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IN THE HIGH COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA 

(WESTERN CAPE HIGH COURT, CAPE TOWN) 

 

CASE NUMBER:                                                    SS11/2014 

DATE:                                                      1 DECEMBER 2015 5 

In the matter between:  

THE STATE                               

and 

CHUMA SIYEKA            Accused  

 10 

 

S E N T E N C E 

 

BOQWANA, J :  

 15 

Sentencing pr inciples 

 

The considerat ions that the Court  looks at  when sentencing are 

t r i te ,  namely,  the nature of  the of fence or of fences , the of fender 

and the interests of  the society.   This pr incip le was apt ly put  in 20 

S v Rabie 1975(4) SA 855 (A) where the court  observed that the 

punishment should f i t  the cr iminal as wel l  as the cr ime, be fa ir 

to the society and be blended with a measure of  mercy 

according to  the circumstances.  At  page 866 the court  referr ing 

to S v Zinn 1969(2) SA 537 (AD) at  page 541 with approval said 25 
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the fo l lowing:  

 

“A judic ia l  of f icer should not  approach punishment in a 

spir i t  of  anger because , being human that  wi l l  make i t  

d i f f icul t  for  h im to achieve that del icate balance between 5 

the cr ime, the cr iminal and the interests of  society which 

his task and the objects of  punishment demand of  h im . Nor 

should he str ive af ter severi ty ;  nor ,  on the other hand, 

surrender to misplaced pi ty .  Whi le not  f l inching f rom 

f i rmness, where f i rmness is cal led for ,  he should approach 10 

his task with a humane and compassionate understanding 

of  human f ra i l t ies and the pressures of  society which 

contr ibute to cr iminal i ty.   I t  is  in the context  of  th is at t i tude 

of  mind that  I  see mercy as an element in determinat ion of  

the appropriate punishment in the l ight  of  a l l  the 15 

circumstances of  the part icular case.”  

 

Holmes JA described the main purpose of  punishment at  page 

862A-B to be ‘deterrent ,  preventat ive,  reformat ive and 

retr ibut ive ’  as set  out  in R v Swanepoel  1945 (A.D.) 444 at page 20 

455. He referred to a passage in Gordon, Criminal  Law of  

Scot land where i t  was stated that:  

 

“The retr ibut ive theory f inds the just i f icat ion for 

punishment in the past  act ,  a wrong which requires 25 
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punishment or expiat ion….  The other theor ies reformat ive,  

prevent ive and deterrent ,  a l l  f ind their  just i f icat ion in the 

future in the good that  wi l l  be produced as a result  of  the 

punishment.”  

 5 

Prescr ibed minimum sentences 

Since 1997 the Legislature prescr ibed minimum sentences 

appl icable in respect of  a var iety of  of fences involving ser ious 

and vio lent cr imes with the introduct ion of  the Criminal Law 

Amendment Act  105 of  1977 ( ‘Criminal Law Amendment Act ’) .    10 

 

The provis ions of  sect ion 51 of  the C riminal Law Amendment 

Act  are appl icable in th is case in respect of  counts 9,  10 and 

15.  In respect of  count 9 of  at tempted robbery with aggravat ing 

circumstances,  the prescr ibed minimum sentence is 15 years 15 

imprisonment ,  for count 10 of  murder i t  is  l i fe  imprisonment ;  and 

in respect of  count 15 of  possession of  prohib i ted f i rearm  (which 

is a fu l ly automat ic f i rearm),  the prescr ibed minimum sentence 

is 15 years imprisonment.  

 20 

The Court  may deviate f rom the minimum sentences prescr ibed 

i f  i t  f inds that there are substant ia l  and compel l ing 

circumstances warrant ing such deviat ion.   The wel l -known 

decis ion of  S v Malgas 2001(1) SACR 469 (SCA) ,  set  out how 

the concept of  ‘substant ia l ’  and ‘compel l ing ’  c i rcumstances 25 
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should be approached.  Key to these guidel ines is a requirement 

for the Court :  

 

“B… to approach the imposit ion of  sentence conscious that 

the Legislature has ordained l i fe imprisonment  (or the 5 

part icular prescr ibed period of  imprisonment ) as the 

sentence that  should ordinari ly  and in the absence of  

weighty just i f icat ion be imposed for the l is ted cr imes in the 

specif ied circumstances.  

C. Unless there are ,  and can be seen to be t ru ly 10 

convincing reasons for a d if ferent  response , the cr imes in 

quest ion are therefore required to i l l ic i t  a severe 

standardised and consistent  response f rom the Courts.”  

 

The concept of  substant ia l  and compel l ing has not been def ined 15 

in the legis lat ion.  I t  has been lef t  up to the courts to decide 

based on the circumstances of  each case as to what const i tutes 

compel l ing and substant ia l  factors.   What is important  to note is 

that  such circumstances do not require to be except ional in the 

sense of  being seldomly encountered or rare.   Departure would 20 

be just i f ied  i f  there is just i f icat ion to do so,  having regard to the 

weight of  a l l  the re levant factors cumulat ively.   In contrast  i t  

would be improper to deviate f rom the minimum sentence purely 

for personal preference or ‘ f l imsy ’  reasons. 

 25 
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Submissions in mit igat ion and aggravat ion 

 

The defence presented to the Court  var ious factors wh ich i t  

argued should be regarded as substant ia l  and compel l ing and 5 

those are:  First ly,  that  the accused is a 50 year o ld family man, 

marr ied with s ix chi ldren .   One major daughter has a business 

universi ty degree and is employed in a business environment.  

The accused also has a major son who is d iabet ic and unable to 

work.   Four other chi ldren are minors and the youngest son 10 

being four year’s o ld.   His wife works for an NGO in 

Khayel i tsha.   

 

Secondly,  that  the accused is a sol id c i t izen , being a 

businessman who part ic ipates in the economy by vi r tue of  h is 15 

taxi  business;  he also owns a house.   

 

Third ly,  he spent approximately two years in custody await ing 

t r ia l .    

 20 

Fourth ly,  h is part ic ipat ion in the murder was l imited.   The 

argument advanced in th is regard , is that the deceased was 

ki l led by a p isto l  shot whereas the accused was said to have 

carr ied an AK47 f irearm.  In th is regard ,  i t  was contended that 

there was no evidence that  the accused contr ibuted to the death 25 
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of  the deceased.   

 

Further that  he was convicted on the basis of  dolus eventual is  

as opposed dolus directus .   In th is connect ion , i t  was submitted 

by Mr Van der Berg that  the accused’s convict ion was based on 5 

a subscript ion to a mandate to commit  robbery and force was 

used in the execution of  such mandate.   He submitted that  one 

is looking at  part icipat ion in the form of  foreseeabi l i ty.    

 

Fi f th ly,  i t  was submit ted that the Court  should consider the fact 10 

that  i f  l i fe  imprisonment was imposed , the accused would be 75 

years of  age before he becomes el ig ib le for parole and that 

would not be in the interests of  the society as such sentence 

would remove hope of  a further l i fe and would be a crushing 

sentence. 15 

 

In aggravat ion of  sentence the State led the evidence of  the 

deceased’s wife,  Natasha Jones ( ‘Mrs Jones ’)  who test i f ied 

about the impact the deceased’s death has had on her and their 

7 year o ld son.  They had to receive counsel l ing as a result  of  20 

his death which they could  not  cont inue attending due to 

f inancia l  constra ints.   Her son is st i l l  suf fer ing and cont inues to 

ask for h is father and does not understand why his father is not 

there for h im anymore.  He is somet imes out of  contro l  and the 

school has advised that  he must go for further counsel l ing.  25 
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Before the deceased died ,  the couple had app l ied for a 

mortgage bond which was approved.  She did not pursue the 

bond because she could not  af ford i t .   She now faces a severe 

f inancia l  cr is is and has had to remove her son f rom a lot  of  

act ivi t ies as she cannot af ford to pay for them.  She current ly 5 

l ives with her mother.   Mrs Jones was evident ly emot ional when 

she gave evidence in court .   She stated that i t  was unfair  that 

her husband’s l i fe ended in the way i t  d id.  

 

According to the State what was also grave in th is case was 10 

that the robbery was careful ly p lanned by robbers who used 

handguns, and an AK47 which is a fu l ly automat ic f i rearm.  The 

l ives of  innocent people were put at  r isk.    

 

The deceased was unarmed and his col leagues were shot at 15 

and one of  them was in jured.  The deceased was a young man 

in h is th ir t ies with h is best  years ahead of  h im.  Bul lets that 

were f i red f rom the scene could have hi t  anyone on the way.   

Furthermore,  the accused fa i led to show any remorse and was 

mot ivated purely by greed because he was a man with 20 

businesses and earned an income.  Mr Wolmarans argued that 

there are no substant ia l  and compel l ing circumstances to 

warrant a deviat ion f rom the minimum sentence prescr ibed.   

 

As regards previous convict ions ,  both part ies submit ted that  the 25 
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accused should be regarded as a f i rst  of fender.   The State 

however submit ted that the Court  ought to put the previous 

convict ions of  the accused into the ‘melt ing pot ’ ,  on the basis 

that  the accused has not learnt  any lesson f rom his previous 

encounters with the law and that  that  should p lay a ro le on the 5 

quest ion of  whether he would be a candidate for rehabi l i tat ion.    

 

The accused’s previous convict ions range d f rom four 

convict ions of  thef t  in 1995; one of  assault  in 1996 and two of  

f raud in 2000 and 2009 respect ively.   According to M r Van der 10 

Berg,  the Court  should not  p lace any weight on the convict ions 

dat ing to 1995, 1996 and 2000.  The only one with some 

currency is the convict ion of  f raud in 2009 , which in h is view 

may coincide with the at tempted robbery because i t  contains an 

element of  d ishonesty.   He contended that  i t  has no re levance 15 

to the other of fences and that  the accused is ef fect ively a f i rst 

of fender, which is an element that  the courts have regarded to 

be a cogent mit igat ing circumstance.  

 

Offences 20 

 

Deal ing with the of fences.  The incidences which gave r ise to the 

convict ion of  the accused occurred on 20 September 2013 and 

on 25 October 2013 respect ively.   On 25 October 2013 the 

accused together with four others,  armed with p isto ls,  an AK47 25 
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and an assault  r i f le ,  set  out  to rob a Coin Securi ty vehic le which 

was parked in Monte Vista Boulevard ,  Bel lvi l le  Distr ict ,  in  f ront 

of  an ATM, using a white Mazda bakkie which was sto len earl ier 

on 20 September 2013 in Rondebosch.  They removed the 

bakkie ’s canopy and changed the registrat ion numbers by 5 

put t ing fa lse number p lates on the vehic le in order to faci l i tate 

their  assignment and disguise their  evi l  deeds.  The Mazda 

bakkie was later found abandoned.  

 

Their  expedit ion was unsuccessful because they encountered 10 

resistance f rom a crew member of the Coin Securi ty vehic le.   

The attackers pretended to be customers walking around and/or 

coming out of  nearby shops .  One of  them was ta lk ing on a cell  

phone.  These men surpr ised the crew member,  W itbooi who 

was in charge of  securing the a rea by at tacking him and 15 

charging towards the Coin Securi ty van.   

 

They did not get what they wanted but shot W itbooi in the 

shoulder and also at  the van part icular ly a iming at  Hloi ,  the man 

responsib le for carry ing the cash who was inside ,  at  the back of  20 

the van.  The bul let  d id not  penetrate as the vehic le was bul let  

proofed.  The gunf ire that  ensued resulted in the death of  the 

dr iver of  the Coin Securi ty vehic le,  Jones, ( ‘ the deceased ’ ) .    

 

As they were f leeing the scene , they met up with the Distr ict  25 
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Watch securi ty of f icers,  But ler and Kotze who were alerted to 

the alarm act ivat ions f rom a pharmacy in Monte Vista 

Boulevard.   Kotze short ly thereaf ter not iced a seeming robbery 

in progress in that  street.   A further shootout between But ler 

and the at tackers erupted at  the intersect ion of  Monte Vista 5 

Boulevard and Diaz Road , where an AK47 f i rearm was f i red f rom 

the back of  the Mazda bakkie and shots exchanged with p isto ls 

f rom both vehic les.   Both But ler and Kotze were not in jured f rom 

th is encounter.    

 10 

Al l  the witnesses test i f ied about how horr i fying the ordeal was 

for them and how they feared for their  l ives as th is was 

happening.  Hlo i  was so scared that  he locked himself  in th e 

back of  the Coin Securi ty van.  W itbooi who managed to fend of f  

the at tackers a lso jo ined him in the back of  the van as he did 15 

not know how many assai lants were st i l l  around.  Kotze ran ‘ for 

h is l i fe ’  and went to h ide in the dent ist ’s surgery and But ler 

re layed how thankful  he was to be al ive af ter th is encounter as 

one bul let  missed him by 30 cent imetres.    

 20 

This at tack happened in dayl ight  in the af ternoon and in the 

publ ic street  which was commercia l ly act ive and natural ly would 

have people walking up and down vis i t ing shops in the area and 

vehicles moving around.  

 25 
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Interests of  the Society and seriousness of  the cr imes 

 

Cash-in-t ransi t  heists have become the order of  the day in 

South Af r ica.   Many lose their  l ives only because of  greed f rom 5 

those who th ink they are ent i t led to c la im what belongs to 

others with impunity and without working for i t .   Famil ies in our 

country shed tears on a dai ly basis because of  the loss of  their  

loved ones due to these cal lous acts.   

 10 

Hopeful ly the t ime wi l l  come when sense wi l l  prevai l ,  and when 

the digni ty and respect of  other people’s l ives and  property 

would be valued. Society demands a certa in amount of  

retr ibut ion/punishment for cr imes which are r i fe.   The courts 

should cont inuously send out strong messages that  such 15 

heinous acts wi l l  not  be to lerated.    

 

The Court  has before i t  one accused i n an act  which was 

commit ted together with four others who are possib ly st i l l  a t 

large with in the communit ies and who f led with f i rearms that 20 

they used to commit  these cr imes.   

 

Appropriate sentence 

 

In considering the appropriate sentences the Court  must  25 
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consider a l l  the re levant c ircumstances before i t .   These factors 

must be considered col lect ively in coming to a decis ion of  what 

an appropriate sentence should be.  The mental  approach that 

the Court  engages in is indeed not a stra ightforward one and 

the approach is a lso not  a stra ight jacket approach.  Whi lst  the 5 

Court  is permit ted to look at  case law as a guide l ine as to what 

sentence should be appropriate under what c ircumstances, each 

case remains unique.  In other words ,  the balancing exercise 

depends on the circumstances of  each case.  The court  in S v 

Bai ley 2013(2) SACR 533 (SCA) acknowledged at  paragraph 21 10 

that  the most d if f icul t  quest ion to answer is a lways a quest ion of  

what are substantia l  and compel l ing circumstances.  I t  noted 

that :  “ the term is so elast ic that  i t  can accommodate even the 

ordinary mit igat ing circumstances.”  The court  in that case held 

that  the term involved a value judgment on the part  of  the 15 

sentencing court .   I t  further found the def in i t ion in S v Malgas 

supra  at  paragraph 22  to be ‘ i l luminat ing and helpfu l ’ .   In 

Malgas Marais JA noted in that  re levant paragraph that:  

 

“The greater the sense of  unease a court  feels about the 20 

imposit ion of  a prescr ibed sentence , the greater i ts anxiety 

wi l l  be that  i t  may be perpetrat ing an in j ust ice.   Once a 

court  reaches the point  where unease has hardened into a 

convict ion that  an in just ice wi l l  be done , that  can only be 

because i t  is  sat isf ied that the circumstances of  the 25 
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part icular case render the prescr ibed sentence unjust or, 

as some might prefer to put  i t ,  d isproport ionate to the 

cr ime, the cr iminal and the legi t imate needs of  society.   I f  

that is the result  of  the considerat ion of  the circumstances 

the Court  is ent i t led to character ise them as substant ia l  5 

and compel l ing and such as to just i fy the imposit ion of  a 

lesser sentence.”  

 

Both part ies were in agreement that  the of fences were very 

ser ious.   Dangerous and deadly weapons were used with shots 10 

f i red l iberal ly.   The seriousness of  these cr imes and their  impact 

on the society and those direct ly af fected cannot be 

understated.   An innocent young man lost  h is l i fe which has lef t  

h is family without a husband and a father who was the main 

provider of  income for the family.   The traumat ic loss is 15 

evident ly st i l l  being fe l t  by the family of  t he deceased. They 

have to l ive with th is experience for the rest  of  their  l ives.   M rs 

Jones emot ional ly re layed how their  7 year o ld son has to grow 

up without a father to teach him about being a man.  The acts of  

the accused and his co -perpetrators lef t  devastat ion behind.    20 

 

There were others who were f i red at and who could have been 

in jured or k i l led .  They were also emot ional ly af fected by the 

incidents.   There were also members of  the community who 

were innocent bystanders with in the vic in i ty of  the inc idence 25 
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who were also at  r isk as the area was turned into a war  zone.  

Against that background the accused deserves a lengthy 

sentence without a doubt.    

 

The age of  the accused is a factor that  should be taken into 5 

considerat ion in the Court ’s view.  At  50 ,  the accused is not  a 

young man.  I t  is  a fact that  i f  the Court were to impose a 

minimum sentence of  l i fe imprisonment ,  the accused wi l l  st i l l  be 

in pr ison at  least  by the age of  75 years.  

 10 

By stat ing th is fact ,  the Court  is not taking into account pol ic y 

arrangements of  the execut ive re lat ing to parole and i t  is  a lso 

not  intending to ta i lor  the sentences i t  deems appropriate with 

those considerat ions in mind.   

 15 

The age of  the accused on i ts own, the Court  agrees,  cannot be 

a compel l ing reason to deviate  f rom the minimum sentence .  

Whilst  the accused does not have a clean record ,  per se,  he is 

to be regarded as a f i rst  of fender for the murder which is the 

‘ f lagship ’  of fence in th is case.  The same appl ies to the 20 

at tempted robbery and possession of  prohib i ted f i rearm 

of fences.  I t  is  a lso notable that  the accused was last  involved 

in the vio lent  cr ime some 19 years ago and that  was for assault 

for which he received a suspended sentence of  s ix months.   The 

Court  does take into account the fact  that  the accus ed has had 25 
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brushes with the law in the past ,  the latest  of  these being f raud 

commit ted some six years ago , which is an element of  

d ishonesty.   The four thef t  convict ions happened some 20 years 

ago in 1995. Apart  f rom the fact  that  those convict ions 

happened a long t ime ago , i t  is  the f i rst  t ime that  the accused 5 

has been convicted of  of fences as ser ious as in th is case.  

 

The case of  S v M 2007(2) SACR 60 (W) that  the State referred 

to d id not  necessari ly propagate for a view that  the f i rst 

of fender status should not  count.   I t  s imply restated,  inter a l ia , 10 

what is establ ished which is that  the issue of  an accused being 

a f i rst  of fender cannot be in and out of  i tself  just i fy departure 

f rom the minimum sentence ordained.  The court  in that  case 

found at  paragraph 69 that  “At most ,  i t  would be one of  the 

considerat ions taken into account for explor ing the possib i l i ty 15 

that ,  in conjunct ion with other factors ,  i t  may persuade the 

sentencing court  to make such a f inding.”  

 

Furthermore,  the accused spent two years in c ustody await ing 

f inal isat ion of  the t r ia l .   This is a re levant factor that  the Court 20 

takes into account.    

 

The personal c ircumstances of  the accused also do indicate that 

he has some stabi l i ty in h is family and he contr ibuted 

product ively to both the fami ly and the community through his 25 



 
S S 1 1 / 2 0 1 4  

 SENTENCE 

 

/NY / . . .  

16 

taxi  business.  That a lso counts in h is favour.    

I t  does however baf f le one’s mind why the accused would 

decide to undertake such a devastat ing path and that  does 

exasperate matters.    

 5 

Whilst  the legis lature ,  might have seen i t  f i t  to p lace murder 

commit ted in the course of  a robbery with aggravat ing factors 

and also with common purpose as those categories of  cr ime 

deserving of  l i fe imprisonment , i t  could not  have been the 

legis lature’s intention that those convicted of  suc h cr imes would 10 

automat ical ly be sentenced to l i fe imprisonment or would be 

uniformly sentenced.  Sentences must st i l l  be individual ly 

considered.   

 

L i fe imprisonment is an ul t imate sentence which must be 15 

imposed in cases where ,  inter a l ia ,  there is no hope of  

rehabi l i tat ion or an accused regaining stabi l i ty in h is  l i fe and 

community.  The Court  must be mindful  not  to impose a sentence 

which has a result  of  u l t imately crushing the person if  

c i rcumstances are such that  the sentence of  l i fe imprisonment 20 

would be disproport ionate.  

 

Having evaluated and weighed al l  the re levant factors and 

submissions in th is case cumulat ively ,  the Court  is of  the view 

that  substant ia l  and compel l ing circumstances do exist  to just i fy 25 
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departure f rom the prescr ibed minimum sentence s.  The Court  is 

sat isf ied that  a sentence of  l i fe imprisonment wi l l  be unjust .    

 

Nonetheless,  the cr imes commit ted and in part icular the murder 

remain part icular ly horr i f ic and of  the severe nature and should 5 

st i l l  be viewed in re lat ion to what the legis lature had in mind , 

when prescr ib ing minimum sentences which is imposit ion of  

severe punishment in ser ious and vio lent  cases.   A lengthy 

sentence of  imprisonment which meets the cr ime, the cr iminal,  

and the interests of  the society would accordingly be jus t  and 10 

appropriate in th is case part icular ly in respect of  murder.    

 

Reasons for departure in respect of  murder are equal ly 

appl icable in the counts of  robbery with aggravat ing 

circumstances and prohib i ted possession of  a f i rearm.  As 15 

regards possession of  a f i rearm, i t  has been held by the fu l l  

bench of  th is d ivis ion in Swartz v S (A430/13) [2014] ZAWHCH 

113 (4 August 2014)  that  the Criminal Law Amendment Act  is 

appl icable.   Both the defence counsel and the state agreed that 

that  was the posi t ion in respec t of  count 15.   Unlawful  20 

possession of  a prohib i ted f i rearm is regarded as a ser ious 

of fence, which at tracts heavy punishment . Same can be said 

about at tempted robbery with aggravat ing circumstances for 

which purpose th is f i rearm was carr ied and used.   In respect of  

the thef t and attempted murder convict ions the evidence is qui te 25 
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clear.    

 

In view of  a l l  the circumstances the accused is accordingly 

sentenced as fo l lows:  

 5 

1. IN RESPECT OF COUNT 8, THEFT OF THE MOTOR 

VEHICLE, THE ACCUSED IS SENTENCED TO 3 (THREE ) 

YEARS IMPRISONMENT. 

 

2. IN RESPECT OF COUNT 9, THE ATTEMPTED ROBBERY 10 

WITH AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES, THE ACCUSED 

IS SENTENCED 12 (TWELVE) YEARS IMPRISONMENT. 

 

3. IN RESPECT OF COUNT 10, MURDER, THE ACCUSED IS 

SENTENCED TO 20 (TWENTY) YEARS IMPRISONMENT . 15 

 

4. IN RESPECT OF COUNT 11, ATTEMPTED MURDER, THE 

ACCUSED IS SENTENCED TO 8 (EIGHT) YEARS 

IMPRISONMENT. 

 20 

5. IN RESPECT OF COUNT 12, ATTEMPTED MURDER, THE 

ACCUSED IS SENTENCED TO 8  (EIGHT) YEARS 

IMPRISONMENT. 

 

6. IN RESPECT OF COUNT 13, ATTEMPTED MURDER, THE 25 
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ACCUSED IS SENTENCED TO 8 (EIGHT) YEARS 

IMPRISONMENT. 

 

7. IN RESPECT OF COUNT 14, ATTEMPTED MURDER, THE 

ACCUSED IS SENTENCED TO 8  (EIGHT) YEARS 5 

IMPRISONMENT. 

 

8. IN RESPECT OF COUNT 15, POSSESSION OF 

PROHIBITED FULLY AUTOMATIC FIREARM, THE 

ACCUSED IS SENTENCED TO 10 (TEN) YEARS 10 

IMPRISONMENT. 

 

9. IN RESPECT OF COUNT 16, POSSESSION OF 

AMMUNITION, THE ACCUSED IS SENTENCED TO 3 

(THREE) YEARS IMPRISONMENT. 15 

 

10. SENTENCES ON COUNTS 8, 9,  11,  12,  13, 14,  15 

AND 16 WILL RUN CONCURRENTLY WITH THE 

SENTENCE ON COUNT 10 . THE EFFECTIVE 

SENTENCE IS 20 (TWENTY) YEARS 20 

IMPRISONMENT. 

 

11. THE ACCUSED IS DECLARED UNFIT TO POSSESS 

A FIREARM IN TERMS OF SECTION 103 OF THE 

FIREARMS CONTROL ACT 60 OF 2000 . 25 
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 ___________________________ 

BOQWANA, J 

 


