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INTRODUCTION:

1.

1.1 On 12 March 2009 the Honourable Mr Justice Jordaan delivered 

judgment  in  the Free State High Court  in application 6712/2008 

and inter alia  made the following orders:

1.1.1 the  loan  agreement  annexure  “CB8” and  the 

deed of sale, annexure “CB9” to the applicant’s papers, 

as well as certain other loans were declared null and void 

ab initio in terms of section 89(5)(a) of the National Credit 
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Act, 34 of 2005 (hereinlater referred to as  “the NCA”)in 

so far as same related to fourth respondent;

1.1.2 all  applicant’s  rights  to  claim  any  payment  or 

remuneration  from  fourth  respondent  were  forfeited  in 

favour of the State in accordance with the provisions of 

section 89(5)(c) of the NCA.1

1.2 Applicant seeks leave to appeal against the judgment and order of 

His Lordship Mr Justice Jordaan, but it is important to note that the 

appeal  is  directed  not  against  the  declarator  of  voidness 

contained in paragraph 5.1 of the order, but only in respect of the 

declarator pertaining to forfeiture contained in paragraph 5.2 of the 

order.2

1.3 The  relief  that  applicant  seeks  is  limited  to  a  setting  aside  of 

paragraph 5.2 of the order and that the matter be referred back to 

the High Court in order to hold a proper enquiry in terms of section 

89(5)(c) of the NCA.

1.4 No  other  relief  pertaining  to  the  merits  is  sought  and  it  is 

emphasised that the constitutionality of section 89(5) of the NCA is 
1 Judgment  par.5;  Record  p.727
2 Notice of Application for Leave to Appeal,  par.1.2 and 1.3:  Record  p.671
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not at stake.  The Honourable Court should therefore adjudicate 

the application on the basis that section 89(5) is constitutional.

APPLICANT’S APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL:

2.1 The applicant was at all times represented by senior counsel and 

an attorney in the proceedings before the High Court and in the 

application for leave to appeal to the Supreme Court of Appeal.

2.2 It is necessary to assess whether it is in the interest of justice to 

allow the application.

2.3 Although  not  a  numerus  clauses, Farlam  et  al summarised  the 

relevant considerations.

See: FARLAM    et  al,    Erasmus:   SUPERIOR  COURT   

PRACTICE, Loose leaf edition, p.C4 – 48A to C4-50.

2.4 It is submitted that –

2.4.1 there  is  no  sufficient  urgency  or  public 

importance, or proof of prejudice to the public interest or 
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the ends of justice and good government to justify leave 

to appeal;

2.4.2 this  case  turns  around  the  fate of  one 

unregistered credit provider;

2.4.3 insofar  as  other  unregistered  credit  providers 

may  find  themselves  in  similar  situations  as  applicant, 

they are entitled to approach the High Court for relief.  No 

other High Court judge is bound to follow the judgment of 

the Honourable Mr Justice Jordaan if he/she is of the view 

that such judgment is incorrect;

2.4.4 there are no prospects of success to succeed in 

the appeal;

2.4.5 insofar as applicant relies on the interpretation 

of legislation, it should have advanced proper argument 

to both the High Court and the Supreme Court of Appeal. 

It failed to do so.  In doing so these Courts would have 

dealt with those arguments and their views would be to 

the benefit of the Honourable Court;
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2.4.6 the applicant had sufficient opportunity to place 

facts  before  the  High  Court  to  enable  it  to  raise  its 

constitutional  complaints  in  the  High  Court  and  the 

Supreme Court of Appeal;

2.4.7 as  stated  in  CARMICHELE,  “There  is  an 

obligation on litigants to raise constitutional arguments in 

litigation at the earliest reasonable opportunity in order to 

ensure  that  our  jurisprudence  under  the  Constitution 

develops as reliably and harmoniously as possible.”

See: CARMICHELE v THE MINISTER OF SAFETY 

AND  SECURITY, 2001  (4)  SA  938  (CC)  at 

par.41, p.956.

2.5 It  is submitted that it  is not in the interest  of justice for leave to 

appeal  to  be  granted  and  the  application  should  therefore  be 

dismissed.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND:

3.
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3.1 Applicant’s counsel set out certain facts as factual background in 

paragraphs 8 to 17 of their heads of argument.

3.2 Although the facts set out are correct, it is in submission necessary 

to refer to further facts which are important in casu:

3.2.1 an  exorbitant  levy  (heffingsfooi)  of  R250 000 

was charged by applicant notwithstanding the prohibition 

of charges in excess of those allowed in the NCA as well 

as Chapter 5 of the regulations in GN R 489, Government 

Gazette 28864 of May 2006.3

3.2.2 the terms and conditions contained in the loan 

agreement  and  so-called  purchase  agreement  are  so 

harsh and unconscionable that the Legislature could not 

have intended same and no credit provider would be able 

to agree on such terms and conditions bearing in mind 

the strict provisions of the NCA;4

3.2.3 the transactions were certainly not entered into 

to  extend  the  applicant’s  benevolence  towards  fourth 

respondent,  but  rather  to  abuse  respondents’  financial 
3 Opposing affidavit  par.8.5.1.1;  Record  p.748
4 See inter alia Opposing affidavit  par.8.5.1.3 - 8.8;  Record  p.748 - 750
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turmoil  and  the  dire  straits  in  which  they  found 

themselves;

3.2.4 it  is  submitted  that  the  facts  speak  for 

themselves and that applicant would never have entered 

into these transactions, was it not for the probability that it 

stood to make a huge profit;

3.2.5 even  if  applicant  was  a  registered  credit 

provider,  the  transaction  would  have  been  attacked 

successfully as unfair and unscrupulous;

3.2.6 bearing  in  mind  that  fourth  respondent  was 

directed  by the auctioneer,  Mr  Hugo,  to  Mr  Barnard  of 

applicant, it can be safely accepted that applicant entered 

into several credit transactions in the past.  In this regard 

applicant  stated in reply (in  the High Court  application) 

that  although  the  business  of  money  lending  is  not 

applicant’s business, it  has granted loans in the normal 

run of business;5

5 Replying affidavit (in the High Court application)  par.6.5(g ) quoted in par. 8.9 of the Opposing affidavit; 
Record  p.751
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3.2.7 the scheme devised by applicant has been done 

by a professional and not merely a once-off moneylender. 

The  documents  were  prepared  soon  after  fourth 

respondent’s first visit to Barnard.  Applicant must on all 

accounts be a wealthy entity which was able to raise an 

amount in excess of  R2 million within days in order to 

settle respondents’ indebtedness with First National Bank 

soon after the agreements were signed.

THE RATIONALE OF THE NCA:

4.

4.1 One  needs  to  focus  on  the  reasons  why  the  Legislature  found  it 

necessary to prepare this piece of Legislation.  Surely many unfair 

and  unscrupulous  practices  needed  to  be  combated  and  it  is 

submitted  that  the  Legislature  was  acutely  aware  of  these 

practices.

4.2 Some portions of the preamble of the NCA are quoted in support of 

the above submission:
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“To promote a fair and non-discriminatory marketplace for 

access to consumer credit and for that purpose to provide 

for  the  general  regulation  of  consumer  credit  …;   to 

prohibit  certain  unfair  credit  and  credit  marketing 

practices;  to promote responsible credit granting and use 

and for that purpose to prohibit reckless credit granting; 

…  to  provide  for  registration  of  credit  bureaux,  credit 

providers  and  debt  counselling  services;   to  establish 

national norms and standards relating to consumer credit; 

to promote a consistent enforcement framework relating 

to consumer credit …”

4.3 The purpose of the NCA is found in section 3 thereof.  The following 

relevant portions thereof are quoted:

“The purposes of this Act are to promote and advance the 

social and economic welfare of South Africans, promote a 

fair,  transparent,  competitive,  sustainable,  responsible, 

efficient,  effective  and  accessible  credit  market  and 

industry, and to protect consumers, by –

(a) promoting  the development  of  a  credit  market 

that is accessible to all South Africans …;
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(b) ensuring consistent treatment of different credit 

products and different credit providers;

(c) promoting responsibility in the credit market by –

(i) …;

(ii) discouraging reckless credit granting by 

credit  providers  and contractual  default 

by consumers;

(d) promoting  equity  in  the  credit  market  by 

balancing  the  respective  rights  and 

responsibilities  of  credit  providers  and 

consumers;

(e) addressing  and  correcting  imbalances  in 

negotiating  power  between  consumers  and 

credit providers by –

(i) …;

(ii) …;

(iii) providing  consumers  with  protection 

from  deception,  and  from  unfair  or 

fraudulent  conduct  by  credit  providers 

and credit bureaux; 

(f) …;

(g) …;
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(h) providing for a consistent and accessible system 

of consensual resolution of disputes arising from 

credit agreements;  and

(i) providing  for  a  consistent  and  harmonised 

system of  debt  restructuring,  enforcement  and 

judgment, which places priority on the eventual 

satisfaction  of  all  responsible  consumer 

obligations  under  credit  agreements.” 

(Emphasis added).

4.4 The many judgments pronounced since the inception of the NCA are 

indicative of the seriousness with which our Courts are considering 

the rights of consumers in particular.

See for example:

FIRSTRAND  BANK  LTD  v  MALEKE  AND  THREE  SIMILAR 

CASES 2010 (1) SA 143 GSJ par 3 – 4 & par 6.

NON-COMPLIANCE WITH   THE NCA AND APPLICABLE PENALTIES:  

5.
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5.1 Enforcement of the NCA is dealt with in Chapter 8 thereof.

See: SECTIONS 153 – 170 OF THE NCA.

5.2 In Part B of Chapter 8 certain offences are created and in section 161 

penalties for convicted persons are announced.

5.3 The entering into a credit agreement by a credit provider without being 

registered  in terms of  the NCA is  not  an offence as outlined  in 

Chapter  8.   However  it  must  be  accepted  that  the  Legislature 

intended to penalise such unregistered credit providers, otherwise 

the NCA would proverbally speaking have no teeth.

5.4 Section  89  deals  with  unlawful  credit  agreements, inter  alia in  a 

situation where the credit provider was unregistered and the NCA 

required  the  credit  provider  to  be  registered.   Section  89(5) 

contains the measures to be applied and the penalty to be imposed 

in such an instance.  This section must be read with section 40(3) 

and (4).

5.5 Contrary  to  section 89,  section 90 of  the  NCA deals  with  unlawful 

provisions  of  credit  agreements.   In  terms  of  section  90(4)  the 

Court must either sever the unlawful provision from the agreement 
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or alter it to the extent required to render it lawful if it is reasonable 

to do so pertaining regard to the agreement as a whole, or declare 

the entire agreement unlawful and “make any further order that is 

just  and  reasonable in  the  circumstances  to  give  effect  to  the 

principles of section 89(5) with respect to that unlawful provision, or 

entire agreement, as the case may be.”  (Emphasis added).

5.6 The difference in the Court’s powers pertaining to section 89 on the 

one hand and section 90 on the other is clear and decisive:  no 

discretion  is  given  to  the  Court  once  it  is  found  that  the  credit 

agreement  is  avoid  in  terms  of  section  89,  but  quite  clearly  a 

discretion is provided to the Court in a matter falling under section 

90.

THE EFFECT OF SECTION 39(2) OF THE CONSTITUTION:

6.

6.1 It is accepted that section 39(2) of the Constitution requires out Courts 

when interpreting any legislation to promote the spirit, purport and 

objects of the Bill of Rights.
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6.2 It  is  accepted  that  if  a  provision  is  reasonably  capable  of  two 

interpretations  and  one  interpretation  would  render  it 

unconstitutional and the other not, the Courts are required to adopt 

the interpretation that would render the provision compatible with 

the Constitution.

6.3 It  is  also accepted that  if  a  provision is reasonably capable of  two 

interpretations,  section  39(2)  requires  the  adoption  of  the 

interpretation that “better” promote the spirit, purport and objects of 

the Bill of Rights.

6.4 Notwithstanding these concessions it is submitted that the judgment of 

the High Court cannot be faulted.  Section 89(5) of the NCA has 

been interpreted correctly in the light of the objects and purport of 

the NCA.  It is intended to have a punitive effect and to serve the 

important  purpose  of  deterring  unscrupulous  and  unregistered 

credit providers from lending out money contrary to the purport of 

the  NCA.   The  section  is  not  reasonably  capable  of  two 

constructions.  My submissions in this regard appear in the next 

paragraph.

THE INTERPRETATION OF SECTION 89(5) OF THE NCA:
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7.

7.1 It is submitted that the only reasonable and acceptable interpretation 

of section 89(5) with specific reference to the word “must” and the 

purport  of the NCA in general  is that  a Court  has no discretion, 

save as stated infra, regarding with regard to the orders set out in 

section 89(5) once it has concluded that the credit  agreement is 

unlawful.

7.2 Statutory interpretation is to take place  ex visceribus actus, in other 

words a statutory provision should not be construed on its own, but 

in the context of the entire Act.

See: CITY DEEP v SILICOSIS BOARD, 1950 (1) SA 696 (A) 

at 702.

7.3 I have referred to the objectives and purpose of the NCA, supra and 

the differentiation between sections 89 and section 90.  A definite 

discretion was built  in for the Courts to make appropriate orders 

dealing with unlawful credit agreements referred to in section 90, 

while no discretion can be found in section 89(5), save as will be 

referred to infra.
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7.4 The Supreme Court of Appeal has stated recently that as a general 

principle, the language of a predominantly imperative nature such 

as “must” is to be construed as peremptory, rather than directory, 

unless  there  are  other  circumstances  which  negate  this 

construction.

See: MINISTER  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS  AND 

TOURISM  AND  OTHERS  v  PEPPER  BAY  FISHING 

(PTY) LTD, 2004 (1) SA 308 (SCA) at par.32;

GEUE  AND  ANOTHER  v  VAN  DER  LITH  AND 

ANOTHER, 2004 (3) SA 333 (SCA) at par 18.

7.5 The Legislature  clearly  intended the unregistered  credit  provider  to 

lose all  its purported rights in a credit  transaction,  whether such 

rights are merely cancelled of forfeited in favour of the State.  This 

must be accepted as the intended penalty to be imposed on such 

an unregistered credit provider.

7.6 The only discretion afforded to a Court in dealing with section 89(5) is, 

either to cancel the purported rights of the credit provider unless 

the  Court  concludes  in  doing  so  in  the  circumstances  would 

unjustly enrich the consumer, or to forfeit those rights to the State if 
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the Court concludes the cancelling of those rights would unjustly 

enrich the consumer.  Either of these orders contained in section 

90(5)(c) must follow once the Court has reached its conclusion that 

the credit agreement is unlawful.

7.7 The intention of the Legislature as worded in section 89(5) is clear and 

unambiguous  and  once  the  Court  has  found  that  the  credit 

agreement is unlawful, the orders contained in section 89(5) must 

follow,  subject  only  to  the  Court’s  discretion  pertaining  to 

cancellation  or  forfeiture  of  the  purported  rights  of  the  credit 

provider.

7.8 Section 89 must also be read with section 40(3) and 40(4) which  read 

as follows:

“(3) A person who is required in terms of subsection 1 to be 

registered  as  a  credit  provider,  but  who  is  not  so 

registered, must not offer, make available or extent credit, 

enter into a credit agreement or agree to do any of those 

things.

(4) A credit agreement entered into by a credit provider who 

is required to be registered in terms of subsection (1) but 
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who is not  so registered is an  unlawful  agreement  and 

void to the extent provided for in section 89.”   (Emphasis 

added)

See also: SCHOLTZ,  JW  et  al,  GUIDE  TO  THE 

NATIONAL CREDIT ACT, par.5.6 at p.5-25 

and 5-26.

7.9 The House of Lords had an opportunity to deal with sections 8 and 65 

of the Consumer Credit Act, 1974.  The Court had the following to 

say:

“Section  65(1)  provides  that  an  improperly  executed 

agreement shall be enforceable only ‘on an order of the 

court’.  Section 127 gives the court power to make orders 

for the enforcement of agreements that are,  for various 

reasons,  improperly  executed.   But  sub-section  (3) 

provides that a court shall not make an enforcement order 

for an agreement that does not comply with section 61(1)

(a) unless the debtor signed a document containing ‘all 

the prescribed terms.’  The hiring agreement in this case 

did not and is therefore irredeemably unenforceable.”
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Pertaining to  the issue of  unjust  enrichment  the Court  found as 

follows:

“The real difficulty, as it seems to me, is that to treat Mrs 

Dimond  as  having  been  unjustly  enriched  would  be 

inconsistent with the purpose of section 65(1).  Parliament 

intended  that  if  a  consumer  credit  agreement  was 

improperly  executed,  then  subject  to  the  enforcement 

powers of the court, the debtor should not have to pay. 

This meant that Parliament contemplated that he might be 

enriched and I do not see how it is open to the court to 

say  that  this  consequence  is  unjust  and  should  be 

reversed by remedy at common law:  cf Orakpo v Manson 

Investments Ltd [1977] 3 ALL ER 1. [1978] AC 95.”

See: DIMOND v LOVELL, [2000] 2 ALL ER 897 at 

906.

7.10 The  House  of  Lords  dealt  in  the  following  manner  with  a  local 

authority’s failure to comply with statutory provisions with reference 

to  ORAKPO v  MANSON  INVESTMENTS LTD  and  DIMOND v 

LOVELL:
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“[78] Similar reasoning applies here.  If the council’s cl 63(1) 

security  is  barred  by  section  395(1)  from  being 

enforceable against Cosslett in administration, it is no part 

of equity to provide, via equitable set-off,  an alternative 

security.”

See: SMITH  (ADMINISTRATOR  OF  COSSLETT 

CONTRACTORS  LTD  v  BRIDGEND  COUNTY 

BOROUGH COUNCIL, [2002] 1 ALL ER 292 at 310.

7.11 The House of Lords dealt with a money lending case in Orakpo.  The 

moneylenders were in fact licensed, but failed to comply with the 

requirements of the Moneylenders Act, 1927.  The Court found that 

as a consequence the loan agreements were unenforceable and 

so  were  the  mortgages  granted  by  the  plaintiff  to  secure  the 

repayment of the loans.  Lord Salmon commented that he did not 

think, “that it would be proper to apply an equitable doctrine for the 

purpose  of  enabling  a  moneylender  to  escape  from  the 

consequences of his breach of the statute.”  Also Lord Edmund-

Davis, believed that the moneylender should not be afforded relief 

based on equity and commented as follows:
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“...  for  to  answer  affirmatively  would  be  to  enable  the  court  to 

express a policy of its own in regard to moneylending transactions 

which would be in direct  conflict  with the policy of  the 1927 Act 

itself.”

7.12 Bearing in mind the rationale and purpose of the NCA, it is submitted 

that for this Honourable Court to find that section 89(5) should not 

be couched in peremptory  terms,  would  be in direct  conflict  not 

only with the clear and unambiguous wording of the section, but 

also the general purport of the NCA.

7.13 The NCA was promulgated several years after the Constitution and it 

is  submitted  that  in  doing  so  the  Legislature  would  have  been 

acutely aware of the Bill of Rights.

7.14 In submission applicant’s contentions with reference to the case law 

dealing with the Prevention of Organised Crime Act, 121 of 1998 

(POCA) are incorrect.

7.15 The  Legislature  intended  to  deal  effectively  with  organised  crime, 

money laundering and criminal gang activities in POCA.  Severe 

sentences are provided for convicted criminals.
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See: SECTIONS 3, 8 AND 10 OF POCA.

7.16 Obviously  the  Legislature  did  not  believe  that  sentencing  might  be 

sufficient and consequently a process for civil recovery of property 

was adopted as set out in Chapter 6 of POCA.  These proceedings 

of a civil  nature are over and above the criminal sanctions dealt 

with in the above sections.

7.17 Section  50  provides  for  forfeiture  orders.   It  is  not  appreciated  by 

applicant that section 50 is made subject to section 52.

7.18 The  word  “shall”  is  used  in  section  50(1)  and  not  “must”.   It  is 

submitted that in general, but particularly in the context in casu, the 

word “must” is of a more peremptory nature than “shall”.

7.19 It is thus submitted that section 50(1) of POCA has a built-in discretion 

for the Court to exercise despite the use of the word “shall”.

7.20 The reliance on the  INTERTRADE judgment is incorrect.  The Court 

dealt with the word “must” in a procurement statute.  In submission 

the Court dealt with the matter correctly when it found that “… the 

entire  process may then fail,  not  because the result  was  unfair, 

irrational  or  otherwise  reviewable  but  because  a  step  that  was 
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required to be taken at an early stage,  and that may be entirely 

irrelevant  at  the  end  of  the  process,  had  not  been  properly 

completed.  …  Such  an  interpretation  would  often  result  in 

unfairness because it could have the effect of an objectively fair, 

rational and otherwise unimpeachable tender being set aside at the 

instance of an unsuccessful tenderer because a bureaucrat failed 

to do his or her job properly at an early stage in the process even 

though  this  failure  may  not  have  an  impact  on  the  eventual 

decision. …”

See: INTERTRADE  TWO (PTY)  LTD  v  MEC  FOR  ROADS 

AND  PUBLIC  WORKS,  EASTERN  CAPE  AND 

ANOTHER, 2007 (6) SA 442 (C) at par.22 and 23.

7.21 Also, reliance on the  STANDARD BANK judgment pertaining to the 

word  “must”  in  section  138(7)(a)  of  the Labour  Relations  Act  is 

incorrect.   The  mere  fact  that  a  Commissioner  “must”  issue  an 

arbitration award within14 days of an arbitration, but fails to do so, 

and issues the award late, cannot have the effect of that award to 

be  a  nullity.   As  the  Court  found:   “I  say  so,  first,  because 

peremptory treatment can lead to absurdity.  Secondly, it is not in 

the interest of litigants, the public and the national interest to rehear 

arbitrations  for  no  reason  but  the  fact  that  the  award  is  issued 
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outside the time limit. … If they are a nullity and no effect can be 

given to them, then the referral for a fresh arbitration would not be 

an effective, expeditious solution.”

STANDARD BANK OF SA LTD   v FOBB AND OTHERS,   

2003 (2) SA 692 (LC) at par.6 – 8.

7.22 In dealing with the purported rights of an unregistered credit provider 

as the High Court did, it cannot be argued that the Court refused to 

promote  the  spirit,  purport  and  objects  of  the  Bill  of  Rights  as 

required by section 39(2) of the Constitution.   The only effective 

manner in dealing with unregistered credit  providers is to accept 

section  89(5)  to  be  peremptory.   This  section  provides  for  a 

suitable penalty, in particular bearing in mind the general purport of 

the NCA and the fact that the NCA does not provide for any other 

sanction.

THE RIGHT TO PROPERTY:

8.

8.1 Applicant relies on section 25(1)  of  the Constitution which prohibits 

arbitrary deprivations of property.
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8.2 It is submitted that the consequences of section 89(5) do not deal with 

purported rights of applicant within the context of section 25.

8.3 The Legislature  intended  a  penalty  to  be  imposed  and  as  such  it 

cannot  be  argued  that  the  cancellation  or  forfeiture  of  a  credit 

provider’s  purported  rights  is  an  arbitrary  deprivation  of  his 

property.

8.4 Consequently it is submitted that section 25 does not come into play 

as no arbitrary deprivation has taken place.

8.5 Even  should  it  be  necessary  to  consider  “sufficient  reason”,  it  is 

submitted  that  the  Legislature  probably  accepted  that  the  only 

effective way to deter unregistered credit providers to act as such, 

is  to  penalise  them in  the  manner  prescribed  by  section  89(5). 

Again this must be seen against the background of the rationale 

and objectives of the NCA.

8.6 It is denied that procedural unfairness should have come into play.  In 

submission the High Court was correct in coming to the conclusion 

that it was duty bound to make the orders provided for in section 

89(5).  It was thus not necessary to hold a so-called further enquiry 
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as to whether or not deprivation should occur, wholly, partly or not 

at all.

8.7 It  is  emphasised that  the Court  had no discretion,  save as set  out 

above.

RIGHT TO A FAIR HEARING:

9.

9.1 Applicant relies on section 34 of the Constitution which provides for 

the right to a fair hearing.

9.2 Applicant brought the application in the High Court.  It was at all times 

represented  by  senior  counsel  and  an  attorney  and  had  full 

opportunity to state its case in detail.

9.3 In so far as it is alleged that applicant should have been heard again 

once  the  High  Court  has  found  that  the  credit  agreement  was 

unlawful,  it  is submitted that the NCA does not provide for such 

right  and  bearing  in  mind  the  peremptory  provisions  of  section 

89(5),  section 34 of  the Constitution  did  not  come into  play.   It 
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would be the case only in the event of a discretion being afforded 

to the High Court.  This is not the case.

10.

In the circumstances I submit that no proper case has been made out for the 

relief claimed and therefore both the application for leave to appeal and the 

appeal should be dismissed.

________________________

JP DAFFUE SC

COUNSEL FOR 4TH RESPONDENT

CHAMBERS

BLOEMFONTEIN

19 APRIL 2010 
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