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IN THE HIGH COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA 

(GAUTENG DIVISION, JOHANNESBURG) 

      Case Number: 106986/2023 

 

(1)  REPORTABLE: NO  

(2) OF INTREST TO OTHER JUDGES 

(3) REVISED: NO 

 

LINO RINGUE                                                                         APPLICANT 

                 

AND 

NTOMBIZODWA ELIZABETH SIBEKO                           1ST RESPONDENT 

DIRECTOR GENERAL OF HUMAN SETTLEMENT                   2ND RESPONDENT 

GAUTENG PROVINCE 

MEC HUMAN SETTLEMENTS, GAUTENG PROVINCE          3RD RESPONDENT 

CITY OF JOHANNESBURG METROPOLITAN                        4TH RESPONDENT 

MUNICIPALITY 

REGISTRAR OF DEEDS, JOHANNESBURG                        5TH RESPONDENT 

 

https://www.saflii.org/content/terms.html


JUDGMENT 

___________________________________________________________________ 

This  Judgment  was handed down elect ronica l ly  and by c i rcu lat ion to 

the par t ies ’ legal  representat ive by way of  emai l  and shal l  be 

uploaded on CaseLines.  The date of  the hand down is  deemed to be 

on the 05  FEBRUARY 2026.  

MAKUME J: 

1.  In  th is  mat ter  the appl icant  seeks an order  author is ing the f i f th  

respondent ,  be ing the Regis t rar  of  Deeds,  to  cancel  a t i t le  

deed,  wi th reg is t rat ion number T[…],  which is  current ly  

reg istered in the name of  the Late Goodman John Sibeko,  in  

respect  of  immovable proper ty known as Er f  5[…] W[…] St reet ,  

E[…],  Extens ion 8 Township,  Gauteng Prov ince.  

2 .  In the second prayer  the appl icant  seeks an order  that  the 

proper ty be registered in h is  name by the Regis t rar  o f  Deeds.  

3 .  The appl icant  says that  he purchased vacant  p iece of  land for  

an amount  of  R8 000,00,  that  he took occupat ion in the year  

2007,  and bui l t  a s t ructure thereon.   He occupies the proper ty  

wi th  h is  wi fe  and three ch i ldren.  

4 .  He acknowledges that  there is  a pending ev ic t ion case against  

h im in  the Protea Magist rate Cour t  which is  not  be ing opposed.  

5.  The appl icant  does not  s tate f rom whom he purchased the 

proper ty.   Against  th is  the respondent  f i led proof  that  in  the 

year  1995 the proper ty was registered in the name of  h is  late 

brother  and that  i t  is  impossib le that  he could have so ld i t  to  

the appl icant  in  2007 as the brother  had a l ready passed away 

in  1998.  

6.  The respondent  in formed the appl icant  as far  back as the year  

2014 that  she is  the owner  of  the proper ty,  and fo l lowed that  

up wi th  an appl icat ion for  ev ic t ion,  which is  s t i l l  pending at  the 

Protea Magis t rate Cour t .   The appl icant  s imply  denies that .  



7.  I t  is  a lso st range that  the appl icant  wai ted 9 years before 

launching th is  appl icat ion on f l imsy and unsubstant iated 

grounds.  

8 .  The four th respondent  f i led an explanatory aff idav i t  and 

in formed the appl icant  that  the Deeds Regis t ry possesses a l l  

in format ion about  t ransact ions per ta in ing to a l l  immovable  

proper t ies.   The appl icant  does not  deal  wi th  that  in h is  

rep ly ing aff idav i t .   On the other  hand,  the respondent  at taches 

to her  answer ing aff idav i t  a copy of  the t i t le  deed ind icat ing 

that  the Nat ional  Housing Board sold the proper ty to Goodman 

John Sibeko on 22 November 1994.   The appl icant  conceded 

when asked by the cour t  that  the document  is  correct  and 

genuine.  

9 .  The deceased d ied in  1998 and could never  have so ld the 

proper ty to  the appl icant  in the year  2007.   The document  that  

the appl icant  a t taches as proof  o f  h is  so ca l led purchase 

agreement  has the name Mufukeng.   He has not  furn ished th is  

cour t  wi th  a deed of  sa le,  nor  d id  he take t rouble to get  an 

aff idav i t  f rom the se l ler.   His  counsel  f ina l ly  conceded that  h is  

c l ient  has been scammed.  This in  my v iew he knew as far  

back as 2014 and should not  have ins isted on br ing ing th is  

f r ivo lous appl icat ion.   The resul tant  is  that  there should be a 

costs order  against  the appl icant .  

10.  In the resul t ,  I  make the fo l lowing order :  

[10.1]  The appl icat ion is  d ismissed;  

[10.2]  The appl icant  is  ordered to pay costs on an 

at torney and c l ient  scale.   

 

 

 

__________________________ 



MAKUME J 

JUDGE OF THE HIGH COURT 

JOHANNESBURG 

 

For the Applicant:                                                 Peter Zwane Attorneys 

For the  Respondent:                                           Ms Zodwa Mvelase 

For the 1st Respondent:                                       Gwensa Attorneys 


