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[1]

[2]

[3]

[4]

Accounts taxed by the taxing master of this court in respect of
case numbers 5081/2014 and 4817/2014 was taken on review by
the applicants. The matter was reviewed by Molitsoane AJ who

dismissed the application on 9 February 2017.

The applicants now seek leave to appeal to the full bench of this
division against the whole of the judgement and order of

dismissal.

Although the matter was not referred to open court but instead
adjudicated upon in chambers, a party may seek leave to appeal
against such an order.

See: Vaaltyn v Goss 1992 (3) SA 549(ECD) at 560J-561C.

The matter served before me as the acting stint of Molitsoane AJ
came to an end. | have perused all the papers before me. In
particular | have read the judgment by Molitsoane AJ, considered
the stated case by the taxing master, as well as the critique
levelled against her by the applicant both orally and as set out in
the notice of application for leave to appeal dated 23 February
2017.



[5]

[6]

[7]

Mr Janse van Rensburg on behalf of the applicants persisted in
his submission that the fees allowed by the taxing master were
unreasonable and exorbitant and that the court erred by not
ordering a referral back to the taxing master. According to Mr
Halgryn on behalf of the seventh respondent, the taxing master
gave a comprehensive and clear exposition of her allocators in
her stated case, and Molitsoane AJ was correct in not interfering

with the discretion exercised by her.

Molitsoane AJ addressed all of the items of the taxing master’s
allocators against which the applicants felt aggrieved. He was not
convinced that the taxing master erred and nor am |. Most of the
critique levelled against the taxing master was to the effect that
she did not exercise her discretion properly or shouldn’t have
come to certain conclusions. It is trite law that the function of
taxing an account is exclusively that of the taxing master and the
court merely oversees that the principles applicable to taxation
had been followed. The court is reluctant to interfere with the
decisions of the taxing master.
See: Henpet Shades CC v Garzouzie 1998 (3) SA 929 (O)
at 935B-C.
President of the Republic of South Africa v
Gauteng Lions Rugby Union 2002 (2) SA 64 (CC).

| am not convinced that there is any possibility that another court
will come to a different finding, let alone a reasonable possibility.
It follows that the application should be dismissed and | am

satisfied that the normal cost order should follow.



[8] Accordingly the following order will issue:

The application for leave to appeal is dismissed with costs.
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