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1. INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1. NUMSA) submits this memorandum to SCOPA amid an ongoing oversight 

inquiry into the Road Accident Fund (RAF). NUMSA represents a significant 

cohort of RAF employees and has been directly involved in raising concerns 

about RAF’s governance and labour practices.  

1.2. We appreciate SCOPA’s constitutional mandate to oversee public finances 

and administration (Section 55(2) of the Constitution) and its proactive inquiry 

into the RAF. 

1.3. This memorandum provides factual evidence of maladministration, 

mismanagement, and labour rights violations at the RAF, and sets out 

NUMSA’s recommendations to restore good governance and effective service 

delivery in this critical public entity. 

 



Summary of Issues Identified: 

1.4. Mass Suspensions of Employees:  

1.4.1. Over 50 RAF claims officers have been on precautionary suspension (with 

pay) for extraordinarily long periods (3+ years in many cases) without 

corruption charges being proven.  

1.4.2. This has resulted in fruitless expenditure and loss of skilled capacity. 

1.5. Retrenchment Attempt & Union Derecognition:  

1.5.1. In 2024, RAF management attempted to retrench ~400 employees citing a 

new IT system, and simultaneously unilaterally terminated NUMSA’s 

recognition agreement on dubious grounds. 

1.5.2. These actions point to anti-union motives and disregard for fair labour 

processes. 

1.6. Overburdened Workforce & Service Backlogs:  

1.6.1. RAF’s internal capacity is severely strained after termination of external 

attorney panels and other cost-cutting measures.  

1.6.2. Each claims handler now manages an excessive caseload (~2,000 files), 

contributing to massive backlogs, processing errors, and default court 

judgments against the RAF. 

1.7. Outsourcing of Call Centre (CRM Project):  

1.7.1. RAF outsourced its call centre in 2023 at a cost over R200 million per 

annum, more than ten times the previous in-house cost.  

1.7.2. This move, done despite available internal staff, suggests wasteful 

expenditure and potentially irregular procurement. 

1.8. Unsafe Working Conditions:  

1.8.1. Multiple RAF office sites have been found to violate the Occupational 

Health and Safety Act.  



1.8.2. Inspectors from the Department of Labour ordered RAF to vacate or repair 

unsafe buildings (e.g. Menlyn, East London), reflecting management’s 

failure to maintain a safe workplace.  

1.8.3. New premises were occupied without occupancy certificates in at least 

one case, raising further safety and compliance issues. 

1.9. Writs of Attachment & Operational Disruption:  

1.9.1. Owing to non-payment of court awards, sheriffs routinely attach RAF 

assets (computers, furniture) across regional offices. 

1.9.2. This has forced RAF to lease furniture and even attempt to shield assets 

through questionable means (e.g., having employees claim equipment as 

personal property). 

1.9.3. Non-payment of claims also led to external casualties, such as a private 

hospital’s closure due to R300 million in unpaid bills by RAF. 

1.10. “Bokamoso” Integrated System Failures:  

1.10.1. RAF’s new claims management system (ICMS/Bokamoso), launched at a 

cost of ~R800 million, has not delivered promised benefits. It remains 

incomplete and is so rigid that staff must bypass it for many claims.  

1.10.2. The system’s implementation issues and a controversial accounting policy 

change (to IPSAS 42) have prompted litigation and an Auditor-General 

dispute that RAF lost (incurring ~R10 million in legal costs). 

1.10.3. The expected automation-led efficiency gains have not materialized, 

undermining the rationale for associated retrenchments. 

1.11. Procurement & Governance Irregularities:  

1.11.1. Testimonies from former executives to SCOPA outline patterns of 

management overriding internal controls – e.g., exceeding Board 

mandates on CEO expenditures. 



1.11.2. The Special Investigating Unit (SIU) has indicated RAF officials may have 

interfered with investigations and flouted constitutional procurement 

principles. 

1.12. Public Service Impact:  

1.12.1. Cumulatively, these issues have rendered the RAF increasingly unable to 

fulfil its mandate to compensate road accident victims promptly and 

equitably.  

1.12.2. Poor claimants are especially disadvantaged (as noted by SCOPA 

members, the current system “shuts out” many and is plagued by high 

legal costs). 

1.12.3. RAF has, in media reports, been cited as being in a state of operational and 

financial crisis, to the detriment of public trust. 

1.13. Summary of Recommendations:  

1.13.1. NUMSA urges SCOPA to recommend a robust reform package, including: 

1.13.1.1. forensic audits of key problem areas (procurement contracts, IT 

project, legal expenditures),; 

1.13.1.2. reversal or review of demonstrably wasteful decisions 

(outsourcing and failed projects); 

1.13.1.3. enforcement of labour law compliance (reinstating unlawfully 

terminated suspensions and recognition agreements); 

1.13.1.4. improvements in governance (stringent vetting of executives, 

accountability for those who breached PFMA or other statutes); 

1.13.1.5. measures to ensure RAF honours its obligations to claimants and 

improves service delivery standards. Specific proposals are 

detailed in Section 5 of this memorandum. 



We detail each major issue below, providing evidence (with references to relevant 

documents and testimony) and then present concrete recommendations under 

each category. 

2. SCOPA’S OVERSIGHT POWERS AND EXPECTATIONS FROM PRESENTERS 

2.1. Before delving into the issues, it is important to contextualize SCOPA’s role and 

NUMSA’s approach in this submission.  

2.2. The Standing Committee on Public Accounts is empowered to examine the 

financial statements and audit reports of state entities and to call for 

explanations or evidence concerning any irregularities. 

2.3. Historically, SCOPA’s independence has been reinforced by having an 

opposition Chair and multi-party composition, enabling it to pursue truth over 

partisanship. 

2.4. As of late 2025, SCOPA is chaired by Mr. Songezo Zibi (Rise Mzansi) with 

members drawn from the ANC, DA, EFF, ActionSA, and others – a fact that 

underscores its non-sectarian commitment to accountability. 

SCOPA Procedure & Recommendations:  

2.5. In inquiries such as the ongoing RAF probe (initiated 7 October 2025), SCOPA 

typically hears from a range of stakeholders: current and former executives, 

technical experts, affected parties (e.g., a hospital CEO in the RAF case), and 

labour representatives.  

2.6. The procedure involves oral evidence, scrutiny of documents (Auditor-

General’s reports, internal memos, affidavits), and rigorous questioning by 

Members of Parliament.  

2.7. SCOPA has the power to subpoena witnesses (as exercised to summon former 

RAF CEO Collins Letsoalo). 

2.8. Crucially, SCOPA’s process culminates in a report to Parliament with findings 

and recommendations, which may include urging executive action, referrals to 

law enforcement, or follow-up audits.  



2.9. Presenters before SCOPA are therefore not only expected to detail problems 

but are also generally encouraged to propose solutions or reforms. Indeed, in 

complex cases, SCOPA often asks witnesses, “What do you think should be 

done?” as part of crafting meaningful recommendations. 

Scope of NUMSA’s Submission:  

2.10. In line with SCOPA’s mandate, NUMSA’s submission remains evidence-based 

– we cite verifiable facts from reports, court filings, media coverage, and 

parliamentary proceedings.  

2.11. At the same time, we heed SCOPA’s interest in constructive input by offering 

specific recommendations addressing each area of concern.  

2.12. We understand the Committee’s focus is primarily on financial management 

and governance (per SCOPA’s terms of reference), and we align our emphasis 

accordingly – highlighting, for example, how labour disputes at RAF have led to 

wasteful expenditures and governance failures, rather than treating them as 

purely industrial relations issues. 

2.13. Finally, we note that NUMSA’s perspective is that of a stakeholder representing 

employees.  

2.14. We believe this perspective is vital: frontline staff often have intimate 

knowledge of systemic dysfunction that top management may not disclose. 

We trust SCOPA will weigh our input alongside other evidence to form a holistic 

view. 

3. DETAILED FINDINGS ON RAF MALADMINISTRATION AND MISMANAGEMENT 

3.1. Precautionary Suspensions and Prolonged Disciplinary Processes. 

3.1.1. One of the clearest manifestations of mismanagement at RAF is the 

inordinately long suspension of dozens of employees, with significant 

financial cost and operational harm.  



3.1.2. In early 2020, RAF’s then-CEO Collins Letsoalo launched what he 

described as an anti-corruption drive targeting internal employees 

purportedly colluding with external lawyers against RAF’s interests.  

3.1.3. Approximately 50–60 Claims Department staff were suspended on 

allegations of misconduct (initially framed as fraud and collusion in court 

processes).  

3.1.4. In some communications, Mr. Letsoalo suggested over 200 employees 

were under suspicion for such collusion, although ultimately a smaller 

number were actioned against. 

Evidence of Suspension Lengths and Lack of Charges:  

3.1.5. By November 2025, more than 50 of those employees have been on 

suspension for over 3½ years, in most cases without being formally 

charged with the originally alleged corruption.  

3.1.6. NUMSA represented many of them in internal proceedings and can 

confirm that the charges, when eventually formulated, were typically for 

lesser offenses (e.g., “gross negligence” in failing to process certain court 

order payments within 180 days) – not for fraud or graft.  

3.1.7. To date, not a single suspended employee has been found guilty of corrupt 

collusion in a court of law or through disciplinary hearing.  

3.1.8. This aligns with admissions made by RAF in SCOPA hearings that these 

cases had not been concluded and in some instances no disciplinary 

hearings had even commenced years later. 

3.1.9. Such prolonged suspensions with pay constitute fruitless and wasteful 

expenditure as defined by the PFMA.  

3.1.10. The salaries of these individuals have continued (some earned full salary 

for 3–4 years while doing no work), and RAF has also incurred considerable 

legal costs in defending its suspension decisions before the CCMA and 

Labour Court.  



3.1.11. A recent media report, citing RAF’s own figures, noted RAF spent about 

R119 million on legal costs related to defending the suspension of 

employees (including appeals against rulings that went in employees’ 

favour). 

3.1.12. This figure is astonishing and indicative of a “litigate at all costs” approach 

by management – effectively using public funds to wage a protracted legal 

war against its own staff. 

Unfair Labour Practice and Legal Non-Compliance:  

3.1.13. The manner of these suspensions and the failure to conclude disciplinary 

processes contravene principles of labour law.  

3.1.14. Section 188 of the Labour Relations Act (LRA) requires disciplinary action 

to be both substantively and procedurally fair.  

3.1.15. It is an established principle that a precautionary suspension must be for 

a reasonable duration and for a valid purpose (e.g., to remove an employee 

pending investigation where their presence might impede the inquiry).  

3.1.16. Keeping employees suspended for years without resolution has been 

deemed an unfair labour practice by various tribunals.  

3.1.17. Indeed, evidence before SCOPA included testimony from a former RAF HR 

executive, Mr. Ian Barriel, who confirmed that disciplinary cases at RAF 

were taking an “extraordinary length of time” to conclude and that many 

employees were suspended as far back as 2021 “yet to be served with 

charges”. 

3.1.18. He cited factors such as outsourcing of investigations and chairs causing 

delay, but notably also mentioned instances where internal 

recommendations to reinstate employees (due to no findings against 

them) were ignored, possibly on instruction of the CEO. 



3.1.19. Barriel’s account suggests a wilful prolonging of suspensions in some 

cases (“lack of appetite” to bring workers back, especially those deemed 

‘anti-transformational’ by the CEO). 

Operational Impact:  

3.1.20. These suspensions have deprived RAF of experienced claims handlers – 

ironically at a time when RAF needed all hands-on deck to cope with its 

claims load (see Section 3.3 on staff shortages).  

3.1.21. NUMSA contends that this loss of expertise directly contributed to 

inefficiencies and backlogs.  

3.1.22. Furthermore, the climate of fear and uncertainty may have depressed 

morale and productivity among remaining staff.  

3.1.23. It is reported (and was echoed in workshop notes annexed to this 

submission) that some suspended employees tragically passed away 

while awaiting the outcome of their cases – highlighting the human toll of 

this mismanagement. 

Misrepresentation of Purpose:  

3.1.24. RAF’s leadership publicly framed these suspensions as an anti-corruption 

purge, even informing SCOPA in earlier engagements that they were 

“uprooting corruption” by acting against allegedly collusive staff.  

3.1.25. Yet, no corruption was ever proven. In fact, RAF’s spokesperson at one 

point accused NUMSA members of intentionally holding back court order 

processing to sabotage RAF – a claim NUMSA vehemently denies and for 

which no evidence was presented.  

3.1.26. We consider these allegations as deflection from the real issue: systemic 

workflow problems and management’s failure to support staff, as detailed 

later (the collision of suspensions with the removal of the attorney panel 

created a perfect storm – employees were blamed for issues that arose 

from understaffing and overload, not malfeasance). 



3.1.27. In summary, the mass and prolonged suspensions at RAF exemplify 

maladministration: resources wasted on salaries and legal fees (violating 

PFMA’s requirement to prevent fruitless expenditure) and disregard for the 

LRA’s fair process provisions.  

3.1.28. SCOPA itself identified this as a concern:  

• members questioned why RAF was appealing “every single case” it 

lost at the CCMA or Labour Court and hiring costly external 

chairpersons instead of resolving matters speedily. The evidence 

supports SCOPA’s scepticism. 

3.2. Attempted Retrenchments and Unilateral Termination of Union 

Recognition. 

3.2.1. In March 2024, RAF management initiated a Section 189 process under the 

LRA, signaling intent to retrench approximately 20% of its workforce 

(around 400 employees).  

3.2.2. The rationale given was tied to the implementation of the Bokamoso 

claims system (see Section 3.7): management claimed automation would 

render many claims processing roles redundant. NUMSA, as the majority 

union at RAF at that time, engaged in consultations but found the 

retrenchment plan fundamentally flawed and premature. We highlight the 

key issues: 

3.2.3. Procedural Concerns:  

• RAF’s retrenchment criteria included subjective measures like 

“culture fit” and an assessment each employee had to undergo. 

Such criteria are not only unusual but legally disputable, as they 

can mask discrimination or retaliation.  

• NUMSA suspected this “culture fit” measure could be used to weed 

out those critical of management changes – a suspicion not 

unfounded given other events. 



3.2.4. Bad Faith Timing:  

• During consultations, NUMSA exercised its rights, including 

mobilizing for a protected strike when talks stalled.  

• In a high-handed move, on the eve of the planned strike (15 March 

2024), RAF served an urgent application in the Labour Court to 

interdict the strike.  

• While RAF obtained an interim interdict (citing minor technical non-

compliances in strike notice procedures), the court indicated the 

strike could proceed if issues were remedied.  

• NUMSA was prepared to adjust and continue with the strike. It is at 

this juncture that RAF’s CEO escalated matters dramatically by 

invoking a clause that purportedly allowed termination of NUMSA’s 

recognition agreement. 

3.2.5. Union Derecognition:  

• On 16 March 2024, RAF management notified NUMSA that it was 

unilaterally cancelling the recognition agreement.  

• The reason given was that RAF had reclassified itself from the “Road 

Freight/Transport” sector to the “Social Security” sector, and 

claimed NUMSA’s registered scope did not cover social security.  

• This move is viewed by NUMSA (and outside observers) as a pretext 

to bust the union and remove organized resistance.  

• Notably, prior to NUMSA, another union (SATAWU) had been the 

majority at RAF and was recognized under the transport sector 

rubric. 

• RAF’s own conduct belied its claim: in official documents (e.g., 

Section 189 notices), RAF ticked “transport” as the sector it fell 

under. 



• Moreover, RAF remains under the Department of Transport, and 

nothing in law had changed its classification. It is telling that this 

recognition termination was executed at the height of a labour 

dispute – strongly suggesting an ulterior motive. 

3.2.6. Legal Challenge:  

• NUMSA immediately contested the termination as unlawful and in 

bad faith.  

• As reported in BusinessLive and summarised by SA Labour News, 

NUMSA sought a declaratory order from the Labour Court that its 

planned strike was protected and that RAF’s scope argument was 

baseless.  

• The union pointed out factual inconsistencies in RAF’s position: 

RAF had dealt with transport-sector unions historically and only 

raised the scope issue when NUMSA threatened a “national 

shutdown” over Mr. Letsoalo’s “gross incompetence”. 

• Irvin Jim (NUMSA’s GS) publicly condemned RAF for “lying about 

NUMSA’s scope” and attempting to misuse the courts to sanction 

union derecognition. 

• That Labour Court matter is pending final resolution; an interim 

outcome was that NUMSA could not strike immediately, but the 

broader question of recognition is set to be adjudicated. 

3.2.7. Effect on Workforce:  

• The attempted retrenchments were put on hold eventually – likely 

due to a combination of NUMSA’s resistance and, later, 

interventions by oversight bodies (SCOPA’s query in Oct 2025: why 

push retrenchments despite capacity issues?).  

• However, the damage of the recognition cancellation was done in 

terms of labour relations climate.  



• For the remainder of 2024 and into 2025, NUMSA (which continued 

to assist members albeit without official access) had no formal 

platform within RAF.  

• This allowed management to implement changes unilaterally. 

Notably, many of the decisions under scrutiny (like the call centre 

outsourcing, mass disciplining, etc.) happened in this period of 

diminished union oversight.  

• We view the derecognition as detrimental to transparency – it 

removed an organized check and balance that could have flagged 

issues earlier to external stakeholders. 

3.2.8. In summary, the Section 189 retrenchment drive was an ill-timed, poorly 

justified endeavour (particularly as the Bokamoso system was not proven 

and later turned out dysfunctional).  

3.2.9. The concurrent union derecognition underscores a pattern of 

management attempting to stifle dissent and oversight. From a 

governance perspective, a Board should have questioned such a move – 

was it worth the industrial relations turmoil and litigation risk?  

3.2.10. Instead, RAF defended it in court, suggesting poor judgement at best, anti-

labour animus at worst. 

3.2.11. From SCOPA’s standpoint, these events matter because they hint at 

governance failure and potential abuse of power by RAF executives. 

3.2.12. Unlawful labour practices can lead to significant financial implications 

(e.g., if NUMSA wins in court, RAF might be liable for unfair labour practice 

remedies; protracted legal battles cost money; low employee morale hits 

productivity which indirectly increases costs like interest on unpaid 

claims). 

 

 



3.3. Shortage of Staff, Work Overload, and Backlog of Claims 

3.3.1. A paradox in the RAF narrative is that while management portrayed some 

employees as “excess” or “problematic,” the organization has in fact been 

suffering from severe understaffing in critical areas.  

3.3.2. This is evidenced by both internal grievance records and the outcomes we 

see (massive backlogs, missed court deadlines, etc.). 

Grievances on Workload:  

3.3.3. NUMSA and employees have formally raised concerns about untenable 

workloads since at least 2018. By late 2019, typical claims handlers at RAF 

were reportedly carrying around 1,200–1,500 active claim files each – far 

above what could be effectively managed.  

3.3.4. This was communicated through bargaining forums and direct grievances 

(we can provide copies of such submissions upon request).  

3.3.5. Instead of addressing this by hiring or redistributing resources, RAF 

embarked on measures that increased pressure on existing staff: notably, 

terminating the Panel of Attorneys in 2020. 

Termination of Panel of Attorneys (Litigation Panel):  

3.3.6. Historically, RAF outsourced much of its litigation defence to a network of 

external law firms (the “panel attorneys”).  

3.3.7. In 2020, under a cost-saving rationale, RAF did not renew these panel 

contracts, aiming to handle all litigation in-house.  

3.3.8. While the policy intent (reducing legal fees so more funds reach claimants) 

might have been laudable in theory – indeed, the Transport Minister noted 

RAF was spending R10.6 billion on legal fees out of R17 billion admin costs 

in 2019., which was unsustainable – the execution was gravely flawed. 

3.3.9. SCOPA was informed by a former procurement manager (Mr. Modise) that 

the panel’s new tender process was cancelled abruptly at adjudication 



stage, without a Board resolution, and eventually justified ex post facto by 

claiming “unaffordability” and a strategic shift to insourcing litigation. 

3.3.10. The cancellation letter invoked a procurement regulation about lack of 

funds or changed circumstances. 

3.3.11. Essentially, RAF decided to drop hundreds of external lawyers before it had 

adequately built internal capacity to absorb their work. 

Impact of Panel Removal:  

3.3.12. Suddenly, every summons, motion, and trial that would have been 

handled by external attorneys landed on RAF’s internal legal and claims 

teams. NUMSA’s consultation notes (from an erstwhile shop steward 

closely involved) describe that after this, each litigation officer’s docket 

exploded, default judgments and court orders “fell through the cracks” 

due to sheer volume.  

3.3.13. This is supported by objective data: default judgments against RAF surged 

(the SIU found that RAF incurred R4.8 billion in default judgment liabilities 

over two years due to not timeously defending cases. 

3.3.14. Writs of execution multiplied correspondingly (as detailed in Section 3.6). 

It is crucial to understand:  

3.3.15. many of the suspended employees discussed in Section 3.1 were claims 

officers blamed for these missed deadlines.  

3.3.16. The employer alleged they “failed to load court orders within 180 days”. But 

employees countered (with merit) that the volume was unmanageable 

after RAF removed the attorney panel without a transition plan.  

3.3.17. In one SCOPA session, members essentially asked RAF: If there was a 

known capacity issue, why did you also move ahead with retrenchments?. 

3.3.18. This rhetorical question hits the heart of it – RAF management made 

conflicting decisions: cut external resources and internal headcount while 

expecting improved output, which was unrealistic. 



Backlog Figures:  

3.3.19. The direct result of understaffing and overload is the backlog in claims 

processing and payments.  

3.3.20. Some metrics: as of May 2023, RAF acknowledged a backlog of ~328,000 

outstanding claims (some reports cite 321,000 by earlier that year). 

3.3.21. In terms of settlements, media investigations highlighted that RAF was 

finalizing far fewer claims after 2020: “RAF used to spend ~R10 billion to 

finalize 253,000 claims; now it spends ~R7 billion for only 63,000 claims,” 

as SCOPA Chair Zibi pointed out. 

3.3.22. This implies a dramatic drop in throughput – an indicator that internal 

bottlenecks have grown. 

Constitutional and Service Delivery Implications:  

3.3.23. Section 195 of the Constitution mandates that public administration be 

effective, efficient, and results driven.  

3.3.24. A backlog of this magnitude, where claimants wait years (5+ years in many 

instances for post-settlement payout per Minister Mbalula’s 2020 

statement, is a failure of that mandate.  

3.3.25. It also risks violating claimants’ constitutional rights (access to social 

security, just administrative action, etc.).  

3.3.26. One stark example raised to SCOPA was Sunshine Hospital: by late 2025, 

6,285 summonses had to be issued by that hospital to try to get RAF to pay 

its bills, and still none were paid. 

3.3.27. The hospital closed, patients and staff suffered – an extreme outcome of 

RAF’s inability to manage workload and finances. 

Overburdened Staff as “Mismanagement”:  

3.3.28. When employees are grossly overextended, errors and omissions occur – 

not out of negligence but out of impossibility of performance.  



3.3.29. Management then treating those outcomes as individual failings (rather 

than systemic) is itself mismanagement.  

3.3.30. A well-run organization would either throttle intake, increase resources, or 

find innovative ways to spread the work. RAF did the opposite (throttled 

resources, maintained intake). 

3.3.31. It’s noteworthy that after Mr. Letsoalo’s suspension in Aug 2025, the RAF 

Board’s acting leadership suspended multiple other executives (CFO, 

governance officer, etc.) in Nov 2025 specifically to investigate 

“administrative and governance matters” that likely include these backlog 

and HR problems. 

3.3.32. This indicates a recognition by oversight structures that something was 

deeply amiss in how RAF was being managed on the operational front. 

3.4. Outsourcing of Call Centre (“CRM Project”) and Associated Expenditure 

3.4.1. In mid-2023, RAF outsourced its national Contact Centre (call centre) 

operations to a private service provider as part of what was internally 

called the “CRM Project” (Customer Relationship Management project). 

3.4.2. This decision stands out as a case of potentially wasteful and irregular 

expenditure, given the cost-benefit disparity and procurement opacity. 

Cost Explosion:  

3.4.3. Previously, RAF’s call centre was run in-house by roughly 80–100 staff 

across its offices, with an annual operating cost of about R20 million 

(mostly personnel and telecoms).  

3.4.4. The outsourced contract, however, is costing around R210 million per year 

– over ten times the in-house cost, for handling similar or slightly increased 

call volumes.  

3.4.5. Over a 3-year term, that is >R600 million. Even RAF’s own employees were 

shocked at the price tag (NUMSA learned during a CCMA proceeding that 



the allocated budget was approximately R518 million for a certain phase, 

confirming the high scale mentioned). 

Lack of Transparency in Procurement:  

3.4.6. To date, RAF has not publicly disclosed the name of the service provider or 

the details of the tender. NUMSA is not aware of any public tender 

advertised as “Call Centre outsourcing” – it’s possible it was done as an 

expansion of an existing IT contract or some piggyback arrangement.  

3.4.7. This raises questions of compliance with PFMA and Preferential 

Procurement Regulations.  

3.4.8. If a competitive process was followed, the outcomes (bid values, scoring) 

have not been transparent. SCOPA may wish to request the Auditor-

General’s input on whether this contract was flagged in audit reports or if 

any deviations were filed with National Treasury.  

3.4.9. The lack of information itself is alarming. 

Effect on Internal Staff:  

3.4.10. The internal RAF call centre employees were not retrenched (at least not 

immediately); instead, many were redeployed to other duties or left idle. 

Ironically, before being redeployed, these employees had to train the 

outsourced call agents in RAF processes.  

3.4.11. After knowledge transfer, they effectively lost their roles. This had a 

demoralizing effect. Some experienced call centre agents eventually 

resigned, meaning RAF lost institutional knowledge anyway.  

3.4.12. Moreover, RAF simultaneously complained of being under-capacitated in 

customer service, which is contradictory since it had capable staff but 

chose not to utilize them, opting to pay an outside party at much higher 

cost. 

 

 



Service Impact:  

3.4.13. There have been numerous complaints from claimants about long wait 

times and lack of continuity in information when dealing with the new call 

centre (anecdotally reported to NUMSA and in social media).  

3.4.14. Such qualitative issues aside, from a SCOPA lens the concern is the value 

for money. Spending ~R200m for what was done for ~R20m is a tenfold 

increase.  

3.4.15. If that money bought a dramatically superior service, perhaps one could 

rationalize it – but evidence suggests it didn’t.  

3.4.16. In fact, the call centre chaos arguably worsened claimant communication 

(outsourced agents initially lacked the experience in RAF’s complex case 

statuses, leading to incorrect or unhelpful answers). 

Possible Irregularity:  

3.4.17. This outsourcing appears to meet the definition of irregular expenditure if 

proper tender protocols were not followed or if PFMA Section 51(1)(b)(ii) 

(preventing wasteful expenditure) was breached.  

3.4.18. Why pay more for an external service when internal capacity existed? RAF 

management’s justification, reportedly, was that calls were going 

unanswered and there was a surge in inquiries.  

3.4.19. However, an alternative solution could have been to enhance the internal 

call centre (hire additional agents on contract, improve telecom systems) 

at a fraction of the outsourcing cost.  

3.4.20. No evidence has been given that this option was considered. The decision-

making process is opaque, which itself is a red flag. 

Overlap with Retrenchment Narrative:  

3.4.21. It is worth noting that while on one hand RAF was saying it had too many 

employees (to justify retrenchments), on the other it said it lacked capacity 

to handle calls (to justify outsourcing).  



3.4.22. This inconsistency was pointed out by NUMSA and was even raised in 

internal RAF meetings. Essentially: why not redeploy or upskill “excess” 

staff to the call centre rather than hiring an outside firm that then had to be 

taught by our staff anyway?  

3.4.23. RAF provided no clear answer. This suggests either poor internal 

coordination or that the outsourcing decision was driven by factors other 

than genuine capacity analysis (perhaps a predetermined contract 

allocation). 

3.5. Unsafe Buildings and Occupational Health/Safety Non-Compliance 

3.5.1. The RAF’s mismanagement has extended to facilities and working 

conditions, raising serious concerns under the Occupational Health and 

Safety Act 85 of 1993 (OHSA).  

3.5.2. NUMSA has had to intervene repeatedly to protect our members’ safety as 

RAF management allowed work to continue in hazardous environments. 

Incidents of Unsafe Premises: 

3.5.3. Johannesburg (Central Business District) Office:  

• RAF’s old head office in Johannesburg (around 2019) suffered from 

severe structural issues – flooding, unstable ceiling panels, chronic 

mold from leaks, and electrical problems. Employees reported 

illness symptoms consistent with Sick Building Syndrome.  

• RAF initially downplayed concerns, but eventually moved out under 

pressure around 2020, relocating to a temporary site in Parktown. 

3.5.4. Menlyn (Pretoria) Regional Office:  

• This building had roof leaks causing collapsing ceiling tiles, 

malfunctioning air conditioning, and was suspected to contain 

asbestos in certain materials.  



• NUMSA’s local representatives attempted to engage management 

to effect repairs, but were largely ignored until regulatory action. 

3.5.5. East London Office:  

• NUMSA officials personally inspected this facility in 2021–2022, 

finding it in shocking condition – water-damaged infrastructure, 

broken lifts, rat infestation.  

• We took photographs and presented these to RAF management, 

who again were slow to act.  

• Only after union escalation did RAF commission an assessment. 

3.5.6. Durban Office:  

• Similar issues with air conditioning and lift systems failing regularly, 

and structural cracks noted in the parking area supports. 

3.5.7. General Observations:  

• Many RAF offices are in older buildings that were not adequately 

maintained, in part because RAF has been in protracted processes 

to consolidate offices or move to new premises (like the aborted 

plan to move HQ to Centurion a few years back).  

• However, failing to maintain current premises is not excusable. 

NUMSA’s Escalation to Authorities:  

3.5.8. In mid-2022, seeing no adequate response, NUMSA formally reported 

RAF’s Menlyn and East London offices to the Department of Employment 

and Labour (DoEL), requesting inspections under OHSA.  

3.5.9. The DoEL inspectors found multiple contraventions. In East London, for 

example, DoEL issued a notice instructing RAF to either remediate serious 

safety hazards or cease occupancy by a certain deadline.  



3.5.10. RAF determined that required repairs (e.g., structural fixes, mold 

remediation) would be very costly, so they opted to relocate that office 

entirely. 

3.5.11. In Pretoria (Menlyn), DoEL found that the building ventilation and fire 

systems were non-compliant and likewise required urgent action.  

3.5.12. RAF eventually decided to vacate Menlyn as well, consolidating Pretoria 

operations in a newly leased building in Hatfield (which had been PRASA’s 

former HQ). 

Non-Compliance in New Building:  

3.5.13. The move to Hatfield occurred in 2023, but disturbingly, it appears RAF 

occupied the premises without obtaining a valid occupancy certificate 

from the municipality.  

3.5.14. Reliable sources (including internal emails known to NUMSA) indicate that 

significant construction and remedial work was still ongoing in the building 

even as employees were moved in, meaning it was likely not yet certified 

safe for full occupation.  

3.5.15. Indeed, NUMSA members in Hatfield reported being put on special leave 

or required to work from home on certain days due to construction hazards 

(noise, dust, lack of water) in late 2023.  

3.5.16. This suggests that RAF might have been cutting corners to quickly move 

out of Menlyn (under DoEL pressure) but into another problematic 

situation. 

3.5.17. If confirmed, occupying a building sans occupancy certificate is a violation 

of local by-laws and potentially OHSA if it implies safety systems 

(sprinklers, alarms, etc.) were not approved.  

3.5.18. It also puts into question the procurement of that lease – did RAF properly 

ensure the landlord delivered a compliant building? 

 



Legal and Ethical Implications:  

3.5.19. The OHSA Section 8(1) states every employer must “provide and maintain, 

as far as reasonably practicable, a working environment that is safe and 

without risk to the health of employees”.  

3.5.20. RAF clearly breached this duty. It is notable that RAF management initially 

obstructed oversight: in one case, RAF managers tried to block NUMSA 

officials and DoEL inspectors from entering the workplace for inspection, 

which is an offense under OHSA (obstructing an inspector).  

3.5.21. Only after regulatory enforcement did RAF act – demonstrating a lack of 

internal commitment to employee well-being. 

3.5.22. Such negligence has financial consequences too: emergency relocations 

and rentals can be more expensive due to haste, and poor conditions likely 

contributed to staff sick leave and low productivity (though not easily 

quantifiable, it’s a real effect). 

3.5.23. From SCOPA’s perspective, the persistence of unsafe conditions indicates 

governance failure at a basic compliance level.  

3.5.24. It might indicate also that funds earmarked for facilities maintenance were 

not effectively used (or possibly diverted), raising questions of financial 

oversight. 

3.6. Non-Payment of Court Judgments and Attachment of RAF Assets 

3.6.1. One of the most public symptoms of RAF’s crisis has been the spectacle 

of court sheriffs seizing RAF’s assets on a routine basis to enforce unpaid 

judgments.  

3.6.2. This is an unprecedented situation for a public fund and underscores both 

financial mismanagement and planning failures. 

Root Cause – Non-Payment of Judgments:  

3.6.3. RAF, by its nature, gets sued frequently (claimants litigate for 

compensation).  



3.6.4. Even more so after the panel attorneys were removed, many cases that 

might have been settled or defended adequately led to judgments by 

default or after trial.  

3.6.5. Instead of paying those judgments promptly, RAF apparently often let 

them lapse beyond the 30-day court payment order, forcing claimants to 

send sheriffs to attach assets or bank accounts.  

3.6.6. By late 2025, it was disclosed that RAF had 6,285 summonses and 647 

court judgments from just one creditor (Sunshine Hospital) alone pending 

– none paid.  

3.6.7. The interest on that one creditor’s R300m debt reached R23m. 

3.6.8. Extrapolating, RAF likely owes tens of thousands of unpaid judgments 

across all claimants. 

Sheriff Attachments:  

3.6.9. As a result, all RAF’s offices have been turned into targets for sheriff 

attachments.  

3.6.10. According to RAF’s spokesperson, sheriffs conduct “regular visits” to RAF 

offices nationally, followed by auctions of seized goods. 

3.6.11. A Citizen news article dated 18 Nov 2024 reported an imminent auction of 

R18 million worth of assets (computers, furniture, etc.) seized from RAF’s 

East London and Johannesburg offices, representing 18 matters (16 from 

East London office, 2 from JHB). 

3.6.12. The items included essential office equipment: chairs, desks, fridges, even 

computers and servers in some cases. 

3.6.13. The attachments became so disruptive that RAF’s management resorted 

to unusual measures: 

 

 



Leasing of Furniture:  

• RAF started leasing critical office furniture and IT equipment 

instead of owning, simply to avoid them being attachable assets. 

• The spokesperson admitted this “hurts operations” and is an 

unsustainable approach. 

• Leasing is typically more costly than owning in the long run, so this 

is another indirect cost of mismanagement. 

Employee Affidavits for Laptops:  

• We have learned (through employee whistleblowers) that RAF 

instructed some staff to sign affidavits falsely declaring that their 

work laptops were personal property purchased with allowances, 

thereby putting them outside the sheriff’s reach.  

• This essentially is falsification of records and possibly interference 

with judicial process.  

• It demonstrates how normalized the crisis became – 

management’s focus shifted to hiding assets rather than fixing the 

root issue of unpaid debts. 

Implications: 

Operationally, sheriff seizures have caused: 

• Downtime: If computers are seized, work stops. For example, 

consider a regional office where PCs get carted off; claims in that 

office cannot be processed until replaced. 

• Moral distress: Staff arriving at work to see their chairs or printers 

gone under court order is humiliating and stressful. NUMSA had to 

speak out when employees were literally sitting on boxes due to 

lack of chairs 



• We called it out as outrageous that workers must endure such 

conditions. It indicates to employees that RAF is virtually insolvent 

and disrespects its obligations. 

Financially, aside from paying the judgment eventually, RAF incurs 

additional costs: 

• Sheriff fees and auction losses – assets often get auctioned for a 

fraction of value. 

• Business continuity costs – leasing new equipment, emergency 

procurement of replacements (which might come at premium rates 

due to urgency or limited options given credit issues). 

3.6.14. Legally, this situation is a flagrant breach of Section *38(1)(c)(i) of the 

PFMA, which obliges accounting officers to ensure the entity pays all valid 

claims against it (within the ambit of their responsibilities) and maintains 

effective financial controls to avoid lawsuits and attachments.  

3.6.15. It also hints that RAF might be trading in insolvent circumstances 

(liabilities exceeding assets), though the unique nature of the RAF (as a 

statutory fund) makes that a policy issue. 

3.6.16. The trend was so bad that in January 2024, a High Court judge in 

Mpumalanga ordered Mr. Letsoalo (CEO) and the Board to pay two 

claimants’ outstanding payments out of their own pockets. 

3.6.17. This extraordinary personal cost order suggests judicial exasperation with 

RAF’s non-compliance.  

3.6.18. It’s a nearly unprecedented step to hold executives personally liable for 

organizational debts, signifying that courts view RAF’s management as 

wilfully delinquent. 

3.6.19. For SCOPA, the sheriff saga encapsulates RAF’s crisis in a nutshell: it 

combines financial mismanagement (not budgeting or reserving for known 

liabilities), governance failure (ignoring court orders until enforcement), 



and operational dysfunction (assets being seized hampers day-to-day 

work, leading to more delays – a vicious cycle).  

3.6.20. It also carries reputational damage: media and public see a state entity’s 

offices being stripped by sheriffs, which reflects extremely poorly on 

public financial management in general. 

3.7. Failure of the “Bokamoso” Integrated Claims Management System (ICMS) 

3.7.1. The Integrated Claims Management System, nicknamed “Bokamoso” 

(Sesotho for “future”), was heralded as a cornerstone of RAF’s turnaround 

strategy.  

3.7.2. Approved during Mr. Letsoalo’s tenure, it involved overhauling how claims 

are processed – moving from manual, paper-intensive workflows to a 

digitized, automated platform.  

3.7.3. The project also tied into a change in accounting treatment of claims 

liabilities (from an insurance accrual model to a social benefit paid-as-

you-go model under IPSAS 42). 

3.7.4. In theory, Bokamoso would speed up claims finalization, reduce backlogs, 

detect fraud via algorithms, and enable staff reductions (hence the 

attempted retrenchments).  

3.7.5. In practice, it has largely been a failure, causing disruption and yielding 

little benefit commensurate with its cost. 

Development and Rollout:  

3.7.6. The system’s development cost has been quoted around R454 million 

(initial phases) and total spend is estimated at R800 million including roll-

out and support.  

3.7.7. It is built on a software suite involving Guidewire and other modules, 

configured with PwC’s assistance. 

3.7.8. Phase 1 (registration module) went live in Gauteng in Sept 2024; Phase 2 

(some assessment and other functions) in coastal offices by Mar 2025. 



3.7.9. However, key parts (e.g., payment integration) were problematic and later 

phases were put on hold after a project sponsor change – likely after Mr. 

Letsoalo’s exit the enthusiasm or championing waned. 

3.7.10. Technical Failings: According to insider reports and confirmed by 

external analysis: 

• The system uses preset “scenarios” and drop-down menus for 

claim evaluation, which are inflexible.  

• If a claim doesn’t fit the preset (which many don’t, given accident 

claims vary widely), staff cannot input a correct outcome without 

“gaming” the system (e.g., selecting a closest match that may not 

be accurate). 

• E.g., if an injury or circumstance isn’t in the options, staff 

sometimes have to choose an incorrect option just to move the 

claim forward (planning to manually adjust later).  

• This is obviously suboptimal and can lead to errors or inconsistent 

handling. 

• Many processes that were supposed to be automated (like medical 

tariff calculation, merit assessment) still end up needing manual 

override or parallel processing outside the system. 

• The integration with RAF’s SAP financial system only partially 

succeeded. SCOPA heard that around July 2025, RAF discovered 

payment instructions from ICMS were not all flowing to SAP, leaving 

about R30 million in claims stuck awaiting approval in limbo. 

• This forced dual processing: staff had to re-enter data into SAP or 

use legacy methods for payments. 

• Because of these issues, RAF did not decommission old systems 

as planned. Instead, they now juggle multiple systems (“legacy 



system and new system in dual use” – complicating oversight and 

reconciliation). 

Accounting Policy Shift and Legal Blowback:  

3.7.11. Part of Bokamoso’s rationale was tied to reclassifying RAF’s liabilities 

under an international public sector accounting standard (IPSAS 42, for 

social benefits).  

3.7.12. The former Acting CFO, Ms. Boitumelo Mabusela, testified that she 

authored this accounting policy change, aiming to reflect RAF as a social 

benefit scheme (non-insurance) to dramatically reduce reported 

outstanding claims liabilities. 

3.7.13. Indeed, by moving to cash-based recognition of claims (only recognizing 

liabilities when payments are due rather than when accidents occur), 

RAF’s balance sheet liability plummeted from ~R300+ billion to ~R30 

billion. 

3.7.14. This was an accounting sleight-of-hand; the real economic liability didn’t 

vanish, it was just not formally recognized beyond short-term. The Auditor-

General (AGSA) took issue, qualifying RAF’s audit.  

3.7.15. RAF management then did something egregious: they sued the Auditor-

General in court to force acceptance of their accounting policy.  

3.7.16. They lost that litigation, with the court siding with the AG that RAF’s change 

was inappropriate without legislative basis (and perhaps that it misled 

about solvency) – this cost RAF approximately R10 million in legal fees. 

3.7.17. Not only that, it delayed finalization of RAF’s annual report and created 

confusion about its financial status. SCOPA members grilled RAF why it 

engaged in that fight at all, calling it wasteful. 

3.7.18. Now, with the AG’s stance vindicated, the R300bn+ liability is effectively 

back (though reported as “contingent” or in notes), meaning the supposed 

benefit of the new system/standard – solving insolvency – was ephemeral. 



Unrealized Efficiency & Cost Overruns:  

3.7.19. There is scant evidence that Bokamoso has significantly sped up claims. 

To the contrary, during transition, things slowed.  

3.7.20. By Oct 2025, SCOPA heard that in six months RAF finalized only 63,000 

claims vs quarter-million pre-2020. 

3.7.21. Even accounting for external factors, the automated system did not yield 

higher throughput – arguably lower, as staff struggled with it.  

3.7.22. There have been hints that the system integrator or vendor didn’t deliver 

fully, requiring continuous “enhancements” and level-3 support from PwC 

beyond planned scope. 

3.7.23. The project costs likely exceeded budget due to delays and fixes (PwC and 

others billing more time). 

Conclusion on Bokamoso:  

3.7.24. The ICMS/Bokamoso project appears to be a case of overpromising and 

underdelivering, coupled with questionable financial decisions (the 

accounting change gambit).  

3.7.25. It was imprudent to premise major HR decisions (like retrenchments) on 

an untested system.  

3.7.26. The project governance might also be questionable: Did RAF tender this 

properly? (PwC’s role suggests perhaps a limited bid or an extension of a 

consulting contract into implementation; not sure if SITA was involved or 

bypassed).  

3.7.27. The SIU’s investigation might cover if any procurement irregularity 

occurred here. 

3.7.28. For SCOPA, Bokamoso is a cautionary tale of how large IT projects can 

become money sinks if not properly managed.  



3.7.29. It also directly links to mismanagement: the failure of Bokamoso to 

function as intended meant RAF didn’t gain anticipated efficiencies – 

meaning claims still pile up, staff were cut unnecessarily, and finances 

didn’t improve as projected.  

3.7.30. That undermines all assurances given to oversight bodies when the project 

was justified. 

3.8. Broader Governance and Ethical Issues 

3.8.1. Beyond the specific points, it is important to address the general culture 

and governance environment at RAF under review: 

3.8.2. Board Oversight:  

• The RAF Board (2019–2023) seemingly failed to check some of 

management’s excesses. A dramatic instance was when the 

Minister of Finance (then acting in Transport capacity) dissolved the 

RAF Board in Dec 2023, citing governance concerns. 

• This led to a period without a permanent board and contributed to 

delays in appointing a new CEO (with Letsoalo on suspension).  

• Barbara Creecy’s move to dissolve suggests the shareholder 

(government) recognized that the Board was not effectively 

governing.  

• Historically, boards sign off on major strategies like the attorney 

panel termination, Bokamoso project, etc. If they didn’t foresee the 

pitfalls or failed to course-correct, they share blame. 

3.8.3. Internal Audit and Risk:  

• We have scant information on RAF’s internal audit/risk reports, but 

the recurring adverse findings by the Auditor-General 

(disclaimer/adverse opinions for multiple years) show that risk 

management systems were inadequate.  



• Key issues flagged by AG (irregular expenditures, inability to verify 

claimant liabilities, contingent liability explosion) were not resolved 

year to year. 

3.8.4. Ethical Concerns – “Culture Fit” and Patronage:  

• The introduction of a nebulous “Culture Fit” criterion in HR 

decisions (used in retrenchment scoring, and possibly in 

appointments) raises concern that RAF’s leadership valued 

personal loyalty or alignment over competence.  

• Anecdotal reports indicate a rise in patronage appointments – e.g., 

individuals from previous agencies following Mr. Letsoalo to RAF 

(the security specialist from PRASA, Mr. Msiza, being a clear 

example; he had been Mr. Letsoalo’s bodyguard at RTMC, then at 

PRASA, then parachuted into RAF’s structure).  

• Msiza’s testimony to SCOPA unveiled ethically dubious requests 

from Mr. Letsoalo (e.g., providing security for his family, using 

bodyguards for personal errands/farm work). 

• This paints a picture of abuse of position and blurred lines between 

public resources and private benefit. 

3.8.5. Vetting and Qualifications:  

• It appears standard vetting (state security clearance, financial 

disclosures) for top executives might not have been thoroughly 

done.  

• For instance, Msiza admitted he lacked a security clearance and 

that qualifications for his position were downgraded to suit him 

(originally required NQF 8, lowered to NQF 6). 

• If similar lapses occurred in other managerial hires, RAF may have 

had under-qualified or conflicted individuals in key roles – a risk for 

malfeasance. 



3.8.6. Transparency & Reporting:  

• RAF management often communicated incomplete or misleading 

information to stakeholders.  

• For example, they touted improved financials after the accounting 

change, without clarity that it was merely a change in accounting 

basis.  

• They blamed unions for poor performance (as seen in media, where 

RAF spokespeople insinuated sabotage). 

• This erodes trust and indicates a lack of accountability culture. 

3.8.7. In summary, the broader context is of an entity that, over the past 5 years, 

veered off the path of sound administration into one of short-term fixes, 

opaque dealings, and internal strife – requiring strong corrective oversight. 

4. APPLICABLE LEGAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK. 

Various laws and regulations form the backdrop of the issues identified. It is important 

to articulate how RAF’s actions (or failures) measure against these standards: 

4.1. Public Finance Management Act, 1 of 1999 (PFMA):  

RAF is a Schedule 3A public entity under PFMA. Section 51 imposes duties on 

the Accounting Authority (the Board) to ensure: effective, efficient, and 

transparent financial systems; prevention of irregular, fruitless and wasteful 

expenditure; and effective management of liabilities. Instances noted: 

Fruitless & Wasteful Expenditure:  

• Paying suspended employees not to work for years, and incurring 

needless legal costs on appeals and AG litigation, fall in this category. 

Also, R4m on a lavish staff event (with R40k on “executive drinks”) mid-

crisis, as revealed in SCOPA, could be seen as wasteful. 

 

 



Irregular Expenditure:  

• Outsourced call centre contract if not properly tendered; possibly 

aspects of Bokamoso procurement; unauthorized deviations like CEO 

security overspend beyond Board approval. 

Liability Management:  

• The PFMA requires timely settlement of obligations. RAF’s backlog of 

unpaid court orders and resultant attachments indicate a breach of this 

duty.  

• There’s also a PFMA requirement to maintain systems to settle 

contractual obligations (sheriff actions evidencing a failure). 

Internal Control Failures:  

• Adverse audit outcomes suggest RAF lacked proper record-keeping 

and control systems. E.g., SIU found RAF could not readily report how 

many defaults or attachments occurred, indicating poor tracking. 

• The PFMA also mandates taking disciplinary steps against officials who 

permit irregular/wasteful expenditure.  

• We are not aware of any such accountability being enforced internally 

at RAF in the period under review – none of the executives faced 

consequence until external pressure (Board suspension, SIU probe) 

came. 

4.2. Labour Relations Act, 66 of 1995 (LRA): 

• Section 189 (Retrenchments): Requires meaningful consultation, fair 

criteria, and bona fide rationale. RAF’s aborted retrenchment had 

questionable rationale (based on future tech that failed) and criteria 

(“culture fit”) that may not meet fairness muster.  

• If they had proceeded, legal challenges likely would have succeeded in 

showing it was unfair or a fait accompli. 



• Section 186(2) (Unfair Labour Practices): Prolonged suspension 

without resolution qualifies as an unfair labour practice (disciplinary 

action). If taken to CCMA, many of those cases would yield awards for 

employees. In fact, at least one employee (Mhlanga, the security 

manager) won reinstatement + back pay at CCMA, confirming the 

actions against him were unjust. 

• Section 5 (Protection of Union Members): Prohibits prejudice against 

employees for union activity. The timing and manner of NUMSA’s 

recognition termination strongly suggest it was retaliatory for NUMSA’s 

intended strike and vocal criticism.  

• That could be deemed an automatically unfair dismissal of the 

collective agreement (if a court views it as akin to firing the union), or at 

least a violation of employees’ organizational rights. 

• Section 23 (Collective Agreements): RAF’s unilateral cancellation of a 

valid recognition agreement is likely unlawful; usually, recognition 

agreements can only be ended per their terms or if union falls below 

thresholds. NUMSA had not fallen below thresholds – it had majority 

status until that act. So RAF probably breached the collective 

agreement and by extension the LRA. 

4.3. Occupational Health and Safety Act, 85 of 1993 (OHSA): 

• Section 8(1): The general duty clause requiring a safe, risk-free 

environment as far as practicable. RAF’s failure to remedy known safety 

hazards, and to continue operating in such buildings, violates this. 

• Section 19 & 20: Duty to have health and safety committees and 

representatives.  

• One wonders if RAF consulted its H&S reps and committees about 

these issues – likely they did raise alarms, which were ignored. If 

committees existed, management didn’t heed them, undermining the 

intended preventive mechanism. 



• Non-compliance led to DoEL enforcement; had RAF not moved, DoEL 

could have sought closures through court.  

• There’s also potential criminal liability under OHSA for responsible 

persons if someone was injured due to negligence. 

4.4. Road Accident Fund Act, 56 of 1996 & Regulations:  

• While this Act mainly covers RAF’s mandate to pay compensation and 

how claims work, it implicitly requires RAF to administer claims 

properly.  

• The maladministration at RAF arguably frustrates the purpose of the Act 

– a point to consider in evaluating leadership’s performance. (We note 

that a legislative overhaul has been on the table – RABS Bill – but 

shelved; still, current law expects RAF to handle claims expeditiously.) 

4.5. Public Service/Administration Principles:  

• Although RAF employees are not “public service” per PSA, RAF as state 

entity adheres to Batho Pele (People First) principles: consultation, 

service standards, courtesy, information, transparency, redress, and 

value for money.  

• The experiences documented (claimants waiting without info, poor 

service, lack of transparency in finances) all contravene these 

principles.  

• Section 195 of the Constitution enumerates these as well, binding on 

RAF through the broad public admin scope.  

• Notably: 

o Section 195(1)(b): “Efficient, economic and effective use of 

resources” – breached by wastage described. 



o 195(1)(f): “Public administration must be accountable” – RAF’s 

obfuscation and resistance to oversight (even of AG) 

contravenes this. 

o 195(1)(g): “Transparency… by providing the public with timely, 

accessible and accurate information” – undermined when 

claimants or public can’t get straight answers on delays or 

finances. 

4.6. Public Audit Act, 25 of 2004:  

• RAF’s attempt to sue the Auditor-General was arguably an attack on the 

constitutional auditing framework.  

• The Act provides mechanisms for disputing audits (audit committees, 

etc.), but RAF’s resort to courts was unusual and, as the court found, 

without merit.  

• It showed disregard for the oversight role of the AG, an independent 

constitutional institution. 

4.7. In conclusion, RAF’s conduct has repeatedly run afoul of the legal standards 

meant to ensure good governance, fair labour practices, and sound financial 

management.  

4.8. These violations provide a strong basis for SCOPA to recommend interventions 

and possibly referrals (e.g., to the National Treasury for PFMA issues, to 

Department of Labour for persistent OHS or labour contraventions, or even to 

law enforcement for any fraud or corruption that emerges from SIU and other 

probes). 

5. NUMSA’S RECOMMENDATIONS AND DEMANDS FOR REFORM 

NUMSA respectfully submits the following recommendations for SCOPA’s 

consideration. These are aligned with the problems identified and are aimed at 

addressing root causes, not just symptoms.  



We believe SCOPA is well positioned to endorse these as part of its report to 

Parliament, catalyzing executive and board-level action to rehabilitate the RAF. 

5.1. Governance and Accountability Measures: 

Forensic Audit / Independent Inquiry:  

• Commission a comprehensive forensic audit into RAF’s financial 

management over the last 5 years, covering contracts (call centre, 

ICMS/Bokamoso, security, consultants), legal expenditures, and HR-

related expenditures (suspensions, payouts).  

• If SCOPA cannot directly initiate this, it should recommend that the 

Minister of Transport, with National Treasury’s support, appoint an 

external audit firm or empower the Auditor-General to conduct a 

special audit.  

• The audit should identify any irregular, fruitless, or wasteful 

expenditures and irregular appointments or salary/bonus payments. 

Crucially, it should trace accountability to individuals.  

• Where glaring failures or possible malfeasance are found, those should 

be referred for investigation by appropriate agencies (SIU, Hawks, etc.). 

Enforce Consequence Management: 

• SCOPA should insist that the RAF Board (or interim administrators) 

pursue consequence management against officials responsible for 

irregularities. 

• For instance, if the forensic audit finds that the call centre outsourcing 

was irregular and wasteful, those who approved it should face 

disciplinary action and possible recovery of losses. Ditto for 

unauthorized spending like the excessive CEO security costs. 

• The principle of personal liability (as illustrated by the Mpumalanga 

High Court order) should be operationalized via PFMA’s recovery 

provisions for financial misconduct. 



Strengthen Board Oversight: 

• SCOPA should recommend that the new RAF Board (once constituted 

or current interim one) be reconstituted with skills appropriate to turn 

the fund around – including actuarial, legal, and IT expertise, not just 

generalists.  

• Possibly, given the gravity, suggest that an independent turnaround 

specialist be seconded to the Board or management team (similar to 

interventions in other troubled SOEs).  

• Additionally, the Chair of the Board should report to SCOPA quarterly 

on progress against key issues (backlog reduction, financial stability, 

etc.) for the next 1–2 years, to ensure sustained oversight. 

Executive Vetting and Performance Contracts:  

• Mandate that all RAF executives (CEO, CFO, COO, etc.) undergo 

security vetting and sign performance agreements with specific, 

measurable targets tied to claim processing time, financial prudence, 

etc. SCOPA can ask for copies of these contracts.  

• Any future bonuses must be strictly contingent on meeting those 

targets (and should be suspended entirely until RAF’s audit outcomes 

improve).  

• If necessary, SCOPA could recommend an amendment to the RAF Act 

or PFMA regulations to tighten oversight on executive remuneration in 

entities under financial strain (for example, prohibiting bonuses in years 

where audit is adverse or going concern status is in question). 

Transparency Enhancements:  

• RAF should be required to proactively publish certain metrics: e.g., 

number of claims processed per quarter, number of court judgments 

outstanding, etc. and progress on them.  



• It should also publish procurement award details for major contracts 

(call centre, IT) on its website for accountability. SCOPA could instruct 

this or make it part of recommendations. 

5.2. Financial Management and Service Delivery: 

Settlement of Outstanding Claims and Judgments:  

• Develop a Claims/Judgment Payment Plan. SCOPA should urge 

National Treasury and the Transport Ministry to assist RAF in structuring 

a special program to clear the backlog of court-ordered payments.  

• This might involve a dedicated allocation or permission for RAF to 

borrow short-term (if legislatively feasible) to pay off older judgments to 

stop interest growth.  

• Also, instruct RAF to engage creditors (like the hospital group owed 

R300m) in structured settlements rather than let interest accumulate 

and vital services collapse. 

Ring-fence Fuel Levy Increase (if needed) to Settle Backlog:  

• It may be beyond SCOPA’s scope to dictate revenue, but SCOPA could 

recommend that if additional funding is required, any increase in RAF’s 

fuel levy or government grant be explicitly ring-fenced to settle claimant 

debts and not for overhead or exec perks. 

Implement a “Settlement House” Approach:  

• Encourage RAF to establish a dedicated team or “Settlement House” to 

fast-track settlement of older claims, as an expert suggested. 

• This could reduce legal costs (settle rather than litigate when liability is 

clear) and clear cases that clog system. SCOPA can endorse this 

approach. 

 

 



Halt Wasteful Projects/Spending:  

• Immediately freeze further rollout of the Bokamoso system (Phase 3 & 

4) until a thorough technical review (perhaps by SITA or independent 

ICT auditors) is done to determine if it’s salvageable.  

• Don’t pour more money into it without SCOPA or NT being satisfied of 

viability.  

• Likewise, pause any expansion of the outsourced call centre and 

evaluate bringing it back in-house if it proves far cheaper. Direct RAF to 

cancel unnecessary consultancies (like “culture change” consultants 

or expensive events) until core problems are solved. 

Value-for-Money Audit on Call Centre:  

• Specifically, SCOPA should recommend a formal audit of the call 

centre outsourcing contract: check procurement process, cost vs 

output, and any connections (to rule out corruption).  

• Depending on findings, consider terminating the contract for 

convenience if penalties are lesser than continuing cost, and 

reintegrate the function internally.  

• Alternatively, renegotiate the contract to drastically cut cost, citing non-

performance if applicable. 

Addressing the Liability Accounting:  

• Acknowledge RAF’s liability issue candidly and plan for it. The 

Committee may note that government must confront RAF’s long-term 

insolvency (liabilities ~R400bn).  

• However, that’s a policy issue beyond immediate fixes. SCOPA can at 

least ensure RAF doesn’t hide liabilities again and works transparently 

with AG on how to present its financials (maybe as contingent liabilities 

clearly noted). 



5.3. Human Resources and Labor Relations: 

Lift Unfair Suspensions & Conclude Cases:  

• SCOPA should call on RAF to immediately review all employee 

suspensions exceeding e.g. 6 months.  

• Unless there is compelling ongoing disciplinary action, those 

employees should be reinstated with full duties.  

• For any that RAF believes must remain suspended, clear charge sheets 

and disciplinary hearings need to be scheduled within e.g. 60 days, or 

else those suspensions should lapse.  

• This aligns with principles of fairness and also stops salary waste. 

Additionally, consider directing RAF to seek alternative placements for 

accused employees if needed (instead of home sitting). 

Withdraw Baseless Allegations:  

• RAF management should formally renounce earlier public accusations 

that staff sabotaged operations (unless they intend to prove them).  

• This is to mend trust. In practice, the new leadership should openly 

state that many challenges were systemic, not due to “rogue staff”, 

thereby removing stigma from innocent employees and encouraging 

morale. 

Reinstate NUMSA Recognition & Engage Unions in Solution-Building: 

• SCOPA should strongly recommend that RAF restore a normal 

bargaining forum with NUMSA (and any other unions in RAF) and use it 

to collaboratively resolve issues.  

• This includes involving union reps in any change management (like 

designing better workflows for claims processing).  

• A constructive labour-management relationship will help implement 

fixes on the ground.  



• Also, reinstate the Collective Agreement on conditions that was in 

place before to provide stability and show good faith. 

No Retrenchments Without Alternatives:  

• Place a moratorium on retrenchments until the operational review is 

complete and only consider it if absolutely necessary and after 

exhausting alternatives (re-skilling, attrition, reassignments).  

• SCOPA can note that prior retrenchment attempts were ill-conceived 

and cost-inefficient (the 2024 attempt wasted time and legal costs). 

• Instead, focus on filling critical vacancies – e.g., more claims handlers, 

data capturers, finance clerks to process payments – possibly on 

temporary contracts to clear backlog.  

• It sounds counter-intuitive to hire when in deficit, but failing to process 

claims costs more in interest and legal fees. Efficiency requires 

adequate staff. 

Improve Training and Performance Management:  

• Institute robust training on any new systems or processes (one reason 

Bokamoso floundered was staff training was inadequate or rushed). 

• Make sure employees are part of testing and feedback loops for system 

fixes – they often have solutions (some staff had even built their own 

tracking spreadsheets to manage workload; harness that ingenuity). 

Workplace Conditions:  

• Ensure compliance with OHS recommendations: allocate budget to fix 

issues in Durban and Hatfield urgently (even if it means pausing other 

less urgent spending).  

• The new Board should submit a certificate of compliance for each 

office to SCOPA by a set date, verified by the Department of Labour.  



• If any office is impossible to make safe cost-effectively, SCOPA could 

suggest consolidating offices (with Labour’s input to avoid disruptions). 

Employee Wellness:  

• Recognize that RAF staff have been working under extreme stress 

(some dealing with angry unpaid claimants, others lacking resources). 

Recommend that RAF bolster its employee wellness programs – 

counseling, etc. – to restore morale. Happier employees will be more 

productive and courteous to the public, improving service. 

5.4. Structural and Legislative Recommendations: 

While SCOPA’s primary remit is oversight, it can comment on structural issues: 

Road Accident Benefit Scheme (RABS) or Alternative Policy:  

• Note that the Department of Transport’s legislative review of RAF 

(towards a no-fault benefit scheme) should incorporate lessons from 

this inquiry: any new scheme must have a solid administrative 

backbone, safeguards against the kind of accounting trick used, and 

clear funding to avoid perennial insolvency.  

• If SCOPA finds it appropriate, it might suggest Parliament revisit the 

shelved RABS Bill with fresh eyes, or any other policy solutions, since 

the current system – even with management reforms – may face a 

structural deficit long-term.  

• This is beyond NUMSA’s scope to prescribe in detail, but it’s worth 

flagging. 

Collaboration with Law Enforcement:  

• Recommend that RAF fully cooperate with the SIU investigation 

(Proclamation R44 of 2022 covers RAF) and implement SIU’s 

recommendations expeditiously.  



• Also, any evidence of criminal conduct (fraudulent affidavits to mislead 

sheriffs, possible corruption in procurement) should be referred to the 

appropriate authorities (Hawks, NPA). SCOPA might even request 

periodic updates from SIU on their RAF findings for its own monitoring. 

Monitoring and Reporting:  

• SCOPA should keep RAF on its radar even post-inquiry. Perhaps instruct 

RAF to furnish it with a detailed progress report every 3 months on key 

indicators (financial status, claims backlog, etc.) for the next 24 

months. This will maintain pressure. 

5.5. Social and Ethical Reforms: 

Rebuild Public Trust:  

• Urge RAF to embark on a public communication campaign to update 

claimants on turnaround efforts and timelines for improvement.  

• This should include setting up better claimant helpdesks and an 

ombudsman or escalation mechanism for those with inordinate 

delays.  

• The goal must be to show empathy and restore RAF’s image as a fund 

that cares for accident victims (recent press portrayed it as uncaring 

bureaucracy; that must change). 

Ethical Leadership Training:  

• Recommend mandatory governance and ethics training for all RAF 

senior managers and board members, possibly facilitated by the 

Institute of Directors or similar body.  

• This could cover PFMA duties, conflict of interest, etc., to prevent 

repeats of past behaviour. 

 

 



Stakeholder Forum:  

• SCOPA could suggest RAF establish a regular forum including 

representatives of claimants (e.g., Road Accident Victims Association 

if exists), the legal fraternity (perhaps via Law Society or Personal Injury 

Lawyers Assoc.), medical service providers, and unions.  

• The objective: to hear grievances and suggestions from all who deal 

with RAF, thereby identifying issues early and building consensus on 

solutions.  

• This might help preempt crises like the hospital situation, where health 

providers can alert if non-payment is reaching breaking point. 

5.6. Each of these recommendations is aimed at creating a culture change in RAF 

from one of crisis and confrontation to one of accountability, collaboration, 

and focus on its social mandate.  

5.7. NUMSA firmly believes that with the right leadership and sufficient oversight, 

RAF can be turned around. The Fund’s challenges are serious but not 

insurmountable if addressed with honesty and urgency. 

6. CONCLUSION 

6.1. In conclusion, NUMSA reiterates that the RAF is an essential public institution 

– a lifeline for thousands of road accident victims each year.  

6.2. The evidence of maladministration and mismanagement that has emerged is 

deeply concerning, but we are hopeful that this SCOPA inquiry will be the 

turning point.  

6.3. The problems have been identified; now the solutions must be implemented 

decisively. 

6.4. This memorandum has detailed the factual bases for our concerns, grounded 

in testimony, reports, and real experiences of workers and claimants. It has 

also outlined a path forward with actionable recommendations.  



6.5. We trust that SCOPA, in exercising its constitutional oversight powers, will 

adopt many of these recommendations and ensure that the relevant executive 

authorities act upon them.  

6.6. NUMSA commits to continuing our role as a vigilant stakeholder – we will 

support positive changes and just as strongly call out regressions or non-

compliance. 

6.7. We end off with a fundamental ethical reminder:  

6.7.1. the RAF exists to serve the public.  

6.7.2. It collects billions in fuel levies from every driver at the pump, promising 

that should tragedy strike on our roads, help will be available.  

6.7.3. When the RAF fails, it is not just a line item in an audit report – it is a mother 

who cannot feed her children because her compensation was delayed, a 

paraplegic former breadwinner who can’t afford care, a hospital ward that 

shuts down leaving a community without services.  

6.7.4. These human costs are the real consequences of the governance failures 

we have discussed.  

6.7.5. It is therefore a moral and social imperative to fix the RAF. We owe it to the 

people of South Africa that an entity meant to bring relief does not itself 

become a source of further harm. 

6.8. NUMSA thanks the Committee for its time and consideration. We are available 

to provide any further information or clarification required.  

6.9. We look forward to SCOPA’s report and stand ready to assist in the 

implementation of its outcomes in the interest of a better RAF for all. 

 

 


