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i " This is an application for leave to appeal by the first and seventh respondents

against an order handed down on 26 April 2019.

2, The test for the granting of leave to appeal is set out in S 17(1) of the Superior

Courts Act ' as follows:

“L eave to appeal may only be given where the judge or judges concerned are

of the opinion that —

(a) (i) the appeal would have a reasonable prospect of success; or

' Act 10 of 2013



(ii) there is some other compelling reason why the appeal should be
heard: including conflicting judgments on the matter under

consideration;

This application sets out number of different grounds upon which it is alleged
the court erred. Broadly these are firstly that the court postponed the application
to hold the seventh respondent in contempt, secondly that the first respondent
was held to be in contempt of an order granted on 19 April 2019, thirdly that
credibility findings were made against the seventh respondent and lastly that
paragraph 5.2 of the order in question may be interpreted to authorize the

demolition of occupied structures.

| have considered the grounds upon which this application for leave to appeal
has been brought, the reasons for granting the order of 26 April 2019 and the
arguments advanced by the parties and am of the view that there is no
reasonable prospect that another court would come to a different conclusion or
that there is any compelling reason why leave to appeal should be granted in

this matter.

In the circumstances, | make the following order:

The application for leave to appeal is dismissed with costs.
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