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FOUNDING AFFIDAVIT 
 

 

I, the undersigned, 

 

THELVI MMAKO 

 

do hereby make oath and say that – 
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1. I am an attorney employed by the Wits Law Clinic at the University of the 

Witwatersrand, 1 Jan Smuts Avenue, Johannesburg.  

 

2. The facts contained herein are, unless otherwise stated or indicated by the 

context, within my own personal knowledge and to the best of my belief both 

true and correct. 

 

3. This is an application for leave to appeal to the above honourable Court 

against the judgment and order of his Lordship Mr Justice Harms, handed 

down on behalf of the Supreme Court of Appeal on 26 March 2007. Leave to 

appeal is sought against the whole of the judgment and the whole of the 

order, barring paragraph 2.1 thereof.  

 

4. The application for leave to appeal is brought on behalf of the occupiers of 

San Jose, a high rise block of flats situated at 51 Olivia Road, Berea and the 

occupiers of the so-called “Zinns building,” an erstwhile double storey retail 

building situated at 197 Main Street in central Johannesburg. I shall refer to 

these properties as “San Jose” and “the Zinns building” respectively.  

 

5. I am the attorney of record for the occupiers of San Jose. The affidavit of the 

attorney of record for the occupiers of the Zinns building, Mr Moray Hathorn 

of Webber Wentzel Bowens, is attached hereto marked “A”.   

 

6. I shall refer to the occupiers of San Jose and the Zinns building as “the 

applicants” or “the occupiers.” 

 

7. I am duly authorised to depose to this affidavit on behalf of the applicants. 

 

8. I shall refer to the first respondent herein as “the City.” 
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A BACKGROUND TO THIS APPLICATION 

 

9. The City launched six separate applications in the Johannesburg High Court 

under case numbers 04/1033, 04/10331, 04/10332, 04/10333, 03/24101 and 

04/13835 for interdicts restraining the present applicants (and others) from 

occupying their homes on various properties, including San Jose and the 

Zinns building. In its founding papers, the City alleged that the properties 

were unhygienic and constituted a fire risk. In each case, the relief sought by 

the City amounted to an eviction order. 

 

10. The applicants opposed  the City’s applications on the basis that the City had 

failed to tender any alternative accommodation and that the relief sought by 

the City would effectively render the applicants homeless and would violate 

their constitutionally guaranteed rights – in particular the right of access to 

adequate housing, protection against arbitrary eviction and the right to 

dignity. The applicants also contended that the City’s applications ought to 

have been brought in terms of the Prevention of Illegal Eviction from and 

Unlawful Occupation of Land Act 19 of 1998 (“PIE”) and that their eviction 

would not be just and equitable in terms of that Act. 

 

11. The applicants filed counter-applications in each of the cases brought by the 

City. The counter-applications challenged the constitutional validity of          

s 12(4)(b) of the National Building Regulations and Building Standards Act 

103 of 1977 (“the NBRA”) in terms of which the City sought the eviction of 

the applicants. The applicants also sought to review the City’s decisions to 

issue the relevant notices in terms of s 12(4)(b) of NBRA, inter alia on the 

basis that the City had afforded the applicants no opportunity to be heard. 

The applicants also sought a declaration that the City’s housing policy was 

unconstitutional by reason of its failure to make reasonable provision for 

those who, as a result of the City’s programme of evictions from buildings it 

deemed unsafe, would be left it a crisis situation with no access to adequate 

shelter. The applicants sought a structural interdict to compel the City to 

comply with its constitutional duties in this regard. 
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12. In opposing the City’s applications and bringing their counter-applications 

the applicants acted not only in their own interest but also as members of and 

in the interests of a group of persons being occupiers of so-called “bad 

buildings” in the Johannesburg inner city who are unable to afford alternative 

accommodation and who face similar eviction applications by the City. This 

group of persons number approximately 67 000. The applicants also acted in 

the public interest. 

 

13. The City’s applications and the applicants’ counter-applications were heard 

before his Lordship Mr Justice Jajbhay in the Johannesburg High Court on 7 

and 8 February 2006. An inspection in loco of the properties was conducted 

on 6 February 2006. 

 

14. On 3 March 2006, his Lordship Mr Justice Jajbhay handed down judgment. 

The learned Judge dismissed the City’s applications and upheld the 

applicants’ counter-applications in part. The learned Judge’s order reads as 

follows: 

 

1. “It is declared that the housing programme of the Applicant fails to 

comply with the constitutional and statutory obligations of the 

Applicant. The Applicant has failed to provide suitable relief for 

people in the inner city of Johannesburg who are in a crisis 

situation or otherwise in desperate need of accommodation. 

 

2. The Applicant has failed to give adequate priority and resources to 

people in the inner city of Johannesburg who are in a crisis 

situation or otherwise in desperate need of accommodation. 

 

3. The Applicant is directed to devise and implement within its 

available resources a comprehensive and co-ordinated programme 

to progressively realise the right to adequate housing to people in 
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the inner city of Johannesburg who are in a crisis situation or 

otherwise in desperate need of accommodation. 

 

4. Pending the implementation of the programme referred to in 

paragraph 3 above, alternatively until such time as suitable 

adequate accommodation is provided to the Respondents, the 

Applicant is interdicted and restrained from evicting or seeking to 

evict the current Respondents from the properties in this 

application. 

 

5. In the circumstances the application is dismissed with costs, 

including the costs occasioned by the employment of two counsel.” 

 

15. The judgment and order of the High Court is attached hereto as Annexure 

“B”. 

 

16. The City obtained leave to appeal to the Supreme Court of Appeal against the 

whole of the High Court judgment. The applicants obtained leave to cross-

appeal against the High Court’s failure to rule on the balance of their 

counter-application and on its failure to rule that the City’s applications 

ought to have been brought in terms of PIE. 

 

17. The appeal and cross appeal were heard in the Supreme Court of Appeal, his 

Lordship Mr Justice Harms presiding, on 20 February 2007. The Centre on 

Housing Rights and Evictions (COHRE) and the Community Law Centre 

based at the University of the Western Cape (“the CLC”) intervened as amici 

curiae. 

 

18. His Lordship Mr Justice Harms handed down judgment on behalf of the 

Supreme Court of Appeal on 26 March 2007. The learned Judge upheld the 

City’s appeal and dismissed the applicants’ cross appeal, but ordered that 

once the City had executed its order for the applicants’ eviction, it became 
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obliged to provide temporary alternative accommodation to the applicants. 

The order of the Supreme Court of Appeal reads as follows - 

 

“(a)  The appeal is upheld and the cross-appeal dismissed. 

 

(b)  The order of the court below is set aside save that the order 

dismissing the applications in cases WLD 04/10330, 04/10331, 

04/10332 and 04/10332 (the Joel Street applications) with costs 

remains. 

 

(c)  The following order issues in cases WLD 03/24101 (Zinns) and 

WLD 04/13835 (San Jose): 

 

1.1.  The respondents are interdicted from occupying the property 

concerned until such time as the applicant has granted permission in 

writing that the property may be occupied or used. 

 

1.2. In the event that the respondents or any of them do not vacate 

the property within one month of this order, the sheriff is permitted to 

remove from the property all persons occupying the property and to 

take such steps as may be necessary to prevent the re-occupation of the 

building, including the sealing of all entrances. 

 

1.3. The sheriff is authorized to approach the South African Police 

Services for any assistance that may be required and the South African 

Police Services are directed to render such assistance or support as 

may be required to enforce this order. 

 

2.1 The City of Johannesburg is ordered to offer and provide to 

those respondents who are evicted and are desperately in need of 

housing assistance with relocation to a temporary settlement area as 

described in chapter 12 of the National Housing Code (April 2004) 

within its municipal area. The temporary accommodation is to consist 
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of at least the following elements: a place where they may live secure 

against eviction; a structure that is waterproof and secure against the 

elements; and with access to basic sanitation, water and refuse 

services. 

 

2.3 In order to implement the foregoing, the City of Johannesburg 

must open within seven days a register of persons who qualify and the 

respondents’ attorneys of record shall provide the City with a list of 

those respondents who wish to avail themselves of this order and the 

City shall after consultation (if requested by any respondent) 

determine the location of the alternative accommodation. 

 

2.4 The City of Johannesburg is ordered to serve on the 

respondents’ attorneys of record and the amici and file with the 

registrar a compliance affidavit within four months of this order. 

 

2.5 The counter-application is, save to the extent set out, dismissed. 

 

19. The judgment and order of the Supreme Court of Appeal is attached hereto as 

Annexure “C”. 

 

B GROUNDS OF APPEAL  

 

20. The grounds of appeal relied upon by the applicants are the following – 

 

20.1. The learned Judge erred in finding that the case “was only peripherally 

about the constitutional duty of organs of state towards those who are 

evicted from their homes and are in a desperate condition.” 

 

20.2. The learned Judge erred in finding that the number of occupants of San 

Jose could not be established. The learned Judge ought to have found 

that San Jose was occupied by 95 adults and 51 children as set out in 

the San Jose answering affidavit. 
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20.3. The learned Judge erred in accepting the evidence of the City that “all 

the floors of [San Jose] were flooded with sewer water” and that 

“unsafe electrical wiring abounded.” The learned Judge ought to have 

applied the rule in Plascon-Evans Paints Ltd v Van Riebeeck Paints 

(Pty) Ltd 1984 (3) SA 623 (A) (“the Plascon-Evans rule”) and accepted 

the applicants’ version on these aspects. 

 

20.4. The learned Judge erred in accepting the evidence of the City that 

inspections of San Jose on 21 October 2004 and 2 February 2005 

revealed that “the parking garage was filled with waste and sewer 

water as well as faeces and refuse” and that “all the courtyards and 

other open spaces were filled with faeces and refuse.” The learned 

Judge ought to have applied the Plascon-Evans rule and accepted the 

applicants’ version on these aspects. The learned Judge ought further to 

have accepted the findings of the High Court after having conducted an 

inspection in loco of the properties, including the finding that the 

condition of the properties was “far from the extreme conditions 

complained of by the [City].” 

 

20.5.  The learned Judge erred in finding that some of the occupiers have 

“reasonable employment and income levels.”  

 

20.6. The learned Judge erred in finding that “the City has a housing plan 

for households without adequate shelter which includes those in the 

position of the [applicants].”  The learned Judge ought to have found 

that the City has no housing plan for those in the position of the 

applicants. 

 

20.7. The learned Judge erred in finding that the applicants had “refused to 

register” for housing assistance. The learned Judge ought to have 

found that some of the applicants were obstructed by complex 

bureaucracy when they attempted to apply for RDP houses, the waiting 



9 

 
list for which is in any event 300 000 households long. The learned 

Judge ought to have found that there is no housing assistance available 

to the applicants in the short or medium term.  

 

20.8. The learned Judge erred in finding that the High Court “rejected a 

proposal that the [applicants] be relocated to an informal settlement.” 

The learned Judge ought to have found that the City had no concrete 

proposal as to where the applicants might live after their eviction, 

either in the inner city or elsewhere. 

 

20.9. The learned judge erred in finding that the applicants claimed and that 

the High Court ruled that the applicants were entitled to adequate 

housing in the inner city. The learned Judge ought to have found that 

what the applicants claimed - and the High Court ruled - was that the 

applicants were entitled to have their current access to jobs, livelihoods 

and social services taken into account in any plan to relocate them. 

 

20.10. The learned Judge erred in finding that the “[applicants] had all along 

resisted any suggestion that they could be relocated except within the 

inner city.” The learned Judge ought to have found that the applicants 

had never been offered any accommodation or land outside the inner 

city, let alone accommodation or land which took into account their 

entitlement to have reasonable access to jobs, livelihoods and social 

services.   

 

20.11. The learned Judge erred in finding that buildings upgraded in terms of 

the City’s Better Buildings Programme provide accommodation at 

rentals of R200.00 a month but that this project did not satisfy “the 

requirements or the demands” of the applicants. The learned Judge 

ought to have found that there is in fact no accommodation currently 

available in the inner city of Johannesburg for a rental of R200.00 a 

month. 
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20.12. The learned Judge erred in finding that “the City had indeed filed a 

Chapter 12 application on 22 December 2005 shortly before the 

hearing in the court below.” The learned Judge ought to have found 

that that application related to properties in the Marlboro South 

Industrial area and not to the properties with which this application is 

concerned. 

 

20.13. The learned Judge erred in finding that the City “gave uncontradicted 

evidence that it did  not have the means to provide the respondents with 

accommodation in the inner city.” The learned Judge ought to have 

found that this evidence was disputed by the applicants and 

contradicted by the City itself. The learned Judge ought to have found 

further that once a prima facie violation of a socio-economic right has 

been established, the onus is on the State to prove that it does not have 

the resources to honour its obligations in terms of that right. The 

learned Judge ought to have found that the City failed to discharge its 

onus in this regard. 

 

20.14. The learned Judge erred in finding that there was “no suggestion that 

the City has failed in its general obligations” in terms of section 26(1) 

and 26(2) of the Constitution.  

 

20.15. The learned Judge erred in finding that the “evidence was that the 

buildings could not be made safe while occupied.”  The learned Judge 

ought to have found that the City’s refusal to consult with the occupiers 

precluded this option from being explored. 

 

20.16. The learned Judge erred in finding that “the contention that to deprive  

a person of unsafe housing denies him or her access to adequate 

housing is not correct.”  The learned Judge ought to have found that to 

deprive a person of unsafe housing, where such a person has nowhere 

safer to go, violates such a person’s constitutional right of access to 

adequate housing.  



11 

 
 

20.17. The learned Judge erred in finding that “the underlying hypothesis for 

the assumption that a court has a discretion to refuse to enforce 

legislation appears to have been that the PIE discretion is to be read 

into s 12(4)(b) via the Constitution.” The learned Judge ought to have 

found that the applicants’ argument – which was accepted by the High 

Court - was that evicting the occupiers in their present circumstances in 

terms of section 12(4)(b) of the NBRA would violate their 

constitutionally guaranteed rights, in particular the right of access to 

adequate housing, protection against arbitrary eviction and the right to 

dignity. The learned Judge failed, with respect, to meaningfully address 

this argument. 

 

20.18. The learned Judge erred in holding that its ruling in Brisley v Drotsky  

2002 (4) SA 1 (SCA) precluded taking the availability of alternative 

accommodation into consideration as a relevant circumstance in terms 

of section 26(3) of the Constitution. 

 

20.19. The learned Judge erred in finding “all the [NBRA] permits is the 

issuing of an administrative order to vacate.” The learned Judge ought 

to have found that a section 12(4)(b) Notice itself constitutes an 

“eviction” in light of the definition thereof in PIE (“‘evict’ means to 

deprive a person of occupation of a building or structure, or the land on 

which such building or structure is erected, against his or her will, and 

‘eviction’ has a corresponding meaning”). The learned Judge ought to 

have found that given that a section 12(4)(b) Notice may be issued 

without the sanction of a court, the NBRA violates section 26(3) of the 

Constitution. 

 

20.20. The learned Judge erred in rejecting the argument that the NBRA 

allows for eviction without the consideration of all relevant 

circumstances as required by section 26(3) of the Constitution as 
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“flawed” because it was “based on the supposition that the s 12(4)(b) 

notice is the equivalent of a court order.”  

 

20.21. The learned Judge ought to have found that the absence of criteria 

guiding the exercise of the administrator’s discretion under section 

12(4)(b) of the NBRA rendered the provision arbitrary in violation of 

section 26(3) of the Constitution. 

 

20.22. The learned Judge erred in finding that the constitutional attack on the 

NBRA had to fail. 

 

20.23. The learned Judge erred in finding that the applicants were not 

“unlawful occupiers” in terms of PIE because “by abandoning their 

properties the owners by necessary implication gave tacit consent to 

whomsoever to occupy.” 

 

20.24. The learned Judge erred in holding that the purpose of PIE is “to 

resolve the clash between proprietary rights and the plight of the 

poor.”  The learned Judge ought to have held that PIE also functions to  

resolve the clash between state policies which may envisage the 

eviction of the poor - and the plight of the poor with insecure rights to 

land. 

 

20.25. Having found an overlap between section 6 of PIE and section 12(4)(b) 

of the NBRA the learned Judge ought to have applied the principle that 

where a later statute (manifestly dealing with the same subject matter) 

is irreconcilable with an earlier one, the latter must be regarded as 

having been impliedly repealed to the extent of the inconsistency. The 

learned Judge ought to have found that this principle applied with even 

greater force by virtue of PIE being constitutional legislation. 

 

20.26. The learned Judge erred in finding that the provisions of PIE did not 

apply. 
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20.27. The learned Judge erred in finding that the City was entitled to 

dispense with a hearing prior to issuing the section 12(4)(b) Notices. 

 

20.28. The learned Judge erred in ruling that the situation was one of “crisis” 

precluding the application of the audi principle. The learned Judge 

ought to have ruled – in accordance with his earlier finding – that the 

situation “was not one of emergency but an ongoing state of affairs” 

and that the applicants were entitled to be heard. 

 

20.29. The learned Judge erred in finding that “there was no suggestion that 

the [applicants] wished to make any representations.” 

 

20.30. The learned Judge ought to have ruled that feasible alternatives to 

eviction, such as improving the safety of the buildings, ought to have 

been explored by the City in consultation with the occupiers prior to  

taking a decision to issue the section 12(4)(b) Notices. 

 

20.31. The learned Judge erred in rejecting the applicants’ second ground of 

review - that the City failed to take relevant considerations into account 

- on the basis that this “presupposed that the right to act under s 

12(4)(b) and the right to access to adequate housing are reciprocal 

and that the former is dependant or conditional on the latter.” 

 

20.32. The learned Judge ought to have held that prior to exercising its powers 

under the NBRA to order the vacation of the applicants from the 

buildings “for the sake of their safety,” the City ought to have 

considered whether there was anywhere safer for the applicants to go. 

 

20.33. The learned Judge erred in rejecting the applicants’ further grounds of 

review based on ulterior purpose and irrationality.  
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20.34. The learned Judge ought to have found that it could not be said to be    

“‘necessary’ to vacate the buildings for the sake of the safety of the 

[applicants]” in circumstances in which there was nowhere safer for 

the applicants to go. 

 

20.35. The learned Judge erred in declining to grant a declaratory order that 

the City has failed in its constitutional duties to provide housing to 

persons within the inner city in desperate need of accommodation. 

 

20.36. The learned Judge ought to have found that the City has no plan to 

provide accommodation or land for the applicants or the class on 

whose behalf the applicants acted, either in the inner city or elsewhere, 

in violation of the City’s obligations in terms of section 26(2) of the 

Constitution. 

 

20.37. The learned Judge ought to have ruled that the City’s obligations in 

terms of section 26(2) of the Constitution require it to formulate and 

implement a housing plan which makes short, medium and long term 

provision for a housing needs. 

 

20.38. The learned Judge erred in declining to grant a structural interdict to 

compel the City to comply with its constitutional obligations in terms 

of section 26(2). 

 

20.39. The learned Judge ought to have found that this matter presented a 

clear case for structural relief. 

 

20.40. The learned Judge ought to have interdicted the City from evicting the 

applicants until suitable alternative accommodation was available for 

occupation by the applicants. 

 

20.41. The learned Judge ought to have ruled that the City was required to 

take account of the applicants’ current access to jobs, livelihoods and 
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social services in providing suitable alternative accommodation for 

them. 

 

21. In the event of leave to appeal being granted by the above honourable Court 

the applicants will seek an order upholding the appeal with costs, including 

the costs of two counsel, and confirming in part the order granted by Jajbhay 

J, which should be reformulated as follows – 

 

1. the City’s applications are dismissed; 

 

2. the counter-applications are upheld; and 

 

3. the following order is made – 

 

a. The City is ordered to offer and provide the occupiers with 

relocation to a temporary settlement area as described in 

Chapter 12 of the National Housing Code (April 2004) 

within its municipal area. The temporary accommodation is 

to consist of at least the following elements: a place where 

they may live secure against eviction; a structure that is 

waterproof and secure against the elements; and with access 

to basic sanitation, water and refuse services. 

 

b. The location of the alternative accommodation shall be 

determined by the City in consultation with the occupiers, 

taking into account the occupiers’ current access to jobs, 

livelihoods and social services in the inner city. 

 

c. The City is interdicted from evicting the occupiers from 

their present accommodation until the alternative 

accommodation referred to above is available for their 

occupation. 
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d. The City’s decisions to issue the notices in terms of section 

12(4)(b) of the National Building Regulations and Building 

Standards Act 103 of 1977 in respect of each of the 

properties occupied by the occupiers are reviewed and set 

aside. 

 

e. It is declared that the practice of the City in applying for the 

eviction of people (including the occupiers) on the basis of 

section 12 of the National Building Regulations and 

Building Standards Act No. 103 of 1977, section 20 of the 

Health Act No. 63 of 1977, and section 9 of the Standard 

By-Laws Relating to Fire Brigade Services promulgated in 

Administrator’s Notice 1771 on 23 December 1981 is 

inconsistent with section 9 and section 26(3) of the 

Constitution of the Republic of South Africa Act No. 108 of 

1996. 

 

f. It is declared that sections 12(4)(b), 12(5) and 12(6) of the 

National Building Regulations and Building Standards Act 

No. 103 of 1977 are inconsistent with section 9 and section 

26(3) of the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa 

Act No. 108 of 1996 and invalid. 

 

g. It is declared that the City’s housing programme fails to 

comply with the constitutional and statutory obligations of 

the City in that – 

 

i. It fails to provide suitable relief for people in the 

inner city of Johannesburg (including the occupiers) 

who are in a crisis situation or otherwise in 

desperate need of accommodation. 
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ii. It fails to give adequate priority and resources to 

people in the inner city of Johannesburg (including 

the occupiers) who are in a crisis situation or 

otherwise in desperate need of accommodation. 

 

h. The City is ordered to take the necessary steps to comply 

with its constitutional and statutory obligations as declared 

in this order and to comply with the following process- 

 

i. The City is ordered within four months of the date of 

the order of the Constitutional Court to deliver 

(through filing at Court and serving on the 

applicants’ attorneys) a report or reports under oath, 

stating what steps it has taken to comply with its 

constitutional and statutory obligations as declared 

in this order, what future steps it will take in that 

regard, and when such future steps will be taken. 

 

ii. The occupiers may within one month of delivery of 

that report or reports, deliver commentary thereon, 

under oath. 

 

iii. The City may within one month of delivery of that 

commentary, deliver its reply to that commentary 

under oath. 

 

iv. Thereafter, the matter is to be enrolled on a date to 

be fixed by the Registrar in consultation with the 

presiding Judge for consideration of the aforesaid 

report, commentary and reply and determination of 

such further relief as may be deemed appropriate. 
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4. The City is ordered to pay the costs of the occupiers in respect of 

both the main applications and the counter-application, such costs 

to include the costs of two counsel.   

 

C PROSPECTS OF SUCCESS AND THE INTERESTS OF JUSTICE 

 

22. Having regard to the grounds of appeal detailed above, it is respectfully 

submitted that the applicants have good prospects of success on appeal. 

 

23. This appeal raises important questions in respect of the reach and 

interpretation of sections 26(1), 26(2) and 26(3) of the Constitution. This 

includes the meaning to be given to “relevant circumstances” in section 26(3) 

of the Constitution. This appeal also raises the question of the 

constitutionality of the NBRA, the Act on which the City relies for its 

practice of clearing  so-called bad buildings in the Johannesburg inner city in 

terms of its Inner City Regeneration Strategy. 

 

24. While paragraph 2.1 of the order of the Supreme Court of Appeal provides 

temporary housing assistance for the applicants in this matter, it is 

respectfully submitted that this does not go far enough. In particular it is 

submitted that the City is required, by virtue of section 26(2) of the 

Constitution, to formulate and implement a housing plan which makes short, 

medium and long term provision for housing needs. Also it is submitted that 

such plan should make provision for housing opportunities readily accessible 

to the occupiers’ employment and livelihood opportunities as well as social 

services. 

 

25. Moreover the applicants in this matter act not only on their own behalf but 

also on behalf of approximately 67 000 people who currently occupy bad 

buildings in the Johannesburg inner city, who are unable to afford alternative 

accommodation and who face similar eviction applications at the instance of 

the City. The applicants submit that the City has no plan for where these  
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people are to be accommodated after their eviction, in the short, medium or 

long term whether in the inner city or elsewhere. 

 

26. It is respectfully submitted that for both jurisprudential an practical reasons  

the issues raised by the applicants in relation to the City’s execution of its 

Inner City Regeneration Strategy and the constitutionality of the City’s 

housing programme require resolution by this honourable Court. 

 

27. It is accordingly respectfully submitted that it is in the interests of justice that 

the applicants’ application for leave to appeal be granted. 

 

WHEREFORE I pray that the relief sought in the applicants’ Notice of Motion be 

granted. 

 

 

 

________________________ 

THELVI MMAKO 

 

The Deponent has acknowledged that he/she knows and understands the 

contents of this affidavit which was signed and sworn to before me at  

                                on this the             day of APRIL 2007, the regulations 

contained in Government Notice No. 1258 of 21 July 1972, as amended and 

Government Notice No. R 1648 of 17 August 1977, as amended having 

been complied with. 

 

_________________________ 

COMMISSIONER OF OATHS 

 

 


