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IN THE CONSTITUTIONAL COURT OF 

SOUTH AFRICA 
 
                                                       CASE NUMBER: __________ 
 
In the case between: 
 
 
LAERSKOOL GENERAAL HENDRIK SCHOEMAN   Applicant 
 
and  
 
BASTIAN FINANCIAL SERVICES (Pty) Ltd   Respondent 
 
____________________________________________________ 
 AFFIDAVIT 
____________________________________________________ 
 
I, the undersigned, 
 
 MAURITZ DU PREEZ, 
 
hereby declare as follows under oath: 
 
 1. 
1.1 I am a male person who have reached majority and was appointed as the 

head of Laerskool Generaal Hendrik Schoeman with address at Marais 
Street, Schoemansville, Hartbeespoort. I am also a member of the 
governing body of Laerskool Generaal Hendrik Schoeman. I have duly 
investigated this matter, am fully informed regarding the matter and am 
therefore authorized to take this affidavit. 

 
1.2 The facts herein contained are within my personal knowledge and are the 

truth unless specifically stated. 
 
1.3 I have no legal training, and any submissions with regard to any point of 

law made herein are made on the advice of the Applicant's legal 
representatives. 

 
2. 

The Applicant is LAERSKOOL GENERAAL HENDRIK SCHOEMAN, a public 
school, with address at Marais Street, Schoemansville, Hartbeespoort, Northwest 
Province. 
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     3. 
The Respondent is BASTIAN FINANCIAL SERVICES (Pty) Ltd, a company duly 
registered in terms of the Companies Act and with previous address at 322, 15th 
Street, Randjespark, Midrand, and its apparent main place of business is situated 
at 148 Corlett Avenue, Bramley, Johannesburg, Gauteng. 
 
 
PURPOSE OF APPLICATION: 

4. 
This application is launched with a view to requesting the Honourable Court for 
the relief set out in die Notice of Motion. The relief requested is of a dual nature, 
namely firstly, granting condonation for the late application, and secondly, for 
leave in terms of Rule 19 of the Honourable Court to be allowed to appeal to this 
Honourable Court against the judgment by the Highest Court of Appeal delivered 
on 30 May 2008, rejecting the Applicant's special plea in terms of the provisions 
of section 60(1) of the Schools Act, Act 84 of 1996, filed in the Magistrate's Court 
of Brits. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
     5. 
On 21 February 2002, the Respondent issued summons against the Applicant in 
the Magistrate's Court of the District of Brits requesting relief against the 
Applicant, and case number 1378/2002 was allocated to the case. A copy of the 
Respondent's particulars of claim is attached hereto as Annexure MDP1, setting 
out the Respondent's claim against the Applicant. 
 
     6. 
The Applicant, inter alia, raised a special plea in terms of the provisions of 
section 60(1) and (3) of the Schools Act 84 of 1996 for the Respondent to be 
prohibited from taking action against the Applicant in that the Respondent in 
terms of the provisions of the section concerned has to bring its claim against the 
Member of the Executive Committee for Education of the Northwest Province. A 
copy of the Applicant's special plea is attached hereto as Annexure MDP2. 
 
     7. 
The Applicant's said special plea was upheld by the Magistrate of Brits, who, 
having heard argument in this regard, delivered judgment in favour of the 
Applicant on 18 April 2005. 
 
     8. 
The Respondent appealed against the ruling by the Magistrate of Brits to the 
Supreme Court of South Africa, Transvaal Provincial Division. The Respondent's 
appeal was disallowed on 11 September 2006, and a copy of the court order in 
this regard is attached hereto as Annexure MDP3. 
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     9. 
Subsequent to the Respondent being granted leave to appeal to the Highest 
Court of Appeal, the Respondent's appeal was heard by the Highest Court of 
Appeal on 9 May 2008. On 30 May 2008, the Highest Court of Appeal passed 
judgment in favour of the Respondent, upholding the Respondent's appeal. 
   
     10. 
The Applicant requests leave from this Honourable Court to appeal to this 
Honourable Court against the judgment of the Highest Court of Appeal. I have 
been advised, which advice I accept, that the judgment of the Highest Court of 
Appeal has already been reported as Bastian Financial Services (Pty) Ltd v 
General Hendrik Schoeman Primary School 2008 (5) SA 1 (SCA). 
 
CONDONATION: 
     11.  
For the purposes of opposing the Respondent's appeal to the Highest Court of 
Appeal, the Applicant and his attorney of record made use of the services of 
Naude's Attorneys of Bloemfontein. 
 
     12. 
Since the Highest Court of Appeal reserved judgment on 9 May 2008, Naude's 
Attorneys, as is the usual practice, would obtain the judgment when it was 
passed and would send it to the Applicant's attorneys of record. Naude's 
Attorneys apparently did receive a copy of the judgment but unfortunately as a 
result of an oversight in the office of Naude's Attorneys did not send a copy 
thereof to the Applicant's attorneys of record. 
 
     13. 
On 30 June 2008, the Applicant's attorney of record received enquiries 
concerning the judgment by the Highest Court of Appeal from the Applicant's 
counsel following a newspaper report in respect of the judgment by the Highest 
Court of Appeal that was published in the newspaper Beeld on 30 June 2008. 
Since the Applicant's attorney of record, and consequently also the Applicant, 
were not aware that the Highest Court of Appeal had already passed judgment, 
telephone enquiries were made immediately to Mrs Rolf of Naude's Attorneys in 
Bloemfontein in connection with the existence of a judgment by the Highest Court 
of Appeal. In reply to the enquiry by the Applicant's attorney of record, Mrs Rolf 
confirmed to the Applicant's attorney of record that the Highest Court of Appeal 
had already passed judgment in the case but that a copy of the judgment had not 
been forwarded to the Applicant's attorney of record. Mrs Rolf sent a copy of the 
judgment by the Highest Court of Appeal to the Applicant's attorney of record on 
the same day, 30 June 2008. I am attaching hereto as Annexure MDP4 proof of 
the dispatch from Naude's Attorneys dated 30 June 2008, which was sent to the 
Applicant's attorney of record at 14h49. 
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     14. 
The Applicant's attorney of record sent a copy of the judgment to the Applicant's 
counsel on 1 July 2008 and sent a letter to the Applicant on 4 July 2008 in which 
the result of the judgment by the Highest Court of Appeal was indicated. The 
Applicant's attorney of record sent a follow-up letter to the Applicant on 9 July 
2008. However, the letters came to the attention of the Applicant only on 14 July 
2008, and attention was given to the contents thereof only on that day since the 
Applicant was closed for the winter school holidays and there were no staff 
members at the school. 
 
     15. 
On 14 July 2008, the Applicant's previous acting school principal, Mr Johan van 
Wyk, enquired by telephone at the Applicant's attorney of record in connection 
with the judgment of the Highest Court of Appeal. I was advised, which advice I 
accept, that the Applicant's previous acting school principal had informed the 
Applicant's attorney of record that the judgment of the Highest Court of Appeal 
would be made known to the governing body of the Applicant at the first meeting 
of the governing body and that the matter would then be discussed at the 
meeting with the Applicant's governing body with a view to giving instructions to 
the Applicant's attorney of record. 
 
     16. 
Following this explanation of the contents of the judgment of the Highest Court of 
Appeal by the Applicant's attorney of record to the Applicant's acting school 
principal, Mr Johan van Wyk, a consultation was arranged with the Applicant's 
counsel and attorney of record for 22 July 2008, during which the judgment of the 
Highest Court of Appeal would be explained to the Applicant's acting school 
principal, Mr Johan van Wyk, and a member of the Applicant's governing body, 
Mr C du Toit, to enable the Applicant's governing body to discuss the matter. 
During the consultation, I was advised, the Applicant's options were discussed in 
broad outlines. 
 
     17. 
I was further advised, which advice I accept, that the Applicant's acting school 
principal, Mr Johan van Wyk, attended a conference of the Federation of 
Governing Bodies on behalf of the Applicant during the weekend of 1 to 3 August 
2008, during which the impact of the judgment of the Highest Court of Appeal 
was discussed by representatives of several schools. During the conference it 
was discussed and decided that Mr Paul Colditz, CEO of FEDSAS, would 
consider whether FEDSAS would assist the Applicant financially to approach the 
Constitutional Court in an appeal against the judgment of the Highest Court of 
Appeal. 
 
     18. 
 On 5 August 2008, the Applicant's attorney of record tried to schedule a 
consultation between the Applicant's counsel and Mr Colditz, but as a result of Mr 
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Colditz's tight schedule it was not possible to arrange the proposed consultation 
and the matter was further discussed by means of correspondence with Mr 
Colditz and FEDSAS. 
 
     19. 
The discussions with FEDSAS on behalf of the Applicant by its attorney of record 
resulted in a legal opinion with regard to the merits of an application to appeal to 
the Constitutional Court being furnished to the Applicant on 2 September 2008 
for consideration by the Applicant's governing body. 
 
     20. 
On 9 September 2008, the Applicant's attorney of record enquired about any 
decision by the Applicant's governing body, and the governing body, through Mr 
Johan van Wyk, indicated that the Applicant's governing body was still 
considering the matter but did indicate that the Applicant in principle was strongly 
considering an application for leave to refer the matter to the Constitutional 
Court. The recommendation of the governing body was that a final decision 
would be taken at the scheduled meeting of the governing body on Tuesday 16 
September 2008 following a thorough discussion of the legal opinion received in 
this regard. 
 
     21. 
After careful consideration of the matter and the contents of the legal advice 
received in this regard and further discussion of the matter, the Applicant's 
governing body at a follow-up meeting held on 5 October 2008 passed a formal 
resolution to furnish the Applicant's attorney of record with a written instruction 
that the Applicant should indeed be assisted with an application to the 
Honourable Constitutional Court for leave to appeal to the Honourable 
Constitutional Court against the judgment of the Highest Court of Appeal in this 
matter. A copy of the resolution adopted by the Applicant's governing body is 
attached hereto as Annexure MDP5.  
 
     22. 
Meanwhile, I was advised, the Applicant's attorney of record already on 4 
September 2008 had sent a letter to the Respondent's attorney of record 
requesting that the trial of the case which, without mutual arrangements had 
been placed on the roll of the Magistrate's Court of Brits for 16 September 2008, 
be removed since the Applicant was considering to apply for leave to appeal to 
the Honourable Constitutional Court in this matter. 
 
     23. 
I was also advised, which advice I accept, that the Applicant's attorney of record 
on 12 September 2008 had sent a letter to the Respondent's attorney, requesting 
that the matter be postponed in order to allow the Applicant to launch an 
application for leave to appeal to the Honourable Constitutional Court. I am 
attaching hereto as Annexure MDP6 a copy of the letter in question. I have to 
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state explicitly that the Applicant's attorney of record requested the Respondent's 
attorney of record to indicate whether the Respondent would accede to the 
reasonable request before close of business on Monday 15 September 2008. 
 
     24. 
Unfortunately, for whatever reason, the Respondent's attorney of record did not 
react before close of business on Monday 15 September 2008 and sent a letter 
by fax only after close of business at 17h10 after the office of the Applicant's 
attorney of record had already closed at 16h30. I am attaching a copy of the 
letter, clearly showing the proof of fax dispatch that the document was sent after 
hours, as Annexure MDP7. 
 
     25. 
Since the Applicant's attorney of record did not, as was courteously requested, 
receive feedback before close of business on Monday 15 September 2008 
concerning the request for the case to be postponed, the Brits correspondent of 
the Applicant's attorney of record was requested to ensure that a representative 
would appear in the Magistrate's Court at Brits on Tuesday 16 September 2008 
to ensure that the case is postponed as was reasonably requested. 
 
     26. 
However, the Respondent obtained judgment by default in the Magistrate's Court 
at Brits in the absence of the Applicant, which was not intentional since the 
Applicant wanted to proceed with the matter in the Constitutional Court. I am 
attaching hereto as Annexure MDP8 a copy of the judgment by the Magistrate 
for die District of Brits, dated 16 September 2008. 
 
     27. 
The Applicant applied in the Brits Magistrate's Court for the judgment by default 
passed on 16 September 2008 to be set aside. After hearing the application for 
setting aside of the judgment by default, which application was opposed by the 
Respondent, the Magistrate for the District of Brits, having reserved judgment in 
the application, pronounced judgment on 27 February 2009. The Magistrate for 
the District of Brits left a copy of his order in the post box of the correspondent of 
the Applicant's attorney in Brits, who received a copy of the order in question on 
3 March 2009 and immediately sent such copy to the Applicant's attorney of 
record, following which the contents of the order were made known to the 
Applicant. I am attaching hereto as Annexure MPD9 a copy of the order by the 
Magistrate for the District of Brits dated 27 February 2009 and the covering sheet 
under which it was sent to the Applicant's attorney of record. 
 
     28. 
The Applicant was advised, and is respectfully of the opinion, that the Applicant 
could not approach the Honourable Constitutional Court with an application for 
leave to appeal to the Honourable Constitutional Court against the judgment of 
the Highest Court of Appeal until the Honourable Magistrate for the District of 
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Brits had set aside the judgment by default pronounced against the Applicant on 
16 September 2008. 
 
     29. 
The Applicant never intentionally acted in a tardy manner and the Applicant at all 
times fully and thoroughly considered the matter since this matter was having an 
enormous impact on the Applicant. The Applicant is a relatively small public 
school and has to give careful consideration to all decisions in the interests of the 
Applicant and learners at the Applicant. The unfortunate fact that judgment by 
default against the Applicant was given by the Magistrate's Court at Brits, 
contributed to the long passage of time since the judgment of the Highest Court 
of Appeal because the opposed process of application for the setting aside of the 
judgment by default first had to be dealt with. As has been stated, the Applicant 
at all times was of the opinion that this application would be premature if it were 
to be launched before the setting aside of the judgment by default against the 
Applicant. 
 
SCOPE OF APPEAL: 
     30. 
The core of the dispute between the Applicant and the Respondent is the 
interpretation and application of the contents and provisions of section 60 of the 
Schools Act 84 of 1996. The Applicant's special plea against the action by the 
Respondent has the inevitable effect that should the provisions of the said 
section indeed be applicable to the dispute between the Respondent and the 
Applicant, the Respondent's claim has to be dismissed since the section 
concerned requires the Respondent to institute its claim against the Member of 
the Executive Committee for Education of the Northwest Province and not 
against the Applicant. 
 
     31 
Central to the dispute concerning the scope of application of section 60 of the 
Schools Act is the question of whether the wording of the specific section of the 
Schools Act should be interpreted as including contractual claims. The Applicant 
is of the opinion that the said section and provisions are applicable to both 
delictual and contractual claims, whereas the Respondent is of the opinion that 
the section applies to delictual claims only and not to contractual claims. 
 
     32. 
The Applicant is of the opinion that the right to education as contained in section 
29 of the Constitution has a direct bearing on the dispute concerning the scope of 
application of section 60 of the Schools Act in this matter. Every learner has a 
right to education, which places an obligation on the State to introduce 
reasonable legislation to ensure that progress is made with the implementation of 
this right to education. This obligation on the State has resulted in the Schools 
Act 84 of 1996 with a view to giving effect to this right to education. 
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     33. 
The Applicant is further of the opinion that the intention of the legislature with the 
inclusion of section 60 in the Schools Act was to ensure that the State, on whom 
the constitutional obligation rests to give education to learners as is explicitly 
contained in section 29 of the Constitution, assumes responsibility for all the 
expenditure in respect of the provision of education for learners in South Africa. 
 
     34. 
The Applicant is of the opinion that when the provisions of section 60 of the 
Schools Act are interpreted in order to determine the scope of application 
thereof, the principles of the Constitution should be borne in mind since the right 
to education for learners is guaranteed and the contents and provisions of the 
Schools Act therefore should be interpreted and construed so as to give effect to 
the spirit, aim and object of the Constitution. 
 
     35. 
The Applicant is of the opinion that the limitations to the extent of the State's 
available funds and infrastructure to give effect to the right to education are the 
exclusive reason why die preamble to the Schools Act states that the learners, 
parents and teachers in partnership with the State should assume responsibility 
for the organisation, governance and funding of schools. The ultimate 
responsibility for the provision of education for learners still rests with the State. 
The community's contribution to the provision of education for learners can never 
remove from the State the responsibility for the provision of education for 
learners. 
 
     36. 
The Applicant is of the opinion that the provisions of the Schools Act, and 
specifically the contents of section 60 thereof, should indeed be construed and 
interpreted in terms of the provisions of section 39 of the Constitution and that, 
consequently, any interpretation of the legislation in question is indeed a 
constitutional matter. 
 
     37. 
The Applicant is of the opinion that the Honourable Constitutional Court does 
indeed have jurisdiction to hear the Applicant's proposed appeal against the 
judgment of the Highest Court of Appeal. 
 
     38. 
The Applicant further is also of the opinion that it is in the interests of justice and 
also in the public interest that the Honourable Constitutional Court should indeed 
hear the Applicant's proposed application. The provision of education for learners 
is a matter affecting all members of the community since the provision of 
education for learners is indeed closely related to socio-economic rights. The 
Applicant is of the opinion that the responsibility concerning the expenditure for 
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the provision of education for learners, as is relevant to this case, is indeed an 
extremely important constitutional issue. 
 
     39. 
The Applicant was further advised, which advice the Applicant accepts, that 
every specific case should be judged taking into consideration the facts of that 
case. In this case, the Applicant, with the permission of the relevant Education 
Department as required in terms of the provisions of section 21(1)(c), entered 
into a contract for renting, inter alia, photocopy machines in order to promote 
educational activities. The responsibility for the promotion of educational 
activities, as required in terms of the provisions of section 29 of the Constitution, 
rests exclusively with the State. 
 
     40. 
The fact that the Education Department after consideration of an application for 
permission from the governing body of a school has to grant permission to that 
governing body to conclude any such contract, unequivocally points to the 
intention of the Education Department, and therefore the State, to exercise direct 
control over the provision of education for learners since the State at all times 
bears the responsibility for doing so. This process of control was incorporated by 
the Education Department, the State, into the Schools Act in order to give effect 
to the responsibility of ensuring the right to education for the community. 
 
     41. 
The interpretation of die application of section 60 of the Schools Act by the 
Highest Court of Appeal has a substantial effect on the community in that the 
effect of the specific interpretation is that the responsibility for the provision of the 
right to education, entrenched in the Constitution, is placed partially on the 
shoulders of the community itself if there is no umbrella responsibility for the 
State to ensure that education is provided for learners. When the responsibility to 
provide education for learners is removed from the State and is shifted to the 
community itself, which is the effect of the interpretation by the Highest Court of 
Appeal, the result is that the principles and objectives of the Constitution cannot 
be given effect to at all since communities of low socio-economic levels cannot 
give effect to the responsibility of providing education for learners in those 
communities. The contents of section 34 of the Schools Act unequivocally 
indicate that the responsibility for the provision of funds to provide for the 
provision of education for learners rests exclusively with the State. The State's 
obligation to provide funds for public schools also originates from the guarantee 
of equality contained in the Constitution and specifically referred to in section 
34(1) of the Schools Act. 
 
     42. 
The majority judgment of the Highest Court of Appeal unequivocally states in 
paragraph [20] thereof that the wording of section 60 of the Schools Act on the 
face of it indeed is wide enough to include both delictual and contractual 



 - 10 -

indebtedness. The majority judgment then specifically mentions that the words 
are, however, not limited to one specific interpretation and prefers the 
interpretation that does not place contractual indebtedness within the scope and 
area of application of the provisions of section 60 of the Schools Act. However, 
the substantiation for this conclusion, as stated in paragraph [23] of the judgment 
of the Highest Court of Appeal, in no way takes into account the effect of the 
provisions of section 21 of the Schools Act, which provisions bring about effective 
control by the Education Department, the State, over the conclusion of contracts 
by the governing body of a school in circumstances where the Education 
Department, the State, in effect delegates contracting powers to the governing 
body where the Education Department is satisfied that the delegation of the 
powers is appropriate. This restrictive interpretation preferred by the majority 
judgment of the Highest Court of Appeal is in conflict with the principles, spirit 
and object of the Constitution. 
 
     43.  
The minority judgment of the Highest Court of Appeal in paragraph [40] prefers a 
wide interpretation of section 60 of the Schools Act which does provide for the 
principles, spirit and object of the Constitution, namely that the State has 
exclusive responsibility for the provision of education for learners, which right is 
entrenched in the Constitution. 
 
     44. 
The Applicant is respectfully of the opinion that the matter is of such importance 
to the Applicant and all other schools in South Africa that it is in the national 
interest of education that the scope and field of application of section 60 of the 
Schools Act be interpreted by the Constitutional Court. Consequently, it is the 
Applicant's respectful opinion that it is in the public interest for the scope and 
application of section 60 of the Schools Act to be duly interpreted within the 
principles of the Constitution. 
 
     45. 
The Applicant has also been advised, which advice is accepted, that the 
Honourable Constitutional Court would indeed consider the Applicant's chances 
of success in the proposed appeal as a factor that plays a role in the decision to 
grant the Applicant leave to appeal to the Honourable Constitutional Court in this 
matter. The Applicant is of the opinion that the Applicant does have a reasonable 
chance of success in the proposed appeal against the ruling by the Highest Court 
of Appeal. 
 
     46. 
The Applicant is of the opinion that should the provisions and scope of section 60 
of the Schools Act be interpreted having proper regard to the spirit, scope and 
object of the Constitution, the section concerned should indeed be given a wide 
interpretation so as to include not only delictual claims but also all contractual 
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claims, excluding those specifically referred to in section 20(10) of the Schools 
Act. 
 
     47. 
The Applicant is further respectfully of the opinion that the finding by the majority 
of the Honourable Judges of the Highest Court of Appeal that the contents of the 
provisions contained in section 20(10) of the Schools Act are superfluous, is not 
correct. The Highest Court of Appeal apparently also read a wider meaning into 
section 20(10) by stating that section 20(10) refers to claims of a contractual or 
other nature, while the wording of section 20(10) in fact refers explicitly only to 
contractual claims resulting from the contractual responsibilities as employer 
resulting from the employment of staff in terms of the provisions of section 20(4) 
and (5) of the Schools Act. 
 
     48. 
The Applicant is respectfully of the opinion that section 20(10) of the Schools Act 
excludes only a specific subcategory of contractual claims from the scope of 
application of section 60 of the Schools Act. The legislature most certainly would 
have found it much easier to specifically exclude the entire category of 
contractual claims from the scope of application of section 60 of the Schools Act 
than to exclude only a specific subcategory of contractual claims from the scope 
of application of section 60 of the Schools Act by the inclusion of section 20(10). 
 
     49. 
The Applicant is respectfully of the opinion that the scope and object of the 
Schools Act clearly are to regulate the provision of education for learners as is 
guaranteed in the Constitution. The scope and object of the Schools Act are to 
give effect to this constitutional right of learners and should be viewed against the 
background of the obligation of the Education Department, the State, to provide 
equality by the creation of mechanisms whereby the Education Department, the 
State, delegates some of its duties in appropriate circumstances to the governing 
body of a public school but that the Education Department, the State, never 
delegates the responsibility to give effect to the constitutional right to education of 
learners, together with the responsibility to furnish the funds for this purpose, to 
the governing body of a public school such as the Applicant. 
 
     50.  
It is the opinion of the Applicant that since the aspect concerned with respect to 
the State's responsibility for education places the dispute between the Applicant 
and the Respondent within the realm of the Constitution, it is in the interests of 
the community and all schools in South Africa that the Honourable Constitutional 
Court should give a final decision on the scope of State liability, and specifically 
contractual liability, for the provision of education for learners in public schools. 
 
     51. 
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I am attaching hereto as Annexure MDP10 a verifying affidavit by the Applicant's 
attorney of record in support of the contents hereof as applicable to him. I am 
also attaching as Annexure MDP11 a verifying affidavit by the Chairperson of 
the Applicant's governing body supporting the contents hereof. 
 
     52. 
I confirm that the Applicant has not taken any steps with regard to the verdict of 
the Highest Court of Appeal other than this application. 
 
     53. 
I further confirm that the Applicant was informed by the responsible 
representatives of the Provincial Education Department for the Northwest 
Province and representatives of the national Department of Education during 
joint meetings held on 4 March 2009 and 6 March 2009, respectively, that the 
Provincial Education Department for the Northwest Province represented by the 
relevant Member of the Executive Committee indeed intended to accede to this 
application in view of its importance to public schools. 
 
     54. 
It is therefore requested that the relief as set out in the Notice of Motion be 
granted and that the Applicant be granted leave to appeal to the Honourable 
Constitutional Court against the judgment of the Highest Court of Appeal. 
 
 
 
 

__________________________ 
DEPONENT 

 
 
 

I certify that the Deponent has declared that he understands and comprehends 

the contents of this affidavit and that it is the truth to the best of his knowledge, 

which affidavit was signed and sworn before me at Pretoria on this the 23rd day 

of March 2009, and that the provisions contained in Government Notice No. 

R.1258 of 1972, as amended, have been complied with in that the Deponent took 

the oath in my presence. 
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_______________________ 
 COMMISSIONER OF OATHS 

 
NAME AND SURNAME: 
 
ADDRESS: 
 
OFFICE AND TITLE: 

 


