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Dear Mr Wicomb 

TIGER BRANDS LIMITED: SUBMISSION ON THE CHANGES TO THE CUSTOMS AND EXCISE ACT 

RELATING TO THE INCLUSION OF A HEALTH PROMOTION LEVY RELATED TO SUGAR SWEETENED 

BEVERAGES 

We refer to the Standing Committee on Finance’s (the "Committee") request of 21 May 2017 in the Rapport 

Newspaper for written and oral submissions on the proposed changes to, inter alia, the Customs and Excise Act, 

1964.  

The proposed changes to the Customs and Excise Act that are of significant interest to Tiger Brands Limited (“Tiger 

Brands”) relate to the proposed Health Promotion Levy on Sugary Beverages (“the sugar levy”).  

Tiger Brands have on three previous occasions made submissions to Government on the proposed introduction of 

the sugar levy.  

The first submission was made on the 22 August 2016 in response to the publication of the Policy Paper published 

by National Treasury on 8 July 2016 (“the Policy Paper") on Taxation of Sugar Sweetened beverages, the second 

submission was in response to a request for written submissions by the Committee and by the Portfolio Committee 

on Health on or about 15 December 2016 in relation to the Policy Paper. This submission was made on 27 January 

2017 and is enclosed herewith for ease of reference.  
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The third submission was made on 31 March 2017 in response to the Rates and Monetary Amounts and 

Amendment of Revenue Laws Bill of 2017 (“the Bill”). A copy of this submission is also enclosed herewith for the 

Committee’s consideration.   

Tiger Brands wishes to make use of this further opportunity extended by the Committee to reiterate its submissions 

made in the abovementioned submissions.  

Tiger Brands also request the opportunity to address the Committee in person to provide further context to the 

content of the submissions and to answer any questions that the Committee may have. We therefore request a 

timeslot for oral presentation at the public hearing.  

Tiger Brands wishes to reiterate the submissions made in the above submissions that can be summarised as 

follows: 

1. Tiger Brands is of the view that the proposed rate as applied to concentrated beverages is inequitable 

compared to ready-to-drink (“RTD”) beverages for the following reasons: 

(a) The flat rate of 1.05 c per gram of sugar above 4 g per 100 ml does not take into account the different 

dilution ratios of concentrated beverages. 

(b) If the rate of 1.05 c is applied to the sugar content of the undiluted concentrated beverage as it leaves 

the production facility rather than to the sugar content of the diluted product actually consumed 

prepared by the consumer from such concentrate, it will, in real terms, result in a higher sugar levy per 

100 ml of diluted product than the sugar levy per 100 ml of an equivalent RTD product purchased by 

the same consumer.  

 

2. Our comments in (1) above can be better explained by way of an example: 

The levy will be calculated as follows for a 500 ml RTD beverage with 5 g of sugar per 100 ml: 

5g / 100 ml – 4g / 100  ml = 1g / 100 ml X 2.1 c / g = 2.1 c / 100 ml  

The proposal is that sugary beverages will be taxed on the duty-at-source basis. Concentrates will therefore 

be taxed on the sugar content of the product produced as it leaves the productions facilities and at a rate of 

1.05c/gram of the sugar content that exceeds 4g/100ml. 

 

Therefore, the sugar levy on a squash that needs to be diluted before it can be consumed with a sugar 

content of 20g / 100 ml will be as follows: 

20g / 100 ml – 4 g / 100 ml = 16 g / 100 ml X 1,05 c / g = 16.8 c / 100 ml 

The concentrate in the above example must be diluted 1:3. Therefore, once diluted the consumer will pay 

4.2 c / 100 ml serving of diluted concentrate, as opposed to 2.1 c / 100 ml serving on an RTD product 

with the same sugar content. This will result in an inequitable treatment of concentrates that in Tiger 

Brands’ view would be unconstitutional.  

3. Tiger Brands further understands that the intention of the 4 g / 100 ml threshold is to exempt low sugar 

content beverages from the sugar levy. If the 1.05 c sugar levy is applied to the sugar content of the 

concentrated beverage rather than to the sugar content of the diluted product, there would be no incentive to 

reduce the sugar content of concentrates since the sugar content of undiluted concentrates would always be 

above the threshold. Low sugar content RTD’s would not be taxed whilst the concentrated equivalent thereof 

will.  
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4. The proposed definition of sugar content includes ‘intrinsic sugar’ and other ‘sweetening matter’. Nectar and 

squash products are legally, in terms of the Agricultural Products Standards Act, 1990, required to have a 

minimum amount of fruit juice content: 6 % for squashes and a variable minimum content of fruit juice based 

on the type of fruit in the nectar. It is Tiger Brands’ view that the sugar derived from fruit juice, i.e. the 

‘intrinsic sugar’ content of a beverage, should not be subject to the sugar levy, only ‘added sugar’ should be 

taxed. This is in line with the exemption of taxation of 100 % fruit juices. 

 

5. In our submission in response to the Bill we requested clarity on why the threshold of 4 g was proposed as 

opposed to 5 g as initially proposed in the Policy Paper. To date we have not received a response. The 

South African Revenue Service and National Treasury should not deviate from the Policy Paper unless all 

parties are again provided the opportunity to make submissions in this regard.  

Having regard to the above Tiger Brands proposes that the rate of the sugar levy on concentrates be the 

same as that on RTD’s but taxed on the sugar content of a diluted concentrate in order to ensure equitable 

treatment between a concentrated beverage and an RTD. 

The enclosed submissions detail the points made above. 

We thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Bill. Please contact the undersigned (contact details 

below) should you require any clarity or further information regarding the Submission.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 

Grattan Kirk 

Group Business Executive:  Consumer Brands 

Mobile:     083 450 8855 

E-mail:     grattan.kirk@tigerbrands.com  
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