IN THE HIGH COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA
KWAZULU-NATAL DIVISION, PIETERMARITZBURG

Case no: 3036/2023P
in the matter between:

ETHEKWINI METROPOLITAN MUNICIPALITY APPLICANT
and
THE DEMOCRATIC ALLIANCE ' FIRST RESPONDENT

THE MEMBER OF THE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL

OF WATER AND SANITATION, KWAZULU-NATAL SECOND RESPONDENT .
THE MEMBER OF THE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL )
FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, TOURISM AND

ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS, KWAZULU-NATAL THIRD RESPONDENT

THE MINISTER OF WATER AND SANITATION FOURTH RESPONDENT

THE MINISTER OF FORESTRY, FISHERIES AND THE

ENVIRONMENT FIFTH RESPONDENT

THE MINISTER OF CO-OPARATIVE GOVERNANCE

AND TRADITIONAL AFFAIRS SIXTH RESPONDENT
ORDER

The following order is made:

The application for leave to appeal is dismissed with costs, including the costs of two

counsel, on scale C.



JUDGMENT

Mathenjwa J (Poyo Diwati JP and Olsen J concurring)

Introduction

[11  The applicant, eThekwini Municipality, which served as the first respondent in
the main application, is seeking leave to appeal the whole judgment and order issued
by the full court sitting as a court of first instance on 18 December 2025.1 Leave is
sought to appeal to the Supreme Court of Appeal on the grounds of both reasonable
prospects of success and compelling reasons.

2] The applicant outlined the following nine grounds for leave to appeal as

presented in its heads of argument and oral submissions to this court:
1. The court did not conduct a reasonableness assessment when declaring that:

{a) eThekwini breached the notices and directives issued by the KwaZulu-Natal
Department of Economic Development, Tourism, and Environmental Affairs
(EDTEA);

(b) eThekwini's non-compliance with these notices is both unconstitutional and

unlawful:

(c) eThekwini breached sections 28(1) and 31L (4) of the National Environmental
Management Act 107 of 1998 (NEMA)}, s 19(1) of the National Water Act 36 of
1998 (NWA), s 69 of the National Environmental Management: Integrated Coastal
Management Act 24 of 2008 (NEMICA), s 16(1) of the National Environmental
Management: Waste Act 59 of 2008 (NEMWA), and s 24 of the Constitution.

2. The court failed to apply the Plascon-Evans principle when it dismissed

eThekwini's version, had it done so, it would have determined the inquiry on

eThekwini's version as its version was not fictitious, implausible or untenable.

' Democratic Alffance v Ethekwini Metropolitan Municipality and Others [2025] ZAKZPHC 142.
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Additionally, the court misdirected itself by using evidence from Action SA’s

separate application to resolve factual disputes against eThekwini.

3. The court incorrectly relied on evidence from the Action SA papers concerning the

lack of a non-closure letter as proof of non-compliance with compliance notices.

4. The court erred by concluding that eThekwini operated Wastewater Treatment
Works (WWTW) without a license in violation of section 69 of NEMICA.

5. The finding in paragraph 67 of the judgment that e Thekwini breached sections 16(c)
and (d) of NEMWA—read with paragraph 3.4 of the order regarding a breach of
section 16(1) of NEMWA resulted in inconsistencies between the reasoning and
order concerning which provision was violated.

6. The constitutional determination that eThekwini’s failure to comply with notices is
unconstitutional and unlawful does not stand alone but is linked to statutory

conclusions.

7. In paragraph 68, the court mistakenly found that it was unlawful for eThekwini to
reopen beaches without EDTEA approval, even though no order was made
regarding this issue.

8. The court made an error in ordering that eThekwini publish E. coli readings on a
weekly basis.

9. Finally, the court incorrectly imposed a costs order against eThekwini Municipality.

Applicable legal principles

[3] It is well-established that a court may grant leave to appeal only if it is of the
opinion that the appeal would have a reasonable prospect of success or there is some
other compelling reason for the appeal to be heard by an appeal court.? The notion of
reasonable prospects of success entails an objective assessment based on the facts
and applicable law, where a court of appeal could reasonably reach a different
conclusion than that of the trial court.® Those prospects of success “must not be
remote, there must exist a reasonable chance of succeeding”.? Even in cases where

there appears to be no reasonable prospects of success, it remains necessary to

2 Section 17(1)(a) of the Superior Courts Act 10 of 2013.
3 & v Smith [2011] ZASCA 15; 2012 {1) SACR 567 (SCA) para 7.
1 Ramalkatsa and Others v African Nationaf Congress [2021] ZASCA 31 para 10.
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determine whether there are compelliing reasons for the court of appeal to hear the
matter. Such compelling reasons may include inconsistent rulings on similar matters,
the interests of justice, an important guestion of law, or a discreet issue of public
importance that will have an effect on future disputes.”

(4] It is important to note from the outset that the applicant's application for leave to
appeal is disjointed and merges the rationale behind the judgment with both the
judgment itself and the court’s order. Leave to appeal may be sought against the
substantive court order, not the reasons for the order.® Consequently, even if the
appeal court disagrees with the lower court’s reasoning, it will not overturn the decision

if the substantive outcome remains the same.’”

[5]  Turning to the application presented, it is evident from the grounds for leave to
appeal that the central issue revolves around the court’s alleged failure to conduct a
reasonableness inquiry when it declared that the applicant was in breach of notices
and specific legislative provisions. This determination, which found the applicant's non-
compliance with these notices and legislative provisions unlawful and unconstitutional,
forms the basis of most of the grounds for appeal. Mr Gajoo SC, representing the
applicant, contended that each piece of legislation identified by the court as having
been violated by the applicant necessitates the applicant to take reasonable measures
to fulfil its obligations. He argued that the court neglected to perform a reasonable
inquiry when it found the applicant to be in breach of these legislative provisions.
Conversely, Mr Shapiro SC, for the first respondent, asserted that the court's
conclusions regarding the breach were supported by common cause and undisputed
facts indicating non-compliance with specific directives. |t was argued on behalf of the
first respondent that this inquiry pertains solely to compliance with prescribed directives
and does not involve a reasonableness assessment. In this judgment, | will first
evaluate the merits of the application concerning breach of notices and specific
legislative provisions separately from any constitutional violations; second, 1 will
address breach under s 24 of the Constitution and related reasonableness inquiries;

and third, | will consider specific grounds for leave to appeal.

5 Ibid.

8 Tecmed Africa (Ply) Lid v Minister of Health and Another [2012] ZASCA 21, [2012] 4 All SA 148 (8CA)
para 17.

7 Ibid.



Breach of notices and specific legislative provisions

[6] in relation to the violation of notices and specific provisions outlined in the
legislation, the court highlighted in paragraph 61 of its judgment that NEMA is one of
the statutes enacted to give effect to s 24 of the Constitution. The preamble of NEMA
indicates that its purpose is to:

‘Provide for co-operative, environmental governance by establishing principles for decision-
making on matters affecting the environment, institutions that will promote co-operative
governance and procedures for co-ordinating environmental functions exercised by organs of

state; to provide for certain aspects of the administration and enforcement of other
environmental management laws; and to provide for matters connected therewith.’

The notices were issued under the authority granted by both NEMA and NWA in
accordance with the stipulated procedures specified within these laws. The applicant
does not contest the constitutionality of the legislation that authorises these authorities
to issue the said notices, nor does it dispute the legality of both the substance and
procedure employed by authorities when issuing and enforcing notices and directives.
Given that the applicants argument does not challenge the correctness of the
prescribed process for issuing these notices, it does not make sense to assert that
enforcement based on these established procedures would require an additional
inquiry beyond what is already dictated by the legislation.

[7] in paragraph 63 of the judgment, the court outlined how the applicant failed to
adhere to the notices. The court emphasised that NEMA requires individuals who
receive a compliance notice to comply with the notice within the specified timeframe
uniess there is a suspension of the compliance notice by either the Minister or MEC. It
is undisputed that the applicant did not follow the directives issued by EDTEA, and
neither the Minister nor MEC had suspended the operation of these notices.
Additionally, the Department of Water and Sanitation in KwaZulu-Natal (DWS) notified
the applicant about its right to appeal against the issuance of notices “SFA 8" and
“TM16” to the Water Tribunal. However, the applicant chose not to appeal DWS's
decision, and compliance with these notices had not yet been achieved at the time of
the main application hearing.

{8] in relation to the violations of specific legislative provisions, the court articulated
in paragraph 61 of the judgment that s 31L (4) of NEMA requires the applicant to

comply with the notices within the specified timeframe outfined in those notices. The
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determination that the applicant violated s 31L of NEMA was based on its failure to
comply with these notices within the stipulated period, without any suspension of their
enforcement by the Minister or MEC. Concerning the breach of s 28(1) of NEMA,
paragraph 62 of the judgment noted that the applicant was indeed in breach of this
provision due to its ongoing and evident disregard for multiple notices issued as a
result of environmental infractions under s 28(1), which states:

‘Every person who causes, has caused or may cause significant pollution or degradation of
the environment must take reasonable measures to prevent such pollution or degradation from
occurring, continuing or recurring, or, in so far as such harm to the environment is authorised

by law or cannot reasonably be avoided or stopped, to minimise and rectify such poliution or
degradation of the environment.’

9] Regarding the breach of s 16(1) of NEMWA, the court indicated in paragraph
67 that the applicant had breached s 16(c) and (d) of NEMWA. These provisions
require municipalities to manage waste treatment and disposal in an environmentally
responsible way, ensuring it does not harm environmentat health. Although subsec (1)
was not explicitly referenced in the paragraph of the judgment, it is generally
acknowledged that s 16(1)(c) and (d) pertain to the issues addressed in the judgment.
Evidence presented showed that beaches near uMngeni, Tongaat, La Mercy, and
Ohlanga Estuaries were closed due to raw sewage being discharged directly into the
ocean because of failing wastewater treatment works and malfunctioning pump
stations.

[10] Regarding the breach of s 19(1) of NWA, the court indicated in paragraph 65
that the applicant failed to comply with this provision, which requires a municipality to
take reasonable measures aimed at preventing any pollution that may cause or is likely
to cause harm to water resources. The court referenced the directive (annexure
“SFA8") which instructed the applicant to prevent pollution originating from various
wastewater treatment works (WWTW) and associated infrastructure. Concerning the
breach of s 69(1) of NEMICA, the court concluded that the applicant was operating
several of its WWTW without valid licences, authorisations, or exemptions, in violation
of s 69 which provides that.

‘No person may discharge effluent that originates from a source on land into coastal waters
except in terms of a general discharge authorisation contemplated in subsection (2) or a

coastal waters discharge permit issued under this section by the Minister after consultation



7

with the Minister responsible for water affairs in instances of discharge of effluent into an
estuary.’

[11] It is common cause that the applicant acknowledged the expiration of licences
for operating certain WWTW. While the applicant claimed that the relevant authorities
had permitted it to continue operating these facilities without valid licences, this
assertion was rightly dismissed by the court due to the absence of a confirmatory
affidavit from the licensing bodies to validate the applicant's version. Consequently,
the judgment thoroughly addressed the rationale behind declaring the applicant in
breach of specific legislative provisions, emphasising that legistation clearly states that
non-compliance with notices within the specified timeframe, unless exempted from
such compliance, constitutes a breach of the legislation. | will now explore the

reasonableness assessment concerning the violation of s 24 of the Constitution.

Reasonableness inquiry for breaching s 24 of the Constitution

[12] The applicant argued that it had undertaken appropriate measures to stop and
prevent pollution, citing several factors. These included the fact that the infrastructure
was originally designed for a significantly smaller poputation, yet, following the National
Municipality Demarcation Process in 2000, it needed to accommodate around four
million residents. Additionally, after the floods in April 2022, some WWTW and
wastewater pump stations sustained damage. In response, the applicant implemented
an Action Plan that encompassed a maintenance strategy and an Environmental
incident and Failure Response Plan. It is important to clarify from the outset that the
court's judgment and order are confined to specific failures by the applicant to address
complaints outlined in directives that had not been addressed for many years, largely
concerning issues that arose well before the April 2022 floods. Given this context, any
action taken by the applicant, including the adopted Action Plan, cannot serve as
justification for its ongoing non-compliance with directives over an extended period.
Consequently, the reasonableness of the applicant's measures should be assessed

within this framework.

[13] It is pertinent to note that the court's judgment underscores the applicant’s
failure to take reasonable measures to halt or prevent pollution. The details outlined in
the notices served on the applicant, the lapse of time since these notices were issued,

the nature of the complaints, as well as the repercussions of the disputed actions or
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inactions on public health and well-being, all clearly indicate that the applicant did not
take reasonable steps to stop or prevent pollution. Furthermore, it is significant that the
breach by the applicant pertains directly to the fundamental right to a non-harmful
environment essential for individuals’ health and well-being. Certain reported breaches
involve poliution affecting residents’ homes and water sources. The information
contained in the notices reveals that many of the reported issues began long before
the fioods in April 2022 and remained unresolved at the hearing of the application on
24 and 25 July 2025, persisting for a span of five to seven years.

[14] In paragraph 64 of the judgment, the court outlined the timeline for when
compliance notices were issued, which had not been complied with by the time of the
hearing. On 9 April 2021, EDTEA issued a notice (annexure “TM7") addressing sewage
pollution affecting residential properties on Elderwood Close, Phoenix that had
persisted for several years and worsened since 2017. Annexure “TM8,” concerned a
directive issued on 4 May 2021, regarding a pollution incident in the uMngeni River
caused by multiple sewage spills entering the waterway. EDTEA indicated that the
applicant was a repeat offender due to ongoing pollution events linked to its WWTW
since 2019. Additionally, with respect to the directive issued on 25 August 2022
(annexure “SFA7"), pertaining to sewage discharge into various rivers within the
applicant, EDTEA noted that a pre-directive had been sent out on 8 June 2022;
however, the applicant had yet to comply with this prior notice.

[15] In the directive, annexure "SFA8” issued on 27 September 2022, pertaining to
the discharge of untreated effluent at Hillcrest WWTW, DWS indicated that poorly
treated effluent was identified on 16 September 2022, posing a risk of water resource
contamination. In connection with directive annexure “TM15,” issued on 17 September
2021, concerning sewage overflow at Margaret Mncadi Avenue, Esplanade, EDTEA
noted that the applicant had been made aware of this issue as early as 15 September
2021. Additionally, in relation to directive (annexure "TM16"), which was issued on 26
January 2022, addressing pollution caused by the discharge of black effluent from
Northern WWTW and raw sewage from the Johanna Road Pump Station into the
uMngeni River, DWS highlighted that the pump stations linked to Northern WWTW had
been experiencing frequent malfunctions since 6 January 2022.

[ 16] The general complaint that the court did not conduct a "reasonableness analysis”
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misses the point in two further general respects. The applicant’s assertion that it had
done what could reasonably be expected of it, despite the established shortfalls in
outcomes, is based fundamentally on alleged financial constraints. That is a difficult
defence to sustain absent a clear analysis of the allocation of the municipality’s funds
to other spheres of activity. The underlying facts, or data, concerning that are within
the knowledge and control of the applicant, and without that data a court is left with no
option but to assess what is reasonable by looking principally at outcomes; especially
such as are indubitably unacceptable by reason of the challenges they pose to public
health. Secondly, and related to the observations just made, the applicant’s submission
overlooks what was said in Mazibuko and Others v City of Johanneshurg and
Others,® at paragraph 161, and in particular in the first sentence of that paragraph.

‘1161] When challenged as to its policies relating to social and economic rights, the
government agency must explain why the policy is reasonable. Government must disciose
what it has done to formulate the policy: ifs investigation and research, the alternatives
considered, and the reasons why the option underlying the policy was selected. The
Constitution does not require government to be held to an impossible standard of
perfection. Nor does it require courts to take over the tasks that in a democracy should
properly be reserved for the democratic arms of government. Simply put, through the
institution of the courts, government can be called upon to account to citizens for its
decisions. This understanding of social and economic rights litigation accords with the
founding values of our Constitution and, in particular, the principles that government should

be responsive, accountable and open.’

[17] Itis indicated in the judgment that the concerns raised posed risks to residential
areas, public spaces, and water resources. The failure of the applicant fo take
reasonable steps to safeguard water resources, public rivers, beaches, and residents’
homes are issues that have affected the citizenry for many years and does not require
further investigation. The applicant did not take reasonable measures to resolve the
reported problems, thus violating s 24 of the Constitution. Consequently, | believe there
are no reasonable prospects for success on the court's failure to conduct reasonable
inquiry since that is axiomatic in the judgment. This leads me to address the additional

grounds for appeal.

8 Mazibuko and Others v Cily of Johannesburg and Others 2010 (4) SA 1 (CC.
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Other grounds of appeal

[18] In the second ground of appeal, the applicant argued that according to the
principle established in Plascon-Evans Paints Ltd v Van Riebeeck Paints (Pty) Ltd?
final relief may be granted only if the facts presented by the applicant, which are not
disputed by the respondent, along with the respondent's version, justify that order. The
version provided by the respondent is to be accepted unless it is deemed implausible
or clearly untenable, allowing the court to reject it merely on the papers. In the absence
of such a determination, it follows that facts should be assessed according to the
applicant's narrative. Furthermore, it was asserted on behalf of the applicant that the
court made an error by relying on evidence from the Action SA application to resolve
factual disputes against the applicant. In particular, the applicant highlighted paragraph
62 of the judgment, where reference was made to the Action SA matter in which DWS
had explicitly stated the applicant's non-compliance with various notices in breach of s
28(1) of NEMA. Additionally, reference was made to paragraph 66 of the judgment
concerning the applicant's reopening of beaches without obtaining EDTEA approval;
here, the court remarked that “while there seems to be disputes of fact between the
DA and eThekwini on this issue, the response by EDTEA in the Action SA matter is
telling”.

[19] Itis pertinent to note that the applicant’s non-compliance with the notices is not
in dispute. Consequently, the court's reference to the Action SA judgment does not
influence the accepted evidence indicating that the applicant neglected to comply with
these notices. As a result, the Plascon-Evans principle is not applicable here due to
the absence of factual disputes regarding this issue. The contention concerning the
court's mention of evidence from the Action SA matter related to the reopening of
beaches without proper authorisation is not material fo the court’s judgment, as no
order was issued by the court regarding such reopening of beaches without approval.
The directives outlined in paragraph 1 of the court order detail the seven notices that
the applicant was found to have violated; paragraph 2 explicitly states that the
applicant's failure to comply with these notices was both unlawful and unconstitutional.
While the court did reference evidence from Action SA, the underlying facts leading to
the applicant’s breach of these notices were undisputed.

9 Plascon-Evans Paints Ltd v Van Riebeeck Paints (Ply) Ltd 1984 (3) SA 623 (A).
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[20] In the third ground of appeal, the applicant argued that the court made an error
by asserting that if a compliance notice was issued, and no closure letter or letter
suspending the operation of the compliance has been issued, then there has been no
compliance with such a notice. The first respondent’'s counsel correctly contended that
the applicant provided closure letters for other directives, demonstrating that those
directives had been complied with. Thus, the applicant introduced these closure letters
as evidence to show compliance with certain directives. It was never claimed by the
applicant during the hearing that directives without closure letters were still complied
with. Furthermore, counsel for the applicant admitted during the hearing that seven of
the notices had not yet been complied with. Therefore, even if another court could find
in favour of the applicant that the absence of a closure letter was not evidence of non-
compliance with notices that will not change the common cause fact that seven of the

notices were not complied with.

[21] Regarding the fourth ground of leave to appeal, it was contended on behalf of
the applicant that the determination made in paragraph 3.1.3 of the order, which
declared the applicant in breach of s 69 of NEMICA, along with paragraph 4 which
declared the operation of ten specified WWTWs without valid licences as unlawful,
resulted from a mixing of two separate regulatory frameworks. Specifically, s 69(1) of
NEMICA prohibits the discharge of effluent from an inland source into coastal waters
unless authorised under general discharge provisions outlined in subsec (2) or through
a coastal discharge permit issued by the Minister responsible for environmental affairs.
The challenge to the order on this basis asserts that four out of the ten listed WWTWs
operate on land and therefore cannot release effluent into coastal waters. However,
this argument is lacking since even if some WWTWs are unable to discharge effluent
into coastal waters, s 69(1) of NEMICA would still be violated by the six remaining
WWTWSs that do release effluent into those waters. Furthermore, paragraph 3.1.3 of
the order explicitly addresses NEMICA, indicating there is no merit to claims
suggesting that the court conflated provisions from both NWA and NEMICA.

[22] In the fifth ground, the applicant asserted that there was a discrepancy between
the reasoning and the order regarding the violation of s 16 of NEMWA. Specifically, in
paragraph 67 of the judgment, the court found that the applicant violated s 16(c) and
(d) of NEMWA, while paragraph 3.1.4 of the order declares a breach of s 16(1). This
argument is petty and has no merit; s 16 of NEMWA includes subsecs (1)(c) to (d).
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Thus, even though subsec (1) was not mentioned in the judgment's main text, the

court's order effectively addressed this omission.

[23] In the sixth ground, the applicant claimed that the court erred in finding the
applicant to be in violation of s 24 of the Constitution as stated in paragraph 3.1.5 of
the order. This conciusion was based on statutory findings in paragraph 64 of the
judgment, it was argued, where it was found that the applicant contravened ss 28, 30,
and 31 of NEMA, which consequently indicated a breach of s 24 of the Constitution. |
have outlined in paragraphs 12 to 15 above why the court concluded that the
applicant's failure to implement appropriate measures to prevent poliution concerning
specified notices was both unlawful and unconstitutional. That conclusion was
informed by the applicant’s failure to take reasonable measures to stop or prevent the

pollution to private homes, public spaces and water resources.

[24] As to the seventh ground of appeal concerning beach openings and E. Coli
findings, the applicant accepted that although the court indicated in paragraph 68 of
the judgment that it was unlawful for the applicant to reopen beaches without EDTEA's
approval, no formal declaration to that effect was included in the order. However, the
applicant still contended that the court erred by basing its conclusion on evidence from
the Action SA case, claiming that the beaches were reopened without EDTEA's
consent. The applicant correctly pointed out that the court did not declare the re-
opening of beaches as unlawful. The order explicitly states that declarations of
unlawfuliness and unconstitutionality stem from violations of notices and specific
legislative provisions. Consequently, while the court’s reference to evidence from the

Action SA judgment featured in its reasoning, it did not determine the court order.

[25] Regarding the eighth ground concerning weekly publication of E. Coli levels, the
applicant argued that no scientific or other evidence was presented to the court to
support such a requirement, It is relevant to note that in paragraph 68 of the judgment,
the court referenced the Guidelines published by EDTEA, which recommend random
sampling; at a minimum, this should occur biweekly, although exceptions may apply if
there are health and safety concerns. It is not in dispute that evidence indicated
elevated E. Coli levels at the beaches due to untreated wastewater which poses
significant health risks for individuals visiting these areas. Therefore, the order aligns
with these Guidelines given the undeniable evidence of high E. Coli concentrations at
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the beaches.

[26] Regarding the ninth ground concerning costs, the court articulated compelling
justifications in paragraph 85 of the judgment for awarding costs against the applicant.
Firstly, the need for litigation arose directly from the applicant’s neglect to fulfil its
constitutional obligations with regard to water-borne waste as it ought to have done.
Despite multiple notifications from both provincial and national governments urging
compliance with its constitutional obligations, the applicant consistently failed to meet
its constitutional obligations. Secondly, this case involved intricate issues that impact
the broader populace of this Province. Consequently, there are no prospects for

success on this ground.

Conclusion

[27] | have demonstrated that the applicant lacks any reasonable prospects of
success based on the grounds presented, whether considered separately or
collectively. It was contended on behalf of the applicant that the uniqueness of this
case provides a compelling reason for granting leave to appeal to the appeal court.
However, contrary to the applicant's argument, our courts have previously addressed
similar issues concerning the duty of various spheres of government in fulfiliing their
constitutional obligations. For example, on 2 July 2026, in Adonisi and Others v
Minister for Transport and Public Works, Western Cape and Others; Minister of Human
Setftlements and Another v Minister for Transport and Public Works, Western Cape
and Others® the Constitutional Court examined the obligations of provincial
governments and the Cape Town Municipality to comply with its constitutional
obligations regarding housing project implementation. Additionally, in Afriforum NPC v
Ngwathe Municipality and Others," the high court determined that the local
municipality had failed to meet its constitutional, legislative, and regulatory
responsibilities towards its residents by ensuring sustainable service delivery. For

these reasons the applicant’s application for leave to appeal must fail with costs.

10 Adonisi and Others v Minister for Transport and Public Works, Western Cape and Others; Minister of
Human Settlements and Another v Minister for Transport and Public Works, Western Cape and Others
[2026] ZACC 29.

11 Afriforum NPC v Ngwathe Municipalify and Others 2025 {8) SA 566 (FB).



Order

[28] The following order is made:

14

The application for leave to appeal is dismissed with cests, including the costs

of two counsel, on scale C.
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