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3.
On 20 April 2021 the applicants in case number [ BBl had 1aunched an earlier
application for an interim interdict against the second respondent and its members
restraining it from interfering with the operations of the applicants. This was followed
by a further application on 29 April 2021 declaring infer alia the second and fifth
respondents to be in contempt of Court, directing them to vacate the premises of the
applicant and directing the second and sixth respondents to remove all speed point
machines from the applicants and interdicting the fourth respondent— from

interfering with the business of the applicants. No relief was sought against B

4.
On 4 May 2021 NI v 25 briefed to prepare an answering affidavit and appear in the
High Court on behalf of the first respondent to oppose this application set down for 6

May 2021. Correctly Illltook the view that there were no valid grounds for opposing the

relief and accordingly advised ||| | [ | | N -- b cvenirg of S May 2021.

B cxplained the legal position to representatives of [ lwho accepted Illadvice and
it was agreed that |INIIIIIl vwould appear in the High Court to withdraw the first

respondent’s notice to oppose.

5.
On the morning of the day of the hearing being 6 May 2021 JjJi] was advised by the fourth
respondent’s Counse! ||| | N BB chat on the instruction of her attorneys, the first

respondent would be joining the fourth respondent to oppose the application and file an
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answering affidavit. -was requested to attend Court to stand the matter down and

thereafter assisted and appeared with || [ | | | | St 2 afternoon.

6.

In assessing the reasonableness of the fees, we consider that :

6.1.

6.3.

6.4.

an hourly rate of R1 500.00 for a Counsel of one year standing to be recasonable;

three hours should be allowed for perusal and the urgent consultation on 21 April

2021;

having regard to the background knowledge which [JJj would have obtained
from the urgent consultation and perusal on 21 April 2021, no more than four
hours should be allowed for the services rendered from 3 to 5 May 2021 which

at R1 500.00 per hour equates to R6 000.00;

in respect of the appearance on 6 May 2021 although || lllhad been briefed
to withdraw the opposition, that instruction changed to opposing the relief in a
limited manner. Be that as it may, she assisted | PR
consider that a fee of R6 000.00 is reasonable for the work done by Bl on that

day.



7.

In these circumstances, we consider that the fees in -fee note should be reduced to

R16 500.00 and this amount is due by | NGz
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