RED ROSES AFRICA (PTY) LTD

RESPONSE TO amaBhungane

Red Roses Africa (Pty) Ltd (“Red Roses”) notes the correspondence addressed
by Mr Orrin Singh of amaBhungane raising questions regarding ongoing
investigations and proceedings involving the Special Investigating Unit (“S/U”) and
the Competition Commission of South Africa (“Competition Commission”).

The matters raised by amaBhungane relate to two separate legal processes
currently underway. Red Roses addresses them below.

Competition Commission Matter

Red Roses is contesting the Competition Commission’s case before the
Competition Tribunal because it believes the Competition Commission has
misunderstood both the facts and the economic context of the transaction that
occurred during the Covid-19 emergency procurement period.

The supply of 70% alcohol WHO recommended handrub formulation 25-litre hand
sanitiser to the South African Police Service (“SAPS”) arose from an urgent sealed-
bid procurement process during the height of the Covid-19 crisis. Red Roses
submitted its bid in response to an emergency request for quotations at a time of
significant uncertainty in global supply chains and before it had secured stock or
finalised its procurement route.

The proper inquiry, according to Red Roses, is therefore whether the bid was
rational and reasonable at the time it was submitted, rather than judging it
retrospectively with the benefit of information that only became available later.

Red Roses also disputes the Competition Commission’s allegation that it was
dominant in the relevant market. In a competitive bidding environment, suppliers
must submit prices low enough to win against competing bidders. Red Roses
maintains that its pricing was constrained by perceived competitor bids, National
Treasury benchmark prices, uncertainty about supply costs and the risks
associated with fulfilling a large emergency contract.

Red Roses further rejects the suggestion that it acted independently of market
forces. Its pricing was influenced by competitor pricing, supplier quotations, freight
costs and the commercial risk of non-performance. These factors reflect normal
commercial constraints rather than the exercise of market power.
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Red Roses also challenges the methodology used by the Competition
Commission to allege excessive pricing. The Competition Commission compares
the bid price with procurement costs calculated after the event using a weighted
average of multiple later supply transactions. Red Roses submits that this
comparison is fundamentally flawed because those later procurement costs were
not known and could not reasonably have been predicted when the bid was
submitted.

Based on the information available at the time, including supplier quotations and
conservative freight assumptions, the anticipated cost of supply was
approximately 99% per unit against a bid price itself. On that basis, the price
cannot plausibly be characterised as excessive.

Red Roses also notes that the SAPS ultimately paid less than the applicable
National Treasury benchmark price and less than a competing bidder’s price,
indicating that the procurement delivered value rather than customer detriment.
Red Roses did not charge an excessive price for all the delivered goods to SAPS.

For these reasons, Red Roses contends that the Competition Commission has not
established the necessary elements required by the Competition Act, namely
dominance, excessive pricing, and customer harm. Red Roses is confident that it
will succeed at the Tribunal hearing scheduled for October 2026.

SIU Matter

The SIU investigation arises from the same alleged complaint of irregularity within
the SAPS that underpins the Competition Commission matter. However, Red
Roses notes that the alleged irregularity has been contradicted by findings from
National Treasury and the Auditor-General, as well as by the SAPS internal
witnesses who denied that irregular procurement occurred.

Red Roses has consistently maintained that it was caught in an internal
institutional conflict within SAPS that unfolded during the extraordinary
circumstances of the Covid-19 emergency procurement period.

As to the SIU investigation, in July 2025 the SIU suddenly, and surprisingly, filed
an Affidavit by the National Commissioner Fannie Masemola (‘Lt General
Masemola”) to bolster its case. What is notable from amaBhungane’s questions is
that it requests copies of the papers of Red Roses, however concedes in question
2 that it has Mr Pillay’s answering affidavit from which it quotes from. It is
interesting that the questions demonstrate bias and subjectivity in that
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amaBhungane relies on General Masemola’s affidavit without taking into
consideration the answering affidavit filed by Red Roses in October 2025.

It has for long been claimed that individuals in the SAPS had a sinister agenda to
remove one of its own leader's Deputy National Commissioner, Lieutenant
General Francinah Vuma (“Lt General Vuma”) from power and when that did not
bear fruit, Red Roses found itself trapped in a power struggle which fueled the SIU
and the Competition Commission matters.

Recent developments have added significant context to this situation.

Lt General Vuma, who was responsible for Asset and Legal Management,
including procurement within the SAPS during the pandemic, was suspended in
July 2022 in relation to the procurement of Personal Protective Equipment (“PPE”)
and remained on suspension for almost four years without the matter being
brought to a final disciplinary hearing or adjudicated in a court of law. She retired
in February 2026 without the hearing’s verdict being pronounced by the
Chairperson.

On 11 March 2026, Lt General Vuma testified before Parliament’'s ad hoc
Committee investigating allegations of corruption, criminal infiltration and political
interference within the SAPS. Her testimony described a series of events
surrounding the PPE procurement which, in her view, reflected internal political
and institutional pressures rather than wrongdoing by those involved in the
procurement process.

Among the key reported points raised in her testimony were:

1. that she was suspended by General Fannie Masemola (“General
Masemola”) and that her office was subsequently raided following her
protected disclosures to various authorities whereafter there was inaction in

relation to such disclosures;

2. that she faced political pressure relating to the procurement of PPE during
the Covid-19 pandemic;

3. that she insisted on following National Treasury processes and transversal
contracts rather than deviating from lawful procurement frameworks;

4. that, after refusing to comply with certain instructions, she believes efforts
were made to implicate her in alleged PPE irregularities.
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Lt General Vuma further testified that she received threats and made protected
disclosures due to fear for her safety.

Importantly, Lt General Vuma denied any wrongdoing in relation to the SAPS 'PPE
procurement and indicated that the procurement complied with applicable
emergency procurement of PPE frameworks and guidance provided by National
Treasury in terms of Instruction Note 8 of 2019/20 issued on 19 March 2020.

Her testimony also highlighted differences between the SAPS internal audit and
the Auditor General’s findings and the conclusions reached by the SIU, suggesting
that the circumstances surrounding the procurement require careful and objective
examination.

During her testimony to Parliament, Lt General Vuma alleged that she had been
subjected to pressure and that her suspension followed disputes regarding
procurement decisions. Lt General Vuma made startling disclosures to Parliament
as to how she was set up and suspended because she refused to follow unlawful
instructions regarding PPE contracts. She denied any wrongdoing regarding the
SAPS 'PPE procurement and a summary of her testimony established the
following:

1. Forced Procurement: Lt General Vuma testified that she was pressured to
purchase PPE from unverified companies.

2.  Preferred Suppliers: Lt General Vuma claimed that she was provided with a
specific “list of preferred suppliers” and berated her when she insisted on
following National Treasury processes and “fransversal contracts” rather than
hand-picked companies.

3. Retaliation Plot: After she refused to comply, Lt General Vuma claimed a
“sinister plot’ was hatched to falsely charge her with PPE irregularities to
tarnish her reputation.

4. Coercion: Evidence presented indicated a clash between SAPS internal
audits and the SIU’s findings on irregular expenditure, with Lt General Vuma
maintaining that she stood her ground against being “coerced to act
unlawfully” and that Divisional Head Major General Riet and the SAPS
complied to all necessary procurement laws, including taking guidance from
National Treasury who confirmed that the prices paid were authorised.

5.  Competition Commission: According to Lt General Vuma and General Riet,
they submitted that they referred all PPE suppliers to the Competition
Commission for investigations against price gouging.
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amaBhungane is invited to view the complete evidence of Lt General Vuma at
(https:.//www.youtube.com/watch ?v=FQfFlhprq-q). It appears from
amaBhungane’s questions that no consideration has been given to Lt General
Vuma’s testimony before the Parliamentary Ad Hoc Committee, which is of critical
importance. That testimony was given prior to Red Roses receiving the questions
of 12 March 2026.

Based on her testimony, it became apparent that she was targeted for persecution
by senior police leadership and political figures, including Jackey Mathabathe as
reported, who used disciplinary and investigative mechanisms to silence her,
including the alleged use of flawed reports.

Furthermore, SIU investigators unlawfully and without just cause withheld
pertinent information and documentation from their report which related inter alia
to General Sithole’s approval for deviation and use of Instruction Note 8 (dealt with
hereunder), National Treasury’s explanation of the methodology to the Auditor
General of South Africa (“AG”) and crucial affidavits of National Treasury’s Acting
CPO Mr Molefe-Isaac Fani and SAPS Major General Johannes Riet and instead
reliance was incorrectly and wrongfully placed on a draft internal audit report.

With regards to National Treasury SCM Instruction Note 3 of 2016/17: Preventing
and Combating Abuse in the Supply Chain Management System (“Note 3”) and
Instruction No. 8 of 2019/2020 - Emergency Procurement in response to National
State of Disaster (“Note 8”), it is clear that the SIU investigation officer’s report
incorrectly relied on his understanding that Note 3 for general emergency
procurement was applicable when in fact it was the special Note 8 for COVID 19
emergency procurement of PPE issued on the 19 March 2020 which was
applicable. To this end, the SAPS’ Accounting Officer, on 26 March 2026, elected
to deviate and use Note 8 which included the list of PPE and price list. In addition
and at all material times, not only was Red Roses in possession of an active and
compliant CSD as prescribed by Note 8, but it complied with all procurement
requirements.

Of importance on the list, was that there was no 25 litre drum of 70% alcohol
sanitizer therein but instead only a 500mI/70% alcohol content sanitiser bottle with
the prices ranging up to R103.50 per 500m/70% alcohol sanitiser bottle. The
National Treasury provided a methodology to the AG and SAPS that proved that
Red Roses’ price was within the prescribed price range. Following the AG’s
clarification, he subsequently issued a clean audit to the SAPS for the first time in
over 5 years. Red Roses brings to your attention that there has not been any
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criminal charges from the Hawks nor the NPA since the investigations into these
baseless allegations.

Insofar as disciplinary actions are concerned, none of the SAPS Officers who were
directly involved in the procurement of the PPE were ever charged following
investigations, which include Major General Johannes Riet, Brigadier Stephina
Mahlangu, Brigadier Deysel and Brigadier Ngobeni thus proving that Lt General
Vuma was being persecuted for ulterior motives which had nothing to do with the
PPE matter. The Chairperson of the hearing in her matter was conveniently halted
from pronouncing the verdict and provided a flimsy reason to the effect that Lt
General Vuma has since retired from the institution It is clear that SAPS knew that
the verdict would have cleared Lt General Vuma of any wrongdoing thus dealing
a blow to the SAPS’ persecution agenda against her. In any event, if
amaBhungane had genuine intentions of unfolding the truth, it would be
questioning the SAPS as to why a disciplinary verdict, taking into account
Masemola’s explanatory affidavit wherein he gave a directive for the Chairperson
to withhold such verdict, was never handed down given resources being expended
for the process.

Red Roses is the innocent victim of a battle between two elephants.

In light of these developments and what has been revealed in the various affidavits
including that of Acting CPO Mr Molefe-Isaac Fani, Major General Johannes Riet,
Lt General Vuma, Brigadier Stephinah Mahlangu, Brigadier Deysel, Red Roses
intends to engage with both the SIU and the Competition Commission to invite
them to reconsider their respective cases in light of the evidence presented by Lt
General Vuma which deals a deathblow to both matters. The evidence, which was
previously withheld but has now come to light, proves that there was no
wrongdoing on the part of Red Roses and that it adhered to Note 8.

Confidentiality and Sub Judice

The documents filed by Red Roses in the Competition Tribunal proceedings
contain confidential commercial information and are not public documents. As the
matter is currently before the Competition Tribunal, Red Roses is not in a position
to make those documents available.

The issues raised also form part of ongoing legal proceedings and are therefore
sub judice. Red Roses will accordingly prioritise addressing the matters in the
appropriate legal forums rather than through public commentary. Red Roses is
confident that in both matters it will be exonerated.
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All settlement discussions between Red Roses, the SIU and the Competition
Commission remain confidential. It is trite that settlement discussions are
conducted on a without prejudice basis safe to say that Red Roses rejected the
SIU and Competition Commission’s demands therein. All interested parties,
including amaBhungane, should await the public hearing scheduled for October
2026.

This response serves as the only statement or comment issued by Red Roses, as
it wishes to prioritise the ventilation of facts vs fiction in the Court process and will
refrain from commenting further as the matter remains sub judice.

For and on behalf of
Red Roses Africa (Pty) Ltd
17 March 2026

All queries to be addressed to:
Janine Hills: janine@janinehills.com
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