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[3]
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1.

The applicant is Tasima (Pty) Ltd ("Tasima”)

The respondents are the Department of Transport (“DOT”), the Director General,
Department of Transport (DG), the Minister of Transport, Werner Eduard Koekemoer
(Koekemoer) and Road Traffic Management Corporation (RTMC).

In the main matter the court gave a judgment in favour of the applicant against the
respondents. The respondents applied for leave to appeal. This application was dismissed by
this court.

The applicant also applied in terms of Rule 49 (11) of the Uniform Rules for an order whilst
an appeal may be pending or anticipated to put its order against the respondents into
operation.

There is no reason why this application shall not be granted in view of the clear case of the
applicant on the merits. It is also a proper matter wherein the need to provide security by
the applicant should be dispensed with.

The following order is made:

An order is granted in terms of prayers 1,2,3 and 4 of the notice of motion.

P.Z. EBERSOHN

ACTING JUDGE Of THE HIGH COURT

For the Applicant: Adv BE Leech SC

For the Respondent: B Roux SC

Adv JA Mohale

Research copy - Verify against the source 2/3



Esheria [2013] ZAGPPHC 239

Source & reproduction note

Judgment wording, source notices and original paragraph numbers are retained. Esheria supplies the layout and this PDF’s
page numbers; these are not the source pagination. This is a research copy, not an official or certified court document.
Check quotations, citations and publication restrictions against the original source before relying on it.

ORIGINAL SOURCE https://www.saflii.org/za/cases/ZAGPPHC/2013/239.html

CASE PAGE https://chat.esheria.ai/case-law/south-africa/unknown-plaintiff-v-unknown-defendant-
execution-pending-appeal-agpphc-2013-44095-2012

Prepared on 14 October 2026 - Esheria
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