‘has know]ed ¢

nd the court may, upe




rd. 11, ?j:as_:;:.f_ozlzl'éws (fonote ?eferéhce s in

CA); [2003] 2 All SA 113

sguare brackets):

Th author esremphamse that 1t 1s unwxse to;glve: a: precxse meanmg to the term

nsvaal [1985(2)

-an application for res

lxs‘,iin‘satxs‘fgiv’:tOry and unéccéptab1e it is t}_i'é'réf@re; siric




SS;;NevertEélé'ssj,': i the mterests of

: Qontent. It s

5 :Dear Lucy

Yours smcerely




' We U st that you w1l] give: abover‘rientiohed due consideration.

L ;Kmd reoards .




L fFlona Rhode (s1c) - ,
riz;v_vaLOBAL PERSONNEL SELECTION j

: hé:'Pﬁyment_'fto the Louwcla.nnantswasmadeo IOctober 2009. e

e summons WaSlssued n 8F ebruary 201 It was served at. the

off' eonlOFebruary The reglsteredoffice asatthe OfﬁCGS

v upon any process of the court sha[l be prtma facze evzdence kof e matters therem statea’



the re

served on the respondent. There is n

in terms of rule 31

if any.. The notice

roceed on (Fnday) 15 July

5 July. The resu

ve been entailed.

‘That course W




The apphcant drd no reply to the respondent ,swe' ng papers If flalso%ft'ebk ne

'enrolvthe matter for hearmg as an opposed apphj tron 'The respondent thereupon 01:1va

0, for a date on the seml urgent roll In the-ievent the matter was set ‘down fo -

S V.result in the court makzng such rd as it deems fit, unless m each case condonation of such failure:
~on good: cause shown by way of written- applzcatzon and zs granted ‘and the court may make such order or
: orders as to costs as may 1 to it appear approprzaze b : : :




L ‘undertaken to do so

6. . Due cont}agtryva‘s' A

commencement of proceedmgs]




from ' Mr. Trtus wrth the Applrcant would have been sufﬁcrent to alert Apphcant

make the requisite payment- it has transplred that Mr Tltus had been under the i lmpresm

' I had been commumcatmg WIth the Apphcant 1n thls regard

As stated already heremabove T was-ableto formally instruct counsel to draft th

,rgument in this: matter as Iate as yesterday

it SorMs Rhoda,

: conﬁrmatory afﬁdav1ts by Mr :

ient.

[21] The »applicatiqn*fqrfﬁ;sé donation is woefull It does mot make out an

" deal with the corpany. Under the 2008 Compani ot (Act 71 of 2008) the regi‘steredi\



‘o'f:‘ﬁce is required to be at"the. same :p.lace as the company’s principal office.? Aniad uate

.Zexplanatlon for the default would have set out the basis- on: Wthh the Apphcant interact

5 f:[23] Tuming 'irl‘o'wr to cons

8 .The apphcant raises three pomts

| :[2'4]1 ’Fi.rslﬂ'y', it pointsrrtdtthef A that 'it'wesi'ndt:jeiﬁe,

: V'jurisdjcti'eﬁ:fthe L ruw htlgatlon ook ‘place but there isa general presumptlon 1n the absence

for ign raw' is the same asours Tt mlght have been appropnate :
% for the efendants in the Louw ,1t1gat10n to have Jomed the apphcant as a thlrd party in the -
1ndemn1ty 51mu1taneously w1th i

ity: agreﬁement,« and ‘the absence

t;on Co Lidv stsho-[wal Co Lid 1977 (4).SA 682 (C) at 692D~E MV
: *Base Marztzme SDN BHD 1999 (3) SA 1083 (SCA) at para [65]

. ~ g Marztzme C Sty
1. avy Metal Belfry Marine Ltd v Pa»




respect a liabilit

leﬁcultleswhl

to adopt this position, and

hoildihé;;‘lo';ff the ii_istﬁﬁﬁon of re_:(::jovery.:,:pf%:)'q‘e‘edin’g's or. morethan 16 n




granted condonation for the late filing of its heads of argument, (ii) why its app

t brought out of time should be entertained and (iii) in any

uld be granted. I 1ntend ?f:‘o: reflect these. concius1

J udge ";‘:f t]iéiiﬂigl;-:équifé S




