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IN THE CONSTITUTIONAL COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA 

(HELD AT JOHANNESBURG) 

        CC Case number:       

In the matter between: 

 

ASSOCIATION OF MINE WORKERS           First 

Applicant 

AND CONSTRUCTION UNION          (First Appellant a 

quo) 

 

THE MEMBERS AS PER ANNEXURE “A”        Second to further 

Applicants 

            (Second to further Appellants a 

quo) 

 

and 

 

NGULULU BULK CARRIERS (PTY) LIMITED             Respondent 

______________________________________________________________________ 

FOUNDING AFFIDAVIT:   

APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL  

IN TERMS OF RULE 19(2) OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL COURT RULES 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

I, the undersigned, 
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JOSEPH MATHUNJWA 

 

do hereby make oath and state that: 

 

1. I am an adult male, and the President of the First Applicant, the Association of 

Mineworkers and Construction Union (“AMCU”).  I am duly authorised to depose to 

this founding affidavit on behalf of the Applicants in support of this application for 

leave to appeal.   

 

2. The facts contained herein are true and correct and, save where otherwise stated 

or where the converse appears from the context, within my personal knowledge.  

Legal submissions are made on the advice of the Applicants’ legal representatives, 

being LDA Attorneys Incorporated, which advice is accepted. 

 

Parties 

 

3. The First Applicant is AMCU, a trade union registered in terms of section 96 of the 

Labour Relations Act 66 of 1995 as amended (“the LRA”), with its head office at 

the PFS Building, Neven Street, eMalahleni. 

 

4. The Second to further Applicants (“the Individual Applicants”) are members of 

AMCU and prior employees of the Respondent.  AMCU is authorised to act on the 

Individual Applicants’ behalf. 
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5. The Respondent is Ngululu Bulk Carriers (Pty) Limited (“the Respondent”), a 

company with limited liability duly incorporated in terms of the company laws of the 

Republic of South Africa, with its principal place of business at 336 Grootboom 

Farm, Steelpoort. 

 

 

The history of litigation and the decisions against which the appeal is brought 

 

6. This is an application for leave to appeal to the Constitutional Court in terms of 

Rule 19(2) of the Constitutional Court Rules read together with the Constitutional 

Court Practice Direction dated 17 March 2015, against the whole of the judgment 

and order of the Labour Court handed down on 30 March 2017 under case number 

JS502/16 (“the Labour Court judgment”); and against the order of the Labour 

Appeal Court under case number JA100/17, in terms of which the Labour Appeal 

Court refused the Applicants’ petition for leave to appeal. 

 

7. A copy of the Labour Court judgment is attached as annexure “A”. 

 

8. As per the order at paragraph 18 of the Labour Court judgment: 

 

8.1. the preliminary points raised by the Respondent, and in particular, the pleas 

of non-referral in terms of section 187(1)(f) of the LRA and lis pendens, were 

upheld; and 

 

8.2. the Applicants’ main claim as per the Statement of Case was dismissed with 

costs. 
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9. On 17 August 2017, the Labour Court refused an application by the Applicants for 

leave to appeal to the Labour Appeal Court (“the application for leave to appeal”).  

A copy of the Labour Court’s judgment in the application for leave to appeal is 

attached as annexure “B”.   

 

10. A petition by the Applicants to the Judge President of the Labour Appeal Court for 

leave to appeal to the Labour Appeal Court (“the petition”) was refused.  The date 

of the Labour Appeal Court’s order in the petition reads 30 November 2017.  

However, the order is stamped by the Registrar of the Labour Appeal Court on 6 

December 2017, and was handed down, and sent to the Applicants attorneys of 

record on 6 December 2017.  A copy of the Labour Appeal Court’s order refusing 

the petition, and the fax transmission sheet received from the Labour Appeal Court 

in this regard, is attached as annexure “C”.    

 

11. Taking the prescribed Constitutional Court dies non into consideration (as per 

“Practice Direction dated 1 November 2017:  Dies non Monday, 18 December 

2017 to Friday, 12 January 2018”), this application for leave to appeal is launched 

within fifteen (15) days of the 6 December 2017. 

  

12. This application for leave to appeal is launched in the Constitutional Court 

considering the provisions of section 167(3)(b)(i) alternatively section 167(3)(b)(ii), 

read together with section 168(3) of the Constitution of the Republic of South 

Africa, 1996 (“the Constitution”). 

 

Brief factual background 
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13. The Individual Applicants allegedly embarked on unprotected strike action, and 

were summarily dismissed by the Respondent on 2 February 2016 (“the first 

dismissal”), purportedly for participation in unprotected strike action. 

 

14. On 2 February 2016, AMCU referred an unfair dismissal dispute (“the first unfair 

dismissal dispute”) on behalf of the Individual Applicants to the Bargaining Council 

for the Road Freight and Logistics Industry (“the Bargaining Council”) under case 

number NELRFBC 39360, and the first unfair dismissal dispute was conciliated on 

9 March 2016.  

 

15. In the first unfair dismissal dispute, when completing the prescribed LRA Form 

7.11 (referring a dispute to conciliation), under the heading “Nature of the dispute”, 

AMCU ticked the box stating “unfair dismissal”; and summarised the dispute as 

“dismissal relating to participation in an industrial action.” (sic) 

 

16. On 5 April 2016, AMCU referred a further unfair dismissal dispute (“the second 

unfair dismissal dispute”) on behalf of a number of the Individual Applicants to the 

Bargaining Council under case number NELRFBC 40165, and the second unfair 

dismissal dispute was conciliated on 4 May 2016. 

 

17. The basis of the referral of the second unfair dismissal dispute was that the 

Individual Applicants had been unfairly dismissed in terms of section 186(1)(d) of 

the LRA.  In other words, it was alleged that the Individual Applicants had been 

unfairly dismissed (for a second time, and on a date after the first dismissal), on 

the basis of selective non-re-employment. 
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18. At the conciliation of the second unfair dismissal dispute, the Respondent raised a 

jurisdictional preliminary point.  In this regard, on the one hand, the Respondent 

alleged that on the basis of the principle of lis pendens, the Applicants were not 

entitled to refer both a “conventional” unfair dismissal dispute i.e. an unfair 

dismissal for participation in unprotected strike action, and a selective non-re-

employment unfair dismissal dispute to the Bargaining Council.  On the other hand, 

the Applicants alleged that the lis pendens principle was not applicable, and that a 

dismissal in terms of section 186(1)(d) of the LRA is only possible when it is 

preceded by “conventional” dismissal, and therefore, within the context of a 

selective non-re-employment unfair dismissal dispute, it is possible for an 

employee to be unfairly dismissed twice. 

 

19. The conciliating commissioner of the second unfair dismissal issued a ruling in 

terms of which he dismissed the Respondent’s jurisdictional preliminary point (“the 

jurisdictional ruling”), and he also issued a certificate of non-resolution of the 

second unfair dismissal dispute. 

 

20. During May 2016, the Respondent delivered a review application (“the review 

application”) seeking to review and set aside both the jurisdictional ruling and the 

certificate of non-resolution issued in the second unfair dismissal dispute. 

 

21. The review application did not stay the proceedings and the Applicants thus had a 

right to pursue their LRA remedies.  
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22. During June 2016, the Applicants timeously delivered a Statement of Case.  This 

was the only lis that was pending between the parties with respect to the relief 

sought by the Applicants from the Labour Court.  

 

23. It was alleged by the Applicants in the Statement of Case that: 

 

23.1. the Individual Applicants’ dismissals were automatically unfair in terms of 

section 187(1)(f) of the LRA i.e. the Respondent unfairly discriminated 

against the Individual Applicants, either directly or indirectly, on the basis of 

their AMCU trade union membership, and the main / dominant / proximate / 

most likely cause of the Individual Applicants’ dismissals was their AMCU 

trade union membership; 

 

23.2. alternatively, the Individual Applicants’ dismissals for alleged participation in 

unprotected strike action were substantively unfair – for reasons as pleaded 

in the Statement of Case; 

 

23.3. alternatively, the Individual Applicants were unfairly dismissed in terms of 

section 186(1)(d) of the LRA; and 

 

23.4. the Individual Applicants’ dismissals were procedurally unfair – for reasons as 

pleaded in the Statement of Case. 

 

The Labour Court judgment 

 

24. The Respondent raised a preliminary point in its Statement of Response that: 
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“The present referral to Court relates to the Applicants’ claim that the 

dismissal is automatically unfair in terms of section 187(1)(f) on account of 

the union membership.  However, no referral was made in terms of section 

187(1)(f).” 

 

25. At paragraph 12 of the Labour Court judgment, it was held as follows: 

 

“The LRA requires the council or the commission to attempt to resolve the 

dispute through conciliation.  The Labour Court may, in terms of section 

157(4) of the LRA, refuse to determine any dispute if it is not satisfied that an 

attempt has been made to resolve the dispute through conciliation.  The 

dispute filed by the applicants to this Court in terms of section 187(1)(f) by 

way of a statement of claim is a different dispute that had to be conciliated 

before it could be adjudicated.  The applicants never referred the unfair 

discrimination dispute for conciliation.  There was, therefore, no attempt to 

resolve the unfair discrimination dispute through conciliation before it was 

referred to this Court.  As such, it is my view that this Court lacks jurisdiction 

to adjudicate the unfair discrimination dispute prior to it being conciliated by 

the bargaining council or the CCMA.” 

 

26. The Labour Court proceeded to dismiss the Applicants’ main claim with costs.  

Thus, the Applicants’ automatically unfair dismissal claim was dismissed, and they 

were denied the right to pursue same.  In effect, in excess of 400 Individual 

Applicants were deprived of the opportunity to pursue their claim that they were 

dismissed on the basis of their specific trade union membership.   
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27. As mentioned above, the Labour Court then dismissed the application for leave to 

appeal, and the Labour Appeal Court then refused the petition.  

 

28. The Applicants have no other option but to apply to the Constitutional Court for 

leave to appeal, and to request that the Constitutional Court overturns the Labour 

Court judgment – so that the Applicants may pursue their automatically unfair 

dismissal claim. 

 

The grounds upon which the decisions are disputed 

 

The Labour Court and the Labour Appeal Court were wrong in law to deny the 

Applicants the right to claim an automatically unfair dismissal 

 

29. It is submitted that the Labour Court erred in finding that the Applicants were 

required to refer a separate automatically unfair dismissal dispute in terms of 

section 187(1)(f) of the LRA (referred to by the Labour Court as an “unfair 

discrimination” claim) to the Bargaining Council for conciliation.  This type of 

technical objection against the jurisdiction of the Labour Court is inimical to the 

objects of the LRA and the effective resolution of labour disputes; and it should 

have been rejected by the Labour Court and Labour Appeal Court.  

 

30. First, the Labour Court’s approach (endorsed by the Labour Appeal Court) is at 

odds with binding authority, including authority of both the Labour Appeal Court 

and the Constitutional Court.  
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31. In NUMSA v Driveline Technologies (Pty) Ltd & another (2000) 1 BLLR 20 

(LAC), the Labour Appeal Court held as follows at paragraph 64: 

 

“At any rate, it matters not for purposes of jurisdiction whether at the time of 

conciliation of a dismissal dispute, the reasons alleged for the dismissal was 

operational requirements or an automatically unfair reason.  The dispute is 

about the fairness of the dismissal.  Therefore, provided the alleged reason is 

one referred to in section 191(5)(b), the Labour Court will have jurisdiction  to 

adjudicate the real dispute between the parties without any further statutory 

conciliation having to be undertaken as long as it is the same dismissal…” 

[own emphasis] 

 

32. In the matter of National Union of Metalworkers of South Africa v Intervalve 

(Pty) Ltd and others (2015) 3 BLLR 205 (CC), the Constitutional Court held as 

follows with regard to the Driveline matter supra: 

 

“The Labour Appeal Court considered these provisions in Driveline.  There, a 

dispute was referred for adjudication to the Labour Court after unsuccessful 

conciliation.  The question was whether the employees’ statement of case 

could be amended to broaden the dispute’s characterisation.  At issue was 

whether the dispute referred for conciliation, namely an unfair retrenchment, 

could be amended to encompass an automatically unfair dismissal. 

 

The Labour Appeal Court held unanimously that it could, but its members 

differed sharply in approach… 
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The majority (Zondo AJP, with Mogoeng AJA concurring) firmly rejected [the 

minority’s approach].  It agreed that for the purposes of Labour Court 

jurisdiction, it did not matter how the employee characterised the reason for 

the dismissal at conciliation.  But it reached this conclusion quite differently 

from the minority.  The Labour Court had jurisdiction because the unfair 

dismissal dispute, regardless of characterisation, had in fact been referred for 

conciliation.  The proposed amendment did not introduce a new dispute, but 

merely another alleged reason, or another label, to the same dispute.” 

 

33. At paragraph 32 of the Intervalve judgment, the Constitutional Court specifically 

held that the reasoning of the Driveline majority is convincing. 

 

34. Thus, the characterisation of an unfair dismissal dispute in the LRA Form 7.11 

referral form to conciliation (for example, whether the dispute is an automatically 

unfair dismissal for discrimination or an unfair dismissal for participation in an 

unprotected strike) is immaterial to whether the Labour Court subsequently has 

jurisdiction to determine the dispute, provided the characterisation is one as set out 

in section 191(5)(b) of the LRA.  It matters only that an unfair dismissal dispute has 

been referred to conciliation, and that the reason cited for the unfair dismissal is 

one of those set out in section 191(5)(b) of the LRA.  
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35. In this matter, the automatically unfair dismissal (the reason for the dismissal being 

that the Respondent unfairly discriminated against the Individual Applicants on the 

basis of their specific trade union membership) and the ordinary dismissal for 

alleged participation in an unprotected strike constitute one dismissal, and one 

unfair dismissal dispute.  They do not (as held by the Labour Court) constitute two 

different disputes that required two separate referrals to conciliation. 

 

36. The fact that the Applicants allege in the Statement of Case that the reason for 

their dismissal was that the Respondent unfairly discriminated against them on the 

basis of their AMCU membership, is immaterial to the question of whether the 

dispute between the parties, being an unfair dismissal dispute, has been 

conciliated or not.  It was wholly unnecessary for the Applicants to refer a separate 

“unfair discrimination dispute” to the Bargaining Council (as held by the Labour 

Court at paragraph 12 of the Labour Court judgment). 

 

37. Also, the fact that the Applicants referred the first unfair dismissal dispute to the 

Bargaining Council (regardless of what reason was alleged on the LRA Form 7.11 

as the reason for dismissal) and the fact that the first unfair dismissal dispute has 

been conciliated is sufficient to entitle the Applicants to plead an automatically 

unfair dismissal in the Statement of Case. 
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38. The effect of the Labour Court judgment is wide-reaching.  In amplification, on an 

interpretation of the Labour Court judgment, if an employee wants to refer an 

automatically unfair dismissal claim, and an ordinary unfair dismissal claim in the 

alternative to the Labour Court, the employee would be required / permitted to refer 

two separate disputes to the CCMA – each “category” of dismissal forming a 

separate cause of action – despite there only being one dismissal. 

 

39. Second, it is trite that Bargaining Council referral forms are not pleadings, and that 

they are not determinative of the true nature of the dispute.  This much is also 

confirmed by the Constitutional Court in the matter of CUSA v Tao Ying Metal 

Industries and others (2009) 1 BLLR 1 (CC) at paragraph 65.   The Labour 

Appeal Court and the Labour Court’s approach treats a referral as a pleading and 

the approach is erroneous and wrong in law. 

 

40. Thus, in this matter, it is submitted that the Labour Court should have found that it 

does not matter how the Applicants characterised the reason for the dismissal at 

conciliation.  The Labour Court has jurisdiction to adjudicate the automatically 

unfair dismissal dispute, regardless of the characterisation of the unfair dismissal 

dispute at conciliation.  The automatically unfair dismissal, as pleaded in the 

Statement of Case, does not introduce a new or different dispute, but merely 

another alleged reason, or another label, to the same dispute i.e. the unfair 

dismissal dispute. 

 

41. Third, it is submitted that the Labour Court erred in finding that it was entitled, on 

the strength of section 157(4)(a) of the LRA, to refuse to determine the 

automatically unfair dismissal dispute. 
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42. In this regard, the Labour Court’s finding is contradictory to the findings of the 

Constitutional Court in the Intervalve matter at paragraph 33, as set out below: 

 

“Section 157(4)(a) confers upon the Labour Court the power to refuse to 

determine a dispute if it is not satisfied that an attempt has been made to 

resolve the dispute through conciliation.  Section 157(4)(b) then provides that 

a certificate issued by a commissioner that a dispute remains unresolved is 

sufficient proof that an attempt has been made to resolve that dispute 

through conciliation.  This means that, in a case where a certificate of non-

resolution has been issued at the end of the conciliation process, the Labour 

Court may not, on the strength of section 157(4)(a), decline to determine the 

dispute.  This is because section 157(4)(b) says that the certificate is 

sufficient proof that an attempt was made.”  

 

43. Therefore, it is submitted that it should have been found by the Labour Court (and 

the Labour Appeal Court) that in circumstances where a certificate of non-

resolution was issued by the Bargaining Council, the Labour Court was not 

entitled, on the strength of section 157(4)(a) of the LRA, to decline to determine the 

automatically unfair dismissal dispute.  This is because section 157(4)(b) of the 

LRA prescribes that a certificate of non-resolution is sufficient proof that an attempt 

was made to resolve the unfair dismissal dispute through conciliation. 

 

44. The Labour Court finds as follows at paragraph 9 of the Labour Court judgment: 

 



15 
 

“Therefore, if disputes relating to dismissal for participating in a protected 

action are automatically unfair, then the disputes referred in terms of section 

191(5)(b)(iii) are disputes relating to dismissals that are automatically unfair.  

It follows that the dispute that was referred to the bargaining council in terms 

of section 191(5)(b)(iii) under case number NELRFBC 39360 alleging that the 

individual applicants were unfairly dismissed for participating in an 

unprotected strike falls within the ambits of section 187(1)(a).  Thus, the 

respondent’s argument that there has been no dispute referred in terms of an 

automatically unfair dismissal is inaccurate.” 

 

45. With respect, the above-mentioned finding is manifestly erroneous, and illustrates 

an incorrect point of departure by the Labour Court.  What the Labour Court 

effectively holds is that a dispute envisaged in section 191(5)(b)(iii) of the LRA (i.e. 

an unfair dismissal dispute for participation in an unprotected strike) necessarily / 

impliedly falls within the ambit of section 187(1)(a) of the LRA (i.e. an automatically 

unfair dismissal for participation in a protected strike).  This presumption is simply 

incorrect.   

 



16 
 

46. In amplification, a dispute envisaged in section 191(5)(b)(iii) of the LRA may 

possibly also constitute an automatically unfair dismissal in terms of section 

187(1)(a) – if an applicant alleges that the strike action in which he participated 

was protected strike action.  However, all disputes envisaged in section 

191(5)(b)(iii) of the LRA do not necessarily / impliedly fall within the scope of 

section 187(1)(a) of the LRA.  In this regard, an applicant in an unfair dismissal 

dispute may allege that his dismissal for participation in unprotected strike action is 

unfair for any number of reasons.  For example, the applicant may concede that he 

participated in unprotected strike action, but that his participation in same was for a 

very short period and that dismissal is therefore inappropriate.  In such an 

example, the dismissal does not constitute an automatically unfair dismissal falling 

within the scope of section 187(1)(a). 

  

47. In this matter, the Applicants do not allege in either the LRA Form 7.11 or the 

Statement of Claim that the Individual Applicants’ dismissals were automatically 

unfair as envisaged in section 187(1)(a) of the LRA.  To the contrary, it is alleged in 

the Statement of Claim that their dismissals were automatically unfair as envisaged 

in section 187(1)(f) of the LRA (see paragraph 23.1 above) (and in the alternative 

that their dismissals for participation in unprotected strike action were substantively 

and procedurally unfair for various reasons as set out in the Statement of Case).  

 

The lis pendens issue 

 

48. The Labour Court erred in finding that the alternative claim of an unfair dismissal in 

terms of section 186(1)(d) of the LRA is lis pendens.  
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49. First, there is only one lis pending in respect of the relief sought by the Applicants 

from the Labour Court.  The review launched by the Respondent is not such a lis 

and does not stay the Applicants’ right to pursue adjudication of their claim.  The 

Labour Court should have found that the fact that there is a review application 

pending in relation to the certificate of non-resolution and jurisdictional ruling 

issued by the Bargaining Council does not preclude the Applicants from referring 

an unfair dismissal dispute in terms of section 186(1)(d) of the LRA to the Labour 

Court as a further alternative unfair dismissal claim. 

 

50. Second, the Labour Court should have found that the Applicants have not referred 

an unfair dismissal dispute in terms of section 186(1)(d) of the LRA to arbitration, 

and thus, there is no pending litigation between the same parties based on the 

same cause of action and in respect of the same subject matter. 

 

51. Third, although an unfair dismissal dispute in terms of section 186(1)(d) of the LRA 

does not constitute an unfair dismissal dispute as set out in section 191(5)(b) of the 

LRA, in terms of section 158(2) of the LRA, if at any stage it becomes apparent 

that the dispute ought to have been referred to arbitration, the Labour Court may 

either stay the proceedings and refer the dispute to arbitration, or if it is expedient 

to do so, continue with the proceedings. 

 

52. Thus, in the event that the Labour Court finds against the Applicants in the main 

and alternative claims, it is not precluded from adjudicating the further alternative 

unfair dismissal dispute in terms of section 186(1)(d) of the LRA. 

 

Is a Constitutional matter raised? 
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53. I am advised that the Constitutional Court may decide constitutional matters 

(section 167(3)(b)(i) of the Constitution), and any other matter, if the Constitutional 

Court grants leave to appeal on the grounds that the matter raises an arguable 

point of law of general public importance, which ought to be considered by the 

Constitutional Court (section 167(3)(b)(ii) of the Constitution). 

  

54. In addition, whether an application for leave to appeal should be granted depends 

on whether it is in the interests of justice to grant same.  The interests of justice 

require the Constitutional Court to consider, among other issues, the importance of 

the questions raised and the prospects of success of the application. 

 

55. This matter raises the question of the jurisdiction of the Labour Court to determine 

an automatically unfair dismissal claim if the referral form did not expressly allege 

this to be the case.  This constitutes a constitutional issue and/or an arguable point 

of law of general public importance to the labour relations community. 

 

56. The effect of the Labour Court judgment and the Labour Appeal Court’s refusal of 

the petition is that the Applicants are denied the right to pursue a remedy to which 

they are entitled in terms of the LRA, and they are thus denied access to court and 

the right to audi. 

 

57. This is a case where the Labour Court (and the Labour Appeal Court) got the issue 

of jurisdiction wrong and applied the law incorrectly and against established 

authority. 
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58. The Labour Appeal Court’s decision to refuse the petition contradicts the Driveline 

matter supra and thus there are contrary decisions emanating from the Labour 

Appeal Court on the same question. 

 

59. The lis pendens issue similarly deprives the Applicants of the right to access their 

LRA remedies; and the Labour Court and the Labour Appeal Court simply got the 

law wrong. 

 

The supplementary information that the Applicants consider necessary to bring to 

the attention of the Constitutional Court 

 

60. As mentioned above, the Statement of Case in this matter was timeously delivered 

in June 2016.   

 

61. The preliminary points (forming the subject matter of the Labour Court judgment) 

were then argued by the parties before the Labour Court on 26 August 2016.  The 

Labour Court judgment was delivered approximately seven months later, on 30 

March 2017.  

 

62. The application for leave to appeal against the Labour Court judgment was 

timeously delivered on 24 April 2017, and written submissions were timeously 

delivered on 10 May 2017.  Judgment in the application for leave to appeal was 

delivered approximately three months later, on 17 August 2017. 
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63. The petition to the Judge President for leave to appeal to the Labour Appeal Court 

was timeously delivered on 31 August 2017.  The petition was refused 

approximately three months later, on 6 December 2017. 

 

64. In short, it is submitted that as a result of the Respondent having raised overly 

technical preliminary points, coupled with the subsequent delay in the handing 

down of the Labour Court judgment, the Individual Applicants’ right to expeditious 

dispute resolution in this matter has been prejudiced. 

 

Leave to appeal to any other court   

 

65. The Applicants do not have any right to apply for leave to appeal to the Supreme 

Court of Appeal and do not intend to apply for leave or special leave to appeal to 

any other court.  

 

WHEREFORE the Applicants request that the relief sought in the Notice of Motion is 

granted. 

 

 

___________________________ 

                                                                        JOSEPH MATHUNJWA 

 

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE DEPONENT HAS ACKNOWLEDGED THAT HE: 

 

(a) knows and understands the contents of this affidavit; 

(b) has no objection to taking the oath; 
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(c) considers the oath to be binding on his conscience. 

 

THUS signed and sworn to before me, at JOHANNESBURG on this ____ day of 

January 2018, the Regulations contained in Government Notice No. R1258 of 21 July 

1972 (as amended) having been fully complied with. 

 

 

 

   

COMMISSIONER OF OATHS 

 


