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The Struggle for Land in Kouga:
A Case Study on Stock Impounding
“We are prepared to do what is necessary to protect the only thing we
have. We really hope that local authorities and government will not ignore
the crisis of farmers. Livestock is all I have”.
A Hankey livestock owner, September 2013

Livestock production in Hankey, 2014

1. Introduction
In addition to his famous quote about the South African native awaking on
20 June 1913 and finding himself not actually a slave but a pariah in the
land of his birth, the author, Sol Plaatjie also described extensively how the
notorious Land Act facilitated the dispossession of black people of their
livestock. As such, he concludes, “...thus it would seem that the aim of
section 5 is not only to prohibit native occupation of the land, but, in addition
to it, makes it impossible for him to be a cattle owner”.
It is in this context that municipal impounding ordinances should be
understood – they are a continuation of legal and extra judicial measures
that facilitated the dispossession of land hungry African farmers. The effect
of such oppressive by-laws is to enforce segregation, deepen oppression
and demolish African self-reliance through farming. The sad reality is that at
a time when the country is celebrating twenty years of democracy, the
people of Hankey and its surrounds continue to be at the mercy of apartheid
laws that were intended to marginalize them.
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The findings of Khanyisa research that was undertaken in the last quarter of
2013 confirm that the rural poor in Hankey and its surrounds live with the
impact of the 1913 Land Act on a daily basis. It also disproves President
Zuma’s view that the days of the 1913 Land Act are behind us and that now
is a time for optimism. The President’s statement below that was expressed
in a speech at a gala dinner in Cape Town on June 20, 2013 certainly does
not reflect the experiences of the rural poor in areas like Hanky:
“…The exhibition highlights the sordid history of bias, distortion and greed
that has characterised our nation’s land distribution patterns. It is an
occasion for sober reflection. But it is also an occasion for optimism. The
reality is that these days are behind us”.
A lack of access to suitable land for farming with water and infrastructure
remains a major challenge for small-scale farmers in their struggle to pursue
land based livelihoods and feed their families. Practices like stock
impounding further punishes the poor by depriving them of the few assets
that they manage to accumulate.

2. Background to the Research
2.1 The study area
This case study focuses on stock impounding in Hankey, a local area in the
Kouga Municipality in the Eastern Cape Province. Hankey is a rural town
with an estimated population of 11 721 and 3,039 households (Kouga IDP,
2012). The township is divided into the three residential areas of
Phillipsville, Westorn and Centerton.

Hankey is surrounded by high potential agricultural land that is largely
owned by white commercial farmers. These commercial farmers own large
tracts of land for citrus production whilst black communities have no land for
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farming, a situation that leads to the straying of cattle onto the commercial
farms in search of grazing.
Due to historical factors (colonialism and apartheid) and the inadequacies of
current government interventions, there is a high rate of illiteracy and low
levels of education amongst the adult population. Consequently, adults are
either unemployed or work for very low wages as unskilled labourers. The
lack of employment opportunities in the region thus reproduces inequality
and poverty. Statistics show that of the 6388 eligible workforce in Hankey,
32,5% have no jobs, while those who are lucky enough to find work are
employed as seasonal farm workers (6%), temporary domestic workers
(13%), and permanent farm work (37%) [Kouga IDP, 2012]. These work
opportunities are often highly exploitative, precarious and involve hard
labour with poor working conditions that show little respect for basic worker
and human rights.
2.2 The campaign against stock impounding
Khanyisa Education and Development Trust has a long history of
involvement in the area. The organization’s activities range from facilitating
the establishment of co-operatives to raising the awareness and
consciousness of people, thus enabling them to identify critical issues and
bring together all levels of the community to participate in planning a course
of action. It is the latter process that culminated in the launch of
Makukhanye Rural Movement (Makukhanye) on 1 May 2010 as the voice of
small-scale farmers and other land users in the localities of the Sundays
River Valley and Kouga municipalities as well as in Uitenhage.
Makukhanye members in Hankey started responding to the problem of
stock impounding as far back as in 2011 by making presentations to the
local municipality, demanding an end to stock impounding and the provision
of commonage land in order to solve the problem of stock straying onto
roads and commercial farms. When members of the Portfolio Committee on
Agriculture from the Bisho legislature visited the area, farmers raised their
problems and the committee promised to look into the matter but were
never heard from again.
After their unsuccessful attempts at lobbying government, the Hankey
farmers with the support of Makukhanye embarked on a series of direct
actions. These included sit-ins at the local municipality (in December 2010
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and in April 2011); pickets and protest marches (September 2013, May
2014, and July 2014).1

Member of Makukhanye march against stock impounding on 09 April 2014 in Hankey

Just before a by-election in Hankey in 2013, local farmers from Hankey
informed the ANC Regional Secretary that they would not vote unless their
demand for commonage land was met. Within 48 hours, the ANC Regional
Secretary responded by calling a meeting between senior management of
the municipality and small-scale farmers to discuss the issue. The meeting
resolved to provide farmers with commonage land. The resolution also
stipulated that a lease agreement would be drawn up within a few weeks
and that farmers would be given an opportunity to comment on it before it
was finalized. Despite the farmers being promised weekly updates on
progress2, this only happened for a short while after the meeting. Then all
communications stopped and to date farmers have not been provided with
commonage land. The campaign for commonage and against stock
1

The campaign demands include the following:
That the police arrest the pound owner, Ms Venter, for operating an illegal pound and the immediate closure of the facility
unless she immediately produces a permit which she has failed to do thus far.
Ms Venter immediately pays back all monies earned from stock impounding and returns the stock that people lost due to her
illegal actions. A list of affected people and the losses incurred has already been drawn up.
A speedy investigation is instituted to look into the repeated claims by Ms Venter that she is impounding people’s stock on
the instruction of municipal officials and appropriate action be taken against these corrupt officials.
The municipality immediately provide suitable land with water and fence for farming.
All the farms are fenced to prevent livestock from entering commercial farms.

2

A few weeks after the meeting, farmers were indeed updated telephonically on progress with the lease agreement.
However, after a few weeks, the updates just stopped without any explanation.
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impounding therefore continues and farmers are currently contemplating
their next steps in their struggle for a better life.

3. Overview of the Research on Stock Impounding
The main tool for this research is a survey of black stock farmers in
Centerton, Phillipsville and Weston (Hankey) who have experienced stock
impounding between 2011 and 2013. The livesto ck of all of these farmers
have been impounded in a private pound facility in Lourie that was only
registered in June 2013. As part of the research we also developed profiles
of the affected farmers, two of which have been included in this report as
typical examples of the profiles of the affected farmers and the stock
impounding process. We further interviewed a Gamtoos Farmers Union
spokesperson, who expressed the views of commercial farmers in the area.
Unfortunately all attempts to interviews the municipality and the owner of the
pound facility proved unsuccessful. The research therefore does not include
their perspectives on stock impounding. Lastly, the research involved a
study of the legislation and other aspects related to stock impounding.
3.1 The legal basis of stock impounding3
The Cape Ordinance 18 of 1938 forms the legal basis for stock impounding.
The ordinance was enacted by the Provincial Council of the Cape of Good
Hope and was later administered by the provincial administrators when the
provincial councils were abolished in 1986. The ordinance was incorporated
without any amendments into the legislative framework of the Eastern,
Western and Northern Cape in terms of section 235 (8) of the Interim
Constitution. The legalisation empowers (a) owners of private property if
they found trespassing in their property, stipulating that they will be entitled
to compensation for delivering the animals and also the trespass money; (b)
any person if animals are found unattended in public roads, streets,
outspans and government property (section 49)4; and (c) by a justice of
peace or in his written authority, any member if authorized by officials of the
local authority, persons authorized to take charge of a dam or tank - if they
This section on the legal basis for stock imppounding and the relationship between the municipality and pound
master is based on a presentation made by the Legal Resources Centre on stock impounding to Makukhanye in
Hankey on the 16 January 2014. The critique that follows however comes from the authors of the report.
The Ordinance states that a person impounding animals in this fashion will only be entitled to compensation if they
have a written authority from a justice of peace, member or authorized official of the local authority and that any
trespass money recoverable is, in these cases, given to the local authority [section 50(a)].
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found trespassing on a dam or tank belonging to the government [section
56].
The legislation also contains a series of regulations governing the use, sale,
detention or treatment of animals. In addition, it outlines the obligations of
the Pound Master with regard to receiving impounded animals, the issuing
of receipts, the maintenance of enclosures, the record-keeping of all
transactions in a pound book, the erection of a notice board, notifying the
owners of impounded animals and notifying the local authority before the
sale of unclaimed animals.5
The inclusion of the Cape Pounds Ordinance of 1938 in the Interim
Constitution and then into the legislation of post-apartheid South Africa
without significant changes or any critique of its purpose demonstrates just
how narrow the supposed transformation of South Africa is. The purpose of
legislation like Ordinance 18 of 1938 should be understood in the context of
the prevailing segregationist policies that were intended to drive black
people off their land and deprive them of the means for an independent
livelihood, thus leaving them with no option but to satisfy the needs of white
commercial farmers and the mining industry. The fact that the legislation
survived scrutiny in the establishment of the new South Africa shows the
extent of the compromises that were made.
Thus a law that was designed to protect the interests of white commercial
farmers by giving them powers that are normally associated with state
organs still governs the lives of black people today. Commercial farmers
continue to undermine cattle farming by black people and to punish black
farmers with legal sanction. By guaranteeing compensation for delivering
animals and for trespassing, the municipal ordinance encourages the active
participation of commercial farmers in the impounding of the livestock of
black farmers. The fact that many people in power view black farming as a
nuisance rather than as a viable option for the creation of livelihoods in rural
and peri-urban areas, perpetuates the current status quo.
While small-scale farmers do not question the need for all farmers to take
responsibility for their livestock, they feel strongly that progressive
5

A presiding judge in the Grahamstown High Court ruled that prior to a magistrate granting a notice for the sale of
livestock, she/he should be satisfied that notice has been given to the livestock owner, or that if, with the exercise of
reasonable diligence, the identity of the livestock owner can not be ascertained, all the sales must be authorized by the
Magistrate Court having jurisdiction over the area of the pound. In this regard the Pound Master must: lodge with the
Magistrate Court his statement containing all the amounts due in terms of this legislation; that these amounts were not
disputed by the livestock owners within seven days of the notice and if they were disputed the magistrate must
enquire into this matter and the magistrate must be satisfied that the notice of sale was given to the stock owners.
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legislation should have been put in place to compel local authorities to make
available land, water and fencing for farmers who were previously denied
farming opportunities. This would have begun to address the root causes
that underpin why the livestock of black farmers stray onto commercial
farms, public roads and other public property. In a seminar on livestock
impounding (16/01/2014), a local farmer rejected the legislation arguing that
there should not be impounding of stock without the provision of land for
farming. He went on to explain that because most black small-scale farmers
graze their livestock in residential areas, it is not difficult to understand why
livestock stray when they see greener pastures on white commercial farms.
He pointed out that in Hankey black farmers have been allocated an area
called Soetkloef for grazing – land that is unsuitable as it is very far from
where the farmers stay and is also not fenced.

Lourie Pound facility owned by Ms Venter, 2014

3.2 The relationship between the local authority and the pound
According to the Divisional Council Ordinance 18 of 1976, the local
municipality has authority to establish, manage and abolish a pound. It
further enables the local municipality to appoint the Pound Master who can
be a salaried official in the local authority. In this case all pound fees
recoverable from livestock owners or from sales form part of the local
authority revenues. If the Pound Master is not a salaried official then pound
fees recovered shall be paid to the Pound Master for his or her own use and
the Pound Master may recover any shortfall from the local authority if the
revenues recovered do not yield enough. The municipality regulates the
pound tariffs and private pound owners have to abide by the municipal
rates.
7

Pound Tariffs (in Rands)
Description

2013/14 (vat inclusive)
2013/12
(vat exclusive)
73.00
64.04

Trespassing on cultivated land:
Horses, cattle, ostriches & pigs per head
Sheep and goats per head
16.00
Trespassing on uncultivated land: Horses, 67.00

2012/13
(Vat exclusive)
57.02

14.04
58.77

12.28
51.75

18.42
64.04

16.67
57.02

18.42
18.42
38.60

16.67
16.67
34.21
16.67

cattle, ostriches and pigs per head

Goats and sheep per head
21.00
Pound Fees:
73.00
Horses, cattle, ostriches & pigs head
Goats and sheep per head
21.00
Sustenance fees ostrich per head
21.00
horses, cattle, pigs and ostrich per head,44.00
Goats and sheep per head
21.00

18.42

Source: Kouga Municipality, 2014

The fundamental problem with the administration of the pound is the
privatization of a public service – a situation which encourages profit
maximization. The legislation also empowers the private pound to access
funds from the local municipality should profits not be realized. In the case
of Hankey, it is our observation that profit-making is the driving force for the
illegal actions of the pound owner whose rates far exceed the stipulated
tariffs and who has been operating the pound without being registered.
In response to pressure by Makukhanye, the owner of the facility admitted
that in terms of the stipulated tariffs, she was overcharging by 100% and
that her operating licence was only issued in June 2013 whilst she has been
impounding livestock since 2011. These two public admissions have
provided a strong legal basis for challenging stock impounding in the area
and seeking reimbursement and compensation for farmers who have been
unfairly treated and have suffered losses, particularly in the period prior to
the licence being issued. We have obtained a legal opinion that confirms a
case for damages. We further hope that the process will expose the
complicity of the local municipality in the mismanagement of the facility.
The failure of local authorities to adequately oversee the activities of the
pound is a serious problem. Besides the issues already identified in relation
to the pound, farmers also complain about livestock being seriously
underfed while in the pound and about the unlawful sale of their livestock.
Despite many of these problems being raised with the local municipality, no
action has been taken/.
It could be argued that the local municipality has in effect assisted the
pound owner to maximize profits, thereby making it difficult if not impossible
for black poor farmers to farm. Worse still, the municipality increased pound
8

tariffs by 12% and 14% between 2012 and 2014 – this despite the general
rule (used in both the private and public sector) of aligning increases with
the rate of inflation, i.e. between 3% and 6%. These huge increases are
difficult to justify, given that those who bear the brunt of the impact are
people who are mostly unemployed and dependent on state grants for their
survival. These prohibitive fees lend credence to the view that the
municipality would like to weed out black stock farmers, notwithstanding the
high levels of unemployment and poverty, and the rural nature of the
province.

4. The Research Findings
4.1 Profile of livestock owners whose livestock has been impounded
Using a structured questionnaire, a survey was conducted with 19 Hankey
stock farmers who have been the victims of stock impounding between
2011 and 2013 6. The survey shows that the majority of those whose stock
has been impounded are unemployed (44%). 31% depend on old-age social
grants as a main source of income and only 19% are employed, while 6% of
those interviewed would not disclose their source of income. This data
clearly illustrates that stock impounding punishes the poor.

4.2 Reasons for stock impounding

80% of stock farmers who have experienced stock impounding report that
the reason for stock impounding was that their livestock trespassed on white
commercial farms, 13% for grazing along the rail road and 7% for grazing
along the river. The latter group are particularly angry as they cannot
understand why their livestock was impounded on land that is not used by
6

We decided to focus the research in Hankey only. The survey does not therefore cover all the people who have been
victims of stock impounding at the Lourie pound in the period mentioned.
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anybody. Attempts to get an expl anation from the pound owner and the
municipality have been unsuccessful.

4.3

The views of livestock farmers on stock impounding

Three main views have emerged from the survey on stock impounding.
These views relate to how stock farmers think the problem of stock
impounding can be resolved and the role of the state and commercial
farmers in relation to stock impounding.
The majority of the stock farmers interviewed stated that if the local
municipality fenced the Soetkloof and provided them with water, they
would use the land for livestock farming, thereby minimizing the risk of
livestock straying. Furthermore comm ercial farmers should fence their
farms in order to stop the livestock from straying on to their farms.
Stock farmers do not trust the commercial farmers and government.
Several respondents allege that because white commercial farmers are
not required to furnish proof of damages incurred by roaming livestock,
they are overcharging for damages and therefore generating an income
from stock impounding.
The stock farmers accuse the local municipality of being unreliable and of
not honouring its commitments, citing the broken promise to fence
Soetkloof as an example.
In the words of the stock farmers themselves:
“We are prepared to do what is necessary to protect the only thing we have.
We really hope that the local authorities and government will not ignore the
crisis of farmers. Stock is all I have”.
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“Government must understand that we are entirely reliant on our stock –
impounding is like taking food from the poor. We need to reach a
memorandum of agreement. Working together we can do better”.
“Local farmers no longer have faith in the municipality and are suspicious of
white commercial farmers”.
4.4

The views of commercial farmers on stock impounding

A representative of the commercial farmer’s organization, the Gamtoos
Farmers Union, was asked to respond to allegations made by stock owners
whose livestock has been impounded. These allegations are that white
commercial farmers are colluding with the pound owner against black poor
farmers and that commercial farmers are claiming costs for damages to
their crops that were not incurred. The response of the Union on behalf of
the commercial farmers is that all allegations of collusion between the
pound owner and commercial farmers as well as the accusations of
commercial farmers inflating the costs of damages are untrue and without
foundation. The representative indicated that commercial farmers have
been co-operating with black farmers and have tried to avert stock
impounding by notifying stock owners when their stock was about to cause
damage. However, when this did not work, they had to resort to impounding
the stock. The farmer representative also claimed that by law it is the
government’s responsibility to fence the road and that commercial farmers
are only responsible for fencing their own land. On the issue of making land
available to black farmers, the representative pointed out that commercial
farmers themselves are economically dependent on the land they are using.
They are however willing to share their expertise with black farmers and to
mentor them.
4.5

The views of local government on stock impounding

As indicated earlier, it has not been possible to engage the municipality as
part of the research process on stock impounding in the Hankey area,
despite numerous attempts. However, the Executive Mayor’s response to
the impounding of 69 cattle in the nearby Humansdorp and Jeffres Bay
areas, as quoted in the local newspaper, Kouga Express, is extremely
revealing. According to the newspaper report, the Executive Mayor said that
the “clean up” operation would be extended to other areas of Kouga (most
likely Hankey). The mayor is further reported to have claimed that numerous
complaints had been received from residents about the hazards posed by
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straying livestock on the roads. He then went on to say that: “... tough action
is clearly needed combined with the drive to empower livestock owners to
take responsibility…” (Kouga Express, August 8, 2013). This statement
seems to suggest that the mayor shares the view that small-scale livestock
farming in the area is a nuisance and that black poor farmers whose
livestock stray are simply behaving in an irresponsible way. The structural
challenges that these farmers face are completely ignored and there seems
to be no understanding of the developmental role that local government is
obliged to fulfil. Thus the real causes of the problem, the inequalities in land
ownership and water rights and the lack of support for small-scale farming, ,
are overlooked. The mayor also says nothing about the management
challenges of the “clean up” operation such as the lack of oversight over the
activities of the pound.

Makukhanye marching for access to land, 2013

4.6 Summary of the findings
A lack of access to suitable land for farming with water and infrastructure
is a major challenge facing small-scale farmers. This is the real reason
behind the impounding of stock that “trespass” on commercial farms and
public roads.
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The survey shows that the majority of the affected farmers are poor
people (only 19% have full time employment) who are struggling to
create a livelihood from stock farming. Given this, the role of local
government in stock impounding is difficult to accept. Local government
has a constitutional mandate to overcome poverty, promote social and
economic development, improve food security and create jobs. Yet
instead of fulfilling this mandate, it is making it almost impossible for
small-scale farmers to improve their lives.
From the research, conservative calculations indicate that black poor
farmers have paid a total of R78,169.007 to the pound owner between
January 2011and December 2013. If we were to add the costs of the
livestock that owners could not retrieve because they could not raise the
required fees, as well as the transport costs of those who did manage to
retrieve their stock, we could be talking about a second dispossession of
black people – in this case stock impounding represents cash transfer
from the poor to the rich.

5. Case studies on Stock impounding
Case Study 1

Figure 1 Mr Skosana collecting material for recycling using his donkey cart

Mr Skosana, pictured above, a stock farmer and pensioner from the
Rooidraai area in Hankey, had his livestock impounded on three
two separate
occasions by the Lourie Pound. On the 11 December 2013, when his 9
7

The figures are conservative since we are certain that not all farmers whose livestock has been impounded in the period have be en captured.
Secondly, as can be seen in the two case studies below, the trend is for a farmer to experience stock impounding more than once often in less than
three months.
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cows were impounded on a commercial farm, a farm worker on a nearby
farm alerted Mr Skosana to what was happening. Within a few hours after
being alerted, Mr Skosana approached the commercial farmer who had
delivered the stock to the pound. In the presence of Mr Skosana, the
commercial farmer immediately telephoned Ms Venter at the pound, asking
the pound owner to release the livestock. The farmer also informed the
pound owner that he would not ask for compensation and that he would
provide the transport needed to return the cows to its owner. Despite this,
the pound owner refused to release the cattle, arguing that the livestock was
already on her property. Mr Skosana and his sister then went to the pound
in order to negotiate the release of their livestock. The pound owner
demanded payment of R8020.00 before the cattle would be released. A
heated argument then ensued and the pound owner called in the police.
When they heard the details of the dispute, the police sympathized with Mr
Skosana, expressing the view that it is unfair to expect an old age pensioner
who relies on a grant for survival to pay such exorbitant penalties. In the end
the Skosana family paid R2500.00 for the release of their cattle.
Mr Skosana also had his cattle impounded on the 6 September 2014. This
time, 4 cows were impounded for straying on to a neighbouring commercial
farm. Upon receiving the information, he rushed to the farm in an attempt to
negotiate with the farmer before his cattle were taken to the pound where he
would have to pay exorbitant fees for its recovery. Much to Mr Skosana’s
dismay, the farmer who had impounded the stock demanded payment of
R900.00 for the release of the cattle. Mr Skosana was then forced to plead
with the farmer to give him time to go back to the community in order to
raise the funds that the farmer was demanding.
Case study 2
Mr Msizi spent the 1st week of September 2013 fruitlessly searching for his
six cows and a calf. At the end of the week he found the cattle at the Lourie
pound. Here he was informed that he would have to pay R24000.00 for their
release. On enquiring why he had not been notified of the impounding he
was told that the police initially could not determine who owned the cows
and that when they did, there was no one at the home to take delivery of the
notice. Msizi refutes these claims. According to him his livestock is
branded and ownership can therefore easily be determined. Secondly he
insists that, there is always someone at the house and even if this were not
the case, he questions why a note was not left at the house or a message
with the neighbour.
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As Mr Msizi could not raise the pound fees, his livestock was scheduled to
be auctioned. On the day of the auction, Makukhanye organized a picket in
an attempt to stop the auction. Since Makukhanye did not have a permit for
the picket, it was blocked by the police who prevented Makukhanye
members from getting close to the pound facility. However, members of
Makukhanye who managed to get through the police lines monitored the
facility and could not find any sign of activity at the premises. The gates
were closed during the time that the auction was supposed to take place
and there was no traffic moving in or out of the pound. An attorney from
Legal Resources Centre followed up on this and asked the pound owner to
furnish him with details of the auction (attendance register, number of sales,
amounts realized, etc). To date th e pound owner has failed to produce the
information.

Members of Makukhanye stop by the police from stopping the auction of Mr Msizi livestock.

Subsequent to this, Mr Mzizi had his livestock impounded on two further
occasions and paid thousands of Rands for their release. On 30 September,
2013, his six goats were impounded for grazing on a commercial farm. They
were kept at the pound facility overnight and he was charged R1995.00 for
their release, although he was allowed to take back the livestock on
payment of R1500.00 cash with a promise to return later with the rest of the
15

money owed. Ms Venter refused to provide a receipt for the money that he
paid, saying that she would only issue a receipt when the balance was paid.
Mr Mzizi never paid the balance and therefore has no proof of any payment
made.
Once again on 19 September 2014, three cows were impounded and kept
overnight at the pound facility. When Mr Mzizi’s partner saw the livestock on
a truck, they quickly telephoned the pound owner who indicated that she
would confirm the amounts to be paid later. On the same day, the pound
owner notified them that they would be charged R2595.00 and that they
could only collect the cattle on the Friday at 2pm as that was the only day
that she would be available.8
Mr Mzizi is extremely disillusioned and is close to giving up farming. He
feels that current conditions make it impossible for him to continue with
farming and that all his efforts are only enriching the pound owner.

6. Conclusion
These case studies vividly demonstrate that South Africa’s transition to
democracy was designed to ensure that the interests of commercial farmers
continue to be prioritized. Moreover, just like under the 1913 Land Act, black
poor farmers are faced with conditions that make it very difficult if not
impossible to engage in livestock farming. The privatization of stock
impounding coupled with poor oversight and lack of accountability by the
local municipality has provided an opportunity for private individuals to make
profit through illegal means. At the hea rt of the problem lies the lack of
access to suitable land for farming with water and infrastructure. Yet,
instead of resolving this problem, municipalities resort to the repeated
impounding of stock, thereby further impoverishing the poor whose only
desire is to live their lives with dignity.

8

Mr Mzizi has confirmation delivered to him via text cellphone messages at half past six early evening on Wednesday 19 September 2014.
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