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Reality check: distance between rich and poor



Dubai vs Township

1. Want people to succeed
2. Sharing economic opportunities
3. Tax breaks
4. Government services

1. Ruling through poverty
2. Infrastructure weaknesses
3. Free….free…..free…..
4. Poor government services
5. Fraud and corruption



https://en-roads.climateinteractive.org/


https://zerotracker.net/#companies-table
https://climateactiontracker.org/countries/south-africa/
















King V outcomes and workshop objectives

Sources: IoDSA King V Code pp. 2–3. Cell C King V Framework, introduction. Examples are proposed. 02

Governance outcome Cell C workshop question

Ethical culture Do AI decisions respect customers and employees?

Performance and value creation Do AI and ESG investments deliver sustainable benefits?

Conformance and prudent control Do controls operate and address material risks?

Legitimacy Can stakeholders trust Cell C’s decisions and disclosures?

Apply and explain

Apply the principles, explain practice departures and conclude on outcomes.



KING IV

Ethics in not a culture – it is a management process

If you employ a skelm C-suite official…….the consequences are guaranteed
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KING IV



Cell C’s King V transition

Sources: Cell C King V Framework, introduction (PDF p. 2). IAR pp. 140, 147. IoDSA King V publication page. 03

Date / period Reported position and training implication

October–November 2025 Holdings Board formed in October. Listing followed in November.

Year ended 31 May 2026 King IV applied. Cell C published a King V transition disclosure.

30 September 2026 Board approved the King V Disclosure Framework.

FY27: 1 June 2026–31 May 

2027

Next stage: evidence that the declared practices deliver governance 

outcomes.

Workshop focus: how will Cell C demonstrate the effect of its governance?



King V principles 1–7 in Cell C decisions

Source: Cell C King V Framework, printed pp. 1–8. Applications below are workshop examples. 04

Principle Cell C application for discussion

1  Leadership Board challenge of AI and ESG trade-offs

2  Ethics Fair AI decisions, digital rights and corporate citizenship

3  Strategy and sustainable value Connectivity growth, partner dependence and resource efficiency

4  Reporting Traceable ESG metrics and balanced AI benefit claims

5  Board composition Collective AI, sustainability and telecoms competence

6  Board committees Clear mandates and escalation across committees

7  Management delegation Named decision owners and approval limits



King V principles 8–13 in Cell C decisions

Source: Cell C King V Framework, printed pp. 9–14. Applications below are workshop examples. 05

Principle Cell C application for discussion

8  Risk AI failure, cyber incidents and sustainability exposures

9  Compliance Applicable obligations and evidence of effective controls

10  Data, information and technology Data quality, AI oversight, model reliability and resilience

11  Remuneration Performance measures that support sustainable value

12  Assurance Evidence over AI controls and ESG reporting

13  Stakeholders Customer protection, suppliers and digital inclusion





Our 10 material matters at a glance 



Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) 
framework 



Risk vs. Performance



Risk governance







A partner-based model changes accountability

Sources: IAR pp. 88, 91. Interpretation: workshop discussion. 07

≈95%
Population coverage through 

infrastructure-sharing 

partnerships

≈29,000
Sites accessible through 

partnerships

5.7m
MVNO platform SIM 

connections in FY26

Accountability remains with Cell C

Partner arrangements require service, privacy, resilience and ESG evidence.

The environmental boundary matters

A lower owned footprint needs value-chain analysis before broader impact claims.























Declared application and governance maturity

Sources: Cell C King V Framework, introduction, pp. 1, 5, 11. IAR p. 147. 06

13
Principles covered by Cell 

C’s application disclosure

4 of 7
Directors classified as 

independent non-executives

The maturity question

Which controls operate consistently, and what 

evidence shows better outcomes?























The macroeconomic backdrop 



Regulatory developments



Industry trends



Connectivity as part of broader customer 
propositions 



Rapid technological change 



Data as a strategic asset 



Our materiality determination process



Oversight across AI and ESG

Sources: IAR pp. 86, 161–162. Cell C King V Framework pp. 6–8, 11. 08

Governance forum Disclosed responsibility

Board
Ultimate oversight of strategy, sustainability and material 

risks

Audit, Risk and Compliance Committee Technology and AI oversight, risk and assurance

Social and Ethics Committee Sustainability, ethics and stakeholder matters

EXCO / Sustainability Committee Executive accountability and coordinated ESG execution

Technology SteerCo / AI Working Committee Technology governance and evaluation of AI use cases

Proposed control: one accountable executive for every material cross-cutting issue.



Cell C’s disclosed AI applications

Sources: IAR pp. 125–126, 162. Proposed control questions. 09

Reported application Proposed governance test

Employee productivity and knowledge
Can confidential information enter only approved 

environments?

Legal, finance and analytics support
Who checks accuracy and accepts responsibility for 

outputs?

Network traffic optimisation
Can operators override decisions and restore 

service?

Credit operations
Do decisions treat customers fairly and permit 

review?

Intelligent service management
Can customers challenge incorrect answers or 

actions?



Proposed AI approval gates

Basis: Cell C King V Framework p. 11 and IAR p. 162. Proposed training framework. 10

Decision gate Minimum evidence before progression

1  Use-case approval Business owner, purpose, affected people and risk classification

2  Design and sourcing Data rights, supplier terms, security and environmental assessment

3  Validation Accuracy, fairness, privacy and failure tests with named reviewers

4  Release Human oversight, override, incident response and rollback test

5  Monitoring and retirement Benefit tracking, drift, complaints and controlled decommissioning



AI case: automated customer service

Reported context: IAR pp. 96, 125, 162. Scenario and 20% saving are hypothetical. 11

33
Reported NPS, up 14 points

98%
Reported three-working-day resolution performance

Hypothetical proposal

An AI assistant promises a 20% handling-time reduction. It quotes an outdated tariff and 

sends customer prompts to a supplier with unclear retention terms.

What evidence would support approval, a restricted pilot or a pause?



AI case: expected governance response

Basis: IAR p. 162 and Cell C King V Framework pp. 2, 9–11, 14. Proposed facilitator debrief. 12

Accountability and risk

A business owner accepts residual risk within delegated authority. Material issues escalate.

Customer and data safeguards

Validated tariff sources, controlled prompt data, human review and an accessible complaints route.

Evidence of safe operation

Test results, supplier retention evidence, monitoring and a demonstrated override or rollback.

Principles in play: ethics, risk, compliance, technology, assurance and stakeholders.



Cell C’s five sustainability pillars

Source and visual: IAR p. 85. Five pillars reproduced and summarised. 13

Environmental efficiency

Network efficiency, energy, emissions and circularity

Inclusive digital growth

Connectivity, affordability and platform participation

Fairness and trust

Privacy, digital rights and responsible suppliers

People and culture

Skills, transformation and employee wellbeing

Governance and accountability

Clear responsibilities and transparent performance



Electricity consumption and growth

Source: IAR p. 89. Calculation: (5,339 − 5,690) ÷ 5,690 = −6.2%, rounded. 14

5 690 5 339

0,0

1 000,0

2 000,0

3 000,0

4 000,0

5 000,0

6 000,0

FY25 FY26

Electricity consumption (MWh)
−6.2%
Calculated reduction in reported 

consumption

Solar at Head Office

Project completion planned for 

2027

Proposed test: reconcile meters, reporting boundary and growth measures.



Environmental metrics need defined boundaries

Source: IAR p. 89. Values as reported. Data quality questions are facilitator observations. 15

Reported FY26 metric Disclosure Proposed evidence question

Scope 1 emissions 107 tCO₂e Fuel records and organisational boundary?

Scope 2 emissions 8,058.6 tCO₂e Electricity boundary, factors and calculation?

Scope 3 emissions Selected categories Partner coverage and excluded categories?

HQ waste 23.31 tonnes Recycling 47.16% + landfill 52.54% = 99.70%

Electronic waste 2.185 tonnes Disposal certificates and relationship to totals?



Social investment and evidence of impact

Source: IAR pp. 92, 95. Photo reproduced from p. 95. Attendances are not unique learners. 16

R22.1m
CSI investment, compared with R16.3m in FY25

28,012 learner attendances

105 schools

1,022 teachers supported

Proposed test: what changed for learners after the programme?



Digital inclusion: access and participation

Source: IAR pp. 90–91. Calculations use rounded published values. 17

Reported measure FY25 FY26 Calculated growth

Active data users 4.8m 5.4m ≈12.5%

Monthly GB per active user 5.7 GB 6.9 GB ≈21.1%

MVNO platform SIM connections 4.5m 5.7m ≈26.7%

Participation remains a measurement challenge

Proposed measures: affordability, accessibility and sustained use for education or work.



Trust and suppliers: AI can affect both

Sources: IAR pp. 96–97. Proposed workshop questions. 18

81.5
Thick Trust score, compared with 72.7 in 

FY25

R64m
Spend with qualifying B-BBEE suppliers

Responsible procurement

Reported: ESG questionnaires and due diligence before supplier onboarding.

Proposed AI supplier test

Data use, model changes, subcontractors, evidence access and exit arrangements.



AI and ESG in one investment decision

Basis: IAR pp. 84–86, 125, 162. Proposed decision framework. 19

Decision lens Evidence to include in a business case

Performance and value Baseline costs, expected benefit, measurement period and owner

Environmental effects Incremental compute use, supplier footprint and resource trade-offs

Social effects Customer accessibility, fairness, staff reskilling and human recourse

Governance and control
Decision rights, risk acceptance, independent challenge and 

monitoring

Proposed decision: approve only within delegated authority and defined risk appetite.



A five-level governance maturity scale

Proposed facilitator model. This is not an official King V scoring system or a Cell C rating. 20

Level Observable evidence

1  Ad hoc Individuals react to issues. Ownership and records are inconsistent.

2  Defined Owners, policies and expected controls are documented.

3  Embedded Teams operate controls consistently and retain evidence.

4  Measured Outcome indicators and assurance show effectiveness.

5  Adaptive Lessons and emerging risks drive tested improvements.

A score requires evidence of operation and outcomes, beyond policy approval.



Workshop: Cell C maturity assessment

Proposed workshop scorecard. Report context: IAR pp. 86, 147, 159, 162. 21

Domain Evidence to inspect Current / target

Leadership and decision rights Mandates, approvals and challenge records To assess / agree

AI governance Use-case register, testing and human oversight To assess / agree

ESG performance and data Metric definitions, reconciliations and outcomes To assess / agree

Risk and compliance Risk appetite, incidents and remediation To assess / agree

Assurance and learning Coverage, independent findings and retesting To assess / agree



AI maturity: what the disclosures establish

Sources: Cell C King V Framework p. 11. IAR pp. 125, 162. Interpretation and evidence requests. 22

Reported foundations

Approved AI policy, cross-functional AI Working Committee and committee oversight.

Reported development priorities

Policy embedment, supporting frameworks, human oversight and override mechanisms.

Evidence for a maturity judgement

Inspect use-case approvals, validation results, override tests and action closure.

Workshop conclusion: verify the evidence before assigning a maturity level.



Combined assurance for AI and ESG

Sources: IAR pp. 158–159. Cell C King V Framework p. 13. Coverage examples are proposed. 23

Disclosed assurance layer Proposed AI / ESG coverage

Management Reconcile ESG data and evidence daily AI controls

Specialist risk, compliance and forensics
Challenge risk assessments, privacy and incident 

reporting

Independent internal audit: BDO Test AI lifecycle controls and material ESG data processes

External assurance providers
Specific agreed subject matter, criteria and assurance 

level

Audit, Risk and Compliance Committee Resolve gaps and consider assurance conclusions



Proposed Board indicators for FY27

Proposed dashboard. Report anchors: IAR pp. 85, 89, 96, 159, 162. 24

Area Indicator
Suggested accountable 

role

AI
High-risk use cases with valid approval and tested 

override
Business owner / CITO

Customer protection
Material AI errors, adverse outcomes and unresolved 

appeals
Customer operations

Environmental data Energy and GHG reconciliation exceptions and closure Sustainability / finance

Social outcomes
Participation outcomes supported by verified programme 

data
Sustainability / people

Assurance Material coverage gaps and overdue corrective actions Risk / internal audit



Capability and incentives shape behaviour

Sources: IAR pp. 99, 104, 174. Cell C King V Framework p. 12. Recommendations are proposed. 25

914
Permanent employees 

reported for FY26

45.2%
Female workforce 

representation

+34
Employee NPS, compared with 

−3 in FY25

Reported incentive framework

At least 75% financial measures. Up to 25% sustainability and/or strategic measures.

Proposed test: do incentives reward AI efficiency alongside customer outcomes?



King V at Cell C

Sources: IAR 2026, cover. Cell C King V Disclosure Framework, FY26. 01

AI, ESG and

governance maturity

A workshop grounded in Cell C’s FY26 

disclosures
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Generic governance 
maturity assessment – it 
can also apply to AI
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Governance conditions – ISO 37004

84
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Cell C governance action plan

Proposed plan. Source: Cell C King V Disclosure Framework, FY26. King V outcomes guide the proposed actions. 01

6, 12 and 24 months

King V governance outcomes

AI, ESG and proportionate maturity

Revised for management and Board consideration

26 October 2026



Four governance outcomes guide the plan

Proposed plan. Sources: King V Code pp. 2–3. Outcome codes below apply to every action. 02

Governance outcome Effectiveness question for Cell C

O1  Ethical culture
Do conduct and AI decisions demonstrate fairness 

and accountability?

O2  Performance and value creation
Do investments deliver verified benefits with 

acceptable trade-offs?

O3  Conformance and prudent control
Do key controls work and prompt action when limits 

are breached?

O4  Legitimacy
Do customers and other stakeholders have grounds to 

trust Cell C?

Every action links to an outcome and an operating test.



Three horizons with outcome-based gates

Proposed plan. Planning assumption: Month 0 is programme approval. Outcomes accumulate across the horizons. 03

Horizon Delivery focus Evidence needed to pass the gate

6 months

Months 1–6

Validate foundations and address 

priority risks

Priority safeguards pass tests; owners 

accept and fund remaining risks.

12 months

Months 7–12

Embed controls in normal decisions 

and operations

Samples show consistent operation, timely 

escalation and remediation.

24 months

Months 13–24

Verify benefits, control effectiveness 

and stakeholder effects

Independent challenge supports outcomes 

and identifies further improvements.

Illustrative gates: 30 Apr 2027, 31 Oct 2027 and 31 Oct 2028.



Accountability for outcomes and evidence

Proposed plan. Source: Cell C Framework pp. 6–10, 12–14. Proposed assignments require confirmation. 04

Accountability Proposed outcome responsibility

Board / CEO
Approve outcome targets / deliver and escalate material 

obstacles.

ARC / SEC
ARC: prudent control. SEC: ethics, impacts and stakeholder 

trust.

NCC / Remuneration Committee
Independence and capability / incentives based on verified 

results.

Business executives / control owners Realise benefits and demonstrate that their controls operate.

Risk, compliance and sustainability leads Challenge results and maintain a traceable evidence register.

Monthly delivery review, quarterly committee challenge and prompt material-risk escalation.



AI standards: purpose and Cell C deliverable

Proposed plan. Sources: ISO official catalogue and NIST AI RMF. Framework mapping is proposed. 05

Standard / framework Proposed use at Cell C

ISO/IEC 42001:2023 O2/O3: controlled AI use and verified business benefits

ISO/IEC 23894:2023 O3: use-case risk decisions linked to enterprise risk

ISO/IEC 42005:2025 O1/O4: assessment of effects on people and recourse

ISO/IEC 38507:2022 O3: accountable Board oversight of AI decisions

NIST AI RMF 1.0 + AI 600-1 O3/O4: AI tests, monitoring and response to harm



ESG standards: reporting and operations

Proposed plan. Sources: IFRS Foundation, GRI, JSE, GHG Protocol and ISO. Proposed selection. 06

Reference Proposed Cell C application

IFRS S1 / S2 and JSE guidance O2/O4: decision-useful sustainability financial information

GRI, including 102:2025 and 103:2025 O1/O4: material impacts and climate/energy transparency

SASB Telecommunication Services O2/O3: material telecom risks and performance measures

GHG Protocol + ISO 14064-1:2018 O3/O4: credible emissions boundary and inventory

ISO 14001:2026 / ISO 50001:2018 O2: measurable environmental and energy improvement

ISO 26000:2010 O1/O4: responsible labour, inclusion and supplier conduct



Governance, privacy and continuity standards

Proposed plan. Sources: ISO official catalogue. Current editions and applicable amendments require scope review. 07

Standard Proposed Cell C focus

ISO 37000:2021 O1–O4: governance accountability and oversight

ISO 31000:2018 / ISO 37301:2021 O3: risk appetite, obligations and effective escalation

ISO/IEC 27001:2022 O3/O4: security of customer data and critical systems

ISO/IEC 27701:2025 O1/O3: accountable processing of personal information

ISO 22301:2019 O2/O3: tested continuity across material service partners



6 months: governance and risk foundations

Proposed plan. Report links: pp. 5–10. Actions G01–G02. Standards: ISO 37000, 31000 and 37301. 08

G01  Independent audit committee composition

Lead: Company secretary / NCC   Due: M3 decision; M6 delivery   Outcome: O3, O4

Approve fully independent non-executive membership as the preferred target by M3. Implement through 

the required processes by M6.

Effectiveness evidence: Verified independence and challenge; any interim departure has safeguards and 

a review date.

G02  Risk appetite, conduct and compliance

Lead: Risk and compliance leads   Due: Month 6   Outcome: O1, O3

Update AI, ESG and partner-risk indicators. Test conduct escalation and controls for material obligations 

against approved limits.

Effectiveness evidence: Sampled breaches prompt timely escalation and corrective action; control 

failures remain visible.



6 months: AI policy in operation

Proposed plan. Report link: p. 11. Actions A01–A02. ISO/IEC 42001, 23894, 42005 and 38507; NIST AI RMF. 09

A01  AI inventory and enforceable approvals

Lead: CITO with business owners   Due: Inventory M3; gates M6   Outcome: O3

Identify employee and supplier AI. Assign owners, risk tiers and permitted data. Enforce release and 

material-change approvals.

Effectiveness evidence: Discovery samples reconcile to the register; high-risk tools have accountable 

owners and effective gates.

A02  AI impact, fairness and human intervention

Lead: Business owners with risk   Due: Month 6   Outcome: O1, O3, O4

Test priority AI uses for customer harm, privacy, reliability and human intervention. Set risk-based 

acceptance criteria.

Effectiveness evidence: Tests meet approved limits; override works and material failed cases receive 

treatment before release.



6 months: ESG boundaries and partner resilience

Proposed plan. Report links: pp. 2–4, 9, 11, 14. Actions E01–R01. ESG standards and ISO 22301. 10

E01  ESG materiality and metric controls

Lead: CFO with sustainability lead   Due: Month 6   Outcome: O2, O4

Validate financial and impact materiality separately. Define data boundaries, partner inputs and the GRI 

transition plan.

Effectiveness evidence: Metric samples reconcile to source evidence; stakeholder input changes 

priorities where warranted.

R01  Critical partner and service readiness

Lead: COO with CITO   Due: Month 6   Outcome: O2, O3

Validate service dependencies and recovery objectives. Exercise a partner disruption and test 

escalation and customer communication.

Effectiveness evidence: Critical owners demonstrate workable response steps; exercise failures have 

owners and deadlines.



12 months: governance and capability embedded

Proposed plan. Report links: pp. 1–2, 5–8, 14. Actions G03–G04. ISO 37000 and ISO 26000. 11

G03  Evidence of better governance decisions

Lead: Company secretary / CEO   Due: Month 12   Outcome: O2, O3

Review material investments and delegations for challenge, trade-offs and follow-through. Coordinate 

committee escalations.

Effectiveness evidence: Decision samples show how challenge affected approval, conditions or 

remediation, with follow-up.

G04  Competence, ethics and succession

Lead: People lead with NCC   Due: Month 12   Outcome: O1, O2

Assess director and control-owner competence through role-based cases. Test critical-role succession 

and human-review capacity.

Effectiveness evidence: Assessments demonstrate applied judgement; critical skill and succession gaps 

have funded treatment.



12 months: AI, privacy and recovery tested

Proposed plan. Report links: pp. 9–11. Actions A03–R02. ISO/IEC 42001, 27001, 27701 and ISO 22301. 12

A03  AI performance and corrective action

Lead: CITO with AI business owners   Due: Month 12   Outcome: O2, O3

Operate lifecycle controls. Monitor errors, drift, customer appeals and benefits. Act when approved risk 

limits are breached.

Effectiveness evidence: Monitoring detects test failures; owners act promptly and customer or service 

effects remain within limits.

R02  Cyber, privacy and recovery effectiveness

Lead: CITO with privacy / COO   Due: Month 12   Outcome: O3, O4

Test a cyber or data incident end to end with a critical provider. Assess response, data integrity and 

recovery performance.

Effectiveness evidence: Results meet approved recovery and response criteria; failed safeguards 

receive remediation and retesting.



12 months: ESG baseline and reporting dry run

Proposed plan. Report links: pp. 2–4, 11, 14. Actions E02–E03. GHG Protocol, IFRS, GRI and SASB. 13

E02  Credible emissions and investment baseline

Lead: CFO / sustainability with CITO   Due: Month 12   Outcome: O2, O3

Reconcile energy and emissions, including material value-chain categories. Validate assumptions in 

efficiency business cases.

Effectiveness evidence: An evidence-supported baseline and uncertainty record support feasible, costed 

improvement targets.

E03  Decision-useful ESG reporting

Lead: CFO with sustainability lead   Due: Month 12   Outcome: O2, O4

Trial sustainability disclosures and climate scenarios. Test whether an inclusion initiative produces an 

outcome beyond attendance.

Effectiveness evidence: Dry run connects material effects to decisions; significant reporting findings 

have funded remediation.



24 months: governance outcomes demonstrated

Proposed plan. Report links: pp. 1, 5–8, 12–14. Actions G05–G06. ISO 37000 and ISO 26000. 14

G05  Governance effectiveness and learning

Lead: NCC / Board   Due: Month 24   Outcome: O1, O3, O4

Commission independent review of leadership, ethics, oversight and succession. Reassess 

independence and disclosure departures.

Effectiveness evidence: Review tests real decisions and outcomes; the Board addresses material 

findings and verifies closure.

G06  Remuneration based on verified value

Lead: Remuneration Committee   Due: Month 24   Outcome: O1, O2

Review incentives against verified benefits, customer effects and conduct. Apply approved safeguards 

to remuneration decisions.

Effectiveness evidence: Payout decisions use reliable results and documented judgement on adverse 

effects and ethical conduct.



24 months: AI assurance and service resilience

Proposed plan. Report links: pp. 9–11, 13. Actions A04–R03. ISO/IEC 42001, 27001, 27701 and ISO 22301. 15

A04  Independent AI effectiveness assessment

Lead: CITO; ARC oversees assurance   Due: Month 24   Outcome: O3, O4

Assess the AI management system independently. Decide on scoped certification only where it supports 

a clear business need.

Effectiveness evidence: Assessment tests live operating evidence; material findings close through 

retesting, not certification alone.

R03  Proven partner recovery and exit capability

Lead: COO with CITO / procurement   Due: Month 24   Outcome: O2, O3

Test partner failover and a practical exit or data-portability route without exposing customers to 

uncontrolled disruption.

Effectiveness evidence: Recovery and data integrity meet approved objectives; material failures stay 

open until treated and retested.



24 months: environmental and social outcomes

Proposed plan. Report links: pp. 2–4, 11–14. Actions E04–E05. ISO 14001, 50001; ESG reporting frameworks. 16

E04  Verified environmental improvement

Lead: COO / sustainability lead   Due: Month 24   Outcome: O2

Deliver funded environmental and energy projects. Compare results on a consistent boundary and 

expand material partner coverage.

Effectiveness evidence: Savings meet approved targets after adjustment for activity and boundaries; 

claims reflect uncertainty.

E05  Credible ESG disclosure and stakeholder trust

Lead: CFO with SEC and ARC   Due: Month 24   Outcome: O3, O4

Report material climate, inclusion and workforce outcomes. Assure priority indicators and explain 

significant limitations.

Effectiveness evidence: Priority claims withstand scoped independent assurance; stakeholder concerns 

influence corrective decisions.



Practice 60: full independence is the target

Proposed plan. Sources: Cell C Framework pp. 6–7; King V Code p. 16, Practice 60. 17

Reported departure

Three of four ARC members are classified as independent. Cell C explains the remaining 

member’s independence of mind.

G01 preferred outcome: decision M3, delivery M6

Implement membership comprising entirely independent non-executive directors, through the 

necessary appointment processes.

Interim treatment and sustained effectiveness

Maintain safeguards and a dated explanation until delivery. Reassess independence and 

objective challenge at M12 and M24.



Maturity targets follow Cell C’s material risks

Proposed plan. Proposed assessment approach. This is not an official King V score or a current Cell C rating. 18

Gate Proportionate assessment Evidence and decision

Baseline
Validate each domain’s current 

position

Use records, tests and interviews; leave 

unknowns unscored.

Month 6 Agree risk-based targets by domain
Record the risk or value rationale, owner 

and funded work.

Month 12 Test progress against agreed targets
Sample routine operation and revise 

targets if exposure changes.

Month 24 Independently challenge effectiveness
Verify outcomes and the value of further 

maturity investment.

Targets vary by domain and require a clear risk or value justification.



Outcome indicators for committee challenge

Proposed plan. All measures and acceptance criteria require Cell C approval. Baselines remain to be validated. 19

Outcome / indicator Effectiveness test and timing

O1  Ethical conduct and fair AI
Test priority cases at M6; track harm, recurrence 

and recourse quarterly.

O2  Realised AI and ESG benefits
Approve comparable baselines by M12; verify net 

benefits by M24.

O3  Critical controls and resilience
Test M6/M12/M24; report failures, response and 

retest results.

O4  Stakeholder trust and recourse
Review complaints and feedback quarterly 

alongside service outcomes.

O3/O4  Credibility of external reporting
Trace material claims at M12; obtain selected 

assurance by M24.



Assurance tests the quality of governance

Proposed plan. Sources: Cell C Framework pp. 9–10, 13; IAASB ISSA 5000. Proposed testing scope. 20

Gate Management evidence Independent effectiveness test

Month 6 Scope, baselines and priority safeguards
Challenge scope and retest selected 

high-risk safeguards.

Month 12 Decision samples and operating records
Test consistent control operation and 

responses to breaches.

Month 24 Outcome trends and remediation results
Test claimed benefits, stakeholder 

effects and selected disclosures.

Assurance coverage follows material risks and intended governance outcomes.



Dependencies, funding and closure discipline

Proposed plan. Source context: Cell C Framework pp. 3, 8–11, 13. Proposed delivery controls. 21

Dependency / control Proposed management response

Validated foundations before expansion A01 enables A02/A03. E01 enables E02/E03.

Partner cooperation and evidence access R01 enables recovery testing and material partner data.

Competent owners and funded capacity
Cost implementation, review, remediation and 

independent testing.

Evidence required for closure
Owner demonstrates operation; reviewer tests the 

completion claim.

Material failure or missed milestone
Keep the gap visible, apply interim treatment and escalate 

a dated plan.



Principles 1–7: foundations and next actions

Proposed plan. Source: Cell C Framework pp. 1–8. Reported foundations require operating validation. 22

Principle Reported foundation Validate operation Proposed enhancement

1 Leadership Board evaluation Challenge and follow-up G03/G05: test decisions

2 Ethics Ethics framework
Conduct and 

consequences
G02/G04: test judgement

3 Strategy Partner-based model Benefits and trade-offs E02/E03/G06: verify value

4 Reporting Reporting oversight Traceability of claims E01/E03/E05: test data

5 Composition Diversity and reviews Skills and independence G01/G04/G05: assess

6 Committees Practice 60 departure Interim safeguards G01: full independence

7 Management Delegation framework Approvals and succession G03/G04: test continuity



Principles 8–13: foundations and next actions

Proposed plan. Source: Cell C Framework pp. 9–14. Enhancements below are proposals, not reported deficiencies. 23

Principle Reported foundation Validate operation Proposed enhancement

8 Risk Risk appetite oversight Breach response G02/R01–R03: test

9 Compliance Compliance monitoring Material control evidence G02/R02: validate

10 Technology AI policy; maturity work Oversight and override A01–A04: embed and test

11 Remuneration Strategic / ESG links
Reliable results and 

conduct
G06: verify payout basis

12 Assurance Assurance arrangements Coverage and conclusions G05/A04/E05: challenge

13 Stakeholders Engagement processes Influence and recourse A02/E01/E03/E05: test



Board approval and continuing accountability

Proposed plan. Proposed approval agenda. Actions support all four governance outcomes. 24

Governance outcomes and priorities

Approve the intended outcomes and owners. Endorse full audit committee independence and 

validate priority AI, ESG and partner risks.

Proportionate targets and resources

Approve a costed plan and domain-specific maturity targets. Define what operating evidence 

will justify action closure.

Review, assurance and disclosure

Require quarterly challenge and 6-, 12- and 24-month assurance gates. Update the annual 

explanation of outcomes and departures.



Source register: governance, AI and security

Proposed plan. Official sources checked 26 October 2026. Full URLs appear in the relevant speaker notes. 25

Source family References used

Cell C FY26 King V disclosure Introduction and printed pp. 1–14

King V Code 2025, IoDSA Outcomes and disclosure: pp. 2–3. Practice 60: p. 16

Governance, risk and compliance ISO 37000:2021, ISO 31000:2018, ISO 37301:2021

AI governance and management ISO/IEC 42001:2023, 23894:2023, 42005:2025, 38507:2022

AI guidance, security and resilience
NIST AI RMF / AI 600-1; ISO/IEC 27001:2022, 27701:2025; ISO 

22301:2019



Discussion – how do we?

• Evolve our ERM capability by implementing our risk maturity 
roadmap

• Strengthen our assurance processes 
• Enhance our ability to proactively identify emerging risks and 

opportunities. 
• Improve our management of the impacts of ESG-related risks. 
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Critical risks







Risk 
appetite/ 
tolerance







New focus of corporate governance

Ethical transparent leadership- 
improved communication

• Integrated reporting
• Governance practices and 

ethics
• Disclosure of information
• Stakeholder engagement

ESG Factors – competitive 
advantage

• Environmental responsibility
• Social impact
• Risk management
• Supplier chain sustainability

Trust CredibilityResilience







“Governance 
is not oversight 
— it is the 
architecture of 
trust, 
performance, 
and long-term 
value.”

1. Governance as Strategic Direction

Set clear purpose, vision, and mission-critical 
objectives 

Align strategy with risk appetite and 
performance expectations 

Ensure decisions create sustainable enterprise 
value 

2. Governance as Accountability

Establish clear roles, authority, and 
consequence management 

Demand transparency, integrity, and ethical 
leadership 

Hold management accountable for 
performance within boundaries



“The role of the 
board is not to 
monitor the 
organisation — 
it is to ensure 
the organisation 
performs, 
sustainably, 
within its 
defined 
boundaries.”

3. Governance as Risk Intelligence

Ensure risks to mission-critical objectives are 
identified early 

Oversee risk-performance integration (not 
siloed risk registers) 

Drive forward-looking decision-making using 
risk insights 

4. Governance as Assurance

Ensure combined assurance across all lines 
of defence 

Validate reliability of financial, ESG, and 
operational reporting 

Focus on control effectiveness, not 
compliance noise 



If governance 
does not 
influence 
decisions, 
shape 
behaviour, and 
protect value 
— it is not 
governance, it is 
administration.

5. Governance as Value Protection & Creation

Protect against value destruction (fraud, 
failure, ESG breakdowns) 

Enable value creation through disciplined 
capital allocation 

Balance short-term performance with long-
term sustainability

6. Governance as Culture Leadership

Set the tone at the top 

Embed ethical decision-making under 
pressure 

Build a culture of accountability, challenge, 
and trust 















ISO 27000 
explained



ISO 27000 
explained



ISO 27000 
explained





Integrating governance and AI
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Emerging risk radar
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CASE STUDY - The Cost of Unmanaged AI 
• A large organization implemented an artificial intelligence solution to 

improve customer service efficiency. The technology significantly 
reduced response times and improved operational performance during 
the early stages of deployment. However, governance arrangements 
were not established. Accountability remained unclear, no formal risk 
assessment was conducted and monitoring processes were limited. 

• Several months after implementation, stakeholders began raising 
concerns regarding inconsistent responses generated by the system. 
Some responses contained inaccurate information while others 
reflected unintended bias. 

• The organization was forced to suspend the solution while 
investigations were conducted. Significant resources were required to 
address stakeholder concerns, review governance arrangements and 
restore confidence. 
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Reflection Questions 
• How would your board currently explain the organization's 

approach to AI governance? 
• Which mission-critical objectives are most likely to be affected by 

artificial intelligence? 
• What risks concern leadership most regarding AI adoption? 
• Which governance structures already exist that could support AI 

governance? 
• What role should compliance, risk management and internal 

audit play in AI oversight? 
• How would your organization respond if a significant AI-related 

incident occurred tomorrow? 
• What level of AI governance maturity should your organization 

achieve over the next three years? 
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AI Governance – Board dashboard

159



160











https://www.fsb-tcfd.org/
https://finance.ec.europa.eu/capital-markets-union-and-financial-markets/company-reporting-and-auditing/company-reporting/corporate-sustainability-reporting_en
https://www.globalreporting.org/
https://sasb.ifrs.org/






















Climate Risk Categories





















Day 2 Layout

Implementation 
roadmap









Questions?

0027 83 999 7955
deon@next-agile.co.za
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