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Executive summaryGlossary

Throughout this publication, the terms used have the following meanings:

performance for a 12 month period. 
STI differs from the target STI; 
which is reflective of the company’s 
policy regarding the potential STI 
earnings;

•	 Long-term incentive (LTI) – refers 
to all cash and equity-based awards 
that accrue to an individual based 
on company performance over a 
period longer than 12 months;

•	 Variable pay – refers to short-term 
incentives and long-term incentives;

Welcome to PwC’s third edition of the Executive 
directors’ remuneration – Practices and trends 
report: South Africa 2011. Executive remuneration 
remains a headline item on the boardroom agenda 
as it continues to have the interest of shareholders 
and the public as a whole. Whilst there is renewed 
focus on the amounts which executives are being 
paid, we continue to study trends around corporate 
governance practices that determine how and what 
they should be paid. 

In this publication, we report on trends 
in the remuneration paid to executive 
directors of companies listed on the 
Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE)
over the last 12 months. In addition, 
we have provided some food for 
thought on the executive remuneration 
issues facing companies at the current 
time including:

•	 Tackling the executive pay gap;

•	 Matters to consider when designing 
and implementing variable pay 
structures; and

•	 How corporate governance 
principles and regulation are 
changing the structure of executive 
remuneration.

•	 Total guaranteed package (TGP) 
– refers to all components of 
remuneration that are guaranteed, 
including base salary and benefits 
that typically accrue on a monthly 
basis (pension, medical, and car 
allowance among others);

•	 Base salary – refers to TGP less the 
value of guaranteed benefits;

•	 Short-term incentive (STI) – refers 
to all cash based payments that 
are paid to an individual based 
on company and individual 

•	 Total remuneration (TR) – refers 
to the TGP plus the short-term 
incentive; 

•	 Total earnings (TE) – refers to 
the TGP plus both the short-
term incentive and the long-term 
incentive pay; and

•	 Executive directors – refers to 
members of the board of directors 
who are also full-time salaried 
employees.
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Gerald Seegers

For the first time, we have also looked 
at the profile of executive directors 
of JSE-listed companies – how many 
there are, their age, ethnic background 
and gender. Interestingly, the median 
age of an executive director is just 49 
and only 10% of executive directors 
are African, Coloured and Indian 
(ACI). From a gender perspective, the 
position is concerning, as only 4.2% of 
executive directors are women. Given 
the global focus on gender diversity 
in the boardroom, it is likely that this 
issue will become more prominent in 
South Africa in the months to come. 

In terms of remuneration paid 
to executive directors, we have 
found that the vast majority of JSE-
listed companies provide a mix 
of components – TGP, short-term 
incentives and long-term incentives. 

We are seeing a greater emphasis on 
variable pay and plans being structured 
in a way that focuses more on company 
performance. However, affordability 
remains a key factor.

The remuneration levels seen in the 
market very much depend upon the 
size of the company and the particular 
industry in which it sits. Overall, 
remuneration levels have increased 
over the last 12 months and the 
increases have been more significant 
than those seen in the previous 12 
months.

For large-cap companies we have seen 
increases in both the TGP and short-
term incentives. At the median level, 
TGP has increased to R4.8 million and 
short-term incentives to R3.8 million. 
Both increases should be compared 
against fairly stagnant growth levels in 
the prior period.

Increases of similar levels have also 
been seen at medium-cap companies, 
with TGP increasing at the median 
level to R3.2 million and short-term 
incentives, also at the median level, 
increasing to R2.4 million. 

The story for small-cap companies 
is slightly different, in that some 
industries have experienced growth 
in remuneration levels whereas 
others have actually seen decreases 
in remuneration. The overall result 
is a decrease at the median level in 
both TGP and short-term incentives. 

The median TGP is R1.89 million, and 
the median short-term incentive is 
R687, 000.

In AltX companies, the TGP levels have 
remained relatively stable, but we have 
seen increases in short-term incentives 
with the median short-term incentive 
being at R367, 000.

What are we expecting to happen 
in the executive remuneration 
field during 2011? With economic 
conditions continuing to improve in 
a number of industries, it is unlikely 
that remuneration levels will fall and 
we will continue to see significant 
increases. However, with executive 
remuneration being subjected to more 
and more scrutiny and shareholders 
being afforded a bigger say on 
remuneration, companies should 
expect to receive more challenge 
around what is being paid to executive 
directors and why. Increases afforded 
to executives that widen the pay 
gap are increasingly being tabled as 
major concerns by shareholders and 
regulatory authorities and this is one 
issue which will not go away.

We hope that you will find this 
publication and the issues it raises 
interesting and of assistance. 

Gerald Seegers 
Director: Human Resources Services

Information

Sources of information

The data set out in this publication is drawn from information 
publicly available on 30 April 2011 (the ‘cut off date’). The 
information has been taken from the annual reports of 384 
companies that are listed on the JSE.

Format of information 
and definitions

Remuneration levels rarely follow a 
normal distribution curve. For this 
reason, we have used a quartile/
percentile range in preference to 
averages and standard deviations that 
assume normality.
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These quartiles/percentiles are defined 
as: 

•	 Lower quartile (25th percentile)

75% of the sample earns more and 
25% earn less than this level;

•	 Median (50th percentile)

50% of the sample earns more and 
50% of the sample earns less than 
this level; and

•	 Upper quartile (75th percentile)

25% of the sample earns more and 
75% earn less than this level.

Since the introduction of this 
annual publication in June 2009, 
our belief remains that there is no 
direct correlation between market 
capitalisation – calculated by reference 
to the number of shares in issue and 
the prevailing share price – and the 
remuneration of directors. 

However, we are of the view that 
market capitalisation is a good proxy 
for size and complexity, and is an 
appropriate metric to set peer groups 
and for benchmarking purposes. It 
is against this backdrop that data is 
analysed in terms of:

•	 Large-cap

The top 40 JSE-listed companies, 
valued by means of market 
capitalisation;

•	 Medium-cap

41 to 100 of the JSE-listed 
companies, valued by means of 
market capitalisation; and

•	 Small-cap

101 to 384 of the JSE-listed 
companies, valued by means of 
market capitalisation.

Those companies that are listed on 
the AltX have been aggregated into 
the above valuations. Where the AltX 
is evaluated as a standalone group, it 
refers to 69 companies with a market 
value of R26.9 billion. 

In addition to analysing the 
remuneration paid to executive 
directors across the JSE as a whole, we 
have also analysed the remuneration 
paid by reference to four main 
industries (in addition to AltX) – 
basic resources, financial services, 
industrial and services. In respect of 
each industry, we have split the data in 
accordance with the market cap of the 
companies and the AltX. Further details 
about each industry and the sectors 
which make up that industry are set 
out in the annexure to this publication. 

The remuneration values expressed in 
this publication are the totals paid to 
executive directors, excluding the value 
of awards allocated under long-term 
incentive plans and gains made on the 
settlement of awards allocated under 
long-term incentive plans.

Where values are given, they are 
annual values in each case.

Terms used

The terms used throughout this 
publication are as set out in the 
glossary. 

Overview of remuneration

The last 12 months have brought with 
them mixed fortunes for South African 
companies. Some sectors have fared 
very well, producing high returns 
for shareholders and experiencing 
significant share price growth, whereas 
others have faced difficult economic 
conditions and have seen revenues fall 
quite substantially. In the 12 month 
period up to 30 April 2010, we saw 
increases in the total remuneration 
paid to executive directors of JSE-listed 
companies – but by a smaller amount 
than had been seen in previous years. 
This reflected the fortunes of those 
companies over the period in question. 

Introduction

During 2010 and into 2011, executive remuneration has 
continued to make the headlines – not least the amounts being 
paid to the executive directors of JSE-listed companies. 
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In the 12 month period up to 30 April 2011, overall we have seen more significant increases 
in both the TGP and total remuneration paid to executive directors but they vary quite 
considerably from industry to industry and across large-cap, medium-cap and small-cap 
companies.

Remuneration make up

The typical remuneration package of an executive director of a JSE-listed company consists 
of a number of different components. Each component has a different focus and purpose but 
cannot be considered in isolation – remuneration should be looked at holistically.

The diagram below summarises the main components of the typical remuneration package, 
as well as their key objectives:

• Creates a performance
culture
Supports short-term
operational objectives
Rewards achievement of
financial and personal
targets

•

•

Remuneration

TGPAd hoc

R
et

en
tio

n

STI

LTI

• Consists of base salary and
benefits
Payment for doing the day
job
Recognises status and
responsibilities
Provides basic benefits,
including retirement funding

•

•

•

• Retains key talent
Addresses the skills shortage•

• Sign on payments
‘Golden parachute’
payments
Restraint of trade payments

•

•

• Long-term focus
Alignment of executives and
shareholders

•

Typical mix

In this report, we have concentrated on three of the five 
components detailed above – TGP, short-term incentives and 
long-term incentives. 

In terms of how these three components fit together, based 
on the data available for large-cap JSE-listed companies at 
the median level and assuming on target performance (and 
based on expected value in the case of long-term incentives), 
it can be illustrated as follows:

When considering the mix between fixed and variable 
remuneration, as a general trend we are seeing more 
emphasis being placed on variable remuneration. With the 
increased focus in recent years on paying for performance 
and ensuring that remuneration paid bears some 
resemblance to the fortunes of the particular company and 
its shareholders, this is not surprising. 

CEOCEO CFO Executive

40%

30%

30%

49%

27%

24%

53%

26%

21%

TGP STI LTI

Reward mix

Based on the abovementioned mix of reward components, 
the ratio of TGP to variable pay can be illustrated as follows:

By way of comparison, for executive directors of UK FTSE-
100 listed companies, the reward mix for the CEO is shown 
to be the same as for those of South African companies, but 
the variable pay appears to be more aggressive in the case of 
UK companies for the CFO and other executive director 
positions. The data below is taken from an executive reward 
survey conducted by PwC UK during 2010:

CEOCEO CFO Executive

40%

60%

49%

51%

53%

47%

TGP Variable pay
Long-term incentive

South Africa – total guaranteed pay vs variable pay

CEOCEO CFO Executive

40%

60%

44%

55%

50%

50%

TGP Variable pay
Long-term incentive

UK – total guaranteed pay vs variable pay
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As the South African market generally 
follows the trends of the UK market, it 
will be interesting to see whether the 
remuneration mix shifts further.

TGP, short-term 
incentives and long-
term incentives

We explore the trends in respect of 
TGP and short-term incentives in 
detail later in this publication, and also 
provide insight on the trends seen in 
connection with long-term incentives. 
In this section, we consider the other 
remuneration components. 

Other remuneration 
components

As illustrated above, in addition to TGP, 
short-term incentives and long-term 
incentives, remuneration packages of 
executive directors also tend to include 
retention payments and other ad hoc 
payments.

Retention payments

In South Africa, retention continues 
to be a key issue. Attracting talent to 
organisations is one area in which 
remuneration plays a significant role 
and retaining that talent is another.

We tend to see retention payments 
taking one of two forms:

•	 Cash – either paid in instalments 
over a specified period, or paid 
upfront and subject to clawback if 
the individual leaves the company 
during the period; or

•	 Shares – through existing share-
based plans or specific plans 
established purely to deal with 
retention issues. 

In respect of share plans, we are 
observing more companies using a 
full share-type plan to make retention 
awards. This is discussed in more detail 
in the section dealing with variable 
pay later in this publication. This type 
of plan tends to work more effectively 
than an option-type plan as, if the 
company’s share price falls during the 
period, an option-type plan has no 
value and its retention effect will be 
limited as a consequence.

Under King III1, companies are 
required to include details of specific 
retention policies in their remuneration 
reports. 2 It also states that retention 
plans should be viewed as additional 
remuneration and should not 
replace existing long-term incentive 
arrangements. Whilst a large number 
of companies do operate retention 
plans, to date, disclosure has been 
patchy. However, the prevalence of 
such arrangements and the value of 
payments made under them will be 
monitored going forward.

Whether retention payments actually 
achieve their aim is another question. 
If a company is dead set on hiring a 
particular individual and he or she will 
forfeit a retention payment by leaving, 
there are instances where the company 
seeking to hire will ‘buy out’ that 
individual and ensure that he or she is 
not financially disadvantaged by the 
move. Arguably, this cuts through the 
concept of retention payments but we 
do not expect them to be abandoned by 
companies in the near future.

1 The third King Report on Governance for South 
Africa 2009 and its accompanying Code of 
Governance Principles for South Africa 2009, 
collectively referred to as “King III”.

2 Paragraph 176 of the King III report.

Ad hoc payments

Under the category of ad hoc 
payments, although less common than 
the other remuneration components, 
we see items such as restraint of trade 
payments, sign on payments and 
payments made on termination of 
employment – commonly referred to as 
‘golden parachute’ payments.

Sign on payments

Where an executive director is 
recruited to that position from 
outside the company, we often 
see certain sign on payments or 
bonuses being paid. The nature of 
the payments varies from lump sum 
cash payments made immediately 
on appointment, to staggered cash 
payments, to share awards. Usually, 
the rationale for making these 
payments is to compensate the 
individual for remuneration he or 
she has lost by joining the company, 
for example, retention payments or 
long-term incentives forfeited. More 
often than not, the payments made 
are conditional upon the individual 
meeting certain conditions, such as 
continued employment for a specified 
period, or agreeing to a restraint 
of trade provision. In addition, 
unconditional payments – often in cash 
– are made to attract the individual and 
are viewed as a cost of recruitment.

King III does not make specific 
reference to sign on payments. 
However, as the amounts involved 
can be substantial, to comply with 
the principles of transparency and 
accountability underpinning King III, it 
is important that the nature and value 
of the payments are clearly disclosed 
with the requisite level of detail and 
that shareholders support them.

Restraint of trade payments

A restraint of trade is put in place to 
ensure that key individuals are not 
enticed to leave the organisation 
and move into a position where they 
are competing with the organisation 
they were originally employed by. 
The implementation of the restraint 
of trade payment may occur upon 
employment or termination. However, 
the main principle is that it provides 
compensation in lieu of the contractual 
agreement to restrain from competing 
in the industry against the former 
employer. 

Similar to that of sign on payments, 
King III is not explicit about restraint of 
trade payments and a similar approach 
to the principles of transparency and 
disclosure should be followed.

Golden parachute payments

As a general rule, a special payment 
made on termination of employment 
without regard to the individual’s 

performance or the reason for 
termination is frowned upon, although 
there are examples seen in South 
Africa. King III states that “balloon 
payments on termination do not 
generally meet the requirements of 
a balanced and fair remuneration 
policy.”3 The general principle is 
that remuneration payments made 
should be determined by performance 
and should not unduly enrich the 
individual.

Examples of golden parachute 
payments include:

•	 A lump sum payment made to 
a retiring executive director to 
acknowledge his long service; and

•	 A lump sum payment made to an 
executive whose employment is 
terminated following a change 
of control over and above any 
retrenchment payments.

The disclosure of this type of payment 
made by South African companies 
can be opaque and it is difficult to 
obtain a clear understanding of the 
reason for the payment and whether 
it is justified. With the increased focus 
on executive remuneration and the 
calls for remuneration to be linked 
to performance, it will be interesting 
to monitor the trends around golden 
parachute payments.

3 Paragraph 162 of the King III report.
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Introduction

The gap between the remuneration paid to the executive 
directors of a company and that paid to other employees of that 
company – known as the ‘executive pay gap’ - is an issue hotly 
debated the world over. What is an appropriate gap and how 
that gap can be closed have become political issues and there 
are no easy answers. However, knowing and understanding 
what the executive pay gap is may be a good start.

The executive pay gap

The gap

The answer you receive when you ask 
what the executive pay gap is in South 
Africa depends on how you phrase 
that question. Comparing the TGP of 
the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of 
the company against the TGP of the 
lowest paid worker will give you one 
answer. However, comparing the total 
earnings (TE) of the CEO against the 
TE of the lowest paid worker will give 
you a very different result. Similarly, 
comparing the average amounts paid to 
executive directors against the average 
amounts paid to the general workforce 
will provide another slant on the issue. 

Therefore, when considering the executive pay gap at a company, you need to be 
very clear about who and what you are looking at.

In South Africa, the executive pay gap has been quoted as being as high as 300, 
meaning that the higher paid individual receives 300 times more than another for 
an honest day’s work. The executive pay gap at a large-cap JSE-listed company is 
likely to be greater than at a small-cap JSE-listed company as the CEOs are paid 
quite differently. 

To provide an indication of the executive pay gap in South Africa, we have looked 
at data collected in the REMchannelR database for the national all industries 
sector. The table below shows the executive pay gap for base salary and TGP. It 
compares the highest level for base salary and TGP at each quartile with the lowest 
level at that quartile.

Lower quartile Median Upper quartile

Base salary 95.11 123.06 153.41

TGP 90.07 100.98 116.99

If a comparison were to be drawn at the TE level, it is likely to be quite different 
as variable remuneration plays a much larger part in the remuneration paid to 
executives than it does at lower levels within an organisation.

Disclosure

With growing concern about the 
executive pay gap in South Africa 
and beyond, we are seeing increasing 
pressure for companies to disclose the 
executive pay gap in existence within 
their structure. For example, in the 
United States of America (USA) section 
953 of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street 
Reform and Consumer Protection Act 
of 2010 (the Dodd-Frank Act) requires 
relevant companies to disclose:

•	 The median of the annual total 
remuneration of all employees, 
other than the CEO;

•	 The annual total remuneration of 
the CEO; and

•	 The ratio of the median of the total 
annual employee remuneration to 
that of the CEO.
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Is there anything to be gained from South African companies being required to make such a disclosure? 

As with any contentious issue, there are pros and cons:

In support of disclosure Against disclosure

South Africa still has a relatively low minimum wage and the 
widening gap is indicative that the concern is not being dealt with 
equitably by employers.

This kind of disclosure may increase the complexity of executive 
remuneration instead of simplifying its disclosure.

The level of unemployment is considered to be high, not only for 
South Africa as a developing country, but also when compared to 
its peers. Job creation is now an imperative in South Africa and this 
ratio may add credence to the necessity to create jobs.

Disclosure may have unintended consequences and create 
alternative practices such as outsourcing of work normally 
performed by the lower paid workers externally to contractors or to 
low cost jurisdictions.

The reporting of these ratios may be meaningless, unless it is able to 
give cognisance to risk-based compensation, including variable pay 
which today accounts for a large portion of executive remuneration. 

When looking at executive remuneration trends (as discussed later 
in this publication), because the variable portion of most executives’ 
remuneration can account for a substantial portion of their pay, it 
can vary significantly year-on-year, requiring detailed explanation of 
such ratios. Further, there must be a consistent approach to valuing 
remuneration, particularly in the case of long-term incentives.

Ratios may deter performance-based remuneration and lead to 
unnecessary limits on executive remuneration.

Although the US found the need to impose legislation, there is 
possibly less need to do so in South Africa, as our executives may 
not be paid as much as their global counterparts.

Although the list of cons is longer than that of pros, some of the reservations around disclosure of the executive pay gap can 
be resolved if due consideration is given to what is being disclosed, there is a consistent approach and a detailed explanation 
provided. Using TGP, or base salary, as the basis rather than TE would alleviate some of the concerns, although it is 
questionable whether the information disclosed would then tell the full story. If South Africa were to require disclosure of the 
executive pay gap, detailed guidance and/or regulation around how to calculate the gap would need to be laid down. Without 
it, the disclosure would have little value.

Is there an answer?

Requiring companies to disclose 
information on the executive pay gap 
may provide an increased focus for this 
debate and some clarity around what 
the gap is in South Africa. However, 
of itself, it is unlikely to close that 
gap. Attention needs to remain on 
job creation and poverty alleviation 
rather than driving down the level of 
remuneration paid to the CEO. 

Ensuring that employees are paid a 
fair and proper amount for the job that 
they do is a principle which applies 
at both the top and the bottom of an 
organisation. At the top, recognition 
has to be given to the need to attract 
and then retain key talent to run South 
Africa’s biggest and most successful 
companies. The market for talent is 
global, and failing to have regard to 
remuneration levels paid elsewhere in 
the world will result in capable people 
bypassing South Africa. At the bottom, 
the pivotal role played by employees in 
the organisation cannot be forgotten 
and a fair wage paid for the job 
performed.
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Variable pay

The current structure

The structure of remuneration has continued to move to one 
where there is a significant component of variable pay. As 
illustrated on the next page, the typical remuneration model 
comprises of TGP and variable pay. TGP and short-term 
incentives are delivered in cash, while long-term incentives are 
usually delivered in shares. Long-term incentives are normally 
based on three year performance conditions and short-term 
incentives are based on annual performance.

Although fairly commonly used, the current incentive model poses certain 
challenges:

•	 Long-term incentives can be 
considered too complex by 
executives, largely out of their 
control. They therefore provide 
limited incentive effect until the few 
months before they vest; and

•	 As a result, the remuneration 
committee loses control over the 
total quantum of remuneration and 
may have difficulty reaching the 
right figure through the short-term 
incentive plan.

Calibration of
three year KPIs

One year KPIs
formula driven

LTI

STI

Three year
KPIs

Shares

Cash
Pressure to
fill the gap

Limited impact
until paid,
unpredictable
outcomes

Unlimited
consequences of
formulaic approach

Calibration
issues

C
ur

re
nt

 y
ea

r +1    +2    +3    +4    +5

•	 A formulaic approach to short-
term incentives leads to excessive 
complexity and loss of control over 
outcomes;

•	 The attempt to set long-term 
incentive targets over a three 
year time frame leads to complex 
calibration and intensive negotiation 
between remuneration committees, 
executives and shareholders – none 
of whom can be certain how tough 
the targets will turn out to be;
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Mixed reactions

The reactions to the effectiveness of 
remuneration, especially in light of 
the financial crisis that has gripped 
the world’s economies over the 
past two years, have been mixed. 
There are many sentiments that the 
underlying model is ineffective. The 
underlying model, which aims to drive 
shareholder value through greater 
alignment of managers’ interests 
with shareholder expectations, relies 
heavily on the use of incentives. 

The model is based on the principle 
that a conflict exists between 
managers and shareholders, and 
that the role of variable pay is 
to create a more long-term view 
among managers, aligning their 
decision-making behaviour with the 
objectives of the shareholder. Known 
as the agent-principle challenge, the 
principle aims to use variable pay as a 
mechanism to eliminate rent seeking 
behaviour and drive the performance 
of the organisation. 

Whilst the use of variable pay has been 
effective in some instances, the key 
arguments against the use of incentives 
are that:

•	 A lack of alignment between the 
incentive structure and meaningful 
performance measures results in 
arbitrary reward outcomes;

•	 Ever more complex pay-out 
formulae mean that the plans are 
often misunderstood and counter-
productive to the objective of setting 
clear and meaningful direction for 
employees;

•	 Incentives are often highly 
governance-driven, and lack 
company specific design guidelines 
resulting in a general ‘herding’ 
towards a one-size fits all approach; 
and

•	 The way in which directors and 
shareholders experience risk 
suggests that incentive plans are 
frequently designed to fail.

Short-term incentives 
– what are the tricky 
issues?

In designing a short-term incentive 
plan, a number of issues are likely to 
provide challenges for the organisation. 
Firstly, affordability is a key issue. 
The recent economic downturn has 
placed many organisations under a fair 
amount of pressure and the bonuses 
that were typically paid with ease have 
become a thing of the past. Companies 
have had to think long and hard 
about what sort of incentive payment 
is affordable under the changed 
economic conditions. It highlights 
the need to design a plan that is self-
funding and if the plan is a budgeted 
plan, the organisation needs to have a 
clear understanding of the incentive 
liability.

Secondly, the issue of participation 
continues to challenge organisations. 
The traditional thinking suggests that 
as one assumes greater responsibility 
in the organisation, so the exposure 
to the incentive structures increases. 
Is this universally appropriate? We 
think not. While it is true that there 
is a small group of people who play a 
leadership role in the organisations, 
the role of operational as opposed to 
strategic staff is a vital component of 
the overall business success. Thus, it 
would be careless not to incentivise the 
operational component of the business. 

Furthermore, if as we indicate earlier, 
the executive pay gap is a priority for 
South Africa as a whole, and more 
specifically the business sector, then 
implementing broader based incentive 
structures throughout the organisation 
should be a priority. Increased 
participation may help to provide a 
culture of equity and common purpose. 
And importantly, if the plan is self-
funding, then the liability is protected.

A further challenge is the role 
of performance measures or 
performance targets. As indicated 
by critics, the relationship between 
corporate performance and executive 
remuneration is critical, and is coming 
under increased scrutiny. An effective 
relationship between performance 
and remuneration can only take place 
where effective performance targets 
are put in place. These targets need to 
focus on business drivers that generate 
value for the organisation. 

Linked to the abovementioned 
challenge is the emerging use of 
clawback provisions. Would you give 
your bonus back? Not a thought one 
can swallow easily. However, given the 
lack of a robust link between corporate 
performance and short-term incentive 
payment outcomes, legislators in the 
USA have driven the concept of a 
clawback provision to recoup payment 
where there has been a material 
restatement in previous financial 
statements. Clawback provisions 

which emerged under the Sarbanes-
Oxley Act of 2002 (Sarbanes Oxley), 
but which appear to have gained far 
more traction under the recently 
passed Dodd-Frank Act, are likely to 
be used with a fair amount of vigour 
in the coming years where it becomes 
apparent that individuals have been 
inappropriately rewarded for what 
later turns out to be poor performance. 
The actions in the USA clearly indicate 
the intention to close the loop between 
corporate performance and executive 
remuneration.

Finally, the emergence of bonus 
deferral is a challenge that 
organisations will need to tackle when 
putting short-term incentive structures 
in place. Following the financial crisis, 
there has been a move to defer short-
term incentives over a period of one 
to three years. Put simply, a limit is 
placed on the amount of bonus which 
is paid immediately after the end of 
the relevant financial year, and any 
amount over the limit is deferred over 
the following years. This is typically 
done using ‘bonus banks’ where the 
incentive is paid to the employee 
inclusive of interest at the end of the 
period.

Long-term incentives 
– developments in the 
last year

General trends

Over the course of the last 12 months, 
there has been significant activity in 
South Africa as far as the structuring 
of long-term incentives is concerned. 
In our view, this is as a result of 
existing long-term incentives still 
suffering the effects of market turmoil 
and companies having to align their 
executive remuneration structures 
more closely with the provisions of 
King III.

A slightly different trend is observed in 
the UK. A survey by PwC UK amongst 
respondents in the FTSE-100 indicates 
that the majority of companies 
surveyed are not planning to make any 
major changes in 2011 in terms of the 
types of instruments used. However, 
about 33% of the respondents are 
planning to re-look at performance 
conditions on new long-term incentive 
awards.
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The most significant developments 
regarding long-term incentives 
observed within the South African 
market over the past 12 months have 
been:

•	 Adding	retention	shares	
as	a	long-term	incentive	
instrument – retention shares 
are full free shares which vest 
subject to continued employment 
over at least a three year period, 
without the need to satisfy company 
performance conditions. Many 
global authorities and regulators 
have raised concerns about awards 
without any company performance 
conditions. Retention and other 
special awards are generally 
seen as both inappropriate and 
ineffective. However, the decrease 
in share prices which has led to 
most outstanding share awards 
having a negligible value is a 
point of concern for a number of 
companies. The sentiment in the 
South African market is different 
- South African companies still 
retain a concern regarding skills 
shortages and retention matters. 
Whilst we concur with the general 
inadvisability of once-off retention 
awards expressed globally, several 
South African companies have 
made such retention awards to 
retain key employees. King III also 
acknowledges that retention matters 
may require focus in the South 
African market.

•	 Replacing	option-type	plans	
with	full	share-type	plans – the 
volatility of option-type plans is 
now being questioned by employees 
and shareholders. Under a full 
share-type plan, the individual 
receives a right to receive a full 
share (real or notional) as opposed 
to the increase in value of a share. 
Shares are acquired free of charge, 
although there is no leverage as the 
value of a full share is received. This 
means that there is always some 
value in the award, even if the share 
price decreases and also that the 
instrument can act as an effective 
retention tool. In contrast, under 
an option-type plan, the individual 
has a right to receive a benefit in 
the future which is calculated by 
reference to the increase in share 
price over a specified period. Once 
the right has vested, the participant 
has a fixed period of time in 
which to exercise the right and 
crystallise the benefit. If the share 
price decreases, the right will lose 
its value. This can be a particular 
problem in a bear market where the 
award can be rendered valueless by 
movements in the share price. This 
type of instrument can be viewed as 
a lottery as either the participants 
receive a substantial benefit or none 
at all – ‘boom and bust’. 

•	 The	removal	of	re-testing	of	
performance	conditions	and	
the	introduction	of	graduated	
vesting	conditions – King III 
requires that the vesting of awards 
should be made on a sliding 
scale to avoid an “all or nothing” 
vesting profile. Awards with high 
potential value should be linked 
to commensurately high levels of 
performance and full vesting should 
require significant value creation.

Market practice in large-cap companies

In this section, we have analysed the market practice of large-cap JSE-listed companies in respect of long-term incentive 
plans.

Mix of instruments used

The use of full share-type plans only 
(38%) and a combination of full 
share-type plans and option-type plans 
(38%) are the most popular plans in 
use amongst large-cap companies. Less 
than a quarter of the large-cap 
companies operate option-type plans 
only.

38%

38% 24%

Option-type
plans only

Comination of full
share-type plans
and option-type
plans

Full share-type
plans only

Mix of instruments used

Prevalence of different 
instruments

Of all long-term incentive plans 
operated by large-cap companies, 53% 
of the plans are full share-type plans, 
40% are option-type plans and 7% 
deferred annual bonus (DABP). (The 
references to DABP are to plans where 
there is a matching element). 

53%

7%

40%

Option-type
plans

Full share-type
plans

DABP

Prevalence of instruments

The use of performance 
conditions
Of the long-term incentive plans 
operated by large-cap companies, only 
24% have no company performance 
conditions. Some of these plans 
have an element of performance (for 
example DABP arrangements that use 
individual performance as a measure 
for awarding the long-term incentive, 
or plans that match the short-term 
incentive in shares). Surprisingly, a 
handful of large-cap companies still 
use conventional share option plans 
without any company performance 
conditions.
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Where do we go from here?

Clearly there is a lot to think about 
when designing and implementing 
variable pay structures. The mixed 
sentiments indicate the need for a 
far more robust design, while the 
emerging considerations indicate 
increasingly more complex plans. We 
believe it is worthwhile, at this point, 
to take a step backward to ensure 
that incentive structures are fit for 
purpose, and not layered in excessive 
complexity. 

By taking a step backward one can 
ask tough questions like: “do our 
incentive structures really serve their 
purpose?” In many ways we may have 
overcomplicated the issue and got lost 
in the detail. The following key issues 
need to be addressed holistically in 
order to look at variable pay through 
a new, and somewhat more simplified 
lens, providing the impetus for 
sustainable incentive structures:

Variable	pay	strategy	should	talk	
to	the	heart	of	your	business	
goals:

•	 The strategy should be unique to 
the business and focus on the key 
business drivers; and

•	 The strategy should be a tangible 
and meaningful concept, as 
opposed to ‘blue sky thinking’, and 
should manifest itself in everyday 
behaviour.

Incentive	awards	must	correlate	
with	corporate	performance:

•	 Organisations must be able to 
indicate a clear link between 
the incentive awarded and the 
performance of organisation; and

•	 The variable pay structures must be 
able to link corporate performance 
with individual performance. The 
majority of teams and individuals 
need to be performing well for 
the organisation to be performing 
well. If the majority of individuals 
are performing well and the 
organisation is faltering, the 
performance linkages have not been 
effectively designed.

Understand	the	outcomes:

•	 Markets are fluid and unpredictable. 
Thus it is important to understand 
how an incentive structure would 
look under various economic 
conditions and organisational 
performance levels; and

•	 Organisations should conduct 
scenario modelling to ensure that 
incentive design considerations 
appropriately reflect different 
scenarios, and differentiate the 
conditions between them.

Seek	management	input:

•	 The variable pay structures need 
to be understood by the people 
who are tasked with implementing 
them. Therefore it is imperative that 
management understand how their 
actions affect the remuneration 
outcomes; and

•	 Ensuring that management buy 
into the incentive redesign ‘journey’ 
with the board will heighten the 
likelihood that a framework is 
understood, valued, and accepted. 

Make	sure	incentives	pay	out	
something	most	of	the	time:

•	 We are all familiar with the 
thinking that an incentive should 
be an exceptional payment for 
exceptional performance. This 
ignores the psychological reaction 
of the individuals the incentive is 
meant to motivate. If incentives pay 
out regularly, this also needs to be 
recognised in the total remuneration 
– that is the trade: greater certainty 
in exchange for lower maximum 
reward levels.

Communicate	proactively	and	
openly	with	shareholders:

•	 The variable pay structure that is fit 
for purpose may deviate from what 
typically takes place in the market. 
In such an instance it is critical to 
ensure that shareholders understand 
the rationale behind the design, as 
pushback can be costly and time 
consuming; and

•	 External suspicion/critique often 
stems from opaque communications, 
so consult early and regularly 
(especially with any key bodies you 
know to have had issues in the past).

Greater	board	discretion:

•	 Ensuring variable pay outcomes 
are meaningful may require some 
degree of discretion. In order to 
ensure that outcomes are fair and 
aligned with performance delivered 
and value added, boards may need 
to break away from overly formulaic 
approaches; and

•	 This requires shareholders to 
place more trust in remuneration 
committees and to give them more 
freedom. This in turn requires 
remuneration committees to 
earn that trust through more 
transparency and disclosure to 
explain and justify their decisions, 
and through a greater willingness 
to stand up to the executive when 
required.
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Corporate governance

Are corporate governance principles and 
regulation changing the structure of 
remuneration?

Introduction

Over the last 12 months, corporate 
governance and the application of King 
III has permeated life in boardrooms 
across South Africa. Some of the 
requirements with which companies 
have had and continue to grapple, 
include:

•	 The need for an annual integrated 
report that focuses on the impact of 
the organisation in the economic, 
environmental and social spheres; 

•	 A statement by the audit committee 
to the board and shareholders 
on the effectiveness of internal 
financial controls to be included in 
the integrated report;

•	 The consideration of the strategic 
role of information technology and 
its importance from a governance 
perspective; 

•	 The positioning of internal audit as 
a strategic function that conducts 
a risk-based internal audit and 
provides a written assessment of 
the company’s system of internal 
control, including internal financial 
controls; and 

•	 The governance of risk through 
formal risk management processes. 

Executive remuneration has not 
been spared the King III treatment. 
The process around how to structure 
remuneration and set appropriate 
remuneration levels, as well as 
make companies accountable for 
remuneration decisions, continues to 
develop and it would be premature 
to assume that we have yet reached 
a status quo in this regard. Far from 
being the end of line so far as the 
impact of corporate governance on 
executive remuneration is concerned, 
we believe that the change has only 
just begun. The requirements of 
the Companies Act 2008 (the Act), 
particularly around the disclosure 
of remuneration, will add further 
complexity.

In this section, we report on the 
corporate governance trends relating 
to executive remuneration we have 
observed over the last 12 months and 
assess whether further change should 
be expected. 

Developments in the 
last year

Globally, 2010 was a year of 
unprecedented change for corporate 
governance. Whilst this change was 
triggered in the main by regulation in 
the financial services sector following 
the economic crisis, the impact of that 
change has been felt across all sectors. 

In South Africa, 1 March 2010 saw the 
introduction of King III in anticipation 
of the Act being brought into effect. 
Although the application of King III 
was to companies with financial years 
starting on or after 1 March 2010, 
we have seen a number of companies 
embrace and apply its principles in 
respect of their 2010 financial year 
rather than waiting for their 2011 
financial year. 

From a South African standpoint, 
the key corporate governance 
developments from an executive 
remuneration perspective seen over the 
past 12 months fall under four main 
headings:

•	 Linking the remuneration policy and 
business strategy;

•	 The use of performance conditions 
in variable remuneration;
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•	 Preparation of remuneration reports 
and detailed disclosure of executive 
remuneration; and

•	 The introduction of a shareholder 
vote on remuneration.

We consider each heading in more 
detail later in this section.

From a global perspective, 
developments in corporate governance 
have continued at a rapid pace, 
with the UK being one of the trail 
blazers. The 2010 UK Corporate 
Governance Code (formerly known 
as the Combined Code) became 
effective at the end of June 2010 
and there have been numerous 
consultation documents launched and 
guidelines published by institutional 
investors and interested parties. For 
example, the National Association of 
Pension Funds updated its corporate 
governance policy and voting 
guidelines in November 2010 and the 
Financial Services Authority’s revised 
remuneration code was published in 

December 2010. In the main, these 
codes and guidelines continue to 
concentrate on:

•	 Strategic alignment of incentives 
and company objectives;

•	 Aligning risk and reward;

•	 Deferral and clawback;

•	 Focusing on long-term success; and

•	 The role of the remuneration 
committee.

Elsewhere in Europe, focus has been, 
to a large extent, on the financial 
services sector and the implementation 
of the Capital Requirements Directive 
(CRDIII). CRDIII includes specific 
provisions regarding executive 
remuneration and interpretative 
guidance has been published by the 
Committee of European Banking 
Supervisors.

In the USA, the level of scrutiny on 
executive remuneration reached 
new levels in 2010 and the first part 
of 2011 in response to public anger 
about the perceived role played by 
excessive remuneration levels in the 
economic downturn. A number of 
executive remuneration and corporate 
governance laws were introduced 
under the Dodd-Frank Act in July 2010. 
The four main themes surrounding 
executive remuneration and corporate 
governance in the Dodd-Frank Act 
relate to:

•	 Shareholder say on pay;

•	 Clawback;

•	 Remuneration committee 
independence; and

•	 Additional disclosure requirements.

In October 2010, the Securities and 
Exchange Commission (SEC) issued 
proposed rules on the provisions 
relating to say on pay included in 
the Dodd-Frank Act, with significant 
rule-making on Dodd-Frank having 
been postponed until the second 
half of 2011. We will know only later 
this year how the provisions relating 
to clawback, in particular, will be 
implemented and their impact on non-
USA companies.

Linking remuneration 
policy and business 
strategy

One of the overriding principles of 
the executive remuneration section of 
King III is that remuneration policies 
and practices for executives should 
create value for the company over the 
long-term and should be aligned with 
the company’s strategy.4 Although this 
seems to state the obvious, exactly 
what this principle means in practice 
and how it can be implemented is 
something that many companies must 
tackle.

What does this principle 
mean?

In essence, devising remuneration 
structures and setting remuneration 
levels are parts of a much bigger 
picture and cannot be considered in 
isolation. The remuneration strategy, 
and how it is implemented by way of 
policies and practices, is inextricably 
linked to the wider human capital 
and overall business strategies. Unless 
these key components are ‘talking 
to each other’ and pulling in the 
same direction, it will be difficult for 
companies to create sustainable value 
for shareholders. 

4 Paragraph 147 of the King III report.

By way of illustration:

Business
strategy

Remuneration
strategy

Remuneration
policies and

practices

Human
capital/people

strategy

In order to satisfy this principle, a 
company needs to take a step back and 
identify what its current remuneration 
strategy is, what its overall business 
strategy is and whether the 
remuneration strategy in its present 
form supports the business strategy.

Although most companies have a 
remuneration strategy in one form 
or another, often we see the business 
strategy take on a new direction or 
different focus without the human 
capital and people strategies following 
suit. Regardless of what is stated in 
King III, a company should review its 
remuneration strategy and policies on a 
regular basis to ensure their continued 
relevance and effectiveness.
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Has this principle been 
applied? 

Based on the disclosures made, it 
does appear as though South African 
companies have conducted reviews 
of their remuneration strategies over 
the last 12 months. In addition, we 
are seeing companies think more 
strategically about how remuneration 
and total reward can give them a 
competitive edge.

Although this may, in part, be due 
to the introduction of King III, these 
reviews are also likely to have been 
instigated as a consequence of difficult 
trading conditions and economic 
pressures, global pressure on executive 
remuneration and criticism of the 
executive pay gap.

Will this change in the year 
to come?

We expect this theme to continue 
throughout 2011 and into 2012 and 
to see more companies conducting 
a strategic review of remuneration, 
particularly concerning executives. 

As can be seen from our review of the 
market, the average executive director 
of a large-cap company listed on the 
JSE received a TGP of R4.8 million 
(median level) and a short-term 
incentive of R3.8 million (median 
level) in 2010. If the remuneration 
being paid to such individuals is not 
driving the company’s business strategy 
and creating long-term value for 
shareholders, then challenge can be 
expected.

Use of performance 
conditions in variable 
pay

It is fair to say that the days of 
executives earning short-term 
incentives and receiving share awards 
just for remaining in the employment 
of the company for the requisite time 
period are becoming a distant memory. 
The concept of ‘pay for performance’ 
and the satisfaction of conditions 
based on the company’s financial 
performance to achieve short-term 
incentives and long-term share award 
payments is now reasonably well 
entrenched in South Africa and the 
exceptions to this rule are becoming 
fewer.

What does this principle 
mean?

The principles in King III regarding 
the use of performance conditions in 
variable pay are clear and provide that 
such payments should be made only 
if, and to the extent that, conditions 
relating to the financial performance of 
the company have been satisfied.

For example, in respect of short-term 
incentives King III states that “yearly 
bonuses should clearly relate to 
performance against yearly objectives 
consistent with long-term value for 
shareholders. Individual and corporate 
performance targets, both financial 
and sustainability related, should be 

tailored to the needs of the business.”5 

In respect of long-term incentives it 
states that “all share based incentives... 
should align the interests of executives 
with those of shareholders and 
should link reward to performance 
over the longer term. The vesting of 
rights should therefore be based on 
performance conditions measured over 
a period appropriate to the strategic 
objectives of the company.”6

In each case, it is recommended that 
the actual performance conditions 
should be linked to factors enhancing 
shareholder value and should require 
strong levels of corporate performance. 
Imposing a nominal performance 
condition which lacks substance and 
is not perceived to be sufficiently 
stretching is unlikely to be acceptable 
to shareholders.

Has this principle been 
applied?

From the perspective of annual 
bonuses, it has been common to 
see payments linked to financial 
performance conditions such as 
EBITDA and cash flow. However, 
historically the imposition of financial 
performance conditions on long-term 
incentives has been less widespread. 
This is a trend which has changed over 
the course of the last 12 months and 
which we expect to see to continuing.

5 Paragraph 158 of the King III report.
6 Paragraph 168 of the King III report.

As detailed in the earlier section on 
variable pay, the majority of long-term 
incentive plans operated by South 
African companies in 2011 do impose 
performance conditions as a condition 
of vesting. Based on an analysis of the 
long-term incentive plans operated by 
the largest 40 companies listed on the 
JSE, only 24% of those plans have no 
company performance conditions.

Where new plans have been introduced 
during the last 12 months, invariably 
they have incorporated the need to 
satisfy performance conditions in 
order for vesting to occur. Where 
performance conditions are not 
being imposed, or are viewed as 
being insufficiently stretching when 
compared with the wealth that 
can be generated, we have seen 
shareholders challenge the company 
on its position. Similarly, where plans 
have been operated in the past without 
performance conditions, companies 
have been questioned by shareholders 
as to why this is felt to be appropriate, 
given the current market, and what 
will be done to rectify the situation. 
The exception to this is where the plan 
in question can be categorised as a 
retention plan rather than an incentive 
plan where performance conditions are 
not imposed.

Therefore, in respect of the use of 
performance conditions in long-term 
incentives, the conclusion that can be 
drawn is that the structure of executive 
remuneration has changed. Although 
the introduction of King III can be 
credited, in part, with instigating this 
change, we were seeing more and more 
companies introduce performance 
conditions in line with the trends 
seen in Europe, particularly the UK, 
even before its launch. Our view is 
that King III has hastened this change 
and that the momentum is strong 
enough to require those companies 
operating long-term incentives without 
performance conditions to restructure 
those plans in the near future.

Will this change in the year 
to come?

Based on trends observed during 
the last 12 months in South Africa 
and globally, we expect to see the 
shift towards the use of performance 
conditions in long-term incentives 
continue and for shareholders to be 
less tolerant about their absence. With 
a large number of companies using 
performance conditions as a hurdle to 
vesting of long-term incentives, we are 
likely to see a heightened attentiveness 
to the nature of those conditions and 
the actual targets, as shareholders 
drive harder on ensuring full vesting of 
awards granted to executives equates 
to significant value creation for them.

28  PwC
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Publication of detailed remuneration reports

In order to apply King III fully, this 
means that the remuneration report 
needs to include the following:

•	 The remuneration strategy and 
policies;

•	 How those policies have been 
applied in respect of each 
component of remuneration;

•	 How remuneration levels are set;

•	 The performance conditions used in 
the short-term incentive and long-
term incentives and why they are 
considered to be appropriate;

•	 Details of long-term incentive 
awards and their values;

•	 Salient terms of executives’ 
contracts of employment;

•	 The role of the remuneration 
committee; and

•	 Details of the actual payments 
made to directors and the three 
most highly-paid employees on an 
individual and named basis.

Including limited tables showing 
remuneration paid in the notes to the 
annual financial statements will not 
satisfy this requirement.

Has this principle been 
applied?

We have observed a renaissance so 
far as the disclosure of remuneration 
over the last 12 months is concerned. 
Companies which had not previously 
prepared a specific remuneration 
report have done so for the first 
time and those that had a good base 
from which to start have improved 
and enhanced the quality of their 
disclosures – some to an impressive 
level. By reading some remuneration 
reports, it is possible to get a good 
sense of the company’s remuneration 
strategy, how that is being 
implemented and why executives are 
being paid what they are. Others still 
take an approach of ‘cloak and mirrors’, 
where less is perceived to be more and 
a number of gaps remain unfilled. 

This said, there is still a long way to 
go for the quality of remuneration 
reports published by South African 
companies to reach that of companies 
in the UK and Australia, for example. 
At the present time, efforts are being 
focussed on content rather than 

style and impact, and companies 
are not using the opportunity 
afforded by the remuneration report 
to communicate effectively with 
shareholders and the wider public. 
Through the remuneration report, 
key principles and strategies can be 
explained and vindication provided 
for particular payments. Instead of 
seeing preparation of the remuneration 
report as another box to be ticked, all 
involved with its preparation should 
be thinking about the messages to be 
communicated and how best to do that.

It is worth making specific comment 
on one of the more controversial 
requirements of King III – disclosure 
of remuneration paid to the three 
most highly-paid employees who are 
not directors. Practices in this regard 
have, to date, been fairly mixed and 
a clear trend is difficult to discern. 
Only a small number of companies 
have made this disclosure on a named 
and individual basis. Others have 
disclosed the requisite information 
on an individual but anonymous basis 
with a few aggregating the payments 
made to the three individuals. As a 
large number of companies will apply 
King III in full only in respect of their 
2011 financial year and have not yet 
taken a stance on how this information 
will be disclosed, it may be possible 
to identify a trend only this time next 

One of the overriding objectives of 
King III is to increase disclosure and 
transparency, and the area of executive 
remuneration is no exception. With 
the introduction of King III has 
come the need to prepare a specific 
remuneration report which deals 
not only with the amounts paid to 
directors of the company during the 
year in question, but also describes the 
company’s remuneration strategy and 
policies.

What does this principle 
mean?

King III states that “in its annual 
remuneration report, to be included 
in the integrated report, the company 
should explain the remuneration 
policies followed throughout the 
company with a special focus on 
executive management, and the 
strategic objectives it seeks to achieve, 
and should provide clear disclosure of 
the implementation of these policies.”7

7 Paragraph 181 of the King III report.

year. The one conclusion that can be 
drawn from our studies of the market 
is that companies are not blindly 
applying this requirement of King III 
and are explaining their reasons for 
non-application. 

Will this change in the year 
to come?

We do expect the level and quality of 
remuneration disclosure to continue 
improving over the next 12 months. 
By April 2012, all companies should 
be applying King III in terms of 
remuneration disclosure or explaining 
their reasons for deviating from the 
principles. The ‘watch and wait’ 
approach adopted by a number of 
companies thus far will be lessened as 
everyone will have shown their cards.

Coupled with the impact of King III is 
the implementation of the Act which 
came into effect on 1 May 2011. There 
are detailed provisions regarding the 
applicability of the Act but, in essence, 
a company with a financial year ending 
after 1 May 2011 which is required to 
have its financial statements audited8 

should comply with the remuneration 

8 All public companies and state-owned 
companies must have their financial 
statements audited, unless the minister 
requires certain type of private companies to 
be audited (section 30(7) of the Act).

disclosure requirements of the Act. 
Where a company’s financial year 
ended before 1 May 2011 but it has 
not published its annual financial 
statement for that year, the provisions 
of the old Act will apply. 

The requirements of the Act regarding 
disclosure of remuneration differ in 
some regards from the Companies 
Act 1973 (the 1973 Act) and from the 
requirements of King III. The main 
provision9 requires that remuneration 
and benefits received by directors 
and prescribed officers of companies 
required to have their annual 
financial statements audited must be 
disclosed on an individual basis. This 
requirement raises a number of issues:

•	 What does ‘remuneration’ mean 
in this context?

Remuneration is defined in the 
Act and is all encompassing, 
including fees, salary, bonus, 
pensions, compensation for 
loss of office, details of service 
contracts and securities issued. 
In addition, it includes details of 
financial assistance provided for 
the subscription of shares and any 
interest deferred, waived or forgiven 
in respect of a loan or other financial 
assistance provided by the company.

9 Section 30(4) of the Act.
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•	 Who is a prescribed officer?

By definition in the Act, a director 
includes a prescribed officer. A 
prescribed officer is a person 
who exercises general executive 
control over and management of 
the whole or a significant portion 
of the business and activities of 
the company or who regularly 
participates to a material degree in 
the exercise of general executive 
control and management of the 
whole or a significant portion of 
the business and activities of the 
company, irrespective of any title 
given by the company to an office 
held by that person, or function 
performed by that person for the 
company10.

It is unclear what is meant by a 
‘significant portion of the business’ 
and also by ‘regularly participates to 
a material degree in the exercise of 
general executive control’. 

In addition, the concept of prescribed 
officer makes no reference to the level 
of remuneration paid to that person 
and so differs from that of a highly-
paid employee in King III. Arguably, 
someone could be a prescribed officer 
of the company but not a director and 
not one of the three most highly-paid 
employees. To comply with the Act, the 
remuneration paid to that individual 

10 Sections 66,75, 76 and 77 of the Act read 
together with regulation 38

would need to be disclosed. Therefore, 
it may be that the remuneration 
disclosures we will see going forward 
will relate to directors, prescribed 
officers and the three most highly-paid 
employees. 

•	 Paid by the company or received 
by the individual?

Similar to the 1973 Act, the 
requirement in the Act is to disclose 
the amount of remuneration or 
benefits paid to or receivable by 
persons in respect of services 
rendered as directors or prescribed 
officers of the company and services 
rendered while being directors or 
prescribed officers of the company 
(or another company within the 
group).11 Therefore, the focus 
seems to be on the disclosure of 
remuneration and benefits received 
by a director or prescribed officer 
of the company as opposed to 
remuneration and benefits paid by 
the company itself.

As little time has elapsed since the 
implementation of the Act, clarity 
around the exact remuneration 
disclosure requirements is still needed. 
However, based on a conservative 
interpretation of its provisions, more 
detailed disclosure of remuneration 
will be required in the coming year and 
of a wider category of persons. 

11 Section 30(5) of the Act

Shareholder vote 

Another significant development 
brought about by King III is providing 
shareholders with an opportunity to 
vote on the company’s remuneration 
policy and its application – a non-
binding advisory vote. Through 
this vote, shareholders can make 
their voices heard on executive 
remuneration issues and can hold 
the company and the remuneration 
committee to count for their strategy 
and decisions taken. 

What does this principle 
mean?

King III states that “each year, the 
company’s remuneration policy should 
be tabled to shareholders for a non-
binding advisory vote at the annual 
general meeting. This vote enables 
shareholders to express their views on 
the remuneration policies adopted and 
on their implementation.”12 Although 
King III makes reference to a vote 
on the remuneration policy, as the 
remuneration policy and its application 
will be set out in the remuneration 
report, this effectively amounts to a 
vote on the remuneration report.

12 Paragraph 186 of the King III report.

As the nature of the shareholder vote is 
non-binding and advisory, on its own a 
significant no vote will not require the 
company to change its remuneration 
policy and there is no obligation for 
payments made in accordance with 
that policy to be recouped. However, 
the receipt of a significant number 
of unfavourable votes – 20% or more 
– sends the company a very clear 
message regarding its remuneration 
policy and that company would be 
advised to consult with its shareholders 
to understand their concerns and 
rectify the position in the year to come.

Has this principle been 
applied?

We have seen South African companies 
put their remuneration policy and 
report to shareholders for adjudication 
over the last 12 months, although 
by no means all companies. The 
exact votes cast are not publicly 
disclosed but we understand that 
the majority of companies that have 
given shareholders a say have been 
satisfied with the results. Of course, 
this depends on where the line of 
satisfaction is being drawn and as 
shareholders become more conversant 
with the issues around executive 
remuneration, we expect them to be 
more vocal and challenging.

Will this change in the year 
to come?

As with the other King III focus areas, 
we expect to see more companies 
applying this principle and providing 
shareholders with a remuneration 
vote in the next year. We anticipate 
that the number of companies which 
do not apply this principle will be 
relatively small. The Act also provides 
for a shareholder resolution on 
remuneration.

Section 66(8) of the Act provides 
that except to the extent that the 
memorandum of incorporation of 
a company provides otherwise, the 
company may pay remuneration to its 
directors for their services as director, 
subject to subsection 9. Subsection 9 
states that remuneration of directors 
may be paid only in accordance with 
a special resolution approved by the 
shareholders within the previous two 
years. This requirement has raised 
concerns that paying directors their 
remuneration without such approval 
by shareholders will result in violation 
of the Act by the company. 

Detailed requirements of this 
shareholder resolution have not been 
published. As a consequence, the 
form that the resolution will have 
to take and the consequences of 

making payments to directors without 
shareholder approval, are the subject of 
much conjecture and speculation and 
views differ. For example:

•	 Does the requirement cover 
executive directors and non-
executive directors?

•	 Should companies call a special 
meeting of shareholders as a matter 
of urgency to approve directors’ 
remuneration for the forthcoming 
period? 

•	 Does the reference to remuneration 
relate only to services as a director 
or to remuneration as a whole?

•	 If payments are made without 
shareholder approval, what will be 
the consequences for the company 
and the individual? Are payments 
at risk of being recouped by the 
company? Will the company be 
penalised?

•	 Does the remuneration to be paid 
to prescribed officers need to be 
approved by shareholders?

•	 Is it the actual remuneration 
payments that need to be 
approved or, rather, the company’s 
remuneration policy (as per the 
non-binding advisory vote required 
by King III)?
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Given the current uncertainty around 
this requirement, we do expect the 
interaction between shareholders and 
a company regarding remuneration to 
change over the next year, although 
the exact form it will take is, as yet, 
somewhat unclear. 

Is the structure 
of remuneration 
changing?

The introduction of King III and the Act 
has, and will continue to, impact the 
structure of remuneration. However, 
attributing the changes we have seen to 
executive remuneration in recent times 
solely to King III and regulation, such 
as the Act, would be an over statement. 
The trends we are now seeing in the 
South African market are mirroring 
those seen over the recent five years 
or so in other countries, and it is likely 
that, in time, we would have seen them 
here regardless of the introduction 
of King III. The introduction of King 
III and enactment of the Act has 
accelerated the changes and laid a 
sound platform for South African 
companies to build upon.

Are there more changes to come? We 
would say yes:

•	 Guidelines and regulations 
regarding executive remuneration in 
the financial services sector are still 
relatively new and will take some 
time to bed down. We don’t expect 
the principles to remain limited to 
this sector and expect to see matters 
such as bonus deferral and clawback 
crossing the border to other sectors;

•	 Detailed guidance from the SEC 
on implementing the Dodd-Frank 
Act will be published during the 
second half of 2011. South African 
companies with a listing in the USA 
or significant operations there may 
be impacted by these rules;

•	 Economic conditions in South 
Africa, as well as social issues such 
as high unemployment and the 
executive pay gap, will continue to 
be at the forefront of remuneration 
committees’ minds and will need to 
be addressed head on; 

•	 Shareholder activism in South 
Africa is growing, with a number 
of individuals and organisations 
taking a lead on holding companies 
to account for their decisions on 
executive remuneration; and

•	 The market and its practices are not 
static and have a habit of continually 
moving! 

With the change we have seen 
and the fact that more is on the 
cards, companies cannot afford to 
be complacent so far as executive 
remuneration is concerned. 
Remuneration committees need clear 
direction on what the changes are 
and how they should be implemented 
in a way that is consistent with the 
company’s culture and risk appetite 
and, above all, supportive of the 
business strategy. Change should not 
be viewed as a bad thing and should 
be seen as an ideal opportunity to 
review current policies and structures 
to make them work effectively for 
all – companies, executives and 
shareholders. 

Introduction

In PwC’s 14th Annual Global CEO Survey (the Global CEO 
Survey), CEOs cited a lack of key skills as the hottest issue 
on their agenda. South African CEOs were no different with 
90% of those surveyed, saying that they will increase their 
commitment to creating and fostering a skilled workforce over 
the next three years. Whilst the skills shortage crosses many 
employee levels, it is keenly felt at the executive level.

The profile of an executive director

In South Africa, companies are 
required, by law, to employ a diverse 
workforce and to remove barriers 
to employment for previously 
disadvantaged groups. Despite this, 
many stakeholders believe that we are 
still a long way off having diversity in 
the workplace and particularly in the 
boardroom. 

Before considering the remuneration 
paid to executive directors of JSE-listed 
companies, we consider their profile.
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Number of executive directors

As at 30 April 2011, there were 1,146 
executive directors of JSE-listed 
companies. This can be compared with 
a total of 2,00213 non-executive 
directors and means that executive 
directors make up 36.4% of the boards 
of JSE-listed companies. By way of 
comparison, based on analysis 
conducted by PwC UK, executive 
directors of a FTSE-100 company 
typically make up 30% of the board 
and 37.5% of a FTSE-250 company at 
the median level.

13 PwC “Non-executive directors – Practices and 
fees trends report: January 2011 (“PwC NED 
Report”) noted that there were 2,002 non-
executive directors of JSE-listed companies as 
at 30 November 2010.
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Age profile

The Global CEO Survey notes that the 
workforce in many developed 
economies is ageing fast and that the 
available pool of talent is, as a 
consequence, shrinking. The 
generation of individuals which 
entered the workforce during the 21st 
century have different aspirations and 
expectations from the companies they 
want to work for than older workers. 
They are seeking more to life than ‘just 
a job’ and, as a consequence, 
companies have to be innovative in 
order to attract and retain talent.

The age profile of executive directors 
of JSE-listed companies is interesting, 
in that the median age of an executive 
director in 2011 is just 49. This age 
profile is slightly higher to that of non-
executive directors, where the median 
age is 45.14

14 As per the PwC NED Report.
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ACI status

Our analysis shows that only 10% of 
executive directors serving on the 
boards of JSE-listed companies are ACI. 
The representation varies from 
industry to industry, with the basic 
resources industry showing the 
greatest level of transformation with 
18%. By contrast, the industrial 
industry shows only 6%.

The ACI picture of executive directors 
is quite different from that of non-
executive directors, where 35% of non-
executive directors are ACI.15 

15 As per the PwC NED Report.
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In the UK, Lord Davies’, Women 
on Boards Report (published in 
February 2011), made a number of 
recommendations regarding improving 
boardroom diversity. In the UK, 
the 2010 Female FTSE Report from 
Cranfield School of Management 
reported that there are 135 female-
held directorships out of 1,076 on 
FTSE-100 boards, which equates to 
12.5%. One recommendation made 
by Lord Davies is that all chairpersons 
for FTSE-350 companies should set 
out the percentage of women they 
aim to have on their boards in 2013 
and 2015, and that each year all 
quoted companies should disclose the 

proportion of women on the board, 
in senior executive positions and in 
the whole organisation. He went on 
to recommend that FTSE-100 boards 
should aim for a minimum of 25% 
female representation by 2015. Also 
recommended was that the Financial 
Reporting Council (FRC) should 
amend the UK Corporate Governance 
Code so as to require listed companies 
to establish a policy concerning 
boardroom diversity. The FRC is 
now consulting on whether the UK 
Corporate Governance Code should be 
amended, as well as how and when. 
This consultation period ends on 29 
June 2011. 

Gender

During the first part of 2011, 
boardroom diversity in the context 
of increasing the number of women 
sitting on boards has been making 
the headlines. In April 2011, the 
EU published its consultation on 
the ‘EU Corporate Governance 
Framework’ where one of the issues for 
consideration is how to improve the 
diversity and functioning of the boards 
of directors. 

The Global CEO Survey noted that 
in virtually all markets, much fewer 
women than men are active in the 
labour market. However, only 12% 
of CEOs say they see poor retention 
of female talent as a key business 
challenge over the next three years, 
and 56% of businesses say they have 
no plans to change their policies. Only 
11% of CEOs globally are planning 
significant change to policies aimed at 
attracting and retaining more of female 
employees today.

The gender diversity picture is pretty 
bleak in South Africa, where only 4.2% 
of executive directors of JSE-listed 
companies are women. This can be 
compared against the general 
workforce where, according to 
Statistics South Africa, 52% of the 
employed workforce is female.16 In this 
case, the sparse population of women 
holding executive office is concerning.

To date, we have not seen South Africa 
follow moves elsewhere in the world to 
increase the number of women serving 
on boards – whether as executive or 
non-executive directors. However, 
given the momentum that is building, 
particularly in Europe, it may not be 
too long before we see firmer calls to 
action in this regard.

16 Statistics South Africa’s Quarterly Labour 
Force Survey, Quarter 1, 2011.
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JSE trends

Introduction

King III sets out guidelines as to how executive remuneration 
should be structured. It also indicates that in remunerating 
directors ‘fairly and responsibly’, directors should receive a 
combination of base salary, short-term incentives and share-
based or long-term incentives, and these should be aligned 
with the strategy of the company and linked to individual 
performance. The vast majority of JSE-listed companies 
provide a combination of reward components as indicated in 
King III. 

In our analysis of the data we have 
only looked at the TGP and short-term 
incentives. Therefore, the key areas 
of measurement are TGP and total 
remuneration. The data has been 
represented by reference to the market 
cap of the companies. 

Large-cap companies

While there have been differences across the various 
industries, the aggregated perspective indicates that in 
general, the median TGP for an executive director of a 
large-cap company has increased relatively signficantly in 
2010. The TGP has increased from a median of R3.9m to 
R4.8m. This follows on from reasonably stagnant growth 
levels in 2009. The largest increase has been seen in the 
services industry, where the median TGP has increased from 
R3.3m to R4.7m bringing TGP in this industry in line with 
that of large-cap companies. The TGP levels in the financial 
services and industrial industries have fallen at the median 
level, with TGP in the basic resources industry remaining 
relatively stagnant.
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STIs have increased considerably, rising to R3.8m at the 
median, for 2010. However, this level should be viewed 
against the trend in prior years where the median STI 
dropped from R2.9m to R2.4m from 2008 to 2009. The 
decline in levels was observed at the upper, median, and 
lower quartiles. Further it should be noted that STIs fell in 
the basic resources and financial services industries. 
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Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Upper quartile 9.75% 2.39% 43.99%

Median 23.28% 4.56% 24.99%

Lower quartile 12.56% 6.52% 13.21%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Upper quartile 78.65% -17.95% 12.39%

Median 57.54% -17.01% -1.90%

Lower quartile 47.08% -21.62% -17.67%
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Medium-cap companies Small-cap companies

The small-cap companies have experienced a wide range of 
changes across the various industries, with some industries 
experiencing growth in the remuneration components and 
others feeling the pinch of the economic downturn. The 
aggregate result is a contraction in the median TGP. Backing 
this general trend was the financial services industry where 
the median TGP increased, but to a level of R1.54m which 
remains below the median for small-cap companies. 
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Small-cap executive director remuneration – TGP

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Upper quartile -1.63% 10.73% 17.84%

Median -6.65% 10.92% 11.99%

Lower quartile -22.63% 17.82% 6.26%

Similar to that of the large-cap companies, the TGP and STI 
payments have increased fairly substantially, rising to levels 
higher than observed in 2009 as well as the pre-recessionary 
levels of 2008. The TGP has risen to R3.2m at the median. 
The largest increases medium-cap companies have been seen 
in the financial services and services industries, although the 
TGP levels in these industries remain below the median for 
medium-cap companies.
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The STI has risen to R2.4m for an executive director of a 
medium-cap company, indicating a significant rise. Thus 
while the increases in STIs have been substantial in large-cap 
companies, they have been even more significant in medium-
cap companies. A notable observation is that STIs at the 
upper quartile have almost doubled in 2010, although a fall 
in STIs was seen in medium-cap companies in the basic 
resources industry. 
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Medium-cap executive director remuneration – STI

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Upper quartile 50.76% 12.14% 11.54%

Median 20.37% 14.03% 13.28%

Lower quartile 11.34% 8.41% 12.09%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Upper quartile 91.47% 21.47% -21.43%

Median 64.70% 11.17% -12.54%

Lower quartile 89.28% 4.77% -35.06%

The small-cap companies have also experienced a 
corresponding decrease in the STI payments received in 
2010. STIs declined from R974,000 to R687,000, and this 
represents the second successive year that STIs have declined 
in the small-cap group. The exception is in the services 
industry. The 2008 figure was R1.7m, suggesting that 
performance in the small-cap group has come under 
significant pressure over the past two years.
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Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Upper quartile -25.09% -28.07% 46.21%

Median -29.47% -42.30% 33.65%

Lower quartile -44.90% -44.44% 23.80%
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AltX companies

The AltX companies have experienced very small variances 
from the previous year across all of the industries analysed. 
The result is that the aggregated sample shows minor 
deviations from the previous year with the median TGP 
rising from R1.18m to R1.25m. Noticeably though, the lower 
quartile has a fairly significant amount. More significant 
increases in TGP have been seen in AltX companies in the 
services industry where the median TGP level has increased 
to R1.2m.

In contrast to the small increase in the TGP, at the upper 
quartile and median levels, we have seen more significant 
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Basic resources trends

increases in STI payments. In particular, at the upper quartile 
level we have seen an increase from R422,000 to R593,000. 
An even larger increase has been seen at the lower quartile 
with an increase from R108,000 to R185,000. The exceptions 
are in the industrial and services industries where STI 
payments have decreased marginally.

It is clear that STI payments are shown to be fairly erratic. 
This is reflective of the tough economic conditions that have 
gripped the market over the past two years.
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Percentage 
 increases

2010 2009 2008

Upper quartile 2.93% 8.98% 2.67%

Median 6.03% 11.98% 4.99%

Lower quartile 31.95% 12.99% 6.60%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Upper quartile 40.52% -27.74% -69.50%

Median 11.89% 25.19% -79.26%

Lower quartile 70.37% -6.90% -84.04%





Contents



46  PwC Executive directors’ remuneration  – Practices and trends report   47

Total remuneration has, for the most part, declined within 
the basic resources industry. The only group that deviates 
from this trend is the AltX group, which has seen a 3.2% 
increase in total remuneration. TGP has remained steady in 
all the groups, with the highest increase seen in the small-
cap group, where the TGP increased by 5.8%.
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Basic resources – large-cap companies

It is clear that the STI component of remuneration within the 
basic resources industry is where the greatest changes have 
occurred, with this declining. 
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Basic resources – small-cap companies
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Basic resources – AltX companies

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

3.20% 13.94% 20.17%

Total 
remuneration

-25.13% 10.06% 1.40%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

3.43% 9.78% 64.67%

Total 
remuneration

-64.10% 180.98% 3.69%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

5.77% 86.68% 11.48%

Total 
remuneration

-19.23% 108.29% 3.74%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

3.01% 1.14% -4.95%

Total  
remuneration

3.19% 73.28% 2.07%
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Financial services trends

There appears to be a lack of a clear trend in the financial 
services industry, with a mixed bag of observations. Total 
remuneration and TGP has remained relatively static in the 
large-cap group declining by marginal percentages. 
Significant decline in total remuneration has been observed 
in the small-cap group where it has declined by 32.1%. 
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Financial services – large-cap companies

In contrast, the total remuneration has increased in the 
medium-cap group and the AltX group, with the most 
significant increase occurring in the medium-cap group. In 
both the case of the medium-cap group as well as the AltX 
group, TGP has increased in excess of 10%. When compared 
with compaines of a similar market cap, the levels attained 
are still below the median for medium-cap and AltX 
companies.
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Financial services – medium-cap companies

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

-4.86% 5.43% 8.26%

Total  
remuneration

-5.42% -24.50% -0.10%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

34.64% 12.68% 28.82%

Total 
remuneration

27.33% 30.77% -0.11%
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Financial services – small-cap companies
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Financial services – AltX companies

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

39.43% -2.36% 33.37%

Total  
remuneration

-32.14% -25.81% 35.90%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

11.57% 8.36% 41.71%

Total  
remuneration

9.23% 5.97% -5.42% Industrial trends
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In the industrial industry, the large and medium-cap groups 
experienced a rise in total remuneration, with the highest 
increase occurring in the medium-cap group (19.8%). This 
was driven by a 28.6% increase in the TGP, which brings the 
level in line with that seen in medium-cap companies. It 
would appear evident that, despite the downturn that has 
occurred in the global economy, a number of large 
infrastructure projects have buoyed the earnings in the 
industry. 
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Industrial – large-cap companies

It is expected that as these projects come to an end in 
2011/2012, the total remuneration will decline, as large 
incentives decline with slowing order books. It is clear that 
this has already occurred in the small-cap and AltX group, 
where total remuneration has declined in 2010. 
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Industrial – medium-cap companies

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

-15.24% 2.59% 91.06%

Total  
remuneration

13.60% -7.72% 64.23%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

28.63% 8.64% 15.07%

Total  
remuneration

19.84% 15.19% 5.97%
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Industrial – small-cap companies
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Industrial – AltX companies

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

3.64% 86.74% 11.48%

Total  
remuneration

-22.27% 72.24% 3.70%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

4.99% 4.41% 7.64%

Total  
remuneration

-5.39% -15.36% 10.23%
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Services trends

The services industry appears to have received healthy 
increases over the past year. In the large and medium-cap 
companies, the remuneration of executive directors has 
increased notably. This is especially evident in the case of 
TGP where the median figures have increased by 42% and 
32% respectively. However, the TGP levels reached are not 
out of line when compared with companies of a similar 
market cap. It is evident that the large and medium-cap 
companies have not experienced significant declines in total 
remuneration following the financial downturn in 2008. In 
the case of the small-cap companies, which experienced a 
decline in total remuneration in 2009, total remuneration 
has increased by 20%.
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Services – large-cap companies

The AltX group of companies has experienced flat growth in 
total remuneration, following a significant decline in 2009. 
The group has experienced growth in TGP but variable pay 
remains under pressure. Healthy increases in executive 
director remuneration in the services industry is expected 
given the impact of the Fifa 2010 World Cup in South Africa. 
The services industry was one of the key industries that 
stood to benefit considerably from the global showpiece.
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Services – medium-cap companies

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

42.08% 4.57% 16.56%

Total  
remuneration

15.43% 10.92% 3.67%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

31.84% 19.12% 3.47%

Total  
remuneration

24.14% 7.21% 0.42%
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Services – Small-cap companies
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Services – AltX companies

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

5.98% 16.23% 88.75%

Total  
remuneration

39.59% -64.28% 354.92%

Percentage 
increases

2010 2009 2008

Total guaranteed 
package

20.81% 0.60% 5.80%

Total  
remuneration

-0.95% -52.97% 101.76%

Annexures





Contents



Executive directors’ remuneration  – Practices and trends report   595858  PwC

The South African marketplace
Industry Sector Total industry Total sector

AltX 69

AltX 69

Basic resources 64

Base metal processing 3

Forestry & paper 4

Mining 57

Financial services 82

Banking 13

Development capital 4

General financial 17

Insurance 12

Investment instruments 9

Other securities 1

Real estate 26

Industrial 122

Automobiles & parts 2

Beverages 4

Chemicals 6

Construction & materials 22

Food 14

Industrial goods & services 48

Oil & gas 3

Personal & household goods 6

Personal goods 1

Technology 16

Services 47

Health care 3

Media 5

Pharmaceuticals 2

Retail 21

Telecommunication 5

Travel & leisure 11

Grand total 384 384

About PwC

PwC firms provide industry-focused assurance, tax 
and advisory services to enhance value for their 
clients. More than 161,000 people in 154 countries 
in firms across the PwC network share their 
thinking, experience and solutions to develop fresh 
perspectives and practical advice. 
See www.pwc.com for more information.

PwC Human Resource 
Services

PwC’s Human Resource Services 
practice works with clients who strive 
to make their people a sustainable 
source of competitive advantage. Our 
strategy is built on our own belief in 
developing our people to be creative 
and effective team players committed 
to delivering outstanding client service. 
We bring the ability to take fresh 
perspectives, to think differently, and 
to develop and implement new and 
value-adding solutions.
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