REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA

£ 573 l20r3
IN THE HIGH COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA

(NORTH GAUTENG, PRETORIA)
CASE NO: A935/12

() REPORTABLE: yy/{/ NO

(2) OF INTEREST TO OTHER JUDGES:

(3) REVISED L
I por 263 e
DATE SIGNATURE

In the matter between:

THE STATE
and
ASEITSIWE JOHANNES LEGONG

JUDGMENT

Ismail J:

[1] This matter was referred to this court by means of a special review at the

request of the presiding magistrate.

[2] The magistrate in the letter to the reviewing judge stated the following:
“During the sentence procedure the magistrate realized that the accused was incorrectly
charged and convicted of the provisions of section 1(a) of the Corruption Act, Act 94 of 1992,

repealed by The Prevention of Combating of Corrupt Activities Act 12 of 2004...
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