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IN THE CONSTITUTIONAL COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA 

CC Case No: 102/2011  

CC Case No: 103/2011 

 

In the application of 

AGRI SOUTH AFRICA            Applicant for admission as amicus curiae 

 

In the matter between: 

MINISTER OF MINERAL RESOURCES Applicant 

and 

 

SWARTLAND MUNICIPALITY 

 

First Respondent 

 

CITY OF CAPE TOWN Second Respondent 

 

MINISTER OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 

ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS AND DEVELOPMENT 

PLANNING, WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE 

Third Respondent 

 

MACCSAND (PTY) LTD 

 

Fourth Respondent 

 

CHAMBER OF MINES OF SOUTH AFRICA Fifth Respondent 

 

and in the matter between: 

 

MACCSAND (PTY) LTD Applicant 

and 
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CITY OF CAPE TOWN First Respondent 

 

NATIONAL MINISTER OF WATER AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 

 

Second Respondent 

 

MINISTER OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 

ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS AND DEVELOPMENT 

PLANNING, WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE 

 

Third Respondent 

 

MINISTER OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND LAND 

REFORM 

 

Fourth Respondent 

 

MINISTER OF MINERAL RESOURCES 

 

Fifth Respondent 

 

CHAMBER OF MINES OF SOUTH AFRICA 

 

Amicus Curiae 

 

FOUNDING AFFIDAVIT 

 

I, the undersigned 

 

JOHANNES FRANCOIS VAN DER MERWE 

 

hereby declare under oath as follows: 
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1. 

 

I am the executive director of Agri South Africa ("Agri SA"), listed as a public 

benefit organisation in terms of the Income Tax Act (1962) at the South Africa 

Revenue Service, with its offices at Inkwazi Office Park, Block A, 1249 

Embankment Road, Zwartkop Extension 7, Gauteng. I am duly authorised to 

depose to this affidavit.  

 

2. 

 

The facts contained herein fall within my personal knowledge, except where 

expressly indicated otherwise, and are to the best of my knowledge true and 

correct.  Legal submissions in this affidavit are made on the advice of Agri SA’s 

legal advisors. 

 

3. 

 

In this application Agri SA seeks the leave of this Court for its admission as 

amicus curiae in the proceedings in relation to the applicability of the National 

Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998 (“NEMA”) to mining activities and 

the impact of various socio-economic rights protected by the Constitution, in 

particular those set out in sections 27(1)(b) and 28(1)(c), affected by mining 

activities.  Agri SA contends that it can make useful submissions assisting the 

Court in respect of relevant matters, which none of the other parties in this 

matter have made.  Agri SA has been admitted as amicus curiae in another 

matter, where it was able to make valuable contributions to assist the Court. 
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See President of the Republic of South Africa and Another v Modderklip 

Boerdery (Pty) Ltd  2005 (5) SA 3 (CC). 

 

4. 

 

Agri SA has nine provincial unions and twenty eight commodity organisations as 

members, representing the vast majority of commercial agricultural producers in 

South Africa. 

 

5. 

 

This affidavit deals with the following issues: 

 

5.1 First, the interest of Agri SA in the issue regarding the applicability of 

NEMA to mining activities; 

5.2 Secondly, the socio- economic rights that are affected by mining 

activities;  

5.3 Thirdly, the position to be adopted by Agri SA; 

5.4 Fourthly, the submissions which will be advanced by Agri SA, their 

relevance to the proceedings and the reasons for believing that the 

submissions will be useful to the Court and are different from those of the 

other parties; and  

5.5 Finally, the reasons for the late filing of this application by Agri SA. 
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THE INTEREST OF AGRI SA IN THESE PROCEEDINGS 

 

6. 

 

Due is its structure, representivity and expertise, Agri SA brings an agricultural 

industry perspective to the proceedings before this Court.  Agri SA is a 

federation of agricultural organisations representing farmers and farm owners.  

It is mandated by its constitution and members to provide input into policies and 

legislation which could affect the viability and sustainability of commercial 

agricultural production.  Hereafter, when referring to “members”, it will include 

the interests and concerns of the farmer and farm owner members of Agri SA’s 

affiliates.  

 

7. 

 

Agri SA’s members are directly affected when mining rights or permits are 

granted and utilised.  Therefore the clarification of the inter-relationship between 

the MPRDA and NEMA is of significant practical interest to Agri SA and its 

members.  

 

8. 

 

Agri SA acts as a mouthpiece for its members in matters concerning their 

interests and has accordingly given input in the development of all legislation 

which affects its members since 1994. Agri SA specifically gave input in the 
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legislative procedure leading up to the first draft of the present Minerals and 

Petroleum Resources Development Act, the MPRDA.    

 

SOCIO ECONOMIC RIGHTS 

9. 

Section 27(1)(b) of the Constitution states that everyone has the right of access 

to sufficient food and water.  Section 28(1)(c) of the Constitution furthermore 

states that every child has the right to basic nutrition.  The members of Agri SA 

are key role players in the production of safe and secure food, utilising, inter 

alia, natural resources for that purpose.  Water is an essential element required 

for food production, as is the case with respect to the availability of arable land.  

South Africa is not well endowed with water resources as well as with high 

potential arable land, necessitating prudence and circumspection with the 

utilisation thereof.  

 

10. 

 

The ability of South African commercial producers to successfully contribute to 

national food security as a precondition for access to sufficient food is, inter alia, 

dependent on their access to and quality of available natural resources.  Many 

South Africans, especially from poor communities, are for their household food 

security needs dependent on their own or local production to supplement their 

income and diets.  They also, therefore, have a direct interest in the availability 

and quality of such natural resources.   
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11. 

 

Mining and agriculture have competing demands on natural resources such as 

water.  It cannot be denied that mining activities affects the viability farming 

generally and therefore has a direct impact on the abovementioned 

constitutional rights (the right to sufficient food and water) referred to above in 

which Agri SA has an interest.  Therefore EIA’s in terms of NEMA will provide a 

comprehensive scientific base to assess the impact and nett benefits of mining 

versus agricultural production.  Mining and concomitant activities impact on the 

agricultural environment in wider context than the directly affected area.  These 

externalities should also be taken into account when EIA’s are conducted. 

 

THE POSITION TO BE ADOPTED BY AGRI SA IN THESE PROCEEDINGS 

 

12. 

 

Agri SA submits that based on the principles set out in, inter alia, Pheko and 

Others v Ekurhuleni Metropolitan Municipality (CCT 19/11) [2011] ZACC 

34 (6 December 2011) at para [31] it will be in the interests of justice that the 

Court decides the issue which the Supreme Court of Appeal refused to 

determine namely, declaring that, notwithstanding any right or permit issued in 

terms of the MPRDA, no person may commence or continue with prospecting, 

mining, exploration, production, reconnaissance or a related activity which is 

listed in terms of sections 24(2) and 24D of NEMA without an environmental 

authorisation in terms of NEMA.  A decision by this Court will create certainty 

for the members of Agri SA that are affected by mining activities. 
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13. 

 

It will be argued that the MPRDA does not adequately provide for the 

protection of the environment including natural resources such as water and 

land.   Therefore, a failure to apply NEMA to mining activities infringes or 

threatens the right to food in sections 27(1)(b) and 28(1)(c) of the Constitution. 

The right to food is recognised in a number of international human rights 

documents and instruments, inter alia, The Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights (UDHR), the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 

Rights (ICESCR) and the Copenhagen Declaration on Social Development.  A 

NEMA environmental authorisation will contribute to protect the right to 

sufficient food and water for the benefit not only of members of Agri SA but for 

present and future generations to secure sustainable food production. 

 
14. 

 
 

 Mining rights granted under the MPRDA are subject to other applicable laws 

which include NEMA. 

 
14.1 Section 23(6) of the MPRDA states that “a mining right is subject to 

this Act, any relevant law, the terms and conditions stated in the right 

and the prescribed terms and conditions..: and 

14.2 Section 25(2)(d) of the MPRDA states that the holder of a mining right 

“must comply with the relevant provisions of this Act, any other 

relevant law¸ and the terms and conditions of the mining right.” 

14.3   The permit and the right granted to Maccsand in respect of Erf 13625  

provides as follows: 
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“This permit does not exempt the holder from the requirements of any 

provision of any other law or from any restrictive provisions or 

conditions contained in the title deed of the land concerned.” and 

14.4   The mining right issued to Maccsand in respect of Erven 1210, 9889 

and 1848 provides as follows in paragraph 16: 

“The granting of this Right does not exempt the Holder  and its 

successors in title and/or assigns from complying with the relevant 

provisions of the Mine Health and Safety Act, (Act No. 29 of 1996), 

(Act No. 29 of 1996) and any other law  in force in the Republic of 

South Africa.” 

 

15. 

 

The effect of mining activities calls for a comprehensive environmental 

assessment as envisaged in NEMA.  Agri SA supports the National Minister of 

Water and Environmental Affairs and the Minister of Local Government, 

Environmental Affairs and Development Planning, Western Cape Province in 

their submissions that requiring a NEMA authorisation, as a pre-condition for 

issuing a mining right, will better promote the spirit, purport and objects of the 

Bill of Rights.  

 

THE SUBMISSIONS TO BE ADVANCED BY AGRI SA  

16. 

 

The protection of the constitutional rights of sufficient food and water in section 

27(1)(b) and the right to basic nutrition of every child in section 28(1)(c) of the 
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Constitution is of crucial importance, not only to the members of Agri SA, but 

also constitutes a national concern.   

 

17 

 

The protection and the sustainable utilisation of the country’s limited natural 

resources, in particular water and scarce high potential arable land, facilitate the 

sustainable local production and access to food.  It is especially the collective 

impact of rapidly increasing mining activities in certain regions which hold 

environmental risks with respect to food production as well as human, plant and 

animal health.  Agri SA’s input should nevertheless not be misconstrued as 

being opposed to mining as such, but rather to pursue a legislative and 

compliance regime which will strike the correct balance, from an environmental 

perspective, between mining and agriculture. 

 

18. 

 

Natural resources are threatened by pollution and destruction as a result of 

some management practices by the mining industry.  Modern mining operations 

are often open-pit mining, consuming vast stretches of land, destroying the 

topsoil and polluting water resources. The direct and indirect negative impacts 

of unbridled mining activities on farming are varied and include the loss of fertile 

topsoil, soil erosion, dust particles - which have an adverse impact on 

vegetative life - acid rain, damage to road infrastructure - due to heavy 

machinery and trucks involved in mining operations, water pollution, 

sedimentation and acid drainage which are a real threat to sustainable food 
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production. These negative impacts result in the loss of available sustainable 

land which leads to the reduction of food production causing higher food prices 

that impact on the poor.   

 

19. 

 

The agricultural potential of land is often permanently degraded by mining 

activities as the rehabilitation of the land post mining activities to the same level 

pre mining activities is not possible.  

 

20. 

 

Increased mining activities constitute a further impact on the quality and 

demand limited water resources of South Africa.  

 

21. 

 

Mining activities are seemingly taking place unabated with environmental 

authorisations in many cases not being in place and water use licences not 

having been granted.  Local authorities also fail in many instances to properly 

manage discharges into water systems, resulting in polluted water which 

eventually poses a health risk for consumers, the polluted water being used for 

irrigating crops and food production. 
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22. 

 

The affordability of food for poorer communities is increasingly important in light 

of the global economic recession and upward trend in food prices 

internationally.  It is predicted that this trend will continue.  If local farmers, 

including subsistence farmers, cannot sufficiently supply the market, food has to 

be imported in larger quantities, possibly at a price that may be unaffordable for 

poorer communities.  

 

23. 

 

It is necessary that a comprehensive and thorough environmental impact 

assessment is undertaken that complies with the requirements of NEMA to 

ensure that mining activities do not negatively impact on agricultural activities 

and on communities, particularly marginalised communities. 

 

24 

 

A thorough NEMA environmental assessment and NEMA authorisation would 

assist in ensuring that the rights to sufficient food and water are taken into 

account when decisions regarding mining applications are taken.  

 

25. 

 

Mining activities by nature are not sustainable as the resource is depleted over 

time and should not commence unless proper consideration is given to the 



13 
 

possible destruction and depletion of other natural resources required to ensure 

sustainable safe food and water.  

 

26. 

 

Agriculture, to the contrary, is sustainable over the very long term, provided the 

natural resources required for the production of food and fibre is not destroyed 

or polluted to the extent that it is rendered sterile.  Equal consideration should 

therefore be given to the right to economic and social development and the right 

to sufficient and safe food and water in the granting of mining rights.  

 

27. 

 

The MPRDA encourages the extraction of mineral resources and aims to 

promote economic and social development and sustainable development of the 

nation’s minerals.  A landowner no longer has the option not to have the 

minerals on his/her land mined.  Under the previous mineral rights dispensation 

(prior to the commencement of the MPRDA), the holder of mineral rights was 

under no obligation to exploit the rights.  A farmer, who happened to also hold 

the mineral rights to the property, could decide that his/her farming operations 

take precedence over the exploration of any minerals in the soil. This is no 

longer the case and as a result, mining applications have proliferated.   
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28. 

 

The Minerals Minister is not obliged or entitled to consider the need for or the 

desirability of mining and its impact on food safety and security or safe and 

sufficient water.  Sections 23(1) and 27(6) of the MPRDA respectively provides 

that the Minerals Minister “must” grant an application for a mining right and 

mining permit that meets the statutory requirements.  Although section 23(1) (d) 

refers to “unacceptable pollution, ecological degradation or damage to the 

environment” none of the jurisdictional facts deal with either food safety or 

security or with safe and sufficient water. 

 

29. 

 

Inadequate environmental assessment in terms of the MPRDA 

There is a real danger that environmental assessments undertaken in terms of 

the MPRDA will not take into account the potential long term effects caused by 

mining activities. The acid mine water problem experienced in the 

Witwatersrand serve as an example. Even though the MPRDA purports to look 

at environmental issues it is Agri SA’s experience that the Minerals Minister 

overrides inputs of other State departments that submit objections to the 

granting of a prospecting or mining right, merely taking into account the narrow 

focus of the MPRDA without proper consideration of the fundamental rights to 

sufficient food and water. 
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30. 

 

Difference between NEMA and MRPDA 

The MPRDA environmental regulatory regime is significantly weaker than the 

environmental impact management regime imposed by NEMA.  

 

Time periods and consultation 

 

30.1 The time periods stipulated in the MPRDA for compiling an 

environmental impact assessment (EIA) are limited and constrained, 

which leads to inadequate public consultation and less comprehensive 

specialist and environmental impact reports on the impacts of their 

proposed prospecting or mining, and less comprehensive environmental 

management programmes than is responsible. 

 

30.2 Section 39(1) of the MPRDA states that: “every person who has applied 

for a mining right in terms of section 22 must conduct an environmental 

impact assessment and submit an environmental management 

programme within 180 days of the date on which he or she is notified by 

the Regional Manager to do so.” 

 

30.3 In terms of section 16(4)(b) of the MPRDA the case of a prospecting 

rights application, an applicant is given only 30 days to find  and consult 

with all landowners and interested and affected parties in the case of a 

prospecting rights application.  
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30.4 This appears to be in conflict with the requirements for consultation set 

out in this Court’s judgement in Bengwenyama Minerals (Pty) Ltd and 

Others v Genorah Resources (Pty) Ltd and Others CCT39/10) [2010] 

ZACC 26. 

 

30.5 Agri SA is furthermore concerned by the statement of the Department of 

Mineral Resources in the SA Yearbook 2010, 2011 chapter 16, page 367 

that: 

        “The department has committed to reducing the turnaround time for 

mining rights applications from 12 to six months, while prospecting-right 

applications will be reduced from six to three months.”  

 

30.6 In terms of NEMA a mining right is listed as Activity 20 in Listing Notice 

2 and requires a full environmental impact assessment. It also provides 

for flexible timeframes determined by the competent authority in view of 

the requirements of a particular project. 

 

30.7 NEMA requires structured and comprehensive public participation for all 

interested and affected parties within reasonable timeframes. 

 

Notification: 

 

30.8 The notification methods of new applications as stipulated in regulation 

74 of the 2004 MPRDA Regulations are inadequate and in conflict with 

the requirements of the Promotion of Administrative Justice Act, (Act 3 

of 2000) (PAJA) and the Bengwenyama decision.  
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30.9 The NEMA 2010 EIA regulation 54 contains adequate requirements for 

notification of new applications and ensures compliance with PAJA. 

 

Amendments to environmental management plans or programmes 

 

30.10 The MPRDA does not expressly require public notification or public 

participation in the event of amendments to environmental management 

plans or programmes even when they are significant. 

 

30.11 Where the interests of the environment or the rights or interest of other 

parties are likely to be adversely affected regulation 41(3) in the 2010 

NEMA EIA regulations makes provision for requiring public participation 

in amendments to authorisations, including environmental management 

plans. 

 

Impartial and independent environmental assessment practitioners (EAP) 

 

30.12 Unlike the EIA process stipulated by NEMA and the 2010 EIA 

regulations the MPRDA does not expressly require the appointment of 

an impartial and independent EAP with specified obligations to 

administer the environmental impact assessment process required by 

the MPRDA and its regulations. The lack of a requirement for such an 

independent EAP registered with the Environmental Assessment 

Practitioners’ Association of South Africa fundamentally undermines the 

rights application process and the integrity of all reports filed in such a 

process. 



18 
 

Penalties 

 

30.13 The penalties provided for in the MPRDA for offences that relate to 

environmental impacts are inadequate in comparison with that of 

NEMA. 

. 

30.14 The limited time periods and insufficient public participation undermine 

efforts to adequately assess detrimental impacts of prospecting, 

exploration and mining on farming activities. 

 

30.15 An inadequate EIA is directly linked to inadequate measures to mitigate 

detrimental environmental impacts, inadequate social and labour plans 

and inadequate financial provision put up by mines, since rehabilitation 

costs on closure are invariably underestimated. 

 

RELEVANCE OF SUBMISSIONS 

 

31. 

 

I have read the affidavits and heads of argument filed in these proceedings 

before this Court and confirm that Agri SA’s submissions as summarised above 

have not been fully canvassed by the parties, are relevant and will assist this 

Court and add to the arguments to be made by the parties. 
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32. 

 

Agri SA’s submissions, if granted admission as an amicus curiae will be 

different from those of the other parties and it is submitted will assist the Court 

in reaching a decision that respects and promotes the constitutional rights set 

out in sections 27 (1)(b) and 28(1)(c).  

 

CONDONATION 

 

33. 

 

Agri SA submits that its application for admission as an amicus curiae falls 

within the ambit of Rule 10 of the rules of this Court as interpreted in In Re: 

Certain Amicus Curiae Applications; Minister of Health and Others v 

Treatment Action Campaign and Others (CCT8/02) [2002] ZACC 13 (5 July 

2002) para 3 - 5 and  Fose v Minister of Safety and Security: 1997 (7) BCLR 

851 (CC) para 9   The application is brought within a short period after it 

became aware of the matter.  Agri SA submits that if it is admitted as an amicus 

curiae it will address relevant and important issues that have not been raised by 

any of the other parties and that will be of assistance to the Court. 

 

34. 

 

On Monday, 23 January 2012 I became aware for the first time of the fact that 

this matter would be argued in this Court after having been informed thereof by 

the legal and policy advisor of Agri SA, Annelize Crosby. She is resident in 

http://www.saflii.org/cgi-bin/LawCite?cit=1997%20%287%29%20BCLR%20851
http://www.saflii.org/cgi-bin/LawCite?cit=1997%20%287%29%20BCLR%20851
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Cape Town and her first visit to the head office of Agri SA for 2012 was on 19 

and 20 January 2012.   

 

35. 

 

Annelize Crosby became aware on Friday 20 January 2012 of this application 

and that it is to be heard in this Court in February 2012 during an informal 

meeting comprising of some senior staff members to discuss priorities for 2012.  

As the impact of mining activities on water, land and agricultural activities is of 

increasing concern to Agri SA’s members, this was identified by Agri SA’s 

congress held in October 2010 as a focus area and it was decided to host a 

conference on mining and agriculture in 2012.  During this discussion, Nic 

Opperman, the director for natural resources at Agri SA, remarked on an article 

that appeared in the Sake Beeld of 20  January 2012, wherein it was reported 

that the Maccsand case was heading for the Constitutional Court and that the 

Minister of Water and Environmental Affairs was also a party in the matter. 

Annelize Crosby requested a copy of the newspaper and after reading the 

article recommended that Agri SA should consider becoming involved in this 

case. 

 

36. 

 

Immediately after I became aware of the matter on Monday 23 January 2012 I 

instructed MacRobert attorneys to look into the matter to establish whether Agri 

SA should get involved as an amicus.  MacRobert made enquiries and found 

that the last day for submissions from amici was 24 January 2012 and 
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immediately sent letters to the attorneys representing the parties requesting 

them to consent to Agri SA's admission as amicus curiae in terms of Rule 10(1) 

of the Rules of this Court as appears from Annexure "JV1”  

 

37. 

 

Replies were received on 25 January 2012 from Messrs DLA Cliffe Dekker 

Hofmyer, on behalf of Maccsand (Pty) Ltd, who refused to grant consent, and 

on 26 January 2012 from the State Attorney, Cape Town, on behalf of the 

Minister of Mineral Resources, who similarly refused to grant consent and on 27 

January 2012 from Messrs Norton Rose South Africa, representing  the 

Chamber of Mines advising that as an amicus curiae it was not a party to the 

proceedings and could neither consent nor object to Agri SA’s admission as an 

amicus curiae. Please find the respective letters attached as annexures “JV2”, 

“JV3” and “JV4”.   

 

38. 

 

Consent to be admitted as amicus curiae was received on 27 January 2012 

from Cullinan & Associates on behalf of Swartland Municipality, and on 30 

January 2012 from Werkmans on behalf of the Minister of Local Government, 

Environmental Affairs and Development Planning, Western Cape Province as 

appears from Annexure “JV5” and "JV6". 
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39. 

 

Agri SA submits that no prejudice can be suffered by any of the parties as a 

result of the late filing by Agri SA of this application and it submits further, for 

the reasons mentioned above, that the submissions Agri SA intends to make 

are relevant and will assist the Court. If this Court were to permit Agri SA to 

make written and oral submissions any prejudice that any of the parties 

suggests it may suffer could be addressed by appropriate directions from the 

Court and Agri SA undertakes to comply with any direction that the Court may 

issue.   

 

40. 

 

Agri SA therefore requests this Court to admit Agri SA as an amicus curiae in 

the application and grant it leave to make written submissions and address oral 

argument on the applicability of NEMA to mining activities; the constitutional 

rights of everyone to have access to sufficient food and water; and of every 

child to basic nutrition, within such period and upon such conditions as may be 

directed. 

 

 ____________________________ 

 JF VAN DER MERWE 

 

Sworn and signed at ______________ on the _____ day of ______________ 

2012, before me by the deponent who indicated that he has read this affidavit 

and understands the contents thereof and that the contents are both true and 



23 
 

correct, that he has no objection to taking the prescribed oath and that he 

deems the oath as binding on his conscience. 

 

 ____________________________ 

 COMMISSIONER OF OATHS 
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IN THE CONSTITUTIONAL COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA 

CC Case No: 102/2011  

CC Case No: 103/2011 

 

In the application of 

AGRI SOUTH AFRICA            Applicant for admission as amicus curiae 
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MINISTER OF MINERAL RESOURCES                        Applicant 

and 

 

SWARTLAND MUNICIPALITY 
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  Third Respondent 
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CHAMBER OF MINES OF SOUTH AFRICA  Amicus Curiae 

 

and in the matter between: 
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MACCSAND (PTY) LTD                              Applicant 

and 

CITY OF CAPE TOWN First Respondent 

 

NATIONAL MINISTER OF WATER AFFAIRS 

 

Second Respondent 

 

MINISTER OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 

ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS AND DEVELOPMENT 

PLANNING, WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE 

 

Third Respondent 

 

MINISTER OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND LAND 

REFORM 

 

Fourth Respondent 

 

MINISTER OF MINERAL RESOURCES 

 

Fifth Respondent 

 

CHAMBER OF MINES OF SOUTH AFRICA 

 

Amicus Curiae 

 

 

CONFIRMATORY AFFIDAVIT 

 

 

I, the undersigned 

 

ANNELIZE CORLI CROSBY 

 

hereby declare under oath as follows: 
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1. 

I am the legal and policy advisor to Agri SA, the Applicant in this matter and 

also do parliamentary liaison work for Agri SA. 

 

2. 

I have read the affidavit of Johannes Francois van der Merwe and confirm the 

content thereof in so far as reference is made to me. 

 

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

A C CROSBY 

Sworn and signed at ______________ on the _____ day of ______________ 

2012, before me by the deponent who indicated that she has read this affidavit 

and understands the contents thereof and that the contents are both true and 

correct, that she has no objection to taking the prescribed oath and that she 

deems the oath as binding on her conscience. 

 

 ____________________________ 

 COMMISSIONER OF OATHS 

 


