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Karel Snyders and Others v Louisa Frederika De Jager 
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Date of hearing: 2 February 2016 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

MEDIA SUMMARY 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

The following explanatory note is provided to assist the media in reporting this case and 

is not binding on the Constitutional Court or any member of the Court. 

 
On Tuesday 2 February 2016 at 10h00, the Constitutional Court will hear two 

applications relating to the eviction of the applicants from Voorbaat Farm in Ladismith, 

Western Cape.  The first is an application for leave to appeal against a judgment of the 

Supreme Court of Appeal (SCA) concerning whether an appeal against an eviction order 

confirmed by the Land Claims Court (LCC) lies to the SCA or to the LCC.  The second is 

an application for direct access for contempt of court. 

 

The applicants are the Snyders family, who lived in a dwelling on Voorbaat Farm by 

virtue of Mr Snyder’s employment at the farm from 1992 until 2008.  The respondent is 

Ms de Jager, the farm manager.  In 2008, Mr Snyders was dismissed.  In 2012, 

Ms de Jager launched eviction proceedings in the Ladismith Magistrate’s Court, Western 

Cape (Magistrate’s Court), citing the reason as the termination of Mr Snyders’ 

employment.  The Magistrate’s Court granted the eviction order.  On automatic review in 

the LCC, the eviction order was confirmed in terms of section 19(3) of the Extension of 

Security of Tenure Act 62 of 1997.    

 

 

The applicants’ application for leave to appeal the outcome of the automatic review was 

dismissed by the SCA.  The SCA held that an eviction order confirmed by the LCC 

remained an order of the Magistrate’s Court and could not be appealed to the SCA, but 

rather to the LCC.  Ms de Jager immediately evicted the applicants on the strength of the 

Magistrate’s Court order and allowed another family, the Bredas, to occupy the 

applicants’ former dwelling.   
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In this Court, the applicants filed an application for leave to appeal against the SCA 

judgment and an urgent application for interim relief to restore their possession of their 

dwelling.  On 16 October 2015, this Court issued an order that, pending the outcome of 

the Snyders’ application for leave to appeal, Ms de Jager was to take all necessary steps 

to restore possession to the Snyders family.  Possession of the dwelling was never 

restored to the Snyders family.  On 27 October 2015, the applicants launched urgent 

contempt proceedings before this Court. 

 

In respect of the application for leave to appeal, the applicants contend that they were 

right to have appealed to the SCA and not to the LCC because the LCC had already 

decided the matter in automatic review proceedings.  In their view, the SCA had 

jurisdiction and wrongly struck their appeal off the roll.  Ms de Jager contends that the 

SCA decision is correct, as it has the effect of affording greater protection to those who 

have been evicted.  She further contends that the interpretation favoured by the applicants 

would remove the distinction between reviews and appeals. 

 

In respect of the contempt application, the applicants contend that Ms de Jager failed to 

comply with the interim order to take all necessary steps to restore their possession of 

their dwelling.  Ms de Jager contends that she asked the Breda family to vacate the 

dwelling, took all possible steps to no avail.  She further contends that the contempt 

application should not be heard by this Court as the court of first and last instance. 

 

 


