receiving compensation
from taxpayers’ funds despite seemingly not performing any work
and, if so, whether such conduct was improper in terms of section
182(1)(a) of the Constitution and amounts to maladministration in
terms of section 6(4)(a)(i) of the Public Protector Act

The allegation that the Minister appointed Mr Roman Cabanac, to the role
of Chief of Staff, while receiving compensation from taxpayers’ funds

despite seemingly not performing any work is, not substantiated.

Mr Cabanac was duly assessed as suitably qualified, having met all
stipulated job requirements in accordance with paragraph 6.4 of Circular 47
of 2024. The Department adhered to the prescribed recruitment process in

appointing Mr Cabanac to the position of Chief of Staff on 08 August 2024.

The appointment of Mr Cabanac as Chief of Staff complied with Regulation
66(2), which permits an executive authority to effect such an appointment
without advertising the post or convening a selection panel as per
Regulations 65 and 67, provided the criteria in Regulation 67(5)(b) to (d) are

met.

The Public Protector could not find any evidence that Mr Cabanac failed to

perform his duties while receiving remuneration as the Chief of Staff.
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7.2.5

8.1

8.2

Based on the standard imposed by the Executive Code, the Public Protector
finds that there is no basis upon which to conclude that Mr Steenhuisen
breached Clauses 2.3 (a), (b), (c) and (h) of the Executive Ethics Code.

CONCLUSION

Rule 41(2) the Public Protector Rules provides that if the Complainant has
not responded within the prescribed time frame of 14 days, the Public
Protector may proceed with the closing of the file. The Complainant did not
submit any representations within the prescribed period, despite having

been afforded a reasonable opportunity to do so.

Accordingly, the Public Protector considers this matter closed in terms of
section 8(1) read with section 8(3) of the Public Protector Act and Rule 40(b)

of the Public Protector Rules.

s

ADV KHOLEKA GCALEKA
PUBLIC PROTECTOR
REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA
DATE: 30 JUNE 2026

Assisted by: Provincial Integration and Investigations: Coastal
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