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PRESS RELEASE  

 

06 May 2016 

 

In response to a number of allegations including the opinion piece by NEASA 
CEO, titled “MEIBC The demise of the Metal Industry Bargaining Council it only 
has itself to blame” 
 
The MEIBC hereby state the fact that NEASA became a member of the Council around 
2007 and they were represented by one member in all constitutional structures of the 
council. In 2011 they claimed to have 3000 members in the Industry and demanded the 
increase of their delegates to constitutional meetings of the Council. This became a 
subject matter between them and SEIFSA the federation that has been representing 
their 27 associations for the past 70 years in all council's meetings. 
 
In 2011 driven by the desire to either destroy or change the LRA and its influence to 
agreements concluded in the Council. NEASA demanded a dispensation that will allow 
them as a representative of SMMEs, as the only organisation that will have a bigger 
voice among the employers or veto power in the Council. This meant that the parties in 
the council should not conclude any agreements without their approval, despite the fact 
that their members collectively employs less than 50000 employees  while SEIFSA's 
Associations have over 150000 employees. This was followed by the challenge of all 
council's structures and court challenges of all collective agreements concluded at the 
council's meetings. In an effort to try and bring peace in the Council SEIFSA agreed to 
give away some of their seats to NEASA and this led to the increase of numbers of 
delegates for both Employers and Trade unions. SEIFSA stopped representing its 
members or associations in all Council Constitutional Structures. SEIFSA Associations 
are now occupying seats in all MEIBC Constitutional Structures. Influenced by same 
reasons all Industry Trade Unions and SEIFSA agreed to relaunch Council's structures, 
without accepting that the council was guilty of these allegations.  
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The un-democratic conduct allegations refers to NEASA’s understanding of democracy, 
the LRA refers to employers who employ the majority of employees to support 
agreements concluded at the Council, they demand that the Council must conduct itself 
outside this definition and only allow voting to be on the bases of how many employers 
or who has the majority of employers as members. NEASA when its suit them they will 
use the constitution, when the same constitution define the duties of the council officials, 
they oppose that and demand that officials should conduct themselves outside the 
constitution.  
 
A number of meetings were convened to address these NEASA's concerns. All parties 
including NEASA will demand a pre meeting caucus a day before the meeting and this 
will lead to more than 25 delegates requiring overnight accommodation. These meetings 
will be attended by not less than 80 delegates and these added to the Council’s costs. 
  
The LRA allows the extension of Bargaining councils agreements by the Minister to non 
parties, the so called unlawful agreement they are currently celebrating is the agreement 
that was set aside after it had expired, this agreement was set aside for clarifying that 
the increase apply on a sliding scale to cover all employees in all 13 grades in the 
Industry. It’s worth noting that NEASA was demanding that wage increase should only 
be paid to 2 grades and the rest of the employees should not receive the increase. The 
MEIBC collective agreements are always supported by all 6 Industry Trade Unions and 
23 SEIFSA Associations but NEASA will always avoid mentioning this fact.  

In quotes: “The fact is that for many years prior to 2011, the MEIBC was not constituted 
at all; it functioned in a constitutional vacuum. However, this constitutionally speaking, 
empty shell [with the agent SEIFSA (representing less than 20% of employers in the 
Steel Industry) on the one hand, and primarily NUMSA on the other side], continuously 
found it fit to enter into agreements (which a Labour Court judgement referred to as a 
'sham') and then, through the intervention of the Minister of Labour, enforced these 

agreements on employers who chose not to be part it, the so-called non-parties”. Once 

again this represent the failure by NEASA to mention that SEIFSA and NUMSA are not 
the only parties to the agreements that are extended by the Minister, after she has 
satisfied herself that the relevant section of the law has been followed or complied with 
by the parties at MEIBC.  
 
There is only one agreement that has been set aside by the court in the period of 72 
years of the existence of this Council. 23 SEIFSA Associations employs over 150000 
employees, NEASA 3000 members employs less than 50000 employees. 
  
“The MEIBC has set in motion a devastating process of de-industrialisation, a huge 
contributor to unemployment and consequently economic and social instability.” MEIBC 
parties excluding NEASA have signed a number of agreements that seeks to grow the 
industry, sustain currents jobs while creating new jobs Some employers in our industry 
are accusing MEIBC agents of preventing them from  employing job seekers who are 
prepared to work for wages that are 70% below the minimum of this industry.  
 

 
In response to the allegations of the Council being responsible to job losses, this is not 
true. The fact remains that most steel companies are shedding a lot of jobs and this has 
nothing to do with MEIBC agreements and their extension to non-parties.  
  

Further accusations included that “the current impasse is a result of the trade unions’ 
refusal to negotiate NEASA’s demands regarding the current administration levy 
dispensation and that MEIBC had failed to submit audited financial statements to the 
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Department of Labour as the MEIBC Management Committee allegedly refused to 
accept the financial statements as a result of MEIBC officials’ apparently redirecting 
funds they were not entitled to do. And lastly, the delay in the processing of the 
extension of current levy agreements was as a result of the MEIBC’s own administrative 
inefficiencies and non-compliance with prevailing legislation”.  The Council’s response to 
these allegations is that NEASA's demands included the discrimination of job applicants 
who had previous links with Trade Unions and Employers organisations who are serving 
in MEIBC. NEASA also demanded that the General Secretary's contract should not be 
renewed based on the fact that he used to work for NUMSA and therefore biased in 
conducting his duties. Trade unions excluding Solidarity dismissed these demands as 
irrelevant to the extension of Administration & Registration and Dispute Levy 
Agreement.  

 

Financials statements have been submitted to the Department of Labour and MANCO 
meetings. Two of these statements have not been approved by Annual General 
Meeting. The AGM has not been convened due to the fact that we are waiting on 
SEIFSA and NEASA's arbitration awards on the allocations of employers’ seats in the 
Council's structures. NEASA supported and participated in all meetings that checked 
and signed documents which were submitted to DoL, they did not raise questions or 
direct the office to any exclusions or inefficiencies and non-compliance 
with prevailing legislation. 

 

To elaborate further on the financial position of the Council, please see a brief summary 
below 

 

RE: REPORT ON FINANCIAL STATE OF THE MEIBC AND EXTENT OF LEVIES 
REQUIRED 
A financial year of the Council runs from 1 March to 28/29 February the following year. 
 
2013/2014 
This financial year was the first for the Council to operate without collection of Collective 
Bargaining Levy (CBL) after the expiry of the agreement on 31 December 2012. In prior 
years the Council earned a fee of between R8 million and R10 million on funds collected 
and paid over to the parties. Only about R800 thousand was earned in that year. 
The Council then recorded a deficit of R3 million which reduced the surplus reserves 
from R27 million to R24 million. 
 
2014/2015 
This was the second year without earning CBL fees which already left a gap of R8 
million. It was also a year of industry negotiations and main factors contributed to a loss 
of R24 million in that year are: 
 

 Cost of prolonged negotiations went above budget by almost R5 million, with 
events relating to negotiations that resulting in lower levies being collected in 
subsequent months; and 

 Dispute resolution cases that usually total 6 thousand per annum were as many 
as 8 thousand. 

 
The losses incurred in that year totaled R24 million eliminating all the reserves that were 
left in 2013/2014. 
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2015/2016 
This financial year has recorded a deficit of R14 million. The following factors have 
contributed to this deficit: 

 The collective agreement that gives the Council powers to collect levies expired 
on 31 March 2015 and was only extended effectively in August 2015. The levies 
collected reduced by more than 60% leaving a gap of R15 million in the four 
months (April to July). 

 Dispute resolution case days’ factor we use to measure efficiency deteriorated 
from the planned 2.4 cases per commissioner per day to 1.6 cases per 
commissioner per day. This added unplanned R4 million to expenses. 

 Legal fees are in excess of budget due to challenges being defended by the 
Council. Budget deficit is presently at R5 million on legal fees alone. 

 
With the realization of this loss and taking into account that the Council no longer has 
surpluses from prior years, the Council is insolvent. The Council is however managing to 
pay its liabilities when they fall due or make reasonable arrangements with suppliers in 
anticipation of cash flows. 
 
REQUIRED INCREASE 
Management of the Council has met with parties on several occasions to present 
proposals to get the Council to a better financial position. The final proposal that will be 
placed before Finance and Administration Committee and Management Committee 
includes a levy increase of R1.34 for Administration Levies and R0.48 for Dispute levies. 
These amounts are per employee, and employer for each employee. 
This increase will be sufficient to stabilize the financial position of the Council in 
2016/2017 financial year. 
The proposal further request an annual increase linked to inflation in subsequent years 
covered by the collective agreement on levies. 
  

 
 
Yours in Collective Bargaining  

 
Mr Thulani Mthiyane  
The General Secretary  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


