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IN THE HIGH COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA 

GAUTENG DIVISION, PRETORIA 

 

Case No: A43/2021 

 

 

In the matter between: 

 

DAIL NATHAN JONKER                   APPELLANT 

 

and 

 

ROAD ACCIDENT FUND                   RESPONDENT 

 

 
JUDGMENT 

 

 

MOLEFE J  

  

 
(1) REPORTABLE: YES/ NO 
(2) OF INTEREST TO OTHERS JUDGES: YES/ NO 
(3) REVISED 

 

 .........27 JUNE 2022......... 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 56 of 1996. 
2 Glenn Marc Bee v The Road Accident Fund 2018 (4) SA 366 (SCA).  
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EVIDENCE OF THE INDUSTRIAL PSYCHOLOGIST 
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“Where the parties engage experts who investigate the facts, and where those experts 

meet and agree upon those facts, a litigant may not repudiate the agreement ‘unless 

it does so clearly and, at the very latest, at the outset of the trial’. In the absence of a 

timeous repudiation, the facts agreed by the experts enjoy the same status as facts 

which are common cause on the pleadings of facts agreed in a pre-trial conference.” 

 

 

                                                           
3 Michael and Another v Linksfield Park Clinic (Pty) Ltd and Another 2001 (3) SA 1188 (SCA) at para 
36. 
4 2019 (2) SA 185 (SCA) at para 15. 
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“Where the method of actuarial calculation is adopted, it does not mean that the trial 

Judge is ‘tied down by inexorable actuarial calculations’. He has ‘a large discretion to 

award what he considers right.’ (per Holmes JA in Legal Assurance Company Limited 

v Botes 1963 (1) SA 608 (A) at 614. One of the elements in exercising that discretion 

is the making of a discount for ‘contingencies’ or the ‘vicissitudes of life.’ These include 

such matters as the possibility that the plaintiff may in the result have less than ‘normal’ 

expectation of life; and that he may experience periods of unemployment by reason of 

incapacity due to illness of accident, or to labour unrest or general economic 

conditions. The amount of any discount may vary, depending upon the circumstances 

of the case.” 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
5 1984 (1) SA 98 (A) at 99E – F. 
6 [1978] 1 All SA 101 (W) at 104 – 105. 
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ORDER 
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DS 
MOLEFE JUDGE OF THE 

HIGH COURT 

GAUTENG DIVISION OF THE HIGH COURT, PRETORIA 

 
 
 
 

I agree 

 
 
 

 
 

S 

POTTERILL JUDGE OF 

THE HIGH COURT 

GAUTENG DIVISION OF THE HIGH COURT, PRETORIA 

 
 
 
 
 

 

I agree 

 
 

NV KHUMALO  

JUDGE OF THE HIGH COURT 

GAUTENG DIVISION OF THE HIGH COURT, PRETORIA 
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Delivered: This judgment was prepared and authored by the Judge whose name is 

reflected and is handed down electronically by circulation to the Parties/their legal 

representatives by email and by uploading it to the electronic file of this matter on 

CaseLines. The date for hand-down is deemed to be 27 June 2022.
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Counsel for the Appellant:              ADV. L COETZEE 

Instructed by:            GERT NEL ATTORNEYS 

 

Counsel for the Respondent:              UNKNOWN 
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Date heard:             20 April 2022 
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