10.32.4

Page 17

Why is this flimsy? Other witnesses gave similar
evidence. There was no evidence to the contrary
and IC8's evidence of other peoples namely the

march was not accepted.

AT REASON 4

This is not correctly stated. Defence witness has
testified that the order of the speakers were
accused numbers 16 then number 1 and number 2.
Hlomuk volume 220 page 11645 lines 15 to 19:
Moselane volume 230 page 12237 lines 9 to 21:
Manthata volume 276 page 15053 lines 9 to 15 and
volume 282 page 15416 lines 11 to 16.

Myeza page 18123 lines 13 to 14

Mbatyazwe volume 331 page 18913 lines 3 to 14 also
volume 332 page 18947 lines 12 to 15.

Mokati page 19370 .

This is wherefore a clear misdirection.



10.34.5

10.34.6

10.34.7

Page 18

It was also put on behalf of the defence that the
order of the speakers was 16, 1 and 2 - pages 1250
and 1252

AT _REASONS 5

AZANYU and AZAPO are similar sounding names.
AZANYU was not well known. Why is this not a bona
fide mistake? The witness said in his evidence -
page 19492 - that he did not know the difference

between the 2.

AT REASON 6

He only felt hot flushes while he was interpreting

for accused number 1 - Msimanga page 19492.

AT REASON 7

The witness said that he thought that the word
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"puppet" meant "elusive" - Msimanga page 19498 to

page 19499.

10.34.8 AT REASON 8

The witness could have forgotten . Instructions

need not have come from him.

10.34.9 AT REASON 9

Why is this not explicable as lapses of memory.
The witness remembers a partition to the council

presumably in connection with the rent.

10.34.10 AT _REASON 10

Why is this a reason to disbelieve the witness?
The witness does not know the people who
volunteered and did not see the names of the

volunteers been taken down - page 19507.
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10.34.11 AT REASON 11

The witness explaines this in line 19472.

10.34.12 AT REASON 12

Witnesses version and what was put - check.

Partition and see lawyer. Why discrepency?

See Puttos at page 19593 and thereafter stop.

10.34.13 AT _REASON 13

Relevance. Rent general complaint.

10.35 He does not pose the question as to whether the witness

would have interpreted the offending words.

Msimanga page
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