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MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Ja, I recall. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  I am going to ask you some questions about your interaction 

with three generals, Mnonopi, Matakata and Themeza, do you recall that, these three 

people are mentioned in ...(intervention)  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I know the names, I don’t know what was the interaction.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  You know the names, yes, let us just quickly see what they say 

because you have not been asked to provide comments on what these three generals 

say in their affidavits.  Now this time I am going to ask you to turn please to the bundle 

that’s marked Exhibit D, D3.  Right the first affidavit is the one of General Mnonopi, you 

see that at page 75.  Did you see it? 10 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  75? 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Once again the one that’s written in manuscript, the khoki pen 

number.  Do you have it? 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes, on page 75. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Page 75. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay thank you. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Sorry, do you have it Mr Jonas? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Ja. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Okay, just very quickly the statement it’s an affidavit telling us 

that the person is a major general in the police, Director of Priority Crime Investigation, 20 

and then attached to the component CS Corruption Investigation and then the – what I 

want to ask you about really just to save time if I may take you paragraph 3 just 

explains what the issue is about, and I think really I must march on, and ask you to turn 

to page 76.  This, the issue here concerns that these very senior police officials, this 

one, the first one we’re looking at, complained that they had to go through a process of 
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extraction to try and get anything from you, any response from you about the 

allegations. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I probably could respond to it in better details, but I will just 

summarise what happened, firstly mostly of the numbers that are said to have been my 

numbers where they were contacting me are incorrect, they are not my numbers to start 

with.  I will ...(intervention)  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Sorry did you say that anywhere else in any affidavit?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  We only saw this affidavit, we never got a signed – my 

understanding is that Mnonopi retracted the affidavit, that’s my understanding, that she 

retracted the affidavit, so I don’t even understand why we should make it subject of the 10 

cross-examination but let me explain what happened to – in this instance.  I had a call 

from General Ntlemeza to say that they would want to finalise the case on the Guptas 

and we must meet, arrange a meeting with me.  A couple of weeks passed and then I 

got a call from him again to say the matter has been handed over to I don’t remember 

the role of Ms Mnonopi, to handle the matter.  A few days after that Ms Mnonopi did call 

and arranged a meeting, and that meeting did take place, and by the way when she 

said she called for the meeting she said listen I just want to close the matter and I’ve 

prepared the statement for you to that effect, and I contacted my lawyer to say listen 

I’ve just had a conversation with this General Mnonopi, can we quickly, can you come 

to the office because she is on her way, and on her arrival in the office indeed she had 20 

a statement, but there was no docket and we requested, we sat and looked at the 

statement but we said but you cannot give us a statement without a docket, she said 

give me a few minutes I am going to go and fetch the docket.  

 She left the office for if I remember right an hour or so, I’m not sure, and I 

was thinking that maybe it’s like she won’t come back.  She came back with a file and 
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my lawyer went through the file and then said to her okay you can give me the 

statement so that we peruse it and we will give you a signed one if we agree with the 

contents.  And that’s what exactly happened.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Alright, let us just look at what I wanted to show you at page 76 

just a few statements over here, this is an affidavit and paragraph 53.2 at the foot of 

that page, 76, it says the following: 

“I deny ...” 

That’s now in answer to an allegation that you made.  

“...that I subsequently and initially approached Mr Jonas on 20 June 2016.”  

Now that was the date that I think you had the discussion with General Ntlemeza, is 10 

that correct, in June? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I’m not sure, I must say I am not sure.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Once again, forgive me I am not going to debate dates with you, 

we’ve got to move on, but the important thing is that she says I in fact started to call Mr 

Jonas on the 11th of April 2016 at 15:02 to request him to tender a sworn statement as a 

consequence of his media statement and pending cases culminating in the complaints 

made by Mr Bloem and Mr Maynier and then she says I humbly attach my call records.  

Did you or did you not receive a call from her in April 2016?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  The call I received from Ms Mnonopi the first call was about 

saying she is leading the investigation, the second call was about let’s meet and go 20 

through this, so ...(intervention)  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  So this is, you say that this is a lie? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Some of the – I don’t know it’s a pity that these dates, these 

numbers are not clear, but I looked at previously at some of the numbers, they were not 

even my numbers by the way, and by the way most of them if you look at the time it 
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shows you that it was not necessarily a call, I mean quite frankly when you go through 

the long list it’s not even a call, so most of them has got my number and secondly I 

don’t know if you buzz  a person for a second and you say you had a call.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  And once again the itemised billing you see at page 78 showing 

the numbers that she called, but let’s go on, at page 80 there is a print of a 

...(intervention)  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Page 80? 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Eight Zero. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Okay. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Maybe Mr Louw let me just have this clarified.  Mr Jonas when Mr 10 

Louw began to ask you questions on this affidavit by Major General Mnonopi you said 

something that I understood to be that she had extracted or withdrawn the affidavit.  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  That was my understanding. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Did I understand correctly? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  That was my understanding Chair, I don’t know, that’s how I 

understand it. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Your understanding was based on what, I just don’t have a – I just 

want to make sure. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  There was a public statement I think I read somewhere where it 

was said that she has retracted the statement, she’s going a different route, I am not 20 

sure, we can ask Mr Louw. 

CHAIRPERSON:  You are not sure, let me ask Mr Mokoena if he knows anything, just 

so that we as we proceed we know what the status of the affidavit is?  

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENA SC:  He withdrew his application before this Commission to 

cross-examine so he never dealt with it yes. 
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CHAIRPERSON:  Oh okay, no that I do know, that I do know.  Okay so if what Mr 

Mokoena is what may have given you the impression that she had withdrawn the 

affidavit, I think what the position is, is that she filed an applica tion for leave to cross-

examine you, but subsequently withdrew the application which doesn’t necessary mean 

she no longer stands by what she said in the affidavit.  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Okay. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay, alright. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Mr Chairman I am indebted to you.  Mr Jonas let’s just tip-toe 

on, if you can then look at page 80, this is what the witness stated on oath, is what was 

sent to you: 10 

“Good day Honourable DM [Deputy Minister I take it]  

Hope the DM is doing well.  My apologies DM I know you’ve  got a very busy 

schedule.  I am Major General Mnonopi, head of Serious Corruption 

Investigation ....” 

And she goes on to explain who she is.   

“I wish to have a word with the DM as I am investigating two cases where the 

DM is cited as key witness.  I tried to call the DM on numerous occasions 

with no success.  I would appreciate a call from the DM so as to take the 

matter further.  Hope to hear from the DM soon. 

With regards, 20 

Major General Mnonopi”  

Dated 21 April 2016.  Did you or did you not receive ...(intervention)  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I don’t recall receiving this message.  The one message I 

received again, I mean it would be nice to know the number to which this message was 

sent, but in any case the only, it could have been a message but the message I 
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received I responded promptly to it and that’s what necessitated a meeting that we had 

and there was only one meet. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Do you recall whether you may have received only one sms from her 

or two or is it a number of them? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I can’t recall Chair, I can’t recall. 

CHAIRPERSON:  You can’t recall, but from your side in terms of responding to her by 

way of sms do you recall that maybe you might have responded?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  No, I never, I called her. 

CHAIRPERSON:  You called her yes. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  We had a conversation on the phone, following the 10 

conversation we had a meeting and that was the meeting where she was trying to 

basically persuade us to sign a statement that we didn’t write.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay, thank you. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Thank you.  Page 83 if you quickly move there, I just want to 

ask you about the sequence of events very quickly through this, this is now an affidavit 

from Lt General this time, Matakata, do you see that? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Ja.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Have you seen this affidavit before? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes I did. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  She says the following in paragraph 3 of that affidavit at page 20 

83: 

“I can recall being in a meeting ...”  

She is not sure of the exact date and time. 

“...with Lt General Ntlemeza and Major General Mnonopi.  At the meeting 

Major General Mnonopi reported to General Ntlemeza that she has been 
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unsuccessful in obtaining a statement from a former Deputy Minister ....”  

That’s yourself.  It goes on in 4: 

“Lt General Ntlemeza then ca lled the former Deputy twice in my presence.  I 

recall that the former Deputy Minister indicated he could not submit the 

statement as he was not the complainant in the matter.”  

And then it goes on: 

“Further he did not open any case and was not a witness.  Mr  Jonas 

therefore was asking why the DPCI was looking for him, Lt General 

Ntlemeza explained to him that he is the witness in the matter.”  

And it goes on like that, and if you cross the page 84 at both instances Lt General 10 

Ntlemeza called the Deputy Minister and put him on speaker hence I could hear the 

utterances.   

 Now the point that is of some consequence is only this, she records in this 

affidavit that you said you would not open a case, you did not open a case, I apologise, 

you did not open a case, you were not a witness and therefore you were – why give a 

statement, if you’re neither a witness and you did not open the case, that is what is 

recorded over here. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  That is incorrect. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  So that is a lie? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  That is incorrect. 20 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  A lie or incorrect? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  It is completely incorrect, I recall the conversation with General 

Ntlemeza. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  And what did you say to him? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  The General, the conversation was about he said to me there is 
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a case and he didn’t explain what it is about, I asked what about he said the Guptas, I 

asked him am I a complaint or am a witness.  He said that depends on what you are 

going to say, and we then said let’s arrange a meeting and so that I can actually if I 

need to make a statement, and later by the way before I think two times after that and 

that’s when he told me that Lt Mnonopi would be the person that deals with the matter.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Alright, then if I may ask you if you can go to page 84, 

paragraph 5, at the last conversation when Lt General Ntlemeza and Mr Jonas and 

myself, Major General Mnonopi and Lt General Ntlemeza were in a meeting in General 

Ntlemeza’s boardroom – long sentence – Mr Jonas promised to come to the office in 

order for the affidavit to be obtained.  Is that correct? 10 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  It is untrue. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:    Once again it is not just a misunderstanding it must be a 

positive lie, is that so? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Look I did not – I did not – my issue was about that – I think 

that the next discussion we had was that the matter has been handed over to General 

Mnonopi and from now I will be dealing with General Mnonopi.  That was my last 

discussion with General Ntlemeza. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:    Alright it goes on if… 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  After that… 

CHAIRPERSON:  Mr Louw I just want to mention that I think that we have taken about 20 

50, 50 minutes but I must stop 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:    It feels like five. 

CHAIRPERSON:  But I am not stopping you now you have been using the time 

properly so I will give you a little bit more time to try and wrap up.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Truly indebted Mr Commissioner. 
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CHAIRPERSON:  Okay. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Alright it just goes on like that and it ends off with this pithy 

statement that never mind the arrangements that had been made Mr Jonas never 

came.  And you say that is nonsense you were never asked to come?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I was never asked to come to the office. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  If you then turn the page to 85 now to see what the date of this 

document is we have got to turn to 86 where you will see the date as 28 March 2017.  

Do you see it? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Ja. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Right this is now addressed by the – by General Ntlemeza and 10 

this alarmingly is addressed to the speaker of the house of assembly, do you see it?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes I do. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Do you have any memory of this document? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  It was never presented to me. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Never presented.  Well it makes for quite interesting reading 

and I am just going to read paragraph 3 because it is incredible.  

“The identified non-cooperation that is now with yourself is now 

leading the investigation team to believe that the honourable 

member of Parliament as a witness to this matter is found to be 

deliberately distorting and willingly failing himself to withstand his 20 

responsibilities of both public and private citizenship in 

circumstances of these compliances.”  

You say you never saw this? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I never saw this. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Alright. 
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MR MCEBISI JONAS:  So I cannot hardly respond to it. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Alright we can – I certainly cannot put it to you that because I 

am not appearing for those people that it was sent to any specific address but you deny 

that you even received this document. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  No I did not receive this. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Alright then just to end off this aspect the version of the police 

officials if I correctly understand it is that flowing from what you had said to General 

Ntlemeza on the phone namely that you are not a witness and you are not a 

complainant a statement was then prepared in precisely those terms.  If I may ask you 

perhaps if I think I might have – yes page 122 in the same bundle, just look at that.   10 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I am on page 122.   

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Page 122 just to double check this is in bundle C1.  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  C? 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  C1.   

CHAIRPERSON:  On my bundle page 122 seems to be part of an affidavit or statement 

by Mr Ajay Gupta.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  C. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Oh C 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  C I apologise. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay, okay. 20 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Did I say D?  Apologise if I said D. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay.  Thank you. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Page 122.  Mr Jonas just to place this in context.  Is this the 

statement that the police prepared on your behalf?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I assume it is.  I will assume it is.  It looks like it.  
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ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Please I can tell you that it is an annexure to I think let me 

double check you statement I have go so many – and really I cannot go into the detail 

of how this whole thing came about but if I correctly understand the position in the 

papers this is what the statement was that was prepared by the police for you?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  In general the line seems to be the same I mean the one was ja 

it looks like the same. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  It looks like the same. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I can [indistinct]. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  It looks like the same.  The one that you would not sign?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes 10 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Because all I want to direct your attention to at page 122 it is 

the second last paragraph is where you said the following – no, no not you said 

apologise where it was said that you would say  

“During our engagement she informed me that I am cited as a 

witness in both cases and for that reason a detailed statement is 

required from me.” 

And here is the bit. 

“I responded to her that I am not prepared to submit any 

statement as I never opened any case against anyone and I do 

not intend opening any further I am not witness to any person.”  20 

In other words non-committal you do not want to make a statement?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  This was a statement prepared by General Mnonopi  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Yes. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  And all of this thing that she talks about never happened and so 

in any case why would I have signed something that is false.  I never had a meeting, I 
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never had this discussion that is captured in this paragraph with her.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  And… 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  And by the way it was preceded by a detailed discussion where 

she was telling us that we cannot assist the DA and the COPE on this matter we have 

to kind of kick it out. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Leave that aside.  What we do know is that General Matakata at 

page 83 made an affidavit where precisely the contents that I now read to you she says 

rightly or wrongly is what you said over the phone and you say that is wrong?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  That is wrong I did not say that. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  It is not just the miss remembering or a miss statement it is a 10 

positive lie? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I did not – I did not remembering saying that, I did not say that.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Mr Chairman my predicament is I could go on for a day or more 

but if this is my time it is about as good a time to stop.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Well the idea is to try and strike a balance you know one has got to 

be fair to your client and all implicated persons and but at the same time look at the fact 

that we should not take too long. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Yes. 

CHAIRPERSON:  So that is part of the reason why I did not stop you at the time that I 

had indicated so in terms of important things that you want to cover how much time do 20 

you think you still need? 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Chair my difficulty is if I get in – into any of the detailed aspects. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Ja. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  As it is with any examination like that.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Ja. 
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ADV PIET LOUW SC:  We have to go to one page keep a finger and go to another 

page, compare them. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  This is it is fairly lengthy – a fairly lengthy exercise and I think if 

I may just perhaps confirm with my learned junior.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes.  Ja.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  I am just taking a quick instruction to make sure that…  

CHAIRPERSON:  No that is fine.  That is fine. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Mr Chairman on the understanding that …  

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 10 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  We could perhaps provide you. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Because you are the Chief Inquisitor in this case.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  With a list of matters that we find to be contradictive  

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  And indicative of Mr Jonas’ version not being correct.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  And in due course asking you when Mr Zuma testifies to look 

carefully at what he has to say. 20 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  And that is at variance with this witness. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Mr Chairman that is all I can then do in the allocated time.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes.  No certainly I would welcome that but I am just – I am happy 
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that you check with your team if in terms of what you have covered.  I think you had – 

you were taking instructions or whatever.  I am keen to make sure that at least 

important issues the rest if you the suggestions you make I think it is  an important 

suggestion because again the legal team of the commission they are not pushing for a 

particular version. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  No. 

CHAIRPERSON:  They look at all versions and they will put questions so the 

suggestion you make is most welcome.  But I just want to check whether subject to that 

you are okay or whether you need a little bit more time?  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Chair I would like more time but it is going to be exactly the 10 

same thing in fifteen, twenty, half an hour.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay, okay. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  So I think on the understanding that perhaps we can finish our 

learned colleagues… 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  With inviting what we believe to be indicative.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Of Mr Jonas’ version being incorrect on the essential points. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. Yes. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  I think if I may then at this point 20 

CHAIRPERSON:  Ja. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  End the cross-examination. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay no no that is fine and once again the suggestion you make is  

most welcome let us do that.  Send whatever document you may send that would point 

to certain issue or contradictions or other material that you think should need to be 
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looked at and certainly I will look at it.  

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Of course. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Ja. 

ADV PIET LOUW SC:  Thank you Mr Chair. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Ja but thank you very much.  Mr Mokoene. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Chair Mr Trengrove would wish re-examine. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay that is fine.  I did not determine any time before and I think we 

should determine – I should determine it now. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Yes Chair. 

CHAIRPERSON:  What – how much do you suggest Mr Trengrove?  10 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  I will be ten minutes. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Ten minutes? 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Ten minutes. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Ten minutes okay.  No thank you.  Yes you may proceed. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Mr Jonas on the issue before the tribunal the difference 

between you and Mr Zuma is extremely narrow, you understand that?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes I do. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  In fact it is common cause that the two of you met at the 

Hyatt, common cause that you went to the Gupta house.  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes it is. 20 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Common cause that Fana Hlongwane was at the Gupta 

house? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  It is. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Common cause that there was on occasion at least a Gupta 

brother? 
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MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  The only difference between you is what was – what 

happened at the Gupta house. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes it is. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  And you will have noticed that that is the one thing that my 

learned friend did not canvass in cross-examination. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes it is. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Everything except what happened at the Gupta house.  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  So I would like to deal with that issue.  The version of Mr 10 

Zuma that has put to you.  And that version is that the whole purpose of the meeting 

and the only topic of discussion at the meeting was rumours that Mr Hlongwane had 

blackmailed you or had tried to blackmail you. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  It is correct. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Now… 

CHAIRPERSON:  Please raise your voice again. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  It is correct. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Mr Jonas. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Now has he ever blackmailed you? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  No he has not. 20 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Have you ever accused him of blackmail.  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  No I did not. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Have you ever heard of any rumours to that effect?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  No I did not. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  So if anybody said to you Mr Jonas we hear rumours that 
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you complained that Fana Hlonwane had tied to blackmail you what would your 

response have been? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  That is nonsense. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Would it have been – would it have required more than a 

one minute discussion to resolve the issue? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Probably even a phone call. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Ja.  And before this meeting on the 23 rd when last had you 

spoken to Mr Hlongwane? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  In two days or one day before. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  On the telephone? 10 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  And that morning I think. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  On the telephone or in person? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  On the telephone, on the telephone and we met a week or two 

so before. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  And at that time was the – did he say anything at all about 

these rumours. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  No there was nothing about rumours. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Was there any tension or hostility between the two of you?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  It was the friendly meeting. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  If he was looking for an occasion to discuss that kind of 20 

rumours with you was there any reason for him not to do so in that conversation.  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  No he would have – he would have directly spoken to me but 

[indistinct ] because I did not even know Duduzane from a bar of soap actually.  

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Now and what is more they = they then tell us that at this 

meeting at the Gupta house nothing else was discussed except for this alleged 
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blackmail rumour.  Can I ask you to go to Mr Zuma’s statement at page 172 paragraph 

6. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Which is the – which file? 

CHAIRPERSON:  Which exhibit is it?  Is it C1? 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  I think it is.  D. 

CHAIRPERSON:  D3. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  D3 ja. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay.  And what is the page number? 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  172.   

CHAIRPERSON:  Thank you. 10 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Are you there?  At the foot of the page in paragraph 6 you 

will see he says in the third line rumours were surfacing in general that Mr Jonas 

allegedly claimed that Mr Hlongwane blackmailed him, Jonas in some or other manner.  

These rumours were regarded as very serious.  Paragraph 7.  When these rumours 

started to surface Mr Hlongwane in discussion with me decided to set up a meeting with 

Mr Jonas in an attempt to clear it up. And then the part that I would like to emphasise.  

As Mr Jonas also in his discussions with Mr Hlongwane wanted to know from me 

directly where these rumours were spreading or coming from.  Do you see that 

sentence? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes I do. 20 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  So he says that not only did you wanted to know where 

these rumours were coming from and you had raised that question not only in your 

discussions with Mr Zuma but also in your discussions with Mr Hlongwane.  Did you 

see that? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I see that. 
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ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Is there any truth to that statement whatsoever? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  It is completely untrue. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  And if either of them had raised it with you what would your 

response have been? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I would have told them that it is nonsense basically.  

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Then please go his account of what happened at the 

meeting at page 174 in paragraph 14.  He says my observations during the meeting 

was that both Mr Jonas and Mr Hlongwane ventilated and discussed the rumours of the 

blackmail allegations.  Any truth to that? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Untrue again it is false. 10 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Where there anything to discuss. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  There was nothing to discuss it was even mentioned by the…  

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  And look it goes further not only was it discussed he says 

and eventually reached a stage where although it was not fully resolved the dust settled 

between them so to speak and they agreed that they should – that should any further 

issues arises that they would arrange further follow-up meetings in that regard.  

According to my assessment of the meeting the issue between Mr Hlongwane and Mr 

Jonas was not entirely resolved but hanged in the air for further follow-up meeting.  I do 

not know whether the – whether or not the dispute between them regarding the claims 

of alleged blackmail was ever resolved.  Any truth to that?  20 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  No truth to that. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  So not only does he say that the blackmail allegations were 

resolved but there was still an issue between you and Mr Hlongwane ca using hostility 

and tension and the issue was not fully resolved, any truth to that?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  No truth at all. 
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ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  You will have notice that that was not canvassed with you in 

cross-examination at all. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  I did notice. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  As for the Gupta version we have heard the version of two 

Gupta brothers was put to you as to what happened at the meeting, do you remember 

that? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes I do. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Do you remember that the Gupta family issued a public 

statement at the time when your accusation became public?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes they did. 10 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  And what did they say at the time about the accusation that 

they had offered you a bribe at a meeting at their house?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  The statement was that the meeting never happened I was 

lying. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Can I refer you to a copy of the statement please.  Can I put 

this copy of the statement before you?  I only have two copies Chair so I am – ja will 

you hand one to the Chair.  You will see that is a public statement issued by Oakbay on 

behalf of the Gupta family but let us just take it from the top.  It is on an Oakbay 

letterhead it says Mcebisi Jonas…  

CHAIRPERSON:  Mr Trengrove maybe we should mark this document now  Yesterday 20 

Mr Pretorius put up a document and we forget what it should be marked.  

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Certainly Chair I will be… 

CHAIRPERSON:  Mr Mokeone might be helpful.   

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  My learned friend suggest C2 Chair. 

CHAIRPERSON:  C2. Exhibit C2? 
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ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Ja. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay.  This will be marked Exhibit C2 and that is a document marked 

News and analysis Oakbay Investments PTY Limited it is Jonas there was no meeting 

Gupta family.  Yes thank you. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Thank you Chair.  So you will see it says Mcebisi Jonas 

there was no meeting Gupta family.  That is the gist of what you say they said at the 

time. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Do not put it aside yet I want to take you through other parts 

of it. You will see it is dated the 13 March 2016 and then it says it is a statement from 10 

Oakbay Investments on behalf of the Gupta family.  So that was made on behalf of Mr 

Ajay Gupta and Mr Rajesh Gupta amongst others.  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Ja. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  And it recounts the accusation and then in the middle of the 

page there is a very short paragraph which says:  to be absolutely clear there was no 

meeting at all.  Do you see that?  Will you answer audibly Mr Jonas?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Ja. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  The machine does not pick up your nod. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Yes I can see that. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Ja and then my learned friend put to you the account of 20 

various members of the Hawks at including that of General Ntlemeza correct?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Correct. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  He was the head of the Hawks at the time? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  He was the head of the Hawks. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  He is also the man whose appointment as head of the 
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Hawks was set aside by the Supreme Court Of Appeal.  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  That is correct. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Because he had committed perjury in a high court case.  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  That is correct. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  He was also said to be behind the disastrous prosecution of 

Minister Gordhan? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  That is correct. 

ADV WIM TRENGROVE:  Thank you Chair. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Thank you very much Mr Trengrove.  Mr Jonas prior to the meeting 

with Mr Dudzane Zuma at the Hyatt Hotel and later at the Gupta residence do you 10 

recall about how many conversations on the phone you had had with Mr Duduzane 

Zuma?  There was the one on the day you came back from is it Luanda?  

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  There were quite a couple I mean not too much but quite a 

couple. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Sorry? 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  It was not many Chair I mean there were.. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  There were quite a couple though. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Quite a couple of them. 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  Ja. 20 

CHAIRPERSON:  Ja I was trying to have a look earlier on it seemed that in your 

statement at least those that I could see apart from the one that we dealt with earlier on 

that there may have been another one on the 19 October of course your meeting was 

on the 23rd October.  You both exchanged sms’s and then there were some phone – 

telephone or cell phone conversations as wel l.  So you say it was a couple but you do 
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not remember 

MR MCEBISI JONAS:  A couple and a lot of missed calls [indistinct].  

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes.  Okay alright thank you.  Mr Mokoene. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Mr Chair I have no questions for Mr Jonas. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes okay alright thank you.  What is the situation with regard to Mr 

Hlongwane’s legal team?  

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Mr Chair I beg leave to hand correspondence which 

was handed to me during the tea adjournment.  It might at least give us an indicat ion as 

to what transpired.  You would see Chair that the first letter which was written to Mr 

Fana Hlongwane’s attorneys Stockenstroom Fouchee it is dated the 28 January 2019.   10 

CHAIRPERSON:  Well it is addressed to Mr Fana Hlongwane but  

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Co care of. 

CHAIRPERSON:  But it says Dear Mr Fouchee 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Yes. 

CHAIRPERSON:  So it is addressed to Mr Fana Hlongwane care of Stockenstroom 

Fouchee Incorporated. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Because they have placed themselves on record as the 

attorneys for Mr Fana Hlongwane. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Ja but it is strange to address it to the client.   

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  It is very strange but Mr Mabunda did that.  20 

CHAIRPERSON:  Anyway ja okay. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  And you will see in that in paragraph 2 then there dates 

which were proposed for Mr Jonas to complete his evidence to be cross -examined and 

the three dates are furnished in paragraph 2.1, 2,2 and 2,3.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 
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ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  And they were indicated to choose one and to liaise in 

order to synchronise the diaries with all the respective parties.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  The second letter Mr Chair you will see if – immediately 

after that letter you then find another letter addressed to strange ly as it may seem to Mr 

Fana Hlongwane but care of his legal – his attorneys dated the same day where there 

was a correction of the date.  You will see that on paragraph 3 it says that ‘kindly 

substitute this date for the 15 March 2019 the remainder of the  letter remains valid. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  So this is where they were informed about this date but 10 

it does not end there. 

CHAIRPERSON:  The wrong date was 11 March 2019.03.15 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:   It was 11 March then it was corrected to 15 March. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  So there is no ambiguity about the date as to when the 

matter will be proceeding to finalise Mr Jonas’ testimony.  The last letter you will see Mr 

Chair is the one dated the…  

CHAIRPERSON:  Dated the 18 January 2019. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Yes.  And it says I think it is quite important paragraph 1 

we refer to the above matter and in particular what our letter on even date 2.  We 20 

confirm that the legal representative of Mr Duduzane Zuma Ms Van Der Merwe and Van 

Der Merwe have confirmed their availability on the 15 March 2019.  3.  We further 

confirm that the date of the conclusion of the evidence and cross -examination of Mr 

Jonas will be heard on the 15 March 2019.  We trust that you will find  the above in 

order. 
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CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  So there can never be doubt that there was 

communication that was directed to Mr Fana Hlogwane’s attorneys and that the date 

was confirmed as early as the 30 January 2019.  That is how far – as far as I can take 

the matter Mr Chair as to why they are not here today I do not have first -hand 

information. 

CHAIRPERSON:  You – do we have any information – any proof how these letters were 

sent whether they were sent as emails or they were just posted or faxed we do not 

have that? 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  I do not have that but one would assume that by seeing 10 

the attorneys of Mr Duduzane Zuma here today and having not questioned any dates 

and this was the last correspondence sent to all the parties.  

CHAIRPERSON:  Ja. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  One would assume that it was also dispersed to the 

attorneys of Mr Fana Hlongwane.  If much more proof is required we might just have to 

uplift from Mr Mabunda 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  The – either emails confirming that they were received 

or he can tell us by which mode. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Ja. 20 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Were the letters directed to Mr Fana Hlongwane’s 

attorneys. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Okay no that is fine.   

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Yes. 

CHAIRPERSON:  I think therefore we will need to release Mr Jonas.  
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ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Yes. 

CHAIRPERSON:  And if and when the – another need arises for him to come back we 

will take it from there. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Yes Mr Chair. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Mr Jonas thank you very much for coming to complete your evidence 

and for making yourself available for cross-examination.  Mr Hlongwane’s lawyers are 

not here to cross-examine today.  As you have heard apparently correspondence was 

addressed to his attorneys notifying them about today and if and when a need arises 

for you to be asked to come back we will deal with it then.  But thank you very much 

and you are excused.  Thank you.  Yes Mr Mokoene. 10 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Mr Chair that concludes  

CHAIRPERSON:  For today. 

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  The proceedings for today. 

CHAIRPERSON:  Yes.  Alright we will adjourn the proceedings for today until Monday 

when we will begin with evidence relating to Denel.  

ADV PHILLIP MOKOENE SC:  Yes. 

CHAIRPERSON:  For next week.  We will be hearing evidence relating to Denel.  We 

adjourn. 

INQUIRY ADJOURNS TO 18 MARCH 2019  

 20 
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