
IN THE HIGH COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA 
GAUTENG DIVISION, JOHANNESBURG 

Case No:   2025-203648 

Date:   30.06.2026 

 

 

 

In the matter  between: 

NALEDZANI JUSTIN RALUTANDA  Appl icant  

and 10 

DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS  Respondent 

 

J U D G M E N T (Ex Tempore)  

 

MOULTRIE J :     

 The appl icant  appears in  person before me in the 

unopposed mot ion cour t  having been requis i t ioned f rom pr ison  

where he is  serv ing l i fe impr isonment ,  having been sentenced 

by a judge of  th is  cour t  on 3 September 2010.  He launched an 

appeal ,  which was d ismissed.    20 

 In the current  appl icat ion,  the appl icant  seeks an order  

reviewing h is sentence,  ostensib ly under Rule 53 of  the High 

Court  Rules (which governs “proceedings to br ing under review 

the decis ion or  proceedings of  any lower cour t  and of  any 

t r ibunal ,  board or  of f icer  per forming judic ia l ,  quasi - judic ia l  or  

administ rat ive funct ions”)  on the grounds that  there was a gross 

i r regular i ty  in  the sentencing proceedings before the High 
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cour t .  

 I  have carefu l ly  considered the author i t ies referred to 

by the appl icant  dur ing the course of  argument .  I t  is  patent ly  

apparent  that  sect ion 22 of  the Super ior  Courts Act ,  10 of  2013 

is  inappl icable,  as i t  sets out  the grounds for  the review of  the 

proceedings of  a Magist ra tes ’  Cour t ,  which is  not  the case here.  

I  can a lso d iscern noth ing in the judgment  of  Satchwel l  J  in  

Taunyane v S  [2016]  ZAGPJHC 308 that  would g ive me the 

author i ty  or  power to grant  an order  of  the nature sought .  I  was 

not  referred to,  nor  am I  aware of ,  any author i ty  for  the 10 

proposi t ion that  a Court  (and par t icu lar ly  a s ingle judge of  the 

High Court )  is  c lothed wi th the power or  author i ty  to grant  the 

re l ie f  sought  

 I t  is  apparent  to me (despi te the absence of  any 

opposi t ion and wi thout  reaching any f inal  conclusions as to 

whether  i t  was proper ly  served on the respondent)  that  the 

appl icat ion fa l ls  to be d ismissed as i t  is  ent i re ly  misconceived.  

Indeed,  the appl icant  in formed me dur ing the hear ing that  he 

launched i t  when he “saw an opportuni ty”  upon the advent  of  

e lect ronic f i l ing v ia Cour t  Onl ine,  some 16 years af ter  h is  20 

sentencing.  I  therefore grant  the fo l lowing order :   

 The appl icat ion is  d ismissed.  

MOULTRIE J 
JUDGE OF THE HIGH COURT, JOHANNESBURG 

 

Date heard and decided: 30 June 2026 

For the Applicant:   In person 

For the Respondent:  No appearance 
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