IN THE HIGH COURT OF SOUT,

H AFRICA

DURBAN AND COAST LOCAL DIVISION

in the matter between:-

CASE NO. 1385/2000

NOEL RICHARD SEYMOUR PLAINTIFF
and
PAUL KIRK DEFENDANT
JUDGMENT
KRUGER J. 5
aFfr’-ubL_m Mg s

The plaintiff, an adminisiratio

! managér in the employ of Independent

Newspapers, instiuted an action againsi {(Re defendant for damages in the sum
of one hundred and thirty thousaad Rand (R130 000,40).

it is alleged by the plaintiff that:-

a) On 2 May 1988 the defendant planted a bag at or near the plaintiff's

el 1o
residence, which bag contained a number of tablets, several bullets, and a

e

niate (the contents of which will be referred o later in this judgment};
b) During the night of 7 Juné 1588 the defendani made anonymous phone

calls ic the pfaintfﬁ’s. residence and breathed heavily when the phone was

answered;
c} Cn 8 June 1888 the defe

premises with 2 chain and a padlock;
wil s desla bl L

ndant locked the outside gate to the plainiiff's

T r————

d) On 12 July 1828 the defendani aclivalted a tear gas grenade at the

plaintiffs premises:

———

—_—
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2) On 12 October 1988 the defendant fired at me p amtifrs premises with 2 8

mm pistol and penetrated the nursery window: T r——
f) On various occasions the defendant published to third parties that the

plaintiff had a criminal record for drugs. A e R S ™

l?

The plaintiff testified and called varous witnesses, amongst whom an expert

—————

forensic baliistic investigator, Ar Cobus Stey!. The defendant and Mark David

Bristow gave evidence in supgort of the defendant's case.

1 do not propese referring at iength to the testimony of the various wiﬁqesses,
but will rather draw attention to the important aspects thereof, which should be
considered in the light of the probabilities, inherent or otherwise.

in respect of the first inciden% alleged. the plaintiff testified that his wife had
found the plastic bag containiri;g tablets, bullets and a note which read:-

“Noel here is the stuff you and Bruce discussed. Forget the money for the bullets
what are friends for after all. {Bruce reckons the juice is great. Two tablets a day
an a full stomach. The stuff i$ called methy! tesiosterone as ya discussed it costs
R500, just pay Conan. He reckons the E won't be a hassle 25 tablets is no

problem but i will cost R55 aFima."
At the time of the discovery, th %plaintiff was at the family cottage at Zinkwazi
{some 80 km away) and the inc Een‘% was communicated tc him via telephone.
He instructed his wife to report tlje maiter to the police. Although testifying that
he was concerned that "someoni_. was irying fo implicate me as somecne who is
involved with drugs” and that he?reg;arded the bullets as “a threat”, the plaintiff

only attended at the police statidn a week iater to view the said bullets, tablets

and note. This despite him hav ng returned home a few days earlier. By this

tfime the police had already sent ‘4e tablets to be l{ested.




His testimony was corroborated
Sergeant Bramley. Although th
contents of the plastic bag - as
the evidence clearly shows that
were Indeed those as alleged|
involvement in the incident, ‘aH&

home.
/‘d

Telephone Calls

The plaintiff alleged that during th

ging that he had nev

by his wife, Meryl Catherine Seymour, and by

ere was the same discrepancy regarding the

opposed to the enfry in the SAPS 13 Register,
the contents handed over to Inspector Bramley

by the plainiiff. The defendant denied any

er baen to §

he plaintiff's

e early hours of the morning cn Sunday 7 June

1998, two telephone calis were made fo his home. These calls were answered

by his wife who reported to him t

on both occasions.

There was a furiher allegation by
1998 his son answered the telg)

jat someone had breathed heavily on the phone

S

; the plaintiff that during the evening of 7 June
phone and reported that an unidentified white

male had made certain defamatory remarks about him. This incident, however,

has not been relied upen by the giaintiff in his claim against the defendant.

Mrs Seymour confirmed her husband’s evidence relating to the telephone calls,

She further confirmed that her h

isband was asleep in anoiher room at the time
e e e

and she did not consider it necessary to awake and inform him of same.

-

Although he regarded the matter

have been perturbed by the incig

as a “‘cowardly” act, the plaintiff did not seem to

lent and did not regard it as serious enough to

warrant a report to and investigat

ion by the pollce. There is also doubt whether

Mrs Seymour was concerned a

pout the phone calls as she could not recall

discussing the incident with her husband until after the gates had been chained

and locked.




During the course of the trial, it became common cause that the two telephone

calls referred to were made frnrr{iha defendant’s cellular phone. The defendant

denied having personally made t#e calls. He a?leged that:-
a) He often Ie'f_tﬁs celluiar phf:me laying around and that anyone would use it;
b) People would frequently ask Yo borrow his phone;
¢} He was not the e%:ser of the cel:ﬁjiar phone but that others shared

the use of same.
S

Plaintiff's padiocked gate, ;:

On 8 June 1998, at approx:mateiy 8h30, the plaindiff notscgd that hss domestic

worker and _gardener.could- n?t-gaia—en%r%%ﬁh&pfaﬁeﬁy— Upon inspection,
he discovered that there wasia large chain: arcund the gates secured with a

padiock He used an angie-igrmder_tfaﬂ_tn_a_lnck He later reported tha
matter to the police who, h@. :aﬂeged were not really interested and who

allowed him to keep the ch i and padlocx Mrs Seymour confirmed this

evidence, mche aﬂegeE that she had naticed that the domestic worker
and gardener could not gain a{ccess and that sha discovered that a chain and
padlock had been placed amLé:nd the gate a_hd that she had then reporied the
matier to her husband. The plaintiff testified that he viewad the incident as

“another threat to me”. ]

Bart Marinovich, a colleague of the defendant at the time, testified that during
a discussion with the defencfa';tt, the defendant mentioned that he had plaged
a chain and padiock around f:the piaintiffsf' gate. The defendant had zlsc
mentioned that he had reporﬁéd that the p;‘afntfff’ s vehicle had beem: stolen;
that he had "bombed” the Blaimlff's house ‘and that the plaintiff had 2 drug

problem. He dismissed these allegaﬁons as “nonsense”. He however

mentioned the rnatter to his g;rlfr!end - whg was ths plaintiffs secretary. A

by PR TR o e i BT
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few days tater he was summcihed {o a mesting with the plaintiff and infermed

him of his discussion with the :E_:iefendant_

William Harper, alsc a cclteag;us of lhe defendani, confirmed this incident as

well. Like Marinovich, he TG%J dismissed the matter as he did not take thé

i 1

defendant seriously. |

)
The defendant denied any kr'gowiedge of this incident and further denied the

evidence of Marinovich and H!érper.

Teargas Canister, :

Mrs Seymour testified that duﬁng the morning of Sunday, 12 July 1958, she
discovered a discharged tearig:]as canister and its pin on the property. She
pla;ed the objects intc a plastic bag. She talephoned the pfzintiff, who was at
Zinkwazi, to report the matter! The plaintiff confirmed the report made to him
by his wife. He testified that hle felt “helpless” and “concerned” about his wife

who was 7 months pregnant at the time. Under cross-axamination, he

conceded that after discmainé} the matter with his wife, he decided to return
home that evening. Mrs Sey Iicur further testified that sha felt “secure” at the
fime. T :

;

Mrs Catherine Dix testified i:_hat the defendant had teiephoned her on a
Sunday avening. He reportt;?d that a grenade had been thrown into the

plaintiff's property. He denie{j any involvement but was concerned that he

would be the first person to be implizated. Her evidence was not challenged

————

on this aspect.




The defendant confirmed the telephenic conversation with Catherine Dix. He
|
confimed that he had heard lfhat he had been implicatad in the matter and

denied all knowledge of same

Shooting incident,

L 5 e i PO i

At approximately O?h{}{) on1 ﬁ"Octcber 1998 the piainti?f testified that be was

been sieeping. He dlscouered a hole ir tn the curtair: wmdg_w pane and in the

[
wall, On the carpet he and h s wfe fcund two fragments of the builet. The

plaintiff testifiad that he was tﬂenj angry — “Scmeone had threatened me and
my family. 1 was determined J_to get to the bollom of it 2ll, at all costs”. The
matter was duly reportad o T:he police and the plaintiff employed an armed
guard at his home. Neither fhe pclice ner an independent ballistic. expert,
employed by the plainiiff, were able to find the spent cariridge case. Mrs
Seymour once again c:gnﬁm‘ed her husband’s version. In particular she

remarked that her husband’si : “concern tock on a new dimension — he was

very concerned”. ._
Inspector Jackson testified th%t he had attended 2t the scene and remaved
the two bullet fragments whic ‘he found on the carpet.
!*
Inspector Claasen testified that she could nef cenduct a ballistic test on the
firearm as the barrel had 2 buige in it which made it impossible {0 use, She
:—T——‘”’—'""w“_‘_——"—“*—"—-——'“-'"”—_p

was also unable to conduct any microscopic examination of the bullet jacket

as it had been damaged. il

During the course of the frial, |£ became cemmon cause that:-

a) The bullet had been frel‘! d frem a 8 mim pistol;

—_—r—
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b) The firearm, which [n;specmr Claasen referred to, belonged to the
defendant and that it was a 9 mm pistsl.

!
!

Mr Sieyn, a ballistics experf‘, alse testified on behalf of the plaintiff. He
confimed that he was regpested by the plaintff to conduct a ballistic
investigation into a shot wh%::h was fired at his (plamtiffs) home. - In the
presence of Captain Joubert of the South African Police Service, he examined
the defendant’s firearm. Heiconﬁrmed that the firearrn was not capable of
being fired. This was beczuse thers was a bulge In the barrel, which
obstructed the mevement of the sfide to such an extent that the total

backward and forward motion jof the slide was impossible.

In order to conduct a ballisticltest, the bulge was filed down. This, however,
did not assist as the bulge 01 the inside caused the bullets fo siip or jump,
thereby creating a different set of markings on the buitets.

It was ultimately decided to c;ut the barrel of the firearm. Thereaﬁe:_‘ further
tests were conducted. Mr St:eyl testified that he concentrated on th; “skid”
marks, which are formed whé;n the bullet enters the barrel on its exit. As 3
result, he positively maiched tfw buliet jacket found on the scene with a bullet

fired from the defendant's ﬁrea;rm during the tests.

e S S ?

é
Mr Steyl was extensively cro%smexamined by Ms Lange (for the defendant).
Save for a discrepancy relaty g to the size of the barrel that was cut, his

findings and methodology, al_t_qough challenged, revealed no inconsistencies.

The defendant denied:-
a) That he had fired a shotjintc the plaintiffs home; and

pE—

b} That his firearm was used in the alleged shooting.
T
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1]

In particufar, he denied that his firearm was capable of firing. He testified that

his firearm had jammed whfﬁst fte was at a shooting range. This .incident
occuired prior to the 13 Octoiaer 1298. The defendant gave various reasons
why the firearm had jamme{?. In reply to the plaintiff's list of admlssions
sought, the defendant stated %hai the firearm “became damaged for a reason
that is uncertain”. In his evidg:nce in chief, he said that he had used reloaded
ammunition — which fe had }eiaaded himself — and had probably used tao

—---.-...-..J'_

littte gunpowder. Under cr;cass~e>raminat§an he testified that it was an

“accumulation of lead filings” ihat probably caused the firearm to jam.

— S i T

!
Mark Bristow confirmed ‘that!he was present with the defendant when the

firearm jammed. This was a féw weeks prior {o the making of his statement to
the police (2/11/88). He also fcanﬁrmed that he had met the defendant during
the early hours of the morniné of the 13® October 1298. He testified that the
defendant was under the inf{uence of alcohol and had difficulty in gaining
entry into his vehicle. He thefn escoried the defendant to his home. He left
the defendant at his home at gppfoximately 03h15.

The defendant did not call anLr experi witnesses to rebut the evidence of Mr
Steyl. He alleged that the po‘ice refused fo return his firearm fo him !hereby

preventing him from empioya ng the services of 2 ballisfics expert. " in this
regard it is essential fo note tn!at the trial was ortginally enrolled for hearing on

i
22 November 2000. The def?landant, however, brought an applicafion for an
adjournment inter afia on the%- grounds that he required time 1o obtain his

firearm from the police {whicri he alleged was now available) and to employ

the services of a forensic exﬁert —~ thereby affording him “the opporﬁmiiy io

prepare (his) defence”. This, Fowever was not done, the defendant alleging

that the police’s refusal ta return his firearm had prejudiced him in the conduct

of his defence. It is slso significant tc note that since 22 November 2000 the
_—




defendant failed fo seek a§sistance fram the Courts to enable him fo

timeously and adequately prej re for the trial

e !
t

Publication that the plaintiﬂj had a criminal record for drugs.

|
The plaintiif did not give any riwidence pertaining to this allegation. Indeed Mr
Salmon, for the plaintiff, appears to have conceded thisin argument — viz. that
the evidence of the plainiiff ind his wife established all the other allegations

as contained in the Summons.

Running parallel to 2ll the incidents described above is:-
a) The defendant’s alleged relationship or infatuation with Angela Catlett;

and ,

b) The disclplinary heamng and fls ccnsethences instituted by the plainliff

against the said Angeia:{:aﬂett
i
Itis common cause that- |
a) Angela Catiett was in ih%e employ of ‘lhe independent Newspapers at the

tirne. j

b) Disciplinary prcceedin%’s__gv_ere initiated by the plaintiff against Catlett:
c) As a result of the disciplinary hearing, there was tension amongst the

staff — those who werel of the opinion that Catietit had been illtreated
“_——h—-——h..,....-,.........._..—u—'_'-ﬂ'—'_ -

and those who were nat of the same opinion;
d) The defendant and Cat‘ett becams f{':endiy with each other during 1998

{pricr to the first incidsn? allegedy;

e} The defendant became} aware of tha dispute between the plaintiff and
Catlett | T
atlett.
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Although the defendant described his relationship with Catlett as 2 “plutonic
friendship”, the evidence suggests that there was more to it than what the

e L LY el 5
defendant was prepared to admit. The defendant tesiified that:-

a) Catlett would chn him for a drink and a game of pool at a2 bar called
*The Horse with nc name”;

b) Catleit woud phone hn‘n repeatediy — virtually every day and on some
days up to ihre;f:_oi four times 2 day. One call in particular lasting 100

minutes;
c) He would alsc call her frequently — eg. On 4/6/98 between the hours of
18h47 and 22h21, he phoned Catlett on six occasions.

. st A

Marinovich testified that the defendant “fancied” Catleti and that she “strung
T e e R i
him along® and that he gained the impression that the defendant was kean to

impress her.

Williarm Harper lesfifled that Catistt was the defendant's girlfriend and that
they spent a Jot of time together. It was further put to the plainiiff under cross-

examination that it was common knowledge that thé defendant was

associated with Catletft.

The defendant denied participating in any or all of the acts described
aforesaid. He further denled any knowledge as to who was responsible, but
specufated in this regard. The defendant testified thal because of the success
of his investigative journalism, he had many dangercus and powerfui
enemies. He iesm’ ed that it was passible that any of these enemies would

o e

: M
se)ze any cpp_gr_tgru_ﬂy_ig 1mphcate him in the commission of these acts.
Ceniral o this theory is the knowledge by his enemies that:-

a) He was associated with Catietf; and
b) The animosi‘t”;belween the plaintiff and Catlett and disciplinary action

against Catlett.



Both he alleged were common cause. As a result, he testified that it would be

easy for someone to start a rumour that the events complained of did occur.
.—-‘—.___————-—“_

| agree with the submission that the svidence adduced on behalf of the

plamliff established that the incidents complained of {save for the pubﬁcaiion

that the plaintiff had a ciiminal record for drugs) did in fact o

fabrications as alleged by ihe defendant. These acts were clearly of an

intimidatory nature.
The queéﬁon remains, however, whether the defendant is resp@nsible for any
or all of the said intimidatory acts. 1t has been submitted by both counsel for

not isolated incidants.

The essential aspect pertéins to the shooting Incident. The evidence strongly
suggests that the dsfendant’s firearm was used and that it was the defendant

himself who fired the shot. In considering the defendant's evidence in this

regard, the following is noted:
1. The defendant's inability 1o provide a consistent explanation/reason
R R R "'—"‘—*M

why the firearm jammed (discussed abave).

2. The defendant’s account of the shols fired immediately before the
firearm jammed was consistent with there being no bullet left in the
bamrel to cause the obsiruction. This was cenftradicted by Brislow

- who testified that he and cthers tried fo “clear the found” from the

barrel and that they even “banged it on the floor”.

3, Bristow further testified that in the process of trying to remove the
bullet, the defendant cut his hand. The defendant iesiified thal he cut

his hand as a result of the recoil when the third shot was fired.



Both the defendant and Bristow were unable to indicate when the
“jamming” incident tock place. This despite the incident occurring a
few weeks prior to the day that they made their statements to the

polica.

Both the defendant and Bristow issued statements to the police.
Both statements referred fo events gfier the shooting inddent. The
defendant’s version was that he and Brigtaw had been misled by the
Investigaling Officer who informed them that the Tuesday's date was
the 14™ and not the 13% of October 1998. Bristow however stated
that he had merely duplicated the entry from his pocket book. The

pockst book was, however, hot produced as evidence.

The defendant was uncertain whether the cartridge case had been
ejected. He was however adamant that the firearm could not bs
dlsassembled as the slide could not move. When it was put to him
that there was no cariridge case in the firearm when it was handed
in o the police, he conceded that the siide must have moved zll the

way back in order ta eject the cartridge.

The incident of the jamming of the firearm and what actuzally
transpired on that day {as outlined above) must be weighed against
the evidence of the defendant that he has sufficient knowledge to

defiberately accamplish this.

No ona other than the defendant was in possession of the firearm

during the relevant period.



¢
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9, Bristow was unable to recall why he was travelling in Bulwer Road
on the night of 12™/13" October 1998. He assumed that he was
returning from a complzaint as e was on duly that night. However he
could not adequately explain his presence in the Umbilo area when

he was on duty in the Pineiown area.

10. It is also improbable that Bristow would allow the defendant to drive
his vehicle given the inebriated state that he was in {as described by
both the defendant and Brisiow). When specifically questioned on
this aspect he respbnded by saying that he was uncertain whether
his crew actually drave the defendant’s vehicle or whether they

followed the defendant.

11.  ltis further unlikely that he (Bristow) would have spent approximately
65 minutes with the defendant and would have neglected his patio}

duties (in Pinelown) as a result thereof.

| am satisfied that on the evidance befors Court that :
(@) The defendant’s firezrn was indeed used In the shoeting incident; and

- —
S

- T M'_
(b) That it was the defendant who fired the shot.
—-——'-‘—'_.-—-‘__HP-—“—“‘W

e e e

Both the defendant’s and Bristow's evidence cannot be accepted and appear to

——
e e o =

be a conspiracy to absolve the defendant of hability.

e

The concession by Counsel that the acts were "an obvious chain of evenis” is
however not sufficient to hold the defendant responsible theraefore. The -plaintiff
testified that after the discovery of the bullats, tablets and the note, he reported
the matter to the Managing Director, Deputy Managing Director and the
Financial Direclor. It was agreed between them that the maiter would not be

made public in arder to try and obtain a reaction from the culprit. The same
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course of action was agreed upon after the incidents relating to the locking of the
gate and the discovery of the discharged tear-gas canister.

Desptte this agreed course of actxon the witnesses, Marinovich and Dix_ testified
taf the defendanis know}edge of the various incidents. R

It is important to note that the defendant had knowledge of the tear-gas canister

incident despile the plaintiff’s agreed course of action referred to above before

the said incldent became public knowledge.

In considering the totality of the evidence (as cutlined above) | am satisfied that
on a balance of prababilities, the defendant was responsible for the series of

e A et e e e e S S

intimidatory acts, that preceded W

denial of the incidenis and his specuiations and suggestions must be rejected as

f;lse. The probabijlities of a person or persons committing these acts in an
attemnpt to “sidefine” the defendant as an investigative reporter are wholly
improbable and are a figment of his imagination. It is noted that this speculative
theory is based on the defendant’s relationship with Angela Catlett and the

repercussjons of the disciplinary enguiry held against her. The defendan!
consistently denied that his “relationship”™ with Angela Catlett was anything
beyond friendship. If this were indeed sg, his speculative theory becomes more
'@Mﬂeﬁed The defendant was not an impressive witness
and constanily tried fo substantiaie his answers in an atternpt to convince the

.ccurt that he was haonest and truthful in his testimony.

These intimidatory acts coincided with the devafopments_ relating to the Catleft
disciplinary enquiry. This reinforces the svidence of the plaintiffs wilnesses who

testified that the defendant was znf‘atuatea with Angela Caﬂeﬂ and was seeKing

mammer

her affection. These acts were commitiad by him io impress her and ta show his

support of her n respect of the said enquiry in the hope that she would accede

o e e e
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to his amorous advances. There is no doubt that he was responsible for these

cowardly acts of terror against the plaintiff and his family and must accordingly

W}binﬁﬁ relied on the actio Iniviarum in support of
* his claim. In O'Keefe v argus Printing and Piublishing Co Ltd and Another 1954
(3) SA 244{C). Watermeyer AJ confirmed that it “is the action for damages open
to a plaintiff who can show that the defendant has committed an intentional
wrongful act which consfitufes an aggression upon his person, dignity or

reputalion.”
In Delange v Costa 1989 (2} SA 857 at 862, Smalberger JA held:

... Because proof that the subjective feelings of an individua! have been
wounded, and his dignftas thereby impaired, is necassary before an action for
damages for injuria can succead, the concept of dignifas is a subjective one. But
before that stage is reached it is necessary to establish that there was a wrongfu!
act. Unless there was such an act intention becomes frrelevant as does the
question of whether subjectively the aggrieved perscn’s dignity was impaired,

... In determining whether or not the act complained of Is wrongful the Court
applies the criterion of reasonablsness — the ‘algemene redelikheidsmaatstaf
{Marais v Richard en ‘n Ander 1381 {1} SA 1157 {(A) at 1168(C). This is an
objective test. It requires the condust complained of to be tested agsinst the
prevalling norms of society (ie the current values and thinking of the community)
in order to determine whether such conduct can be classified as wrongful.”

In considering each of the incidents in isclation it is noted that save for the
locking of the gate and the shooting incident, the others did not seem to affect
the plaintiff personally. The bullets, tabiets and notes were found by the plaintiff's
wife and retrieved by the plaintii from the police 2 week later. It is significant to

note that he did not insist upon a case being opzned for investigation.

The plaintiff was not the reciplent of the abusive phone calls. The calls were
answered by his wife and she only informed the plaintiff therecf on the following
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morning. Neither the plaintiff or his wife were particularly interested or concerned

about this incident.

As regards the tear-gas canister incident, the plaintiff confirmed that the canister
was found by his wife. Although he alieged that he was "concermned”, he did net
do anything at all but chose to remain at his holiday coitage — approximately
S0km away. His behaviour was certainly nct in kesping with his alleged concermn

for the safety of his wife who was seven months pregnant at the {ime.

The only incidents which resulted in action by the plainfiff related to the locking of
the gate and the shooting at his house.

There is no doubt that the plaintiff, his family and his employees were greatly
inconvenienced when the gate was chained and locksd. The plaintiff clearly saw
that as an act of intimidation which was borne out by his response and aclions

——

thereafier.

The shooting incident was cleariy a threat {o the plaintiff and his family. This was
the final straw. The cumulative effect of all the previous acls of intimidation

resuited in a vow to discover and expose the person or persons respansible.

That these acts, cumulatively, constituted an acl of aggressicn upon his person,

——

dignity or reputation, there can be no doubt.

- - e e e e e e

The plaintiff has claimed the sum of R130 000.00 (one hundred and thirty

thousand rand) as damages,

In ascertaining the award o be made | am aware cof the comments of Holmes J
{(as he then was) in the case of Pitt v Economic Jnsurance Ca Ltd 1857 (3) SA
284 (D) at 287:
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“I have only to add that the Court must teke care to see that its award is fair to
both sides — it must give just compensation to the plainfiff, but must not pour out
largesse from the hom of plenty at the defendant’s expense ™

The courts, when awarding damages of this nature must not unnecessarily burden the

—

defendant in th'e lainti our, it must however, not be so conseNa‘five that the

plaintiff does not obtein adequale compensation.

The plaintiff has also sought a punitive costs order against the defendant, It is trite that »

couit has a discretion to be exercised judicially upon a consideration of the facts of each

' case, in awarding the costs of the action.

Having taken into account all the relevant circumstances, judgement is granted in favour

of the plaintiff as follows:

(a) Payment of the sum of R60 000.00 {sixty thousand rand)

{b) Interest a tempore morae
Bmoercins: o

{c) Costs of suit to be taxed on the High Court tariff on the scale as between

aftorney and clhent, such cosis to Include:

0] the wasted costs occasioned by the adjournment on 22 November
2000

{iH) the qualifying feas of the sxpert witness Mr Sieyl.

——



