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6 SHIRLEY STREET

Lot _ NEWTON PARK
=N 'PORT ELIZABETH
RAIJMAHARAIH 6845 |
ASSOCIATES tel: (41) 3652896
3 _ _ fax: (041} 3653611
ARCHITECTS Eveal: s ach @veneh.co.23

20 March 2012
The Executive Director

MOTHERWELL URBAN RENFWAL PROGRAMME

Pl Box 116

PortElizabeth

AO0L '

ATTENTION: MR, A. BOWER

Dear Sir

lfNAUTH(-);RIZEI} PAYMENT TOQ HO-HUP BY NMBM ON THE MOTHERWELL,
THUSONG SERVICE CENTRE

The above project refers, |

We wish to state the following:

I, We arc the Principal Agent’s on the Project and have been during the contract period
of Ho-Hup on the ‘T husong Project,

2. On the 29 September 2010, the writer was requested 1o atiend 2 meeting at the offices
of MURP 1o discuss a payment dispute to Ho-Hup.

2.1 This miceting was instigated by the Principal Agent’s retusal to certify payment t Ho-
Hup, due {0 no value heing visible on site.

3. Present at the meeting was Mr. Dunjana and Mr, Rower,
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4. The Principal Agent was requested to explain why the payment could not be cffected.
E hpl.malmns were forwarded by the Principal Apent as follows:

4.1 No value was eviden! on site. to warrant payment.

42  That the High.Conrt of Port Flizabeth had received an order o liguidate Ho-
Hup. this being mstrm,d by Zikhons Bricks of Port Elizabeth.

43 In addition, several other creditors were m!endmg_ to bring a. class actibn
a{,amsi Ho-lfup due 1o ouistanding monies, not being paid on other contracts.

44 The risk factor was too high and these risks had to be hedped apainst.
5. In response to the Principal Agent™s comments. the Exeeutive Director posed the

“question: that in the best interest of the projeet. what alternative methods could be
sought. so as. not to stall the project. The Principal Apents response was as follows:

i1 Ho-Hup had u surety of R1.7m lodped with the project. The ﬁ:l'luwing. could
the possible solutiops;

5.1 Make available Rim to Ho-Hup for wages and administration costs. which
will be covered by the Surety.

51,2 Atotal of R3094 515,16 be paid directly o Ho-Hup's suppliers on the project.
on proof of delivery and invoicing to RMA™s offices.

313 In this manner the NMBM will be saleguarded against risk.

514 Mr. Bower acknowledged that this route would be the safer to go and
supported the idea.

Mr Dunjana conveyed this message to Ho-Hup in our presence.  Ho-Hup
rejected this proposal.

“h
in

The Principaf Agent then lefi the mecting for another commitment and did not defiberate the
matter further.

Subsequent 1o the meeting, the Principal Agent wrote to the Acting Municipal Manager. Mr.
Nioba and relayed the same opinion. {(See attachment - Annexure A)

In a letter to Mr. Dunjana date 01 October 2010, the Frincipal Agent wrote to the Lxecutive
Director. indicating that any payment to Ho-Hup would pose a high risk to the NMBM and
especially MURP. See (Attachment - Annexure B)

A further communiqué was sent 1o Budget and Treasury on 18 October 2010, (See attached
Annexure (7}

Sometime soon thereafter, it was brought to our attention that a sum of R4m and a further
R2m was patd to Hp-Hup. The Principal Agent and S did not certify both these amounts,

2
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:}’\"é'.hepu that his puts the matter in perspective,
Kindest Repards

RAJ MAHARAJI ASSOCIATES
ARCHITERTYAND PROJECT MANAGERS

A .J
RAJ MJ{/JARAJ H
Attachinents;
] Antiexure A - Letter to NMBM
2 Annexure 3 . Letlerto Mr. Dunjana
3 Annexure € - Letter 10 Budget and Treasery [Ms. Nadia GerweD



