
IN THE HIGH COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA 
(NORTH GAUTENG HIGH COURT, PRETORIA)

CASE NO: 30717/2008
In  the Ex parte m atter o f

LESIBA BENJAMIN RASEBOYE APPLICANT

(For his adm ission as an Attorney)

,e#sons JUDGMENT

MAVUNDLA J,

[1 ] O n th e  18 Ju n e  2009  I, w ith  Mr. Jus tice  M abuse  A.J. 

concu rring , adm itted  th e  app lican t as an a tto rney  o f the  H igh 

C o u rt o f S ou th  A frica  and sta ted  tha t I w ou ld , in due course, 

fu rn ish  the  reasons  fo r so adm itting  the  applicant.

[2 ] T h is  ju d g m e n t is p rec ip ita ted  by the  fac t th a t the  app lica n t’s 

p rinc ipa l re fused  to  s ign  an a ffidav it con firm ing  th a t the  

ap p lica n t w a s  a fit and p rope r person to  be adm itted  as an 

a tto rney  o f th is  court. T he  app lican t’s p rinc ipa l (“ M ogashoa” ) 

has a lso filed  an oppos ing  a ffidav it deny ing  th a t the  app lican t 

has ga ined  exp e rie n ce  o r su ffic ien t expe rience  in certa in  

d isc ip lin e s  o f p ractice . H e has fu rthe r den ied  th a t the  app lican t 

has com p le ted  the  p rescribed  period o f a rtic les  o f c lerksh ip , 

a lleg ing  tha t he te rm ina ted  the  se rv ices o f th e  app lican t 

p rem atu re ly .
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[3] This resulted in the applicant’s application for admission being 

postponed. The Law Society o f the Northern Provinces (“the 

Law Society” ), in com pliance with the order issued by Rabie J, 

with Makgoka AJ concurring on 16 March 2009, held a meeting 

between the applicant and Mr. Mogashoa to investigate the 

allegations contained in the affidavit o f Mogashoa and to 

determ ine w hether the applicant was a fit and proper person to 

be admitted as an attorney o f this Court.

[4] The aforesaid order directed Mogashoa to forthw ith supply the 

Law Society or the personnel or com m ittee appointed to 

conduct the investigation with all re levant information and 

docum entation as may be required by the Law Society in 

respect o f the aforesaid investigations. Mogashoa was further 

ordered to attend m eetings or hearing o f the Law Society to 

which he m ight be summ oned and to remain in attendance until 

he was excused.

[5] In th is regard, the Law Society has directed a letter dated 12 

June 2009 to the Registrar o f th is Court stating that Magashoa 

has failed to  subm it any substantiating documents to the 

Com m ittee and that the allegations in his opposing affidavit of 

26 August 2008 remain unsubstantiated. It is further stated in 

the letter that there remains a dispute o f fact as to whether the 

applicant has completed the minimum period of articles of 

clerkship prescribed by the A ttorneys Act 53 o f 1979, as 

amended (“the A c t”).
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[6] The Law  S oc ie ty  has also attached a copy o f the  transcrip t o f 

th e  hearing th a t w as held between the applicant and Mr. 

M ogashoa as d irected  by the  order o f Rabie J and M akgoka AJ. 

In th e  said transcrip t, the  Law  Society has concluded tha t the re  

is a d ispute  o f fac t and tha t there fore  they recom m end tha t the 

m a tte r should  be re ferred to  oral evidence, w here  the  parties 

cou ld  be cross exam ined.

B A C K G O U N D  FACTS

[7] T he  app lican t is a S outh  A frican citizen born on 23 A pril 19771. 

T he  app lican t passed his m atricu lation exam ina tion2. The 

app lican t ob ta ined  h is-B ache lo r o f Laws (LLB ) degree from  the  

U n ivers ity  o f T he  N orth3. He entered into a contract o f artic les 

o f c le rksh ip  w ith  his principal, an attorney o f th is  court, Mr. 

N the le tseng  Jacob  M ogashoa o f Polokoane (P ie tersburg) fo r a 

du ra tion  o f one  year as from  3 M arch 20034. T he  contract w as 

du ly  reg is te red  by the  Law  S ocie ty (Law  S ocie ty) under num ber 

6 0 3 / 2003  on 29 A pril 2003, in accordance w ith the  provis ions 

o f section  5 o f th e  Act.

' The a p p lic a n t has a ttach ed  a  c e rtif ie d  c o p y  o f  h is iden tity  d o cu m en t m ark ed  an n ex u re  “ M N 1” . 
“ A c e rtif ied  c o p y  o f  h is  S en io r C e r tif ic a te  m ark ed  a n n ex u re  “ M N 2 ” is a ttach ed  to  h is  papers.

A c e rtif ied  c o p y  o f  h is  L L B  d e g re e  c e rtif ica te  is a ttach ed  as an n ex u re  ‘M N 3 ” .
4 A  c o p y  o f  th is  c o n tra c t is a tta c h ed  as an n ex u re  “ IVINS” is a ttached .



[8 ] The  a pp lican t a ttended and com ple ted  th e  fu ll tim e  practica l 

legal cou rse  a t the S choo l o f Legal P rac tice  in P o lokw ane  

(fo rm erly  P ie te rsbu rg ) during  the  period o f 8 Ja nua ry  2002 to  20 

June  2002 fo r  6 (six) m onths, w hich cou rse  is approved  by the  

Law  S oc ie ty  o f the  N orthern  P rovinces fo r th e  pu rposes o f 

section  7(5) o f th e  A tto rneys  Act. The a pp lican t has a ttached  to  

his a ffidav it co p ie s  o f the  P ractica l E xam ina tion  fo r A tto rneys  

C ertifica te  o f E xam ina tion  show ing th a t he has sa t fo r and 

passed the  p rac tica l exam ination , in pa rticu la r P arts  1, 11,111 

and IV, as p rescribed  in te rm s o f section 14 o f the  Act.

[9] T h e  a p p lica n t has a ttached  an uns igned  a ffidav it o f his 

princ ipa l, M ogashoa , in te rm s o f w h ich  the  la tte r w as supposed  

to  con firm  th a t in his op in ion  the  app lican t w as a fit and p rope r 

person  to be adm itted  as an a tto rney o f th is  C ourt.

[10 ] In his a ffidav it, the  app lican t has exp la ined  th a t a fte r he passed 

the  A tto rneys  adm iss ion  exam ina tion  in M ay 2007, he in fo rm ed 

M ogashoa  o f h is resu lt and requested to  see  him  w ith  regard  to 

h is app lica tion  fo r  his adm iss ion  as an a tto rney. F u rthe rm ore  he 

s ta ted  tha t M ogashoa  ind ica ted  to  him  tha t he d id  no t fin ish  his 

a rtic le  o f c le rksh ip  and at one stage M ogashoa  d ropped  the 

phone  on him . A cco rd ing  to  th e  app licant, du ring  June  2007  he 

had a m ee ting  w ith  M ogashoa at his o ffices  in P o lokw ane  and 

th e  la tte r to ld  h im  tha t he did not serve  his a rtic les  w ith  him  and 

re fused to  d iscu ss  the  m atte r fu rthe r w ith  him  and d irec ted  him 

to  leave h is o ffices . T he  app lican t fu rthe r says th a t he once
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m ore w e n t to  see  M ogashoa at M ankw eng M agistra te  C ourt 

w here  he w a s  ac ting  as M ag istra te , but M ogashoa to ld him tha t 

he w as not p re p a red  to sign the  app lican t’s application.

[11] The  a p p lica n t has s ta ted in his a ffidavit that he is a fit and 

p roper pe rson  to  be  adm itted  and enrolled as an a tto rney o f th is 

C ourt. He s a y s  fu rthe r tha t the re  has never been any 

d isc ip lina ry  p ro ce e d in g s  institu ted  against him by his e rs tw h ile  

em ployer, un ive rs ity , Law  S oc ie ty  or any body nor are the re  any 

such p roceed ings ; his es ta te  has never been sequestra ted ; 

the re  is no c iv il ac tion  pend ing  aga inst him; he has never been 

conv ic ted  o f a n y  crim ina l o ffence  nor are the re  any crim ina l 

p roceed ings  pend ing  aga inst him.

[12] T he  a p p lica n t has fu rth e r s ta ted  in paragraph 8 o f his a ffidavit 

tha t he co n tin u o u s ly  served Jacky M ogashoa A tto rneys under 

the  d irec t supe rv is ion  o f his principa l N the le tseng M ogashoa 

and rece ived tra in in g  and ga ined  experience in the  fo llow ing: 

“8.2. 1 T he  g e n e ra l p ractice and adm in istra tion  o f a tto rney ’s

o ff ic e ’

8 .2 .2  M a g is tra te ’s C ourt p rocedures in both tr ia ls  and 

a p p lica tio n  m atters;

'8 .2 .3  M a g is tra te ’s C ourt appearances and attend ing  to 

ta xa tio n  m atters;

8 .2 .4  D ebt co llec tions  in the  M ag is tra te ’s Court;

8 .2 .5  D ra w in g s  o f b ills o f costs  and a ttend ing to  taxa tion  

the reo f;
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8.2.6. Labour Law  practices and procedure;

8 .2 .7  M oto r veh ic le  acc ident claims;

8.2.8 D rafting o f various types o f contracts;

8 .2 .9  H igh C ourt litigation, including the preparation o f 

p lead ings in d ivorce  matters;

8 .210 C rim ina l C ourt practice and procedures.

[13] The app licant stated, inter alia, tha t he has not been convicted 

o f any crim ina l o ffence and, to the best o f his know ledge, there 

is no crim inal case pending against him. The app lican t fu rthe r 

stated tha t the re  is no civil action instituted or pending against 

him, tha t the re  w as no d isc ip linary action pending against him 

by his em p loye r or the  Law Society; tha t he has never been 

prev iously adm itted  as an advocate o r as an a tto rney o f the 

d iv is ion o f th is  court; and tha t he has paid the prescribed fees in 

te rm s o f Section  18(a) o f A tto rneys ’ Act. Th is  is confirm ed by 

the  offic ia l s tam p o f the  Law Society dated 27 A ugust 2009, 

certify ing tha t the  provis ions of section 19(1) and (2) o f the Act 

have been com plied  w ith.

[14] The app licant has a lso attached a copy o f a le tter from  the 

Road A cc iden t Fund dated 30th July 2008 in w hich le tte r it is 

confirm ed tha t he w as em ployed as a Legal C osts O fficer 

based in the  H ead O ffice in Pretoria. His du ties entail, inter 

alia, “settling bills o f costs on beha lf o f the  Road A cc iden t Fund,

consu lting  and briefing o f external a ttorneys and advocates; 

advis ing both p la in tiffs ’ and defendan ts ’ a tto rneys regarding
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costs  to  be pa id : adv is ing  m em bers o f the  pub lic  in relation to 

the  R AF Act; lega l research; advising a tto rneys in relation to 

RAF ta r iff fo r fees ; m aking sure  tha t all c la im s lodged w ith the  

R oad A c c id e n t Fund com plied  w ith the  RAF Act; advising 

m em bers o f th e  pub lic  in genera l regard ing  how  c la im s are 

lodged and w h a t is requ ired  to  lodge such claim s.

[15] The  app lican t a ttached  his supp lem enta ry  a ffidavit in w hich he 

seeks  cond o n a tio n  fo r the  la te app lica tion  fo r his adm ission. 

The  reasons fo r  th is  late app lication is, accord ing  to the  

app licant, due  to  the  fa c t tha t he w as busy w riting  practica l 

exam ina tions, as  requ ired  by S ection 14(1 )(a ),(b ) and (c) o f the  

A tto rn e ys ’ A ct. He passed his exam inations on M ay 2007. I 

am  o f the  v ie w  th a t the  exp lanation  of- the  app lican t fo r his 

absence  from  o ffice  is reasonab le  and ju s tifie s  tha t condonation  

shou ld  be g ran ted .

[16] M ogashoa, in h is  oppos ing  affidavit, den ies th a t the  app licant 

served co n tin u o u s ly  and w ithou t in terruption, under his 

supe rv is ion  fro m  3 rd M arch 2003 and fu rthe rm ore  s ta tes tha t he 

d ism issed  th e  app lican t during N ovem ber 2003  fo r his 

pecun ia ry  in te re s t in his com pany. He has fu rthe r a lleged that 

the  app lican t co llec ted  m oney from  c lients in court and fa iled to 

subm it such m o n ie s  to  his firm . M ogashoa den ies tha t the 

app lican t ga in ed  experience : in co llection  m atters; d raw ings o f 

bill o f costs  and  a ttend ing  to taxa tion  thereof; labour law 

p ractices and procedure ; d ra fting  o f va rious  types o f contracts
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and High C ourt litigation, including the  preparation o f p leadings 

in d ivorce  m atters. He fu rthe r s ta tes that he sum m arily  

d ism issed the  app licant fo r his m isconduct and tha t the 

app licant never cha llenged tha t dism issal as he accepted it. He 

fu rthe r a lleges tha t the applicant, a fte r he w as dism issed, 

continued to appear un law fully before courts around Polokw ane 

solic iting m oney from  clien ts fo r his own account.

[17] The applicant, in his reply ing affidavit, states tha t he served 

a rtic les o f c le rksh ip  under the  supervis ion o f his principal 

M ogashoa con tinuous ly  and w ithout in terruption from  3 March 

2003 until 4 M arch 2004, w hen the contract of artic les expired. 

The said artic les  w ere du ly registered w ith the  Law Socie ty 

under 603/2003. The app licant fu rthe r den ies tha t he was 

d ism issed  from  his position as a candidate a ttorney at anytim e 

and tha t he had any pecun iary in te rest in his p rinc ipa l’s firm . 

He den ies tha t co llected m onies from  clients at court and fa iled 

to  subm it such m onies to  his princ ipa l’s firm . He fu rthe r states 

tha t w hen he w as a cand ida te  attorney, he never breached any 

con tract o f a rtic les  and fu rtherm ore  tha t the a llegations levelled 

aga inst him by M ogashoa are  fabrications calculated to deny 

the  app lican t his right to  be adm itted as an attorney o f th is 

court. The  app lican t fu rthe r states tha t he ga ined general 

p ractice and adm in istra tion  o f a tto rneys ’ office, M ag is tra te ’s 

court p rocedures in both tria ls  and application m atters, 

M ag is tra te  co u rt’s appearances w ith regard to tria ls  and 

ob ligations, deb t co llection in M agistra te  courts, draw ing o f bills



o f costs and a ttend ing  to  taxation thereof, labour law practices 

and procedure , m otor veh ic le  accident claim  procedure, drafting 

o f various typ e s  o f contract, High C ourt litigation including the  

preparation  o f p lead ings in divorce m atters and crim inal court 

practice and p rocedure . The app licant fu rthe r denies th a t he 

w as sum m arily  d ism issed  and fu rthe r sta tes that, accord ing to 

his records, th e re  w as no term ination or cession o f his contract 

o f articles. H e fu rthe r s ta tes that, at all tim es when he appeared 

a t court a round  P olokw ane, it w as at the  instructions o f his 

principal M ogashoa. He denies having solic ited m oney from  

c lien ts fo r his own accoun t and sta tes tha t all c lien ts ’ m onies 

w ere  paid a t th e  app lican t’s firm  and into the  trus t account.

[18] A ttached  to  a p p lica n t’s papers, is a le tter from  the -Law  Socie ty 

dated the  11th M arch 2009 addressed to the reg istra r o f this 

court in respec t o f the  app lican t’s app lication w h ich  w as set 

dow n fo r th e  16th M arch 2009. In th is le tte r it is s ta ted  tha t the 

request to M ogashoa  to  a ttend a m eeting w ith the  com m ittee  o f 

the  C ouncil o f the  Law  S ocie ty on 11 S ep tem ber and 14 

O ctober 2008  in o rde r to assis t the  com m ittee  in its assessm ent 

o f the  a p p lica n t to  de te rm ine  w hether he is a fit and proper 

person to  be adm itted  as an attorney, was unsuccessfu l. The 

Law  S ocie ty  fu rth e r sta ted tha t M ogashoa fu rn ished  it w ith the 

opposing a ffidav it, w h ich  I have a lready re ferred  to, w ithou t 

includ ing su ffic ie n t in fo rm ation  to  substantia te  the  a llegations 

he had m ade aga inst the  applicant. S ubsequen t requests to 

M ogashoa th a t he should  supp lem ent his opposing affidavit
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w ere unsuccessfu l. For those  reasons the Law  Society stated 

fu rth e r in its le tte r tha t it is unable to m ake a finding regarding 

the  question w h e th e r the app licant is a fit and proper person to 

be adm itted as an attorney and the granting o f the app lican t’s 

prayers fo r adm iss ion  is left to  the d iscretion o f the court.

[19] W ith  regard to  the  recom m endation o f the Law Society tha t 

the re  is a d ispu te  o f fact and tha t consequently  the m atter m ust 

be re ferred to  oral evidence in o rder to decide w hether th is 

court should fo llo w  th is recom m endation, th is  court need to  be 

gu ided by the  princ ip les  tha t evolved from  Plascon-Evans v Paints 

Ltd v Van R ie b e eck  Paints (Pty) L td .21

[20] In the P lascon-Evans Corbett A J6 said, inter alia:

“Secondly, the affidavits reveal certain disputes o f fact. The appellant 

nevertheless sought a final interdict, together with ancillary relief, on the papers 

and without resort to oral evidence. In such a case the general rule was stated by 

Van Wyk J (with whom Devilliers JP and ROSENOW J concurred) in 

Stellenbosch Farmers' Winery L td  v Stellenvale Winery (Pty) Ltd  1957 (4) SA 234 

(C) at 235E - G, to be:

"... where there is a dispute as to the facts a final interdict should only be granted 

in notice o f  motion proceedings if  the facts as stated by the respondents together 

with the admitted facts in the applicant's affidavits justify such an order... Where 

it is clear that facts, though not formally admitted, cannot be denied, they must be 

regarded as admitted."

This rule has been referred to several times by this Court (see Burnkloof Caterers 

(Pty) L td  v Horseshoe Caterers (Green Point) G (Pty) Ltd 1976 (2) SA 930 (A)

5 1984 (3) SA 623 (A).
6 Supra at 634E-635C
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at 938A - B; Tamarillo (Pty) Ltd  v B N  Aitkin (Pty) Ltd  1982 (1) SA 398 (A) at 

430 - 1; Associated South African Bakeries (Pty) L td  v Oryx & Vereinigte 

Backereien (Pty) L td  en Andere  1982 (3) SA 893 (A) at 923G - 924D). It seems to 

me, however, that this formulation o f  the general rule, and particularly the second 

sentence thereof, requires some clarification and, perhaps, qualification. It is 

correct that, where in proceedings on notice of motion disputes o f fact have arisen 

on the affidavits, a  final order, whether it be an interdict or some other form of 

relief, may be granted if  those facts averred in the applicant's affidavits which 

have been admitted by the respondent, together with the facts alleged by the 

respondent, justify such an order. The power of the Court to give such final relief 

on the papers before it is, however, not confined to such a situation. In certain 

instances the denial by respondent o f a fact alleged by the applicant may not be 

such as to raise a  real, genuine or bona fid e  dispute o f  fact (see in this regard 

Room Hire Co (Pty) L td  v Jeppe Street Mansions (Pty) Ltd  1949 (3) SA 1155 (T) 

at 1163 - 5; Da M ata  v Otto NO  1972 (3) SA 858 (A) at 882D - H). If  in such a 

case the respondent has not availed himself of his right to apply for the deponents 

concerned to be called for cross-examination under Rule 6 (5) (g) o f the Uniform 

Rules o f Court (c f  Petersen v Cuthbert & Co Ltd  1945 AD 420 at 428; Room Hire 

case supra at 1164) and the Court is satisfied as to the inherent credibility o f the 

applicant's factual averment, it may proceed on the basis o f the correctness thereof 

and include this fact among those upon which it determines whether the applicant 

is entitled to the final relief which he seeks (see eg Rikhoto v East Rand 

Administration B oard and  Another 1983 (4) SA 278 (W) at 283E - H). Moreover, 

there may be exceptions to this general rule, as, for example, where the 

allegations or denials o f  the respondent are so far-fetched or clearly untenable 

that the Court is justified in rejecting them merely on the papers (see the remarks 

o f BOTHA AJA in the Associated South African Bakeries case, supra at 924A).

[21] From  the a tra n scrip t o f the  m eeting held betw een the  com m ittee  

o f the  Law  S oc ie ty  and the  applicant and M ogashoa on the  18 

M ay 2009, it can be noted tha t M ogashoa, on his own
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admission, did not report to the Law Society that he had since 

term inated the services o f the applicant, as he alleged. Section 

11 (1) of the A ttorneys Act demands of the principal of the 

concerned candidate whose contract of articles o f clerkship is 

term inated, fo r w hatever reason, to report in writing to the Law 

Society such cancellation. The allegation of Mr. Mogashoa that 

he term inated the  services o f the applicant is not supported by 

any empirical evidence.

[22] Mogashoa says that he does “not have any objection” to the 

applicant “being adm itted”7. Mogashoa contem ptuously says: 

“MR M O G ASH O A: That is why I say you can go and inform that 

Judge that myself, I do not have any objection if he is admitted. 

If he finds, if he reads those papers and finds that he be 

admitted, let him adm it him, I do not have to interrogated for 

som ebody’s adm iss ion ...”8

[23] Mogashoa had alleged that the applicant had taken moneys 

from clients at court and had failed to account fo r such moneys. 

In support of these allegations, he subm itted an affidavit in 

which the accusations were directed against a certain Mr. 

Ledwaba and not the applicant9.

7 Page 24 line 10-11. V ide a lso  a t page 13 o f  the transcrip t at line 4-12:
“ D R  C U R L E W IS : D o I und ers tan d  you correctly , is it y o u r version that y o u  stick  to  the tru thfu lness o f
th is a ffidavit, but on  the sam e han d  you conveyed to us that you do not w ant to oppose his adm ission as an
attorney?
M R  M O G A SH O A : N o , I said th a t on several tim es that 1 am  not, even him self, I to ld  him th a t no, I cannot
sign y o u r affidavit. Y ou  can  go  there , let the  C ourt adm it you, I do not have a  p roblem  w ith that o n e ,. ..5

8 A t page 14 line 7— 11 o f the transcript.
9 A t page  10 line 15 o f  the transcrip t:
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[24] The allegations made by Mogashoa that the applicant collected 

moneys from  his clients w ithout accounting therefore, are 

prem ised on hearsay evidence. When he was asked about the 

names of his sources he was unable to furnish them. He further 

stated that th is  happened in 2003 and now, in 2009, he 

responds by saying that how could he be expected to 

rem em ber events that took place in 2003.

[25] Mogashoa arrogantly states that he has produced 10 (ten) 

attorneys. If tha t is the position, it begs the question of how he 

tra ined those attorneys if he denies that the applicant has 

gained any experience from his practice in some of the 

respects, w hich I have already referred to herein above.

[26] The applicant has produced proof that he has passed the 

exam inations prescribed in term s of section 14 of the Act. This 

is a clear that the  applicant has gained sufficient experience to 

be admitted as an attorney o f this Court.

[27] I am of the v iew  that, even if this matter were to be referred for 

oral evidence, nothing much would be gained out o f this

“ M R  B E N N E T T ;M R  M O G A S H O A , w hat I still do n o t understand  _and perhaps.. I am  reading  th is  th in g  
and  it is in resp ec t o f  M r. L edw aba, how  is th is  relevan t to  M r. R aeboye’s application? M r. M ogashoa gives 
an illogical explanation  in this regard : “ M R M O G A S H O A : T hat is w hy I say that they  w ere together. If  
that person  m ay b e ... you  see, th e  c lients a re  no longer responding  w ell, because like that m an, we 
abandoned his case a lthough h e  pa id  the m oney, so he how  will he co -operate ..” 1 can only surm ise that 
even i f  the  m atter w ere to  be refe rred  to  oral ev idence, on the  basis o f  the aforesaid  response, Mr.
M ogashoa  w ould  be unable  to g e t  any c lien t w ho w ould com e to support his a llegations against the 
applicant.
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exercise, i say so because Mogashoa has been unable to 

produce any affidavit from any of his clients who allege that the 

applicant co llected money from them without accounting thereof 

to M ogashoa’s office. It is also evident from the transcript o f the 

Com m ittee established by the Law Society to investigate 

M ogashoa’s a llegations, even if he can be afforded time to look 

to those clients, he will never be able to locate them. Besides, 

he says that th is  happened in 2003 and he cannot be expected 

to rem em ber th ings that happened then. Furthermore, I take 

note o f the fac t that Mogashoa has not laid any charge o f theft 

against the applicant, nor did he report the alleged conduct or 

m isconduct o f the applicant to the Law Society. He has also not 

furnished any supporting affidavit from any o f his general staff 

members corroborating the allegations that the applicant was 

dism issed from  his duties.

[28] I am of the v iew  that the allegations by Mogashoa against the 

applicant and his denials that he has gained experience “are so 

far-fetched or clearly untenable that the Court is justified in 

rejecting them  merely on the papers”10 and I accordingly reject 

his a llegations against the applicant. I accept the version o f the 

applicant that he has completed the period o f his candidacy 

with the applicant in accordance with his contract and that he 

has gained suffic ient experience to be admitted as an attorney 

of this Court. I find that there is no tangible evidence upon 

which th is court can conclude that the applicant is not a fit and

10 V ide P lascon- Evans supra  a t 635A
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proper person to be adm itted as an a tto rney o f th is  C ourt and 

fo r tha t reason, I find tha t he is a fit and proper person to be 

adm itted as an a tto rney o f th is Court.

The above is th e  considera tion  tha t m oved m e to adm it the  

app licant as an a tto rney o f th is Court.
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