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IN THE HIGH COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA

GAUTENG DIVISION, PRETORIA

CASE NO:  B9/2024

DATE  :  02-04-2024

In the matter between

NOSIVIWE MAPISA-NQAKULA Applicant 

and

THE NATIONAL DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC 
PROSECUTIONS First Respondent
THE MINISTER OF POLICE         Second Respondent
BHEKI MANYATHI Third Respondent
CHIEF INVESTIGATOR DYLAN PERUMAL Fourth Respondent
SERGEANT SUNEEL BELLOCHUN Fifth Respondent

J U D G M E N T

POTTERILL, J  :

 

[1] The  appl icant,  Ms  Nos iviwe  Mapisa-Nqakula  has

brought  an urgent appl icat ion seek ing the fo l lowing order:

DELETE WHICHEVER IS NOT APPLICABLE

(1) REPORTABLE:  YES / NO.

(2) OF INTEREST TO OTHER JUDGES:  YES / NO.

(3) REVISED.

2024-04-16

DATE                         SIGNATURE
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“ In terdict ing  and  restrain ing  the

respondents  or  the ir  agents  f rom  arrest ing

the Speaker,  notwi thstanding any warrant  o f

arrest  under  the  Cr iminal  Procedure  Act,

51 of  1977  ( to  which  I  shal l  re fer  as  the

CPA)  pending  the  f ina l  outcome  of  th is

appl icat ion  on  terms  to  be  di rected  by  th is

Court ;  a l ternat ively  the  f inal  outcome of  the

appl icat ion  served  on  the  respondents  at  or

about  06:30 on Fr iday,  22 March 2024. ”

This is  re ferred to  as the main appl icat ion. 

[2] Furthermore,  that  the  Court  is  to  exerc ise  a

discret ion  to  take  a  judic ia l  peek  in to  the  state ’s

br ie f ,  includ ing  the  docket  to  decide  th is

appl icat ion. 

[3] This  re l ief  is  sought  against  f ive  respondents,

not  in  th is  not ice  of  mot ion,  nei ther  in  the  founding

aff idavi t  are  the  respondents  c i ted  in  accordance

with  the  Uni form  Rules  of  Cour t .   The  Court  is

referred  to  the  main  appl icat ion  for  the  correct

c i tat ion.”   I  w i l l  remark  that  th is  deviat ion,  due  to

urgency  is  not  accepted  pract ise.   The  respondents

are  ci ted  as  the  Nat ional  Di rector  of  Publ ic
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Prosecut ions,  to  whom  I  shal l  re fer  as  the  NDPP.

The second respondent  is  the  Min is ter  of  Pol ice [ the

Min is ter]  and  the  th ird  respondent  is  c i ted  as  Bhek i

Manyath i .   The  answer ing  aff idavi t  is  made  by  Adv

Manyath i  set t ing  out  that  he  is  the  Deputy  Di rector

of  Publ ic  Prosecut ions  and  the  lead  prosecutor  in

this  matter  that  the  appl icant  is  to  be  charged  wi th .

The  fourth  respondent  is  c i ted  as  Chief  Invest igator

Dylan  Perumal;  and  that  seems  to  be  correc t  in

terms  of  h is  answer ing  aff idavi t  where  i t  is  s tated

that  he  is  the  chief  invest igator  in  the  cr iminal

matter  per ta in ing  to  the  appl icant .  The  f i f th

respondent  is  Sgt  Suneel  Bel lochun.   Counsel  for

the  respondents  placed  on  record  that  counsel  was

appearing on behal f  of  a l l  the respondents.   

Background  :

[4] The  appl icant,  on  Fr iday,  22  March  2024  at  06:30  in

the  morn ing,  one  cour t  day  before  th is  appl icat ion,  before

me  was  launched  and  served,  served  another  urgent

appl icat ion,  on  the  same  respondents.   This  is  the

appl icat ion  referred  to  as:  “ the  main  appl icat ion.”   In  the

founding aff idavi t ,  the  urgent  appl icat ion  before  me,  i t  is  set

out  that  th is  urgent  appl icat ion  is  in ter im  re l ief  to  ant ic ipate

the  main  appl icat ion;   “ the  pre-emptive  st r ike”  to  the  main
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appl icat ion.   The  rel ie f  in  th is  appl icat ion  is  the  same  re l ief

sought  in  prayer  2  of  the  main  appl icat ion.   I t  is  fur ther  set

out,  in  the  founding  aff idav it ,  that  the  basis  for  the  in terdict

sought  here in  is  essent ia l ly  the  same  rel ie f  sought ,  set  out

in the main appl icat ion.  

[5] The  f i rs t  issue  the  Court  has  to  decide  is  urgency.

The  grounds  for  the  accelerated  or  ant ic ipated  urgency

appl icat ion  is  set  out  as  that  the  unlawfu l  arrest  is  imminent

and  i t  intended  to  take  the  appl icant  and  her  a t torney  by

surpr ise.   The  imminent  arrest  wi l l  harm  the  appl icant ’s

d ign i ty,  as  a  normal  c i t izen,  and  under  the  Const i tut ion  of

the  Republ ic  of  South  Afr ica:   “Mere ly  by  v i r tue  of  her  o ff ice

and  status  as  Speaker  of  Par l iament. ”   I t  is  fur ther  averred

that  there  has  been  constant  and  unre lent ing  attempts  by

the state  to  arrest ,  despi te  the  necessary  threshold to  arrest

her,  let  a lone charge a statutory and const i tut ional  author i ty.

In  th is  case  one  of  the  three  most  important  funct ionar ies

appointed  in  terms  of  the  Const i tu t ion  of  the  Republ ic  of

South Afr ica.  

[6] I t  is  fur ther  set  out  that  the  state ’s  case  is

underpinned  by  an  underwhelming  weak  invest igat ion  and

r idd led  wi th  i r regular i t ies  which  could  never  just i fy  the

inf r ingement  and  imper i lment  of  the  appl icant ’s
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const i tu t ional  r ights;   le t  a lone  the  appl icant ’s  posi t ion  as

the Speaker  of  the Par l iament.

[7] Furthermore  the  appl icant  is  not  a  f l ight  r isk.   The

media  repor ts  leaked  by  the  NPA  is  the  NPA  try ing  the

appl icant  by means of  the media.   

[8] The  respondents  deny  that  the  matter  is  urgent  and

submit  that  any  urgency  is  se l f -created.   There  is  an  urgent

appl icat ion  set  down  for  09  Apr i l  2024.   One  cannot

ant ic ipate that  urgent appl icat ion and set i t  down ear l ier.   

[9] The  appl icant  knew  s ince  08  March  2024,  when  Mr

Perumal  contacted the appl icant  and asked who her  a t torney

is ,  that  her  arrest  was imminent .   For  a  per iod  of  two  weeks,

s ince  08  March  2024,  no  arrest  has  been  carr ied  out .   The

urgent  appl icat ions  were  brought  whi le  NDPP Manyath i  was

st i l l  engaging  wi th  the  appl icant  to  hand  over  the  appl icant

at  the  pol ice  stat ion  for  processing  in  preparat ion  for  the

enro lment  of  the  mat ter.   I t  is  common  cause  that  even

before  th is  appl ication  before  me  was  brought ,  i t  was

indicated  to  the  appl icant  that  the  respondents  would  not

oppose  bai l .   An  arres t,  on  i ts  own,  cannot  create  urgency;

especial ly  when there is  no apprehension of  detent ion. 
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[10] The  appl icant,  hersel f ,  concedes  i t  was  brought  to  her

attent ion  that  resor t  to  sect ion  40  of  the  CPA would  be  the

last  resor t .   Th is  fact  is  now,  however,  used  as  to  create

urgency despi te i t  being a last  resor t .

[11] Furthermore,  whether  there  is  a  weak  case  is

speculat ive  and  the  Court  should  not  consider  th is  as  a

ground  for  urgency.   The  media  leaks  by  the  NDPP  are

denied and a lso do not const i tu te  grounds for urgency.   

[12] There  has  been  non-compl iance  with  the  pract ice

direct ives  as  to  service  and  the  date  i t  was  enrol led.   One

cannot ant ic ipate another  urgent appl icat ion.   

Rul ing on urgency  :

[13] I t  is  t r i te  that  an  urgent  appl icat ion  is  not  for  the  mere

asking.   Rule 6(12)(b)  sets out:

“ In  an  urgent  appl icat ion  an  appl icant  must

set  for th  expl ic i t ly  the  c i rcumstances  which

averred  rendered  the  matter  urgent  and  the

reasons  why  the  appl icant  c la ims  that  the

appl icant  would  not  be  afforded  redress  at

a hear ing in due course.”

The  locus  classicus  o f  Luna  Meubelvervaard igers  (Edms)

Beperk  v  Makin  and  another  t /a  Makin’s  Furni ture
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Manufacturers  1977 (4)  SA 135 (W) bears  repeat ing:

“The  degree  of  re laxat ion  should  not  be

greater  than  the  exigency  of  the  case

demands.   I t  must  be  commensurate

therewith.   Mere  l ip  serv ice  to  the

requirements  of  Rule  6(12)(b)  wi l l  not  do

and  an  appl icant  must  make  out  a  case  in

the  founding  aff idavi t  to  just i fy  the

part icular  extent  of  the  departure  f rom  the

norm,  which  is  involved  in  the  t ime  and  day

for  which the matter  must be set  down.”

[14] The  Gauteng  Pract ice,  Pretor ia  Pract ice  Manual ,

conta ined  in  Volume  3  of  Erasmus  sets  out  how  urgent

appl icat ions  must  be  brought  before  Court .   On  page  H2-

137(6) i t  reads as fo l lows:

“The  ru les  ensure  an  ordinary  f low  of

appl icat ions  through  the  cour t  and  their

expedit ious  adjud icat ion.   Rule  6(12)  al lows

an  appl icant  who  requires  re l ief  urgent ly  to

have  h is  case  decided  wi thout  the  delays

necessi tated  by  the  ord inary  procedure.

However,  the  normal  t imes  wi l l  be  abr idged

and  a  deviat ion  f rom  ru le  6  wi l l  be

permit ted  only  when  the  matter  is  urgent .
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The  degree  of  abr idgement  and  deviat ion

must  be  commensurate  with  the  case  and

must  be just i f ied in the founding aff idavi t . ”

Page H2-139 under  [4](2) the fo l lowing is  sa id :

“The  abr idgement  of  t imes  and  the

deviat ion  f rom  a  rule  must  be  just i f ied.   I f

the  matter  is  not  heard  immediately  the

appl icant  wi l l  not  be  afforded  substant ia l

redress  at  a  hear ing  in  due  course.   These

matters must  be pert inent ly  deal t  wi th  in the

aff idavits  f i led  in  suppor t  o f  the

appl icat ion.”

[15] The  Court  has  to  dec ide  whether  the  mat ter  is  so

urgent  that  the  t imes  are  just i f ied  and  the  urgency  is  not

se l f -created,  because:

“Where  the  appl icat ion  lacks  the  requisi te

e lement  or  degree of  urgency,  the  cour t  can

for  that  reason decl ine to  exercise i ts  power

under  Rule  6(12)(a).  The  matter  is  then  not

proper ly  on  the  court ’s  ro l l  and  i t  decl ines

to  hear  i t .   The  appropriate  order  is

general ly  to  s tr ike  the  appl icat ion  f rom  the

rol l . ” 1

1 Commissioner  for  South  African  Revenue  Service  v  Hawker  Air  Services  (Pty)  Ltd
Commissioner for South African Revenue Services v Hawker Aviation Services Partnership
and others 2006 (4) SA 292 (SCA)
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[16] The  Const i tu t ional  Cour t  in  AParty  and  Another  v

Min is ter  for  Home  Affai rs  and  Others;   Moloko  and  Others  v

Min is ter  for  Home  Af fai rs  and  Another  2009  (3)  SA 649  (CC)

at  paragraph  [65]  found  that  launching  appl icat ions  on  such

shor t  not ice and at  the very la tes t date should be avoided as

i t  p laces undue pressure on the part ies and the Cour t .

In  Economic  Freedom  Fighters  and  Others  v  Chairperson  of

the  Powers  &  Pr iv i leges  Committee  and  Others  (23230/23)

2024  ZAWCHC  31  (8  February  2024)  i t  was  found  that  one

day not ice to the respondents wi th  the Court :

“To  digest  the  contents  thereof  so  that  the

matter  could be heard and judgment handed

down  in  the  space  of  a  day  or  two

thereaf ter,  was also whol ly  unreasonable.”

[17] Wi th  th is  background  the  Court  has  to  decide  th is

urgency.   In  th is  matter  the  appl icat ion  was  f i led  on  a

Saturday.    The  respondent  was  to  oppose  the  matter  by

e-mai l  or  extraordinary  by  means  of  WhatsApp  on  the

Sunday  by  16:00  on  the  same  day;  Saturday  23  March  2024

and  to  de l iver  any  opposing  aff idavi t  by  no  later  than  16:00

on  Sunday  24  March  2024,  wi th  the  matter  set  down  for

Monday  25  March  2024.   The  Court  was  expected  to  hear

this  matter  on  Monday  at  10:00.   The  respondents ’
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answer ing  aff idavi t  was  f i led  on  Monday  and  the  matter

stood  down  t i l l  15:00  for  the  appl icant  to  decide  whether  i t

wanted  to  rep ly ;  for  the  Court  to  have  t ime  to  read  the

answer ing  aff idavi t  in  between  the  other  20  urgent

appl icat ions  th is  Cour t  had  on  i ts  ro l l .   I  managed  to  read

the  answer ing  aff idavit  and  enter ta ined  the  mat ter  a t  15:00.

The appl icant  had dec ided not  to f i le  a  reply.   

[18] I t  is  patent ly  c lear  that  none  of  the  pract ice  di rect ives

of  th is  Cour t  was  adhered  to .   The  t imeframes  in  terms  of

Rule  6(12)  were  unreasonable,  not  on ly  to  the  respondents,

but  to  the  Court .   I t  was  thus  argued  that  despi te  these

shor tcomings  the  urgency  is  so  patent,  as  i t  s tems  f rom  a

threat  to  arrest  the  appl icant ,  wi thout  a  due  and  lawfu l

process,  and the whole premise of  the appl icant ’s case is:

1 . The appl icant ’s  standing in society.

2 . There is an unlawfu l  prosecut ion.

3. The arrest  wi l l  be unlawfu l.

4 . The  appl icant ’s  const i tut ional  r ight  to  d ign ity  and

freedom of  movement wi l l  be in f r inged.   

[19] Arrest  is  a  means  to  process  a  suspect  and  have  an

appearance  before  Court .   The  respondents  set  th is  out  in

thei r  answer ing  aff idavi t ;  but  i t  is  t r i te .   The  appl icant,  by

means  of  her  at torney,  sets  out  in  the  main  appl icat ion,  that
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the  NDPP  does  not  even  in tend  to  oppose  bai l .   Th is  was

already  in  the  main  appl icat ion  set  out  making  i t  c lear  that

detent ion  was  not  in  issue.   In  the  answering  aff idavi t ,  to

this  appl icat ion,  the  NDPP  conf i rms  that  i t  w i l l  not  oppose

bai l .   Arrest wi thout detent ion simply is not  urgent .   

[20] I t  is  most  certa in ly  not  wi th in  the  power  of  th is  Court

to  ins truct  the  Min ister  and  h is  off ic ia ls  to  summons  the

appl icant  versus  to  arrest  her.   There  is  in  anyway  no  such

prayer  sought  in  the  appl icat ion  before  me.   I  cannot  f ind

this,  f i rst ly,  because  there  are  no  grounds  set  out  as  to  why

this  should  be  done,  except  that  the  appl icant ’s  s tanding  in

society  and  her  dignity.   The  NDPP  has  stated,  under  oath,

that  her  at torney can take her  to  Lytt le ton Pol ice Stat ion and

her  at torney  can  take  her  to  the  court .   This  is  a lready  a

cour tesy  and  an  except ion  to  what  ordinary  c i t izens  are

afforded.   

[21] There  is  not  a  s ingle  fact  set  out  as  to  why  the  future

arrest  wi l l  be  unlawful .   Seemingly  because  there  is  a  weak

case  made out .   Yet ,  the  appl icant  does  not  know what  case

has  been  set  out  and  th is  is  pure  speculat ion.   I  can  make

no  f inding  on such  speculat ion  that  there  wi l l  be  an  unlawful

arrest  or  that  there  is  a  weak  case.   These  facts  cannot

underpin urgency.   
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[22] The  respondents  argued  that  i t  would  not  be

competent  for  th is  Court  to  in terd ict  an  arrest .   I  am  in  fu l l

agreement wi th  th is  submiss ion.  Not on the facts presented,

but  more  important ly,  a  Cour t  has  to  take  cognisance  of  the

fact  that  i f  the Court  grants such an order  the f loodgates  wi l l

be  opened.   Every  suspect  wi l l  be  in  a  pos it ion  to  approach

a  Court ,  on  an  urgent  basis ,  sett ing  out  on  speculat ion  that

there is  a weak case agains t i t  and interd ic t  an arres t.   

Any  suspect  would  merely  have  to  set  out  in  a  founding

aff idavi t  that  the arrest  in  future  wi l l  be  unlawfu l.   The whole

cr iminal  just ice  system  wi l l  fa i l  and  wi l l  be  contro l led  by

suspects.   

[23] This  appl icant  has  been  ensured  that  sect ion  40  wi l l

on ly  be  ut i l ised  i f  she  does  not  present  hersel f  to  the  pol ice

stat ion.   The  appl icant  has  fa i led  to  do  for  two  weeks.   The

fact  that  sec t ion  40  wi l l  only  be  ut i l ised  i f  she  does  not

present  her  to  the  pol ice  stat ion,  is  in  complete  compl iance

with  the  standing  orders,  which  sets  out  that  arrest  should

be a last  resort .

[24] I  was  referred  to  the  matter  o f  President  o f  the

Republ ic  o f  South  Af r ica  v  Zuma  and  Others  2023  (1)  SACR

610  (GJ)  a t  paragraphs  8  to  10,  that  i t  would  not  be
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overreach  for  th is  Cour t  to  interd ic t  ar res t,  but  a  Bench

exerc is ing  judic ia l  overs ight .   The  matter  is  not  comparable

and does not  sway me that  I  am ent i t led  to  judic ia l  overs ight

of  th is  nature.   F irst ly,  nowhere  in  that  matter  does  the

Court  f ind  a  Court  has  jud ic ia l  overs ight  to  interd ic t  an

arrest .   Secondly,  in  that  matter  the  summons  was  before

Court  and  the  plethora  of  grounds  regard ing  i ts  val id i ty  on

the  face  thereof  was  ra ised.   In  th is  matter  no  arrest  has

been  made  and  no  unlawfulness  on  i ts  own  has  been

expla ined  to  Court ,  except ing  for  pure  speculat ion  being

raised.

[25] Furthermore,  the  Court  in  that  matter  found  that

Nat ional  Treasury  and  Others  v  Opposi t ion  to  Urban  Tol l ing

Al l iance  and  Others  2012  (6)  SA  223  (CC)  was  not

appl icable  in  that  matter  due  to  i t  be ing  a  pr ivate

prosecut ion.   The  OUTA  case held  that  where  an  interdict

was  sought  against  a  statutory  author i ty  f rom  per forming  a

funct ion  wi th in  i ts  domain  a  h igher  treshold  ex is ted  then

when seeking such rel ie f  against  a  pr ivate  l i t igant;  as  in  th is

ins tance.  

[26] Much  rel iance  was  p laced  on  the  fact  that  the

appl icant  has  a  r ight  to  legal  representat ion  of  her  choice.

Clear ly  the NDPP and the pol ice invest igator is aware of  th is



14

r ight  and  has  af forded  her  ample  t ime  to  report  to  the

Lyt t leton  Pol ice  Stat ion  wi th  a  legal  representat ive.   Mr

Perumal  a lready,  on  09  March  2024,  had  asked  who  her

legal  representat ive  is .   On  17  March  2024  the  legal

representat ive,  for  the  f i rs t  t ime,  made  contact  wi th

Perumal .   The  delay  in  processing  the  appl icant  was  done

out  o f  courtesy.   I t  was  made  c lear  that  i t  ws  not  a

negot ia t ion  and  was  not  open-ended.   Mr  May  set  out  that

due  to  a  long tr ia l  in  Durban  he is  on ly  avai lab le  on  03 Apri l

2024.   I  was  referred  to  sect ion  35  of  the  Const i tu t ion  and

sect ion 73 of  the CPA.   Fi rst ly ,  a l l  of  those sect ions referred

to  an  accused,  or  an  arrested  or  a  deta ined  person,  which

on no construct ion this appl icant before the Court  is.   

But  I  accept  that  pre-arrest  there  is  informat ional  dut ies  in

terms  of  sect ion  73(2)(A).   With  these  dut ies  ar is ing  at  the

t ime  of  arrest  o f  the  accused,  the  accused  is  ent i t led  to

legal  representat ion.   This  r ight  does  not  inc lude  that  the

legal  representat ive  dicta te  when  a  pol ice  off ic ia l ,  act ing  in

terms  of  h is  author i ty,  has  to  fu l f i l  i ts  dut ies.   The  averment

that  the respondents do not  want  an attorney present for  her

to  incr iminate  herse lf  is  pure  speculat ion  and  f l ies  in  the

face  of  Perumal  and  the  NDPP  attempt ing  to  secure  an

attorney  to  be  present  a t  her  arrest .   Already  at  the

gatehouse  the  appl icant  is  af forded  legal  representat ion.

She  has  been  afforded  the  r ight  to  legal  representat ion  in
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the  pre-t r ia l  and  pre-arrest  s tage.   The  Court  cannot

interdict  to  prevent  sta tutory  author i t ies  to  comply  wi th  i ts

statutory  dut ies.   I t  is  not  as  i f  the  state  representat ives

have been not  len ient and has a lready let  two weeks go by.  

[27] The  prayer  that  I  take  a  judic ia l  peek  is  for  the  Court

to  determine  whether  an  arrest  would  be  unlawfu l .   In  reply,

on  behal f  o f  the  appl icant ,  persuant  to  a  quest ion  by  th is

Court ,  i t  was  submit ted  that  I  on ly  need  to  take  a  peek  in to

the docket i f  I  am uncertain.   

I  am  not  uncer ta in.   I  exercise  my  discret ion  not  to  take  a

jud ic ia l  peek and f ind th is  inappropr ia te.   This  Cour t  is  not  a

means  to  declare  an  arrest ,  which  has  not  taken  place,

unlawfu l  or  that  i t  would  be  unlawfu l ,  or  express  a  v iew

thereon  or  make  a  value  judgment.   I  am  therefore  a lso  not

grant ing th is  order .  

[28] Al though  I  do  not  address  al l  the  issues  ra ised,  i t

does  not  mean  I  d id  not  not  consider  i t .   No  remedy  is

prayed  per ta in ing  to  the  search  and  se izure.   The

respondents deny the media  leaks eminate f rom the ir  of f ices

or  agents;  but  in  any  event  no  remedy  is  sought  per ta in ing

to any leaks.
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[29] In  the  appl icant ’s  a f f idavi t  there  are  a  var iety  of

emotive  garnish ing,  which  the  Court  cannot  take  cognisance

of  and  make  factua l  decis ions  on.   However ,  even  i f  the

Court  f inds  that  the  matter  is  not  urgent ,  the  Court  must  st i l l

make sure that there is  substant ia l  redress in due course.

[30] Not  in  the founding af f idavi t ,  o f  th is  appl icat ion,  or the

main  appl icat ion,  is  any  fac ts  set  out .   This  requis i te ,  in

terms of  Rule  6(12)(b)  and the pract ice di rect ive is  not  at  a l l

addressed in the founding af f idavi ts .

[31] But,  even  i f  I  consider  that  despite  the  appl icant

set t ing  out  any  of  these  facts ,  before  me,  even  i f  I  should

consider  i t ,  then  a lso  persuant  to  a  quest ion  by  th is  Court ,

whether  th is  Court  would  not  be  deciding  al ready  the  matter

as  i t  seeks  the  same  re l ief  per ta in ing  to  arrest  in  the  main

appl icat ion,  counsel  for  the  appl icant  st rongly  argued  that

that  Court  would  make  a  f ina l  ru l ing,  as  th is  is  jus t  an

inter im in terd ic t .  

In  that  case  the  appl icant  wi l l  have  substant ia l  redress  in

the hear ing to  fo l low.  

[32] As  for  the  costs,  the  costs  must  fo l low  the  resul t .

Both  par t ies  asked  for  costs,  inc luding  the  cost  o f  two

counsel .   
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According ly  the  appl icat ion  is  s t ruck  f rom  the  rol l .   The

appl icant  is  to  pay  the  costs,  includ ing  the  costs  of  two

counsel .   

-  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -

…………………………

POTTERILL,  J
JUDGE OF THE HIGH COURT 
DATE  :   2024-04-16
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