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In this follow-up to Bloody Lies (Penguin, 2014) brothers Thomas and Calvin Mollett 
delve further into the hugely controversial and gripping Inge Lotz murder case, 
exposing several more lies, new findings and further developments in the case.

While briefly covering all the aspects dealt with in Bloody Lies, this book can stand 
on its own as a concise yet detailed account of all major areas of evidence. 

A compelling must-read for anyone following this case and for those determined to 
see justice prevail in the case of Inge Lotz.
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 BLOODY LIES
CITIZENS REOPEN THE 

INGE LOTZ MURDER CASE

THOMAS MOLLETT & CALVIN MOLLETT

This book daringly challenges one of the most controversial 
murder cases in recent South African history. In 2007 Fred van 
der Vyver was acquitted of the 2005 murder of his girlfriend Inge 
Lotz. He then sued the police to the highest court for malicious 
prosecution – and failed.

In spite of the defence’s trashing of the prosecution’s case at the 
trial,  brothers Thomas and Calvin Mollett provide a compelling 
argument of how every key element of the prosecuting evidence 
withstands the closest scrutiny. They use models, measurements, 
forensic tests, mathematical formulae and the views of experts 
both here and overseas.

The authors show how an ornamental hammer found in Van der 
Vyver’s vehicle, but thrown out as evidence, could match Inge’s 
head wounds. Contrary to the claim accepted in court,  they 
convincingly argue that a disputed f ingerprint was not l i fted off 
a drinking glass found in Inge’s flat – a detail  that could make 
all  the difference. They demonstrate how blood marks on a towel 
could have come off the hammer, how blood stains on the floor 
could have been shaped by a specif ic shoe and how a closer 
look at cell  phone records reveals a different choreography of 
movements than what was accepted by the court.

Could it  be that two amateurs succeeded where the state 
prosecution failed? Thomas, a language practit ioner, and Calvin, 
an engineer, have made headlines with their f indings and were 
featured on Carte Blanche .  They were also vil i f ied, but not proven 
wrong – leaving wide open one of the most harrowing unsolved 
murder cases on record.
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Warning: This book contains graphic images that some readers may find disturbing. 
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InTroducTIon & AcknowLedgemenTs

It has been 10 years since the brutal murder of Inge Lotz and eight years since the 
criminal trial that found Fred van der Vyver not guilty. Were truth and justice served 
by our justice system, or did it again fail miserably? Objective evidence suggests the 
latter. As a follow-up to Bloody Lies, this book delves deep into the heart of this case 
to explore and expose legal errors made by the court, as well as the mistakes, decep-
tion and lies to which the court was exposed. At the end one must ask the question 
– what would the outcome have been in the absence of these legal errors, mistakes 
and lies?

This study is not about opinions, feelings or emotions – it is about the evidence and 
logical inferences that can be drawn from it. It seems that the way the evidence 
points makes many observers and role-players “uncomfortable”; many would rather 
see this case closed and the truth buried. Some simply cannot stomach the truth – 
and desperately want to believe, and would have others believe, that this horrific 
crime was instead committed by a gangster or a family member. But this case cannot 
be allowed to go cold – Inge deserves justice and her parents need answers. 

It must be said from the outset that while it is a follow-up to Bloody Lies, this book 
also stands alone, but it is also not intended to be exhaustive. It aims to provide 
a concise yet detailed account. Where we felt we could not deal with an issue 
adequately in the available space, we refer to further reading on our website, 
Truth4Inge.com. We also invite readers with questions, leads or suggestions to 
contact us. Over time we also tried to obtain responses from those named here, and 
among others recently sent Fred van der Vyver a list of relevant questions, to which 
he did not reply. All reasonable attempts were made to ensure a fair account. 

This has been compiled with great reservation and consideration, but this book 
contains several graphic images that some may find disturbing. These images are 
published here with the full consent of Inge’s parents. Apart from imparting vital 
information in order to explain and understand the evidence, they also provide a 
glimpse into the absolute brutality of the crime and the sick mind of the person who 
committed this crime – a person who still lives, works and plays amongst us, free as 
a bird. 

We refrain from making individual acknowledgements in this book. At the “truth fes-
tival”, which we believe will come, we will acknowledge all those who gave so much 
of themselves to assist us in our efforts. You all know who you are. We know you are 
doing it for Inge and for justice, but we thank you for your support. It is so encourag-
ing to see how the wheels of Truth keep on rolling and gaining momentum.

Thomas Mollett & Calvin Mollett, June 2015

“The only thing necessary for the 
triumph of evil is for good men to 
do nothing” - Edmund Burke

Just a little test before you start. Which line is the longest? 

Maybe you know the answer because you have seen this exercise before, but the 
question we want to leave you with is:

Who are you going to believe: (1) an “expert” who used no instruments to claim that 
the bottom line is longer, or (2) “amateurs” who actually measured the lines and 
found hard evidence that the lines are even in length?
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Intense, detailed study 
The Witness – 01/07/2014 
Reviewer: David Pike

Following on Antony Altbeker’s 2011 Fruit of a Poisoned Tree, 
this new examination of the 2005 murder of Inge Lotz delves 
with intense thoroughness and scrupulous objectivity into 
every single aspect of this savage crime, especially the actual 
evidence used in the court case and how it was used.

Interestingly, the authors call themselves “two very average 
guys in search of the truth”, and “amateurs”. They also have 
science degrees. As to why they embarked on such painstaking 
research, Thomas describes himself as “pathologically curious”.

But, in a moving epilogue, the authors declare: “We all have an 
Inge close to us. A daughter, a sister, a mother, a friend. Both 
Calvin and I have beautiful daughters. We cannot sit idly by 
while the Inges out there are butchered to death and experts 
sit happily in their protected worlds, heralded as heroes ... 
One’s life is never the same after having looked into the eyes of 
Inge’s parents.”

And later: “Imagine you walk into a room and see the body of a young woman beaten beyond recognition 
by a blunt object – nearly 15 times – and stabbed about 20 times. There is blood everywhere. Now imag-
ine that that young woman is your daughter.” The authors also freely note that equally terrible murders 
occur daily in this country without achieving the notoriety that Inge’s did.

Much of the book is dedicated to exonerating the police who were first at the crime scene and who were 
repeatedly and publicly accused of “fabricating” evidence against Inge’s suspect boyfriend Fred van der 
Vyver (who was acquitted).

The current authors demonstrate the utter improbability, even impossibility, of such accusations being 
valid, meanwhile casting severe doubt on the motives and competence of several supposed experts (some 
international) involved in the case. And all the argumentation in the book is driven by the doctrine “facts 
count. Provable and hard facts. Not perceptions.”

This is not an easy book to read. It is hugely detailed and infinitely careful. It tends (for solid reasons) to be 
repetitious. But it is a superb demonstration of passionate commitment to the search for truth.

Perhaps most damningly, the book contains two and a half pages of questions directed to Van der Vyver, 
and focusing on highly suspicious elements in his story. And of course, the book’s appearance against the 
Pistorius-Steenkamp background gives it added fascination.

-----------------

Read more reviews and related articles on Truth4Inge.com

Sensationalised murder affords us a chance to keep an open mind
Cape Times – 11/07/2014
Reviewer: Karina M Szczurek

Inge Lotz, a Stellenbosch student, was found brutally murdered in her flat in March 2005. Her boyfriend at 
the time, Fred van der Vyver, was put on trial for the deed. Anybody who has ever held an opinion about 
what had happened to Lotz the day of her death should read Thomas and Calvin Mollett’s shockingly 
revealing Bloody Lies: Citizens Reopen the Inge Lotz Murder Case. 

With its suggestive cover and brilliant title, the book not only profoundly questions the justice of Fred van 
der Vyver’s acquittal but the entire judicial system involved in arriving at the verdict. 

In times when high-profile court cases are becoming staple media spectacles in which many of us feel the 
need and right to participate, it might be of utmost importance for all concerned to consider what is at 
stake. The authors of Bloody Lies present compelling evidence that a serious miscarriage of justice took 
place in Lotz’s case. However, it is commendable that they do not try to sell their findings as gospel truth. 
All they ask is that readers think for themselves. 

As the title of their book suggests, during their research the Mollett brothers uncovered some mindbog-
gling discrepancies between the manifold interpretations of the evidence collected at the crime scene. 
One by one, they examined the available pieces of evidence – fingerprints, potential murder weapons, 
blood marks, autopsy report – and in the process developed methods for analysis which have the potential 
of revolutionising such procedures in the future. 

Throughout they kept an open mind. They emphasise that their investigation sprung from their own 
fascination with the case, nobody hired them. Their meticulous scientifically grounded experiments and 
revaluations are carefully presented and illustrated within the book (some of the visual footage is not for 
the faint-hearted). 

In all the vital points the authors reached radically different conclusions from those presented to the court 
by expert witnesses. Tasked with assisting a just ruling, instead expert witnesses are often called upon to 
intentionally mislead the court to affect a favourable outcome for one of the parties. Bloody Lies exposes 
a flawed system where the court more often than not is faced with negligence, indifference, or worse, 
ruthlessness and malice. During the Lotz trial careers of hard-working and well-meaning people were thus 
ruined. 

It is impossible to cover all the relevant bases of this case in a single book, thus some niggling questions 
remain unanswered. 

But the authors have set up a website to which they refer throughout the book and where interested 
readers are encouraged to address them. 

Bloody Lies shines a penetrating light into the murky procedures of how evidence is collected and exam-
ined. 

People in their respective fields would be wise to re-examine both processes and to implement regulations 
which will make them less prone to error and misinterpretation. 

Inge Lotz’s senseless death had tremendous impact on the lives of those who knew her and all who were 
involved with the investigation. 

Nobody walked away unscathed.

 BLOODY LIES
CITIZENS REOPEN THE 

INGE LOTZ MURDER CASE

THOMAS MOLLETT & CALVIN MOLLETT

This book daringly challenges one of the most controversial 
murder cases in recent South African history. In 2007 Fred van 
der Vyver was acquitted of the 2005 murder of his girlfriend Inge 
Lotz. He then sued the police to the highest court for malicious 
prosecution – and failed.

In spite of the defence’s trashing of the prosecution’s case at the 
trial,  brothers Thomas and Calvin Mollett provide a compelling 
argument of how every key element of the prosecuting evidence 
withstands the closest scrutiny. They use models, measurements, 
forensic tests, mathematical formulae and the views of experts 
both here and overseas.

The authors show how an ornamental hammer found in Van der 
Vyver’s vehicle, but thrown out as evidence, could match Inge’s 
head wounds. Contrary to the claim accepted in court,  they 
convincingly argue that a disputed f ingerprint was not l i fted off 
a drinking glass found in Inge’s flat – a detail  that could make 
all  the difference. They demonstrate how blood marks on a towel 
could have come off the hammer, how blood stains on the floor 
could have been shaped by a specif ic shoe and how a closer 
look at cell  phone records reveals a different choreography of 
movements than what was accepted by the court.

Could it  be that two amateurs succeeded where the state 
prosecution failed? Thomas, a language practit ioner, and Calvin, 
an engineer, have made headlines with their f indings and were 
featured on Carte Blanche .  They were also vil i f ied, but not proven 
wrong – leaving wide open one of the most harrowing unsolved 
murder cases on record.
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shorT BAckground of The cAse And mAIn evIdence

Above: The crime scene was clean and neat. There was no indication of a struggle or 
of a burglary having been committed. The artist’s impression depicts the position in 
which Inge’s body was discovered. 

Inge Lotz, a 22-year-old Stellenbosch University student, rented a DVD (The Stepford 
Wives) at 15:07 on Wednesday, 16 March 2005. A few hours later she was brutally 
murdered in her flat, just outside Stellenbosch. It is generally accepted that she was 
murdered by someone she knew, most probably by someone close to her. The only 
items identified as missing from her flat were a kitchen knife and a remote control for 
the complex’s security gate. Other than a slightly moved bed and an open suitcase in 
her bedroom, nothing looked out of the ordinary or disturbed. Significantly, no items 

had been stolen, though her cellphone, car keys and sunglasses were in plain sight on 
the kitchen counter. Her laptop in her study and her wallet in her carry bag were un-
touched. So too, her cupboard containing clothes and jewellery. There was no forced 
entry, no signs of sexual assault, and the investigators could not reconcile the crime 
scene with a burglary. Inge had been attacked from behind while lying on her brand 
new couch. She had been living in her flat for only two weeks. 

Above: Inge stayed in 21 Shiraz, about 3 kilometres outside Stellenbosch. Though 
under construction at the time, it was a secure complex.
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Left: Folien 1: The official police record of prints recovered from the DVD cover found 
on the coffee table, next to Inge’s body. (N.B. A folien is a thin rubber sheet used to lift 
fingerprints. Folien 1 refers to the lift of prints recovered from the DVD cover, measur-
ing about 12 x 9 cm.)

Above: Head wounds from the right side of Inge’s head. 

Above, right: The two blood marks found on the floor in Inge’s bathroom. 

Left: The suspect hammer was found behind the seat in Fred van der Vyver’s bakkie. Right: The left shoe of the suspect pair of shoes. 

The police examining the murder scene the next day (17/03/05) processed 11 finger-
print lifts in total: two with folien and nine with Scotch tape. One folien lift captured 
prints found on the plastic cover of a DVD, which had been found lying on the coffee 
table next to Inge’s body. It was the DVD store’s branded generic cover in which The 
Stepford Wives DVD had been; the one Inge had rented hours before her death. It 
was the only DVD cover to be processed for prints, and from the official crime scene 
photographs, it is clear that it is the type that was used by the rental store at the 
time of Inge’s murder. About a month later, the police identified a print from the 
said DVD cover as Fred van der Vyver’s left index fingerprint. Inge’s boyfriend, Fred, 
had told the police that he had been at Mutualpark, in Pinelands, at the time of the 
murder, about 47 kilometres away. Now the identified print on the DVD cover placed 
Fred with Inge after 15:07 (when she had rented the movie), close to, or at, the time 
and place of her murder. 

On 18/03/05 (two days after the murder) an autopsy was performed by Dr Rachel 
Adendorff, a district surgeon who was not a pathologist. Adendorff told the police 
officers in attendance to “look for a hammer”. Although it is not known whether 
she had ever encountered hammer wounds before, presumably something of the 
structure of Inge’s wounds must have prompted her to issue this instruction. So 
naturally, on 15 April 2005 (about a month after the murder) when the police found 
an ornamental hammer during searches of Fred van der Vyver’s office, vehicle and 
apartment, it became an object of interest. A pair of squash shoes were acquired 
in those searches too, which the police later believed could be linked to two blood 
marks found on the floor of the bathroom at the murder scene. Consequently, these 
shoes (particularly the right shoe) also became objects of police interest.

Folien 1 from “DVD holder” 

Folien 1 – not to scale
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Left: The two pages of the “long letter”. 

Top: The magazine found at Inge’s feet, which she had bought together with an energy drink and a 
Steers burger combo in the hours before her death; on that same shopping trip she had rented The 
Stepford Wives DVD at 15:07. 

Furthermore, a month after the murder, the police investigators seized from Fred’s 
briefcase a long two-page letter (below), which Inge had written to him; it revealed 
that the young couple had been experiencing some relationship difficulties. To the 
investigators this letter was suggestive of motive for murder. A “huge fight” between 
the two in the morning had resulted in a remorseful Inge composing the “long letter” 
on the day of her death. Fred said that Inge also gave him a short one-page letter 
that morning in the same envelope as the “long letter”. 

So, in the early stages of the investigation (in fact within the first two months) the 
police had identified a fingerprint that could place a suspect on the scene at the time 
of Inge’s death, together with the suspect’s potential murder weapon, a pair of his 
shoes seemingly matching evidence found at the crime scene, and a letter written by 
the deceased that indicated possible motive for murder. Additionally, police interro-
gators had observed that Fred van der Vyver was strangely unemotional and calculat-
ing throughout the interviews following the murder of his girlfriend. 

It is extremely important to note that the left index fingerprint on Folien 1 was never 
disputed as being Fred’s. Even his own experts confirmed it as his. In fact Pat Wert-
heim, one of Fred’s experts, went out of his way to identify an additional mark as the 
right thumb print of Fred (he needed the right thumb to strengthen his pet theory 
involving a drinking glass). So the issue was not whether Fred’s prints were on Folien 
1 or not; the issue became: was Folien 1 indeed lifted from the DVD cover? If it were, 
it would prove that Fred was with Inge after 15:07. Since Fred stayed over often, a 
print on any other object would not necessarily put him with her after 15:07, the af-
ternoon she was killed. This is why Folien 1 was such an important piece of evidence, 
destined to become contentious. 

A short history of Folien 1: The defence obtained a report from Daan Bekker, a re-
tired police officer and fingerprint examiner: he was the first defence expert to claim 
that Folien 1 was lifted from a drinking glass and not from the DVD cover. If Folien 
1 was indeed from a drinking glass, it did not prove that Fred was with Inge after 
15:07 the day of her murder. The police then asked Director Ruben Botha to evaluate 
Bekker’s report. Botha was a member of the police but not directly involved with the 
case. He had considerable issues with Bekker’s report and concluded that it is possi-
ble that Folien 1 was taken from a DVD cover – but he did not state it as a conclusive 
finding. Louis van der Vyver, Fred’s father, then flew to Tucson, Arizona, to meet with 
fingerprint expert Pat Wertheim, who provided a report stating that not only were 
the Folien 1 prints taken from a drinking glass but that the police had fabricated the 
lift (he strongly implied that they had taken it from a drinking glass and intentionally 
marked it as having come from the DVD cover). The police and the Director of Public 
Prosecutions (DPP) by now probably had an uneasy feeling about Folien 1 and sub-
sequently asked Senior Superintendent Roger Dixon, a member of the SAPS’ Forensic 
Science Laboratory, to examine it. Dixon (in a Section 212 affidavit) not only found 
that Folien 1 was lifted from a drinking glass, but he actually identified a specific glass 
(or one representative of a set of four similar glasses) as being the glass where the 
Folien 1 prints had originated. During the trial, Dutch fingerprint expert Arie Zeelen-
berg also testified that Folien 1 was lifted from a drinking glass: much of his report 
was spent trying to refute Botha’s report.

The court eventually accepted that the lift was “probably” (“waarskynlik”) lifted from 
a drinking glass and not the DVD cover.
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Short history of the hammer: After the police found Fred’s hammer in his bakkie 
(photo below) it was sent for forensic testing. It was treated with Luminol and the 
subsequent reaction produced a colour of intensity and duration that is consistent 
with the presence of blood. Further, the hammer was tested for the presence of 
DNA. Inge’s DNA could not be found, only Fred’s. The police also used the hammer to 
hit a pig skull in order to ascertain whether wound size and shapes comparable to 
Inge’s skull injuries could be reproduced: the bottle opener part of the hammer 
bent during the tests on the pig skull. An additional hurdle for the theory of Fred’s 
hammer as the murder weapon was that while its striking surfaces could be matched 
with the majority of wounds on Inge’s head, in terms of shape and size, two wounds 
were considered too large to have been caused by a blow from that hammer. The 
autopsy report stated that two wounds measured 30 mm while the hammer’s round 
striking side was only around 20 mm. In the end the judge said that the prosecution 
could not provide enough evidence on the hammer, and he “excluded the probabili-
ty” of the hammer being the murder weapon. 

Short history of the shoes: Captain Bruce Bartholomew found some sand grains 
lodged in the sole of the right shoe, which he believed matched some spots in one of 
the blood marks. To him the rest of the marks fitted parts of the right shoe already, 
but he wanted to have an extra point of correspondence. He flew to renowned 
footwear impression expert Bill Bodziak in America, and while we can never be sure 
of exactly what was said there (as no report was provided by Bodziak), it seems that 
Bodziak did not agree with Bartholomew, but Bartholomew reported back to his 
seniors that Bodziak did indeed agree with him. The long and short of it is that Bill 
Bodziak eventually testified for the defence, stating that in his opinion no shoe could 
have made those marks, as they are not “tread marks”. 

We will now primarily look at Folien 1, the hammer, and to a lesser extent the shoes; 
then we will consider the timeline of the evening of the 16th, and relevant facts that 
were not investigated very well, such as the letters and bloodied towel found in the 
bathroom. 

FolIen 1

By now it should be clear why Folien 1 was such an important piece of evidence. To 
the police and the prosecution it could place the accused at the scene of the crime, 
or at the very least it could destroy the accused’s alibi. It proved that Fred was with 
Inge after 15:07 the afternoon of the murder. To the defence it was imperative that 
doubt be cast over the validity of Folien 1 as a lift from the DVD cover. It must be 
remembered that the judge and the defence advocate themselves said that if Folien 
1 was indeed lifted from the DVD cover it would mean that Fred van der Vyver was 
guilty. Even if it could be argued that the fact that he touched the DVD did not prove 
that he killed her, it would prove that his alibi was false, and that he had been pres-
ent in Stellenbosch that afternoon. 

Is it possible that four experts, including a police expert, could have been wrong 
when they stated that Folien 1 came from a drinking glass and not the DVD cover?
We will shortly run through these experts’ reports.

Daan Bekker (end-2005)

The questions Bekker posed in his report shot his own arguments down. For instance, 
when he asked why there were no “other” prints on the DVD cover, such as those of 
the previous renter or the clerk of the store. However, his very same question could 
be asked regarding the drinking glass. Using his premise (that prints would therefore 
definitely be missing), is it reasonable to assume that after a glass is handled with 
the left hand and right hand, it would only have two identifiable prints? One could 
expect at least eight to ten prints on the assumed glass if handled with two hands 
and at least five if handled only by one hand, most of which would be identifiable. 
Further, Bekker also seemed to ignore that there were indeed other prints on Folien 
1, but not prints that could be reconciled with the reasonable handling of a glass – 
prints in placement and shape that are indicative of palm prints. He said nothing of 
these. He also said nothing of the so-called “lip print”. In general, Bekker’s report was 
old school: it contained no measurements, there was no evidence that a scientific 
methodology had been applied, and he had not used the known prints as reference. 
It is generally a report based on assumptions and untested findings. His report didn’t 
feature much in the trial. 
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Far left: A cluster of prints ignored by Bekker. Consider whether this 
grouping is consistent with prints left on a drinking glass or rather those 
left on a DVD cover. 

Left: Wertheim’s report contains an experiment devised by himself to 
“explain” how the prints came to be placed on an assumed glass: “Hold 
the glass in your left hand, pour water in with the right hand, put it 
down, pick it up with right hand and drink.” He then produced this lift. 
Any person can repeat this experiment a thousand times and, based 
on Wertheim’s prescribed method, you will never achieve his result. He 
surreptitiously engineered the result in order to produce a lift that would 
look just like Folien 1. More details of this can be found on Truth4Inge.
com, but suffice to say: Wertheim rotated the glass in an undeclared 
action to get the left fingers closer to the thumb; his left index print inter-
sects his “lip print” and the pinkie is too high up. Wertheim, when asked 
to demonstrate his claimed action in court, tried to surreptitiously rotate 
the glass there as well, but was caught out. He then mumbled his way 
out of trouble but had to concede that the lip print would not be placed 
so close to the left index finger. (Wertheim tried to infer that prints of the 
middle, ring and little fingers were in a position expected after holding 
a glass. There is no evidence on Folien 1 to support this inference. There 
may be randomly placed partial and multiple touches of prints, but not 
anything close to the expected configuration of prints that result from 
holding a drinking glass.) 

Pat Wertheim (August 2006)

An insurmountable problem with Wertheim’s report is its demonstrably dishonest 
flavour. It had been shown (including in an exposé on national television) that he 
fabricated a result of an experiment, which consequently favoured the defence (his 
employers) in his report. The direct implication of the fabricated result is arguably 
nowhere near as important as the fact that dishonesty has been made apparent. The 
credibility of his opinion and reliability of the rest of his report must be considered 
less than adequate for the decision-makers to rely upon. We must also remember 
that the accused’s father was present with Wertheim when he compiled his report. 
His level of objectivity is therefore called into question. After the trial, Pat Wert-
heim continued to argue for the accused in a style that would go way beyond the 
acceptable professional conduct and duties of someone supposed to be a detached, 
independent and objective expert. He spread his own skewed views about the case 
and even promulgated them at IAI1 conferences. 

But, returning to Wertheim’s report, it relies on visual observation and some very 
questionable statements. He did not use the accused’s known prints in order to de-
termine, for example, if the left index finger’s print was foreshortened or otherwise. 
He just declared that the print was foreshortened. Period. ACE-V protocol prohibits 
fingerprint investigators to make findings based on visual observation alone. They 

must prove what they say. Wertheim did not do this. He would, for example, simply 
state that “the dried drops marks are consistent with drops that dried on a drinking 
glass” or that “the lip print is consistent with a lip print on a glass” without refer-
encing any case studies of comparative data. Measured against ACE-V and Daubert, 
his report falls well short of accepted standards. It’s not worth the paper that it is 
written on. 

Read our open letter to Pat Wertheim on Truth4Inge.com

______
1. International Association for Identification
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Above: Some of the 11 glasses Dixon used in his tests. There is absolutely no evidence 
that these glasses came from Inge’s flat. Yet Dixon identified Glass #1 as the glass 
from which Folien 1 was lifted (Glass #1 was part of a set of four and he used it as 
representative of the four glasses in the set). 

Below: If it was a drinking glass that made Folien 1, it had to be 80 mm high. Dixon 
inferred that Glass #1 is 80 mm high. In the photo below it is clear that the glass is 
83 mm high. His finding therefore cannot be true. This renders his complete report 
incorrect and meaningless.

Roger Dixon (Dec 2006)

There are many problems with Roger Dixon’s Section 212 affidavit2, and we will only 
examine some in brief:

Most noteworthy is the fact that, as a member of the police force, Dixon’s opinion 
was enhanced and impacted strongly on this case. He did not testify, but his Section 
212 affidavit was accepted as prima facie evidence, and his finding that Folien 1 was 
lifted from a drinking glass prompted the DPP to withdraw fingerprint evidence even 
before the criminal trial had started. It was a huge psychological blow from which 
Folien 1 never recovered. His report also came in synergy with the Wertheim and 
Zeelenberg reports in that it supported their findings and strengthened their cred-
ibility as reliable witnesses to the court. The judge’s deliberations included consid-
eration of whether the contents of the Wertheim and Zeelenberg reports conflicted 
with Dixon’s report or not.

Nearly two years after the murder, Dixon conducted experiments on 11 glasses 
purportedly collected from Inge’s flat. However, as there was no chain of custody on 
these glasses, their provenance could not be confirmed. This has great significance 
for the reliability of his evidence because Dixon’s finding was that Folien 1 had been 
lifted from one of these 11 glasses. Further, our own investigation in this regard has 
shown without any doubt that he provided incorrect information in his report, infor-
mation that would completely destroy this finding. If Folien 1 had been lifted from 
a drinking glass, measurement shows that the glass would have had to have been 
80 mm high (as agreed by all the defence experts); however, the glass that Dixon 
reported as the source was 83 mm high (see photo to the right). This is objective 
evidence of an incorrect finding. He also stated that the curves left by this glass on 
his experimental lift were “the same” as the curves on Folien 1. By means of a simple 
geometrical exercise we proved this cannot be the case. Based on its dimensions 
(e.g. the height and ratio difference between the top and bottom diameters) a specif-
ic glass would leave a specific set of curves. His Glass #1 would have produced a set 
of recorded curves that would be impossible to reconcile with the set of “curves” on 
Folien 1 (they are not both curves to start off with, but we’ll get to this later).

Dixon stated in his affidavit that Constable Swartz, the person who took the lift, met 
with him and showed him how he lifted Folien 1 from the DVD cover. This is not true. 
Swartz has never met Dixon in his life, and after many requests, Dixon could not 
provide us with details of this alleged meeting. This is perjury. In addition, we have 
in our possession legal opinion that Dixon’s affidavit, on many levels, does not comply 
with the legal requirements of section 212 of the Criminal Procedure Act and that it 
therefore should have been inadmissible as prima facie evidence. On this basis alone 
for the court to have accepted his affidavit as prima facie evidence was an error of law.

What is clear is that Dixon obviously had insight into Wertheim’s report and it seems 
that the Wertheim report influenced his findings. The way Dixon worked made for 
more questions than answers. In short, Dixon’s report cannot at all be relied upon. In 
fact, it is provably incorrect, perjurious and dishonest.

Read our full report 
on Dixon, and why his 

report should have 
been inadmissible, on 

Truth4Inge.com

Dixon seems to have “forgotten” 
this part of the ruler. 

______
2. An affidavit prepared in compli-
ance with section 212 of the Criminal 
Procedure Act – in the absence of other 
credible evidence – must be accepted 
by the court as prima facie proof of the 
evidence therein.
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Glass touches nose 
Glass can not be emptied 

Arie Zeelenberg (2007)

Arie Zeelenberg’s entry into the case carried with it the sort of powerful credibility 
expected of a former Head of the Dutch Fingerprint Bureau3, but a close inspection 
of his evidence reveals that, maybe even more than Pat Wertheim’s, Arie Zeelen-
berg’s report is questionable to the extent of the ludicrous. His unmistakable inten-
tion was to destroy the police testimony of Folien 1 as a lift taken from a DVD cover. 
His misleading and bizarre constructions, introduced into evidence under the guise 
of scientific experiments, favoured the defence’s drinking glass theory. He made var-
ious untrue and misleading statements about scientific principles. He attempted to 
prove that the so-called “lip print” was made on a drinking glass, yet nowhere in his 
208-page presentation did he show comparative prints on a drinking glass: instead 
he used irrelevant flat glass plates. He testified in court on areas outside his scope of 
expertise, such as biokinetics, fluid dynamics and lip prints.

Let’s take some time out to be entertained by Arie Zeelenberg in full swing.

Zeelenberg fought really, really hard to prove the feasibility of the so-called “lip 
print”. In order to explain the slope and incomplete nature of it, his reasoning was 
that in the normal process of drinking from a glass, its rim touches the nose so that 
the imbiber “can’t empty it” without the performance of all sorts of compensatory 
actions of the arm and wrist.

This led to this highly contestable statement by him: 

Please read and study Zeelenberg’s report on Truth4Inge.com

______
3. At the time of the criminal trial in 2007, Arie Zeelenberg was Senior Advisor Fingerprints: National Police Agency of the Netherlands, and “came on their behalf”. 

Above: Zeelenberg’s explanation for the sloped and incomplete “lip print”.

As a result lip prints on a glass have a tendency to: 
 
slope down left by drinking with the left hand 
and slope down to the right 
when drinking with the right hand 
 
(or leaning towards the root of the thumb) 
 

The arm with the glass 
has a natural angle 
Line A 
 
The hand does not fully  
Compensate for that 
Line B 

A 

B 

Another angle 
between arm and head 
(mouth) 
The hand has to  
compensate for that in  
order to get the glass  
straight to the mouth. 

All images on this page and on the following two pages are from Zeelenberg’s PowerPoint presentation.
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Let us look at another false statement:

Arie Zeelenberg wanted at all costs to argue that the drops on Folien 1 dried on a 
vertical surface. So, to explain the size and shapes of the dried drops, he came up 
with this false, scientifically incorrect statement.

This simply is not true. Surface tension is “at play” on any surface: vertical or hori-
zontal. It will be obvious to any physicist that Arie Zeelenberg testified in court on 
matters beyond the scope of his knowledge and expertise. He was an uninformed 
layperson who tried to convince the court that he understood data when, in fact, he 
did not possess even the most rudimentary grasp of the basic concepts required for 
any true analysis. 

Let’s take a look at the standard of scientific methodology that Arie Zeelenberg, the 
former head of the Dutch Fingerprint Bureau4, considered to be an adequate founda-
tion for his deductions.

Curvature 

In order to determine whether lines present on Folien 1 were straight or “curved” he 
drew a line beneath them. This was the sum total of his investigative process of the 
“curves”. Since the original, recorded lines were made to look “curved”, to his “expert 
eye”, that provided the pretext for him to equate those lines with marks left by the 
rims of drinking glasses. 

As we will later demonstrate, a non-specific “curve” is not acceptable. The top and 
bottom edges of a conical or cylindrical glass will yield two perfect circular arcs that 
share a common epicentre (making them concentric curves). Zeelenberg’s determi-
nation of curves, in his report, is naive, slapdash, unscientific and valueless (except 
as a measure of the lack of efficacy of his evidence, which one might consider bears 
upon his credibility as a witness).

Zeelenberg’s methodology in using overlays reveals his careless approach. When em-
ploying overlays, it is of paramount importance that the respective images are on the 
same scale (unless, of course, it is declared that they are not on same scale). On the 
next page is Zeelenberg’s production of an overlay of Folien 1 lying on the DVD cover. 
It is apparent that the proportion of the folien is too large in relation to the cover. 

______
4. Arie Zeelenberg, representing the Netherlands’ participation in the Evett & Williams survey, where nine 
of the ten test latent prints were known identifications, did not do very well in this survey. Zeelenberg, 
at one stage the Head of the Fingerprint Bureau of the Netherlands, had only managed to identify one 
print. The UK experts identified all nine. This really casts doubt on his practical experience and ability as a 
fingerprint expert.

Since we see 5 droplets of about the same size 
we may assume that surface tension was in play 
 
This means that the spatters did not arrive  
and dry on a horizontal surface. 

Bottom line straight ? ! 
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Test; 
• glassplate powdered 
• folien placed 
• pressure applied on  
  edges 
 

Steel “”jeu de boule” 
ball 

Piece of rail 
over 10 kilo’s ! 

*Gel lifters used 
with flexible back  

Cooled drink Cooled drink + ice cubes 

Above is a classic example of how Zeelenberg 
would twist Director Botha’s statements. 
Botha said the top line became curved because 
of the “rubbing” of the folien over the top 
edge of the DVD cover. The word and notion 
of “pressure” was interpolated in Botha’s 
statement by Zeelenberg – and he laid these 
heavy objects on a folien (on a glass plate, of 
all things) to refute Botha’s evidence. Botha 
never used the word “pressure”. In any case, 
how can this experiment involving a flat glass 
plate be relevant? It is clearly constructed to 
deceive. 

Above: In order to explain why none of the characteristic 
creases of a lip print was exhibited in the so-called “lip print” 
of Folien 1, Zeelenberg stated that the donor lip was placed 
on an area of the glass that was covered in condensation, and 
that the water drops had obliterated the creases. It is curious, 
then, that the condensation does not rise above the water line, 
which indicates that the lip would have been placed on a dry 
area. Further, why did this condensation not obliterate the de-
tail of the other prints on the glass? Why did it only affect the 
“lip print”? There is simply no record of a dried (once damp) 
area, or condensation, on Folien 1. But Zeelenberg did not 
leave his condensation “proof” there: he placed a DVD cover 
in a refrigerator and when it was not coated in condensation 
when he took it out, he further “deduced” that Folien 1 could 
not have been lifted from a DVD cover; because, according to 
his evidence, there had to be condensation on the substrate 
from which Folien 1 had been lifted. Of course, his conclusion 
was founded on this self-concocted and false premise of con-
densation. 

Above: The pink outline shows the actual size 
of the folien in relation to the cover. Not only is 
Zeelenberg’s image of Folien 1 (white outline) 
too large in relation to the cover, but the orien-
tation is also wrong. It has never been stated 
that Folien 1 was lifted in a portrait position. 

Area rubbed clean 

There is no evidence that Zeelenberg’s report was ever peer-reviewed. 
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When the activities of the two “international” and “independent” experts are viewed 
together, the picture becomes even more disturbing. Pat Wertheim claimed that Arie 
Zeelenberg peer-reviewed his report for the South African court. However, they had 
worked together on the controversial McKie case, in Scotland, for many years before 
the South African case, and clearly they had a close personal connection. Sure, 
friendship is permissible, but it is certainly strange and suspicious that an expert 
reviewed and confirmed another expert’s highly controversial report: claiming police 
staff criminality, twice! (For the record, Wertheim’s and Zeelenberg’s relentless, spu-
rious allegations of criminality in the McKie case resulted in over a decade of many, 
lengthy official investigations of the Scottish fingerprint staff. Eventually each accused 
person was completely exonerated of all of their accusers’ charges of intentional 
wrongdoing. The evidence did not support Wertheim’s and Zeelenberg’s incredible 
stories.)

One can readily assume that Zeelenberg was retained by the defence on Wertheim’s 
recommendation. It cannot be coincidence, given their shared history, that Wert-
heim suggested an individual who had already previously confirmed his sensational, 
headline-grabbing, game-changing results. During the trial, the pair also seemed to 
form a tag team. Wertheim even admitted to author Antony Altbeker that “Zelie [as 
he referred to Zeelenberg] will nail the lip print” – as if doing some of the work and 
leaving it to his colleague to wrap it up. The two clearly had insight into each other’s 
work, which complemented one another’s evidence. Their identical modus operandi 
– their provision of purportedly expert opinion to the courts on matters well beyond 
the scope of their expertise – demonstrated that theirs was a combined mission: to 
fight for the glass theory. 

If you look at Dixon’s report and the way he worked, it is clear that he had insight 
into Wertheim’s report, which had come out a few months prior to his own report. 
One is able to disregard the fact that it is written in very much the same style, but a 
significant proportion of the methods and references he employed indicate that he 
relied on Wertheim’s report. Yes, Wertheim’s report may not have been confidential, 
but the similarities to be found in Dixon’s work are suggestive of undue influence 
and recorded bias. It might be that he, as a geologist, was wary of contradicting the 
report of a “recognised expert”.

What we see here is not just potential but demonstrable collusion between the 
experts. It is highly significant that over and above their accumulated, individual, 
wrong results the experts, despite their claims to the contrary, did not use any scien-
tific method. Their work simply does not measure up to a standard, which is that of 
evidence independently secured through skilful investigation. They appear to have 
“forgotten” their responsibility to the court.

We will now briefly show why they were wrong in their finding that Folien 1 came 
from a drinking glass – and what the implication of this is.

Admittedly Folien 1 could appear to the layman to be a lift from a conical drinking 
glass. There are two lines about 80 mm apart, which could at a glance be mistaken 
for concentric curves, suggesting the top and bottom edges of a drinking glass. More-
over, these lines are not immediately suggestive of a DVD cover-originated lift be-
cause the top line is “curved”, and there is an apparent incongruity in the placement 
of the bottom line. A DVD cover is not 80 mm high, and it has straight edges. How 
can the lines be curved if the lift was taken from a DVD cover? Also, there were some 
dried drops and recently dried smudges on the lift – which would suggest that the 
object came into contact with water (or a fluid) at some stage. It would be reason-
able to relate the existence of drop marks to a drinking glass. The background colour 
of Folien 1 is remarkably black, which many might suggest confirms a lift from a glass 
surface rather than from a plastic surface – the argument was that a plastic surface 
would have retained more powder and would therefore be less black (would be more 
gray). These were all arguments made by the aforementioned defence experts, and 
taken at face value (that is, without proper investigation and consideration), they 
pass for seemingly valid arguments. It would not have been difficult to convince a 
person with little knowledge about fingerprinting that Folien 1 was indeed lifted from 
a drinking glass. It certainly could look like it.

However, it is not sufficient to make findings on visual observations and assumptions 
alone – as all of the defence experts did in this case. Findings must be tested. Rele-
vant, scientific, empirical tests must be applied.

Folien 1 from “DVD holder” 

Folien 1 – not to scale
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The lines

The two “curved lines” were probably the strongest arguments for the defence. And 
since these lines create the illusion of a drinking glass lift, it was a powerful weapon 
in their arsenal because the appearance is completely overwhelming to the unsus-
pecting and naive eye. The defence experts would just say that there are “two curved 
lines” on Folien 1 and this is not only impossible on a DVD lift but would confirm a 
drinking glass lift. However, this was based on purely visual observation. Consider 
that the best test that Zeelenberg could come up with was to draw straight lines be-
neath the Folien 1 lines to “prove” that they are “curved”. Wertheim’s best shot was 
just to say that they are curves. 

On closer inspection we found that none of these lines, considered individually or as 
a unit, could represent the edges of a conical drinking glass, as these experts have 
claimed. They are the wrong type of curves – in fact, the bottom line is not a curve at 
all! Laws of geometry dictate that both lines need to be perfect circular arcs (curves) 
and that together they must form a concentric unit (i.e. share the same epicentre). 
In actuality, authentic examination reveals that the top line comprises a few straight 
segments, which together create the illusion of a curve. The bottom line is not at all 
close to being a curve. In actuality it is a jagged line with a generally straight trajec-
tory – a polygonal chain. Even allowing for margin of error, these lines simply cannot 
have been produced by the edges of a drinking glass.

The internal nature and construction of the lines reveal additional, important 
information. In the top line one can clearly see what is reasonably, scientifically 
inferred to be the impression of the sleeve of the DVD cover (see next page). There 
is a fine straight visible line present on Folien 1, which is strongly suggestive of this 
– and which, additionally, cannot at all be reconciled with the top edge of a glass. 
The amount of smudging present in the line is indicative of movement of the folien 
relative to the edge of the object – which is not possible on a drinking glass, but is 
possible indeed on a DVD cover, where the sleeve can move up and down relative to 
the edge of it (if unclear, see Truth4Inge.com). There is also a significant difference 
in the nature of the top and bottom lines. Why would there be so much smudging 
present in the top line but not present at all in the bottom line, if rubbing had to take 
place over both edges? The bottom line appears to be a rip mark with a “crisp” edge, 
which would confirm Swartz’s double lift (we’ll explain what is meant by this shortly).

To summarise, the lines on Folien 1 cannot have been produced by the edges of a 
conical drinking glass. They are the wrong type of curves – that is, the bottom line is 
not a curve at all, and therefore they are not (and cannot be) a concentric unit. The 
internal nature of the lines preclude a lift from a drinking glass. There is too much 
smudging, and the lines are not smooth and circular enough by virtue of too many 
straight features.

Above: Based on a geometric formula, we constructed this spreadsheet that would 
allow us to determine the curves of any glass if we feed the top diameter, bottom 
diameter and height of it into the sheet. Because the degree of curve would depend 
on the ratio difference between the top and bottom diameter (the bigger the ratio 
difference, the more curved the lines would be), many permutations would result, but 
we have tested all ratio differences between e.g. 9%–20% and the top line present on 
Folien 1 is simply too flat to be a line produced by a conical glass rim. The top line of 
Folien 1 starts off as a curve but then straightens out. It cannot have resulted from 
contact with the top edge of a conical drinking glass. 

Above: We used an electronic measurement tool under magnification to measure the 
respective distances between the two lines, and also from a common baseline. We 
used regression analysis to make deductions. These scientific methods of measure-
ment with a precision tool proved two things: the lines are not circular and they are 
not concentric. This completely disqualifies the theory of the drinking glass lift.

Mollett Reports – Revised April 2013 – All rights reserved

Height of cup h 82 mm
Top diameter x 79 mm
Bottom diameter y 64 mm

Length of top curve 248 mm 180
Length of bottom curve 201 mm 140

Distance between curves r 82.34 mm

H 431.87 mm
R 433.67 mm

Length of line l 180 mm
Delta 9.44 mm

Angle (sigma) 32.79 degrees

BC 120.8633 mm

C B C

120.86

433.67

Based on aforementioned formula, these are the h/x/y dimensions for a 82/79/64 glass (like Mr Wertheim’s glass):

This spreadsheet can be used to calculate the 2-D 
dimensions of any size conical glass. To the top and 
right is a basic sketch of the results. It is not on scale 
but illustrates the principle. We will shortly test it 
pratically.

Take special note of “R”.

It is the radius of the circle that fits the top curve.

Both circles have constant radius
They are parallel to each other

Page 11

351.33

Top

Bottom

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49
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From experience we know that not all are able to grasp the science behind this. 
Antony Altbeker argues that maybe “we lifted differently than Swartz” who “did not 
take the lift in a laboratory”. For the sake of clarity: we did not work from our own 
lifts; we worked from Folien 1, which is Swartz’s lift. We did not create the laws of 
nature, and according to these laws the lines made by a conical tumbler will produce 
a set of concentric curves – which are two circular curves with a common origin. Not-
withstanding the foregoing, we are willing to grant reasonable margin of error. But, 
even given that reasonable margin of error, it is expected that at least one of the two 
curves is circular, or that the two lines lie parallel to one another. Instead, the lines 

Left: What exactly could this straight hairline 
be, considering the edge of a drinking glass? 

Left: Even using Zeelenberg’s own slapdash method of drawing a straight line 
beneath the bottom line, it is clear that it is neither dead straight nor is it a 
curve of any kind. One problem with Zeelenberg’s presentation was that he 
only revealed a very short part of the line, when he tried to convince the court 
that it was a curve. In totality, the line is not curved. It is also too sharp-edged 
to be the bottom edge of a drinking glass. 

Above and left: We know that the top line on Folien 1 is “curved” but, just for 
the sake of our exercise here, we “straightened” it here by putting four 1:1 snip-
pets of the line on the edge of a similar DVD cover. Hereby we primarily want 
to illustrate the consistency in the weight of the lines (against that of the ridge) 
and how the various straight segments of the top line fit the straight alignment 
of the ridge. It is clear that the top line comprises many straight segments. 
These were produced by the lifting action of the scene of crime examiner; these 
small segments were joined to create the illusion of a curve. See the straight 
segment to the left which is clearly a recording of the furrow between the DVD 
sleeve and the edge of the DVD cover, rather than a recording of the rim of a 
glass. 

on Folien 1, considered as lines resulting from contact with a conical drinking glass, 
fail every imaginable geometrical law. Not one of the lines is circular and the lines are 
not concentric by any stretch of the imagination. 

Over time, we have become much more interested in the visual internal nature of 
the lines.

cover

cover

Folien 1

Folien 1 Folien 1 Folien 1 Folien 1
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Put first folien here and removed it.

Cleaned area of first lift.

Put second folien here and removed it.

This top edge of the previously cleaned area recorded as 
what looks like a line on the second folien (Folien 1). This is 
the bottom line on Folien 1.

50 30

Below: The top line “became” curved when Swartz acciden-
tally rotated the folien by a few degrees when he pasted it 
from right to left. Primarily two straight segments joined at 
a slight angle and merged by smudging, forming the curve.

So how did the “curved” top line and the bottom line come about? Here it is import-
ant to have knowledge of Elton Swartz’s actions: what he did (or said he did). After 
he received the dusted cover from the duster, Mariaan Booysens, he placed a folien 
on the bottom half of the cover and then removed it. This would remove the powder 
in that specific area. He then put a second folien on the upper half the DVD cover, 
and removed it and labelled it as Lift #1 (which became known as “Folien 1”). Where 
this folien’s bottom edge overlapped the area cleaned by the previous lift, it lifted the 
top line (edge) left by the previous lift. This would explain the bottom line of Folien 1. 
The first lift was discarded as Swartz determined that the marks and prints on it were 
not useable.

The curved top line, which we can reproduce, was formed when Swartz tentatively 
put the folien onto the DVD cover – holding the right corner of it down onto the edge 
of the DVD cover with his thumb. He then placed the rest of the folien down onto the 
cover, which resulted in smearing down to the left. The folien moved slightly clock-
wise and, together with subsequent rubbing over the edge, created what appears 
to be a curve. However, it mainly comprises two straight segments joined at a slight 

angle, and further merged by smudging. On Folien 1, the presence of these straight 
segments is visible and provable. Therefore, the curved top line is attainable on a 
DVD lift and the bottom line can be explained by Swartz’s double lift. Actually the 
Folien 1 evidence confirms his double lift. 

It is important to note that physicists Professor Kobus Visser (Stellenbosch University) 
and Professor Chris Theron (University of Pretoria) both had issues with the “lines” as 
features made by a conical drinking glass. Professor Visser convincingly, and by scien-
tific method, showed that the lines are not concentric, while Professor Theron looked 
more at the internal structure of the lines and, based on the straight segments in 
it, stated very strongly that the top line could not have been made by the edge of a 
conical drinking glass. Both these scientists carried out their own examinations, using 
their own methods, and did not simply review and rubberstamp our work. Never-
theless, they both confirmed what we stated at the start. The lines on Folien 1 are 
strong exclusionary criteria for the drinking glass theory. They thoroughly exclude the 
notion of a lift taken from a glass. However, they do not exclude the DVD cover as the 
possible substrate.



18

The issues around the drop marks, probably more than anything, illustrate how the 
defence experts jumped rashly to their convenient assumptions. It appears that they 
had made up their minds that drops equalled a drinking glass. When we approached 
the University of Michigan’s fluid dynamics expert, Dr Robert Deegan, his first remark 
on Folien 1 was that we cannot, based on visual detail alone, know for a fact that 
the dried drops were water. They could, for example, consist of saliva or sweat. The 
defence experts simply assumed that they were water drops. (They assumed this just 
as they had assumed that both Folien 1 lines were curved and a concentric unit.)

Nonetheless, on the assumption that they were indeed water drops, we conducted 
extensive research and discovered that those drops dried on a horizontal and flat 
surface. We repeated spatter experiments and compared the shapes of drops that 
had dried on a drinking glass with drops that had dried on a DVD cover – and very 
convincingly the result favoured the DVD cover.

When water in a drop evaporates the salts and impurities in it will migrate to the 
edge, leaving white rims. In a vertical hanging drop (greater than 2.7 mm in size) 
the white rim will form on the bottom edge of the dried drop. In a drop drying on 
a horizontal surface the white rim will form all around the drop. The white rims of 
the drops on Folien 1 are formed all around the edges and randomly, so there is no 
correlative relationship between them and drops found hanging vertically on either 
a flat or on a round surface. Instead those rims are evidence of drops that dried on 
a horizontal surface. Furthermore, when drops from a common source on divergent 

dried vertically hanging drop dried horizontally lying drop

trajectories hit the curved surface of a glass, each will impact the surface at a differ-
ent impact angle, causing them to have different aspect ratios (length/width) since 
the aspect ratio is directly correlated to the impact angle. The drops on Folien 1 are 
of very similar sizes and aspect ratios to one another: the sort of conformity recorded 
when drops hit a flat surface.

It is also important to note that the defence experts did not investigate some of the 
dried drops recorded on Folien 1. Those ignored drops are randomly positioned and 
their sizes and shapes are not indicative of drops on the vertical side of a drinking 
glass, either. There is no evidence to suggest that those additional drops did not land 
on a horizontal, flat surface.

What is especially telling is that we discovered two “half-drops”, where the bottom 
halves of two drops were ripped off. This would refute the glass theory even further 
– and more so, confirm Swartz’s double lift. The first lift ripped the bottom halves of 
these two drops from the substrate, and the top lift then recorded the remaining two 
top halves. If a single folien had been applied to a glass (as posited by the defence 
“experts”), this would not have been possible, because one folien would have cov-
ered and captured the whole drop the first (and only) time. It could not have ripped 
only half of the drop from the substrate. Yet evidence of the two half-drops is present 
on Folien 1 for all to see, and analyse.

Above: Considering the curve of the glass and the varying impact angles relative to 
the glass surface it provides for the drops as they impact, what are the chances that 
they would retain a similar size and shape? 

drop before drying
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Photo 6990

One cut off drop? (explained on p. 36)
Another cut off drop?

Yellow line is lift line (F1’s bottom line)

Outline clearly broken

Drops will not dry like this on the bottom edge of a glass. 

And a second partial drop?

Both clearly on lift line – outlines broken – drops incomplete

Both drops lie on lift line 
( just above pink line)

Powder below line 
possibly due to 
foline not pasted 
extremely well on 
plastic. Also more 
visible under en-
largemnt. Actually 
minute.

37

The first folien is by chance placed over 
the bottom half of the drop. When it is 
removed it rips the bottom half from the 
substrate. 

The second folien then records the re-
maining top part of the drop. 

The principle, using one drop as example:

Folien covers whole drop

Right: It does not matter where the dried drop is on the glass, 
the folien would cover the whole glass area and would not 
be able to lift only half of the drop from the surface. You need 
two foliens to get such half-lifts, and considering the two sce-
narios here, it would have been possible with the DVD lift only 
(see Truth4Inge.com for more thorough explanations).

Above: What looks like half of a drop on an inverted image 
of Folien 1, in line with the bottom “line” (blue dotted line). 
Also note the two dried drops just above the circle, not 
typical of drops that dried on a round and vertical surface, 
one of which runs diagonally. They are much more typical of 
drops that dried on a horizontal flat surface. There are also 
other drops on Folien 1 that, based on size, shape and flow 
direction, would suggest drying on a horizontal flat surface. 
To see them, visit Truth4Inge.com. It is, of course, possible for 
various types of drops to come into contact with a DVD cover, 
and considering the various positions and slopes at which it 
can lie, these bigger drops and their random flow directions 
are understandable. 

Top: What appear to be two halves of two drops, right on the 
lift line (yellow line). The area below the yellow line would be 
the area ripped clean by the first lift, in the process ripping 
the bottom halves from these two drops. This would not 
have been possible with a lift from an 80-mm drinking glass, 
because one folien would have covered the whole glass (see 
below, left).

bottom “line”

Due to capillary action, a wet drop on the edge of a glass would flow on 
to the surface below it or around the round edge, and therefore only half 
of a drop would not dry right on the edge. 
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Above: Above: Folien 2 was lifted from a tall drinking glass, the glass that was found 
on the coffee table next to Inge (similar to the included glass in the photo above). 
The defence experts stated that a glass surface does not retain any (white) powder. 
Curious then that Folien 2 is so white. So we know that Folien 2 was lifted from a 
drinking glass and there is no dispute about that. It’s a common cause fact. We can 
have long speculative arguments about the nature of the substrate (e.g. how clean 
the substrate was, etc.) but this is proof that the argument that a glass substrate will 
ALWAYS yield a black background was wrong, and should never have been presented 
in court. Folien 2 provides concrete evidence of the ignorance of the defence experts, 
resulting in a false premise for their argument. The examined additional lifts devel-

oped by Constable Swartz, at other crime scenes, supported the established view that 
the background colour produced in foliens differs, dependent upon many variables.

This is another example of the highly selective preference for only those court produc-
tions that supported the defence experts’ stories. They were quick to claim that Folien 
1 is black because it came from a glass while, omitting to inform the court that a lift, 
which indisputably originated on a glass from the same crime scene, is snow white!

Although attainable, the Folien 1 background is atypically black and clean – even 
when considered as a lift from a glass surface. This we concede. However, back-
ground colour is often a perceived effect of the quality of the powder employed at 
the scene of crime, and the state of the substrate when it was examined. It is part 
of the snapshot of evidence at the moment of capture. It is noteworthy that the 
defence experts presented this black background as absolute proof that Folien 1 was 
taken from a glass surface: because, importantly, according to their evidence glass 
will not retain powder. The lift labelled Folien 2, taken by Constable Swartz at the 
crime scene, was lifted from a glass surface. This recorded substrate is an undisputed 
fact, and Folien 2 is very white. This completely refutes the experts’ argument that 
glass will always yield a black background. Positioning Folien 1 and Folien 2 next to 
each other (see photo below, right), there seems to be such a remarkable and fun-
damental difference in appearance that one can reasonably deduce that they were 
not lifted from the same type of substrate. Folien 2 is white, Folien 1 is black. Same 
powder, same lifter, same day. 

Very importantly, as it is an uncontested fact that Folien 2 was lifted from a glass sur-
face, rather than undermine Constable Swartz’s evidence on the DVD cover, again, his 
additional, recorded, obvious work at that crime scene is supportive of the accuracy 

of his evidence. The Folien 2 evidence suggests that Folien 1 could well have been 
lifted from a surface other than glass. The defence experts have conveniently chosen 
to ignore other recorded scene-of-crime material; material that had the potential to 
undermine their own conclusions. This suggests both a lack of scientific rigour and 
intellectual honesty in their work. If they wanted to make an argument about the 
retention ability of glass, why did they not refer to Folien 2, which was a known and 
comparable recording? 

We obtained many folien lifts, which Constable Swartz had processed at different 
crime scenes prior to his work at the Inge Lotz murder scene. We looked at the 
types of background to be found on plastic and glass surfaces, respectively. No 
significant visual data emerged to indicate that glass substrates would always yield 
black backgrounds; neither did it reveal that plastic substrates would always retain 
powder: nor vice versa. It really depends on the unique conditions of the moment – 
the state of the surface (e.g. how clean and new it is) and the powder used. A new 
and clean plastic DVD cover may well develop a black background, just as a used and 
dirty drinking glass might well develop a white background. Either way, the black 
background of Folien 1 was really of no consequence to this argument, except as an 
example of misinformation provided in evidence to the court.

In the Folien 1 debate the defence experts argued that Folien 1’s background is too black, it retained too little 
powder. A DVD sleeve would hold more dust than a glass, they said. Thus they argued that Folien 1 was lifted 
from a drinking glass. The photo above shows the lift marked as “Folien 2” – undisputed from a drinking glass. 
Below is Folien 1. Same powder. Same batch folien. Same lifter. Same day. Interesting and ironic that if both were 
lifted from drinking glasses, that there will be such a difference?

Folien 2 above – Lifted from the drinking glass to the right

We know that the amount of dust recorded can depend on how much the object was handled, how clean it was, 
etc. And this is exactly our point. Nobody should make conclusive findings based on variables. The amount of 
dust and background recorded can depend on the degree to which the foline was rubbed onto the substrate, 
the quality and strength of the powder, how clean or dirty or old or new the substrate was, etc. Both the duster 
and lifter told how at that stage they generally used powder that did not stick well to substrates but stuck well 
to prints. Since the time of the murder, the type of powder used by the police force has been changed. This 
makes current testing not reliable. During the trial the prosecution witnesses argued that electrostatic build up 
in a plastic sleeve, can push powder away, hence less background and powder will show up. If you look at the 
difference between Folien 1 (as possibly from a DVD sleeve) and the undisputed glass lift (Folien 2), this may be 
a plausible possibility.

Background and other prints

Sealed Folien 1

38

Sealed Folien 2

In the Folien 1 debate the defence experts argued that Folien 1’s background is too black, it retained too little 
powder. A DVD sleeve would hold more dust than a glass, they said. Thus they argued that Folien 1 was lifted 
from a drinking glass. The photo above shows the lift marked as “Folien 2” – undisputed from a drinking glass. 
Below is Folien 1. Same powder. Same batch folien. Same lifter. Same day. Interesting and ironic that if both were 
lifted from drinking glasses, that there will be such a difference?

Folien 2 above – Lifted from the drinking glass to the right

We know that the amount of dust recorded can depend on how much the object was handled, how clean it was, 
etc. And this is exactly our point. Nobody should make conclusive findings based on variables. The amount of 
dust and background recorded can depend on the degree to which the foline was rubbed onto the substrate, 
the quality and strength of the powder, how clean or dirty or old or new the substrate was, etc. Both the duster 
and lifter told how at that stage they generally used powder that did not stick well to substrates but stuck well 
to prints. Since the time of the murder, the type of powder used by the police force has been changed. This 
makes current testing not reliable. During the trial the prosecution witnesses argued that electrostatic build up 
in a plastic sleeve, can push powder away, hence less background and powder will show up. If you look at the 
difference between Folien 1 (as possibly from a DVD sleeve) and the undisputed glass lift (Folien 2), this may be 
a plausible possibility.

Background and other prints

Sealed Folien 1

38

Sealed Folien 2
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Figure 37(a): Fred’s known flat print on the police’s ten-print card.

Figure 37(c): Fred’s print on Folien 1 is 
clearly the same length as the flat print. If the 
finger were deposited on a round glass, this 
print would have been significantly shorter.

Figure 37 (b): The image here illus-
trates the principle that when you pick 
up a drinking glass the print will be 
shorter – up to 20% (5–7 mm). 

Images have been reproduced here 
according to respective scale
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Above: A touch on round glass: the surface area available for contact between the 
skin of the finger and the curved glass is reduced (in comparison to that on a flat sur-
face); the resulting fingerprint will therefore be shorter. (We also wish to clarify what 
we mean by “length of print”: this is the distance from the joint fold between the first 
and second phalanges (Z) to where the print ends towards the tip.)

Above: Compared to the known, flat 
print, a print on a round glass (X) 
can be up to 6 mm shorter. It would 
also “hang” towards the bottom. 

Above: This same-scale comparison shows that the fingerprint on Folien 1 is the same 
length as Fred’s recorded flat fingerprint. It is not shorter. This indicates that the 
finger was therefore not placed on a round surface but on a flat one. 

The prints

Although the left index fingerprint was never disputed as being Fred van der Vyver’s, 
the defence experts could and should have investigated further in order to determine 
the substrate. Obviously, they had also tried to subvert the prosecution’s damning 
evidence, by using precisely the same evidence of identity in their effort to argue 
their glass theory: but a very basic, scientific (and honest) examination would have 
proved to the court that the left index fingerprint could not have been deposited on 
the round surface of a drinking glass. We will not go into long, technical explanations 
here, but one of the most basic principles at stake is that when a finger touches a 
round surface the print will be shorter than one left on a flat surface (considering 
that the pressure of the touches on the respective surfaces are the same and that at 
least the second phalanx also touches the surfaces). This is plain, observable com-
mon sense. The glass curves away from the finger, reducing the touchable surface. If 
the experts for the defence had checked the known print recorded on Fred’s finger-
print form and actually measured it against the index print they had hijacked for use 
in their opportunistic glass theory, then they would have observed that the index 
print on Folien 1 is roughly the same length as the known, flat print on Fred’s custody 
form. This is very simple proof that the print did not foreshorten, as Pat Wertheim 
claimed, without any proof. On a round drinking glass it would have foreshortened 
significantly. It had not. 

Above: Fred van der Vyver’s left index finger’s print on Folien 1. Its length is 
the same as that of the print on his police fingerprint card, which we already 
know is a print that had been deposited on a flat surface. 

Second phalanx touches

Second phalanx touched

If this print was deposited 
on a round drinking glass, it 
would have been significantly 
shorter. 

X

Z Z

Z Z
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Left: This is a very simple exercise to show that the finger was not placed on a 
round glass. If you hold a glass with your left finger clamped around it to hold 
it, the tip of the finger will not touch the glass. Try it yourself. The tip of the 
finger is clear of the surface here: an obvious indication that the Folien 1 print 
actually touched a flat surface. 

Also, when holding a glass the area of contact will be shaped more like a tear-
drop: not like a pyramid. See photos above.

Above: Shape of print as a flat touch.

Furthermore, the left index print does not display any signs of gravity and friction, as 
one would expect if the depositor had been drinking from a glass full of liquid. If you 
pick up a drinking glass with weight, the glass will pull on the friction ridges of the 
skin (due to gravity); this would likely derange the flat (normal) pattern downward on 
the area of the fingertip recorded on the glass. There is no evidence of this in the left 
index fingerprint on Folien 1. It corresponds more with the placement of the inked 
print on the fingerprint form. 

Professor Kobus Visser, retired physicist from Stellenbosch University, conducted a 
highly scientific examination in which he used mathematics and physics to look at the 
left index print on Folien 1 and found that the print does not deviate enough (if at all) 
from the known flat state to suggest that the finger was placed on a round surface. 
He found, without question, that the finger had been placed on a flat surface. (Please 
review the Visser Report on Truth4Inge.com)

Above: Professor Visser put the Folien 1 print on the rolled impression of Fred’s known 
print and determined that the finger was rolled to the outside but that it was straight 
when it was placed on a flat surface. 

Above: Finger seen through 
a round drinking glass while 
holding it.

Above: The pink shape indicates the shape expected on a 
round drinking glass. The circled tip will simply not touch 
the curved glass surface when you hold a drinking glass.

X

>

Above: Shape of print on a round glass surface (when the 
second phalanx touches the glass, the tip of the finger cannot 
touch the glass at the same time).
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Above: Here we have two prints on a flat surface, at the very same crime 
scene. Nobody can dispute the flat surface. These prints were not identified. 
However, we do not really care whose they are because the aspect we are 
more interested in is the shape and length of the print. 

Left: Of course it is possible to touch a flat surface without 
the tip of your finger touching it. However, as shown below, 
the tip of the finger will not touch a round glass while the 
second phalanx also touches the glass (“X” below). On 
Folien 1 the second phalanx is clearly visible.

Left: Finger seen through a round drinking glass while 
holding it. The circled area, which was recorded on Folien 
1, would not have touched the substrate had the substrate 
been a round drinking glass. Try it yourself. Put your index 
finger on a drinking glass while making sure that the second 
phalanx touches, then press as hard as you can and see if 
you get the finger’s tip onto the glass. 

Above: After the prints were brought to same scale, it is very interesting to 
note the similarity in size, length and shape. Although not of any significance 
in terms of establishing guilt, it is most probably also the left index print of 
Fred van der Vyver. What is more noteworthy, however, is that based on this 
similarity, and the fact that we know that one is a flat print, it would be rea-
sonable to deduce the other one is also a flat print. 

Left and below: This circled part of the print 
you will find on a flat surface, not on a round 
surface. (Of course this area could touch 
the glass if you, for example, roll your finger 
forward, but we have to consider reasonable 
behaviour, as well as the fact that the second 
phalanx touched the surface simultaneously 
and was recorded. There are also other factors 
to consider, such as the lack of signs of friction, 
for instance.)

Figure 38: There is clealy no curvature between the first and second phalanxes.

Figure 39: Considering the large, square second phalanx, it is impossible for the tip of the 
finger to touch the glass at the same time. Even if you touch with only the first phalanx, the 
tip (circled blue) will simply not touch the glass.

Figure 40 and Figure 41: These images not only show the smooth nature and shape of a print 
on a drinking glass, but also show that the tip of the finger will not touch the glass. 
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Folien 1 left index finger print

This tip is now in the air, 
not on the surface.

X

X
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As mentioned previously, there is debris from other prints on Folien 1 as well (right), 
which was not recognised by the defence experts, and these prints do not suggest 
prints on a drinking glass. Their disparate placements and the inclusion of palm prints 
categorise them as atypical of prints found on a reasonably handled drinking glass.

lip print

The defence experts needed the so-called “lip print” in order to support their drink-
ing glass theory. Desperately. So they determinedly tried to pass the print off as a lip 
print. Arie Zeelenberg especially went out of his way to do so. However, without go-
ing into technical detail, the print that they needed to be believed a lip print fails on 
every imaginable level as a lip print: it is too flat, it contains no discernible creases, it 
is skewed, it is incomplete and it is not in any sensible position for a lip in relation to 
the additional fingerprints.

We have obtained confirmation from three international lip experts that this print 
is not a lip print. In fact we can show convincingly that it is actually the inside of the 
index finger (in a wet latex glove) of the scene-of-crime examiner who dusted the 
DVD cover, Mariaan Booysens. We can also show that a wet or damp latex glove 
mark on a plastic DVD cover will produce a similar texture to the texture of the “lip 
print” mark on Folien 1. Booysens’ rather short finger fits the mark perfectly. This 
is more important than it may at first seem. If it is Booysens’ finger, it confirms the 
handling of a thin, flat object – something like a DVD cover – since it would be highly 
unlikely to handle a thick, heavy object by clipping it scissor-like between the fingers. 
This print is also not attainable by clipping a drinking glass between the fingers, since 
the finger loses contact with the surface towards the tip of the finger. Again, this all 
confirms the police version of the processing of the murder scene. The court consid-
ered Mariaan Booysens to be a credible witness.

Above: Mariaan Booysens’ finger is an excellent fit 
to the print. She clipped the DVD cover scissor-like 
between her fingers (demonstrated in the photo to 
the bottom, left).

Above: It is both impractical and unlikely to clip a 
thick, heavy object between your fingers. This all 
indicates that Booysens clipped a thin, flat object be-
tween her fingers. The speckled nature of the print is 
also indicative of a water-shy surface such as plastic. 

Below, top: When a glass is clipped between fingers, the finger cannot make flat contact, 
thus this print is not from a round drinking glass. 

On-scale overlay of finger in above photo

WO Mariaan Booysen’s actual finger throughout. She was the duster who dusted the DVD case. 7

On-scale overlay of finger in above photo

WO Mariaan Booysen’s actual finger throughout. She was the duster who dusted the DVD case. 7
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It seems incomprehensible that the defence experts could argue that the side of a 
finger was a lip print. This is an especially strong indication that Zeelenberg intend-
ed to mislead the court. Firstly he testified outside his scope of expertise, dreamt 
up crazy theories and premises, and then conducted a whole range of misleading 
experiments on these premises, while never showing us lip prints on a drinking glass. 
It is bizarre to say the least. However, Zeelenberg’s seemingly powerful persona as 
former Head of the Dutch National Fingerprint Bureau blinded many. 

Summary of Folien 1

We do not make unsubstantiated allegations: we can substantiate with evidence ev-
ery claim we make. We have every reason to believe that not only were the defence 
experts wrong, but that they intended and succeeded in wilfully misleading the court 
about Folien 1. They were not there to simply present evidence to the court but rath-
er to get their client off. They served the client, not the court. This intent runs like a 
golden thread throughout all their work and testimonies: destroy the DVD at all cost, 
and confirm the glass at all cost. The judge was clearly swayed by the experts’ cre-
dentials. Somebody like Captain Andries Matheus of the police provided much better, 
more scientific explanations in court than Wertheim and Zeelenberg put together – 
but who will be believed, a relatively low-ranking police officer or “The International 
Experts”?

Wertheim and Zeelenberg, two defence experts who had clearly colluded and con-
spired, simply had to know themselves that Folien 1 was not lifted from a drinking 
glass. It is not a complicated lift: making sense of it is certainly not like performing 
open-heart surgery. If they had adhered to ACE-V protocol they could and should 
have determined that Folien 1 was not lifted from a round surface. Wertheim, for 
example, made the statement that the left index print was foreshortened. His own 
words betray the fact that he knew that in order for the print to be discovered on a 
glass the forensic expectation was foreshortening. Using his own argument on the 
true, measured facts, it is self-destructive – the print is not foreshortened. Since the 
print is not foreshortened, it may be taken as proof that it is not a print from a glass, 
even by Wertheim’s understanding. Yet much more disturbing, since he clearly un-
derstood the principle, is the question: why did he not prove his claim to the court? 
Why does he appear not to have measured the prints and compared those measure-
ments? Why did he only tell us it is foreshortened? Why did Zeelenberg never show 
us one print on a drinking glass? The court could then have seen how a curved sur-
face really influences a print. The facts indicate that the defence experts were out to 
deceive the court – and due to a lack of effective opposition by the court prosecutors 
to their scientifically nonsensical evidence, they succeeded in achieving their goal. 

Since the defence experts inferred that the lip print on Folien 1 belongs to Fred, why 
then not test and verify it? The prosecution should have asked for Fred’s lip print 
and also measured the “lip print” on Folien 1 against Mariaan Booysens’ finger. This 
would have been a logical thing to do since, if it was finger in a glove, as the State 
had argued, it could only have been Booysens’. Why not test and verify that evi-
dence? If we could do it, why not them? This exemplifies the level of imperfect infor-
mation available to the court, which was extremely advantageous to the accused, as 
Pat Wertheim and Arie Zeelenberg had intended it should be.

The prosecution team should have scrutinised the Dixon, Wertheim and Zeelen-
berg reports – if it had, it would have uncovered the same flaws that we have now 
revealed. The factual inaccuracy of the defence experts’ evidence was not so slick as 
to be beyond discovery. We, without much effort, found a photograph that demon-
strates that Roger Dixon reported an incorrect height of the glass. Why did the pros-
ecution not pick this up? The impact of Dixon’s report on the outcome of the case 
was devastating. Highly flawed and dishonest, it flew in below the radar, creating an 
environment within which Wertheim and Zeelenberg could more easily operate to 
further corrupt the evidence of Folien 1. 

Another very disturbing fact that demands attention is the physical proximity of the 
accused’s father to Pat Wertheim during his work on the case. Louis van der Vyver sat 
with the proclaimed independent expert while Wertheim compiled his demonstrably 
dishonest report on Folien 1. That he was with Wertheim during these experiments is 
on public record: Louis van der Vyver admitted the circumstance himself on the web-
site CLPEX. If it had been a report on a petty burglary case or just a supporting report 
one might have chosen to overlook the matter, but this report was lodged with the 
High Court as evidence in a murder trial. It formed the basis of his testimony in court, 
under oath. The report contains a demonstrable and provable lie. This constitutes 
perjury. 

It is ironic that the very person who was the architect of the fabrication allegations 
against the police has turned out in fact to be the very person who has fabricated 
evidence in the case. That, with the accused’s father by his side. 

Roger Dixon’s report is fraudulent, perjurious, incorrect and dishonest. It was a legal 
error to accept it as prima facie evidence. We can and will prove this in a court of 
law. 

Arie Zeelenberg’s report combines disproved and incorrect statements with illogical 
and invalid experiments, constructed to deceive the court.
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Despite the foregoing, the question may still arise that though it may be determined 
to the satisfaction of the court that Folien 1 was not a lift from a drinking glass, it still 
does not prove that it was a lift from a DVD cover, and more specifically the relevant 
DVD cover. Although we are confident that we can convincingly argue a DVD cover 
beyond reasonable doubt, the question still remains: What would the situation have 
been if this erroneous and dreamt-up glass theory had never made its way into 
the evidence presented at the trial? How would it have influenced the case and the 
outcome thereof? The glass theory is a fabricated fable, nothing more. It never had 
any scientific or factual base. It was invented and nurtured by the defence experts, 
defence experts who would do anything to cast doubt on evidence of the DVD cover. 
Now that this fabricated fable has fallen, the tested police version of events cannot 
be refuted on any grounds. Yes, police staff may be responsible for some insignifi-
cant, limited procedural errors, yet consideration of the full context and hard scien-
tific facts reveals that there is no reason to doubt the police record of the murder 
scene. The court may rely upon the evidence that Folien 1 was lifted from the cover 
of the DVD, rented by Inge at 15:07 on the day of her murder. This casts serious 
doubt on Fred van der Vyver’s alibi, since the evidence puts him in Stellenbosch after 
15:07 – and not at work in Pinelands, as he testified under oath.

-------------------

We would just like to conclude the subject of Folien 1 with some consideration of the 
matter of “reproduction”. Antony Altbeker, author and probably one of the few still 
full-heartedly believing that the police “mistakenly” took a lift from a drinking glass 
and then “covered their mistake up later”, stated that though some of our arguments 
may be “interesting” (in the “most liberal sense”), one problem is that we could nev-
er produce a lift “similar to Folien 1” – and that “all of the defence experts could”.

Just a few points. First, it is interesting that this magical glass, purported to be the 
source of the Folien 1 prints, was never produced. Never. Ever. If the police had made 
a mistake by lifting Folien 1 from a drinking glass, then only realised and covered 
up their mistake later, then there must be some evidence of the existence of such 
a glass, because at the time of the production of the lift they would not have had 
reason to hide it. When they processed the murder scene, they could not yet have 
known it was a mistake. No crime-scene photo, nor the police video, shows an 80 
mm glass in the vicinity. There is no proof that Inge possessed such a glass. If it was 
a “mistake”, this glass had to be in Inge’s flat when the police arrived at the locus. 
There were a few glasses in the sink (which Constable Swartz said he did not touch), 
but even considering Dixon’s glasses as those present in her flat, none of those 
glasses could have been used to produce Folien 1. Not one of his glasses is 80 mm 
high. So, where is the alleged source glass during the period of the “mistake”, and 
to where did it disappear afterwards? This, while Constable Swartz was oblivious of 

his mistake? As for the notion of covering up the “mistake” afterwards (e.g. a week 
later), it would have simply been illogical and impractical: it is not worth the time for 
debate. With or without the accusations of the defence experts, there is nothing left 
to support the assertion that the police intentionally, falsely attributed Folien 1 to a 
DVD cover. The police simply could not have had the foresight and knowledge neces-
sary at that time in order to fabricate Folien 1 in order to frame Fred. 

Secondly, Altbeker’s statement was not accurate when he stated in the media that 
the defence experts “all” reproduced Folien 1. Only Pat Wertheim tried his hand 
at reproduction; he resorted to sleight of hand in court (which was caught by the 
prosecutor) to support in oral evidence the work he had conducted in the compa-
ny of Fred’s father. He had managed a forced result, which bore only similarities to 
Folien 1. Neither Bekker, Zeelenberg nor Dixon has ventured to “reproduce” Folien 1. 
We asked Altbeker for the lifts he had spoken about, but he could not produce them. 
(We also invited him to debate the issue publicly with us. So far, he has not accepted 
our invitation.) 

Although we have, from a very early stage, included explanations in our fingerprint 
reports describing how the DVD cover could have been handled, we did not venture 
to reproduce the lift. There are practical reasons for this, one of which is that we are 
not scene-of-crime officers; another is that a lifted result is dependent upon so many 
variables. For instance, (i) we do not have the same quality powder; (ii) although we 
have a basic idea of the way Constable Swartz lifted, we will never be able to accu-
rately replicate his action; (iii) the resulting development can depend on the specific 
cover and its condition. However, after looking at various scenarios and using the 
cover and powder at our disposal, we had no problem reproducing a lift that shows 
that Folien 1 as a DVD cover lift is attainable. On the next page are some examples. 
There is also a video on Truth4Inge.com that explains the lift. Although we do not 
view reproduction as absolute proof, this exercise at least demonstrates that there is 
no reason to exclude Folien 1 as a DVD cover lift. It is practically attainable. 

Lastly, it is a cheap shot to brush off Constable Swartz as “highly inexperienced”, as 
the likes of Altbeker choose to do. Constable Swartz had developed countless lifts 
before he developed Folien 1. We have proof that he is proficient at lifting impres-
sions. Unfortunately, due to some “short-cut” procedural mistakes, typical maybe 
even of someone who after some months of practice has allowed a little complacen-
cy to creep into his work, the defence was provided with the means to bulldoze him 
on the stand. These mistakes, though perhaps understandable, are maybe not quite 
as excusable, but they should not affect the validity of Folien 1. Science supports 
Constable Swartz’s version as true. There is absolutely no reason to doubt that Folien 
1 was lifted from the cover of the DVD that Inge rented just before her death.
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How the cover was handled 

Look at the front. The right thumb is on the front. 

Look at the back, as if looking at the blurb of a book. The left index will now 
be on the front.

Both the left index and the right thumb will now be in these positions on the 
front. 

Our reproduction of Folien 1 (not to scale). More examples, plus a video of 
the handling and lifting processes, can be seen on Truth4Inge.com. (The 
intention was not to create something identical to Folien 1; we simply want-
ed to show how the positions and arrangement of prints and lines can be 
obtained.) 
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However, the most significant problem posed by the hammer was the measurements 
of wounds 1(a) and 1(b). 

These are two circular wounds on the right side of Inge’s head (see circled in photo 
below, left). The autopsy report clearly lists them each as being 30 mm “long”. But, 
the hammer’s round striking side is only about 20 mm – too small to make the size 
of the wounds stated in the autopsy report. However, the problem is that an autopsy 
photo (below, left) shows them as being around 20 mm, which would allow them to 
fit the round striking side of the hammer.

However, the defence stated that the photo was taken at such an angle, that though 
the wounds are actually 30 mm, they display 20 mm on the photo due to “parallax 
error”. According to Advocate Dup de Bruyn, the defence lawyer, the head was at “an 
almost 45 degree angle” and this now would reduce the actual 30 mm wounds to 20 
mm on the photo. We will return to this assertion in due course.

Let’s just first briefly deal with the lack of blood on the hammer and the fact that it 
bent on a pig’s head.

As we have supporting documents on this, we deal with it very briefly here. Firstly 
we must be reminded that Luminol tests on the hammer indicated a high probability 
of blood. For a relatively new hammer, it is rather strange that something was on it. 
One would have expected absolutely no reaction to the Luminol. In any case, there 
is enough scientific research to prove that blood can be removed successfully with 
oxi-bleaches. By repetitive washing and cleaning one can effectively remove traces of 
blood stains, even from clothes (even household product Vanish Power O2 may do 
the trick). If this was a planned murder in which the killer did not want to dispose of 
the weapon, for whatever reason, it would have been possible to clean it.

The heAd wounds / hAmmer

Inge Lotz was hit about 13 times on the head, face and right hand with a blunt ob-
ject. She was then stabbed about 20 times in the neck with a knife and there was an 
attempt to carve her chest open. We focus only on the blunt force wounds here.

As mentioned previously, after an initial visual observation the coroner told the 
police to “look for a hammer”. There must have been something about the head 
wounds, or at least some of them, that prompted her to say this. Medical people 
know that hammer blows leave localised depressed fractures. Even a lay person will 
most probably recognise hammer wounds even if you have never seen such wounds 
before. You know the type of marks a hammer leaves, even on a piece of wood. It 
leaves an etched impression. Inge’s head had several etched impressions.

So when the police found the hammer in Fred’s possession and realised that there 
was a very good correlation between the sizes and shapes of the two striking sides 
and the sizes and shapes of the wounds, it would have been reasonable for the po-
lice to treat this object as an object of interest.

However, this object posed many problems along the way and eventually, in the trial, 
the probability of it being the murder weapon was excluded by the judge.

Firstly the hammer tested inconclusive for blood (it was not found to be absent), and 
Inge’s DNA was not found on it. During a test, part of the hammer bent when Captain 
Frans Maritz and Captain Jannie Bester hit a pig’s head with it. Although not detri-
mental in the judge’s exclusion of the hammer, these issues certainly did not count in 
favour of the hammer.
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It goes without saying and is perfectly logical that a blow to a pig’s head resting on 
a steel table is not comparable to a blow to a person’s head on a pillow. It is not so 
much about the difference between a human skull and a pig’s skull, but rather about 
what is under the skulls. Yes, there are differences and a pig skull is by all accounts 
more robust than a human skull, but the force on the hammer would be more 
because the hammer hits on an immovable object. In the case of a human head on 
a pillow, the head can roll around and move downward under the pressure, which 
would alleviate the force on the hammer. The chance of the hammer deflecting on 
impact, lessening the impacting force, is also higher on a movable human head on a 
pillow than on an unmovable pig’s head resting squarely on a steel table. (It must be 
noted that Inge’s head was essentially resting on two soft objects during the attack, 
namely on a pillow on the soft armrest of the couch. Initially her head may have been 
in the air as well, making it even more moveable under the impact of the blows that 
would have come mainly from the side.)

Ironically, when you consider the enormous force with which Bester hit the pig’s head 
in a straight downward action line, it is actually surprising that the hammer wasn’t 
damaged more extensively. Considering the hard surface it had to encounter and the 
force with which it was hit, the hammer simply had to bend. Nothing curious about 
that. Ironically, it actually shows you how strong the hammer was. Even considering 
more blows but at half the impact force, it is reasonable to assume that the same 
hammer would not have bent in the attack, had it been used in the attack. 

We’ll return to this later.

The fact that Inge’s DNA was not found is also rather inconsequential. Since you only 
get DNA in white blood cells (which only make up 0.2 per cent of all blood cells) the 
likelihood of finding enough or any white blood cells for DNA extraction can be very 
low. The fact that male DNA was found on the hammer is also not indicative of any-
thing. DNA can be transferred by sweat or skin contact from other parts of the body 
and is actually present on most surfaces. Why does it need to mean anything that 
only male DNA was found on the hammer? It could have gotten there at any time 
after the murder. When Fred handed the hammer to the police, he would have trans-
ferred his DNA onto it. There would have been many more DNA-carrying epithelial 
cells belonging to Fred van der Vyver on the hammer than Inge’s white blood cells.

Although we are not criticising the work of anyone in particular, we do not know how 
thoroughly the hammer was tested. We know that the rubber handle, for example, 
was not removed. Whether blood would have been found under it is not a given, but 
we do not know this. Absence of evidence is not evidence of absence.

We do not have to say much about the bending of the hammer, except that there is 
a vast difference in hitting the head of a full-grown pig on a steel table and a young 
lady’s head on a pillow. The hammer hitting a head on a pillow would experience less 
force on it than on the head on the steel table, since the pillow would absorb some 
force. The head on the pillow would also be more likely to roll around on impact, 
reducing the force on the hammer. There are also many variables involved (like how 
hard the object was hit, action lines, impact angles, where on the skull it was hit, 
etc.) and no inferences can be drawn from this bending. 

What we can state is that it was not Maritz’s objective to test the strength of the 
hammer, but to investigate wound sizes and their nature. It would, however, have 
been sensible to put the head on a clay bed as normal practice requires. This would 
account for spinal movement under the impact. Considering the extreme force with 
which Bester hit the pig’s head, it is really not surprising that the hammer was dam-
aged. 

There is no way we can know how hard Inge was hit with whatever object, and trying 
to draw inferences from the fact that the hammer “bent” during tests on a pig’s head 
is simply not reasonable.
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Above: An extract from Dr Adendorff’s autopsy report. It states the measurements 
of wounds 1(a) and 1(b) as both being 30 mm “long” (“lank”). However, the photo to 
the right shows the wounds being around 20 mm if you use the included ruler. The 
defence stated that the photo was taken at such an angle that wounds that are actu-
ally 30 mm distorted down to 20 mm on the 2D photo. 

So Advocate De Bruyn (Fred’s advocate) came in and said, without any scientific val-
idation whatsoever, that the head wound photo was taken at an “almost 45 degrees 
angle” and that this distorted the wound sizes down to 20 mm, and the prosecution 
shrugged their shoulders and basically left it there. 

Professor Gert Saayman, as a retained and paid defence expert in this case, would 
certainly not have broken his back to disagree and he actually and predictably 
defended these glaringly incorrect measurements, but where was the prosecution? 
Captain Maritz tried to defend the measurements but it was a lone battle against a 
determined defence set out to discredit the hammer.

There are many ways to refute this argument. Firstly it is very easy to determine 
that the photo was not taken at a significant angle. For example, when you view the 
whole photo, which shows the eyebrow and part of the nose, then one can consider 
the following: if the head was turned significantly away from the camera, then the 
nose and eyebrow would not have been visible. Our determination by using a real 
head as well as a dummy head is that the head relative to the perpendicular was 
turned, at most, 15 degrees around the axis perpendicular to the ruler and 15–20 de-
grees around the axis parallel to the ruler. This is not enough to reduce a 30-mm size 

to a 20-mm size. At most you will get a 2-mm reduction. That the photo angle was at 
“an almost 45-degree angle” was a gross exaggeration by Advocate Dup de Bruyn.

Also, if the head was turned significantly in any direction, the circular wounds would 
have been oval due to shear. They are not. This shows that the angles are not far off 
from perpendicular. We have also used a computer-generated 3D model to imitate 
the turn of the head and this confirmed our calculations that the angles at which the 
head was turned would have led to, at most, a 2-mm reduction. We used some other 
methods as well, which can be viewed on Truth4Inge.com, but the basic deduction is 
that the autopsy report is wrong. The wounds cannot be 30 mm and are closer to 20 
mm.

While it may be argued that we are working with the privilege of hindsight, there is 
also an argument to be made that the prosecution had nearly two years to investi-
gate and refute the incorrect autopsy measurements of wounds 1(a) and 1(b). They 
are provably incorrect and Professor Chris Theron (physicist and Head of the Physics 
Department at the University of Pretoria) proved them to be incorrect as well.

The long and short of this is that the court was exposed to incorrect measurements 
by a state employee (Dr Adendorff), someone who actually defended these measure-
ments as well. So together with inadequate prosecution, the correct measurements 
probably never had a chance to succeed. 
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Left: Professor Chris Theron did a mathematical correction of the scale and concluded 
that the wounds are around 20 mm. If you view the photo to the left, the dots are 
10 mm apart, and this is after accounting for the angle of the photo. It clearly shows 
wounds 1(a) and 1(b) to be around 20 mm respectively. 

Dr Leon Wagner, an independent forensic pathologist, also confirmed the wounds 
around 20 mm and his argument was that if the wounds reduced, then all of them 
would have reduced, not only some of them. On the photo, for example, the mea-
surements of the linear wounds were not affected. How can only the circular wounds 
decrease in length and not the linear ones?

For more explanations, see our “Headwounds Report” on Truth4Inge.com.

Above: We used a 3D computer model, and on a perpendicular view, added two 30 
mm circles in positions similar to those on the head. We then turned the head into a 
position similar to the position the head on the photo is turned. We did this based on 
the outline of the head, and on that which was visible of the eyebrow and nose. It is 
about a 15 degree turn, slightly upwards. As you turn the head, the programme will 

automatically reduce the wounds according to the angle. The result confirmed our 
manual experiments that a 15 degree turn will only reduce wound sizes by about 2 
mm at most. While this may still not be conclusive proof that the implicated hammer 
was used in the attack on Inge, at least it refutes the defence’s argument about the 
discrepancy in wound sizes. 

30 mm

30 mm

28.5 mm

28 mm

1(a)

1(b)

1(c)

1(d)
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Left: When we consider the aspect ratio of the round versus linear wounds against 
the aspect ratio of the two sides of the hammer, it is also a very strong indication that 
this hammer or a similar one was used as the murder weapon. When you divide the 
width of the linear wounds by the diameter of the circular wounds, then you get an 
aspect ratio of about 0.56 – similar to when you divide the linear side of the hammer 
by the diameter of the round side. This means that if any other weapon was used, it 
had to have two sides reflecting the same aspect ratio of the hammer’s sides – or if 
it were two weapons that these two weapons had striking sides that would reflect 
the suspect hammer’s aspect ratio. Even based on other measurements, the suspect 
hammer’s sides fit the wounds very well. So, in short, if it was indeed another weap-
on, it would have been one that was very similar in nature to the suspect hammer: 
same size and shaped striking faces, also with a similar aspect ratio. It goes beyond 
coincidence that any other random murder weapon/s would be so similar to an al-
ready hugely scarce object that belonged to the victim’s boyfriend. 

We have very civilly asked Dr Adendorff about these measurements. She is uncoop-
erative and defensive about them, and the best she could do was to say “the judge 
would have said if [she] was wrong”. She left South Africa soon after the murder and 
now resides in Australia. It is rather curious that her Section 212 affidavit (the autop-
sy report) was signed on the day of the autopsy. As it was an extensive autopsy and, 
considering she had to have had it typed up from notes, this seems very tight. Did 
she sign it later, pretending it was the 18th (the day of the autopsy)? If so, why? 

Then, something else we fail to understand: there was also an unsigned copy of the 
autopsy report that was sent to the LCRC (from where it was sent to Maritz on 18 
May 2005). Why send an unsigned one out when an updated, signed version was 
already available by 18 March 2005? When we wanted to speak to the Commission-
er of Oath, Aubrian van Breda, who was supposed to have signed and stamped the 
report, he bluntly refused to speak to us. It must be noted that while he signed the 
report, he did not put his stamp on it. It may not be law to stamp it, but it’s certainly 
regular practice. Why deviate from this? What is going on here? 

It may not be all that important, but it is also noteworthy that it is provable that 
Professor Gert Saayman had contact with the defence as early as mid-2005. The 
defence asked him to get fingerprint material to Daan Bekker. This stands in black 
on white on the cover letter of Daan Bekker’s fingerprint report. This was two years 

before Saayman would testify as an expert on the pathology. So Saayman was 
helping the defence on other matters relating to the case. What does this suggest 
about his independence as an expert witness? Furthermore, it is demonstrable that 
Saayman clearly ignored many material facts relating to this case. He ignored many 
wounds, such as the wounds on the right hand and the holes and tears in the brain 
and meninges respectively – wounds and features clearly corresponding with the two 
striking sides of the hammer. Why did he ignore these? Was he serving the court by 
ignoring them? Or did he serve his client by ignoring them?

In what must surely be seen as a huge mistake by the prosecution, they did not get a 
pathologist to testify for the state. It is incomprehensible how prosecution witnesses, 
such as Frans Maritz (who is not a pathologist but a tool mark examiner), had to face 
the music alone. It was not a fair fight. Also, since the judge clearly held Professor 
Saayman’s credentials in such high regard, what chance did the likes of Maritz have?



33

Our work on the head wounds/hammer issue was reviewed positively by Professor 
Lorna Martins and independent forensic pathologist Dr Leon Wagner. Professor Ther-
on did his own investigation on the scale aspect and agreed with us. In an unofficial 
and personal prima facie opinion, Dr Marc Bollmann, a forensic pathologist from the 
University Centre of Legal Medicine (CURML) in Lausanne Switzerland, also said he 
can see no reason to exclude the implicated hammer.

From a legal point of view, however, the problem remains: the court was exposed 
to an autopsy report containing incorrect information and this incorrect information 
had a bearing on the outcome of the evaluation of a possible murder weapon – and 
thus it could have had an influence on the outcome of the case. These measure-
ments were absolutely crucial and detrimental. Even Professor Saayman stated that 
it is possible that the hammer could be the murder weapon but considered it “highly 
unlikely”, primarily based on these incorrect measurements; according to him it 
would have been impossible for them to have been made by the implicated hammer. 
However, he relied on and used incorrect measurements to discredit the implicated 
hammer. This should render his final opinion meaningless.

So, as with the fabricated glass theory, the question arises: how would the out-
come of the criminal trial have been influenced had the court been presented with 
the correct wound measurements?

The ToweL

A towel was found in Inge’s bathroom that seems to have been used to wipe a 
bloody object. This towel was brought in to the forensic laboratory where Sergeant 
Peta Davidtsz did some testing. She cut out two parts of the towel in order to do DNA 
and blood testing. She identified a mark that looked to her as if it had been made 
by a hammer and Superintendent Johannes Kock tried to replicate the pattern on 
it. However, it seems that the remainder of the towel went straight back into the 
evidence bag and was never investigated again, and has since gone missing.

Recently we were looking at photos of the towel and found marks and impressions 
that can without any doubt be reconciled with the implicated hammer.
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Above: On the towel is an impression that fits the side of the suspect hammer perfectly. 
This overlay is based 100% on same-scale and real-size images. 

Above: Also visible on the towel is an impression fitting the very peculiar shape of the 
bottle-opener side of the hammer. We’ll get back to these photos. 
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Before anybody considers any of this to be a random coincidence, let’s look at what was 
found on the couch. 

At this stage you may say, that’s all good and well, but it still does not prove Fred’s hammer. 

So let’s look at Fred’s hammer. We’ll then also look at other similar hammers. 

Above: This is Fred’s hammer, photos taken by Frans Maritz, the person who per-
formed the tool mark tests. Take some time to look very carefully at this hammer. 
Look at the general shape and condition. 

Above: This transfer mark is visible in the blood on the couch on which Inge was murdered. 
This would have been transferred onto the sheet on the couch, between her body and the 
back rest of the couch. We did check out the context and it is possible that the hammer could 
have made contact with this area when the killer put the hammer down when he used the 
sharp object. However, we are not going into long explanations here. The clearly visible fact 
is that geometrically this impression correlates very well with the impression of the ring on 
the towel. 
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We’ll get back to the photos discussed on the previous page but let’s first get back to 
some history and to this photo (see photo to the right).

Mrs Juanita Lotz, Inge’s mother, bought this hammer (to the right in blue circle) at a 
closing sale at a gift shop, Mahali, in Welgemoed, circa 2002. While she did not have 
any immediate plans for the hammer, she thought it would make a good present for 
whomever when the opportunity would present itself in the future. The hammer was 
in a little window box with a plastic cover, and she put it in her gift cabinet where it 
lay untouched for more than two years. 

She did not know what presents to give to Fred and his parents. Mrs Lotz thought of 
the hammer and suggested Inge give it to Fred for Christmas. She had Fred’s name 
engraved on the shaft and Inge then gave this hammer to Fred, and a music DVD (a 
Josh Groban DVD) to his parents.

When the police searched Fred’s flat and bakkie about a month after the murder 
they found the hammer behind the driver’s seat of his bakkie. After a member of the 
police asked Fred if there was anything “valuable” in the vehicle, he mentioned the 
hammer to them. To many this is a sure indication that Fred is not guilty. Why would 
he show them the hammer if he were guilty? Why would he voluntarily hand them 
the murder weapon? But let’s look more closely at this suggestion.

On 15 April 2005, a day short of one month after the murder and three days after 
Fred’s fingerprint was matched with Folien 1, the police rounded Fred up from his 
workplace at Mutualpark in Pinelands. They took him to his flat in Anfield Village, 
only about 1 kilometre from Mutualpark. A member of the police drove Fred’s bakkie 
to the flat. They then first searched the flat and took photos of his bedroom, lounge, 
bathroom, and of certain items they found there. They all then drove to Bishop Lavis 
police station where they later searched his bakkie. Meta-data of the photos taken 
during the search indicate that they searched the flat first and then, much later in the 
afternoon, the bakkie.

At some point at the Bishop Lavis police station, they went outside to where the 
bakkie was parked. They asked Fred if there was anything “valuable” in the bakkie. 
Police would normally ask this question to protect themselves from allegations 
afterwards that they, for example, stole something during a search. When they asked 
this, they had a declaration of items like money or jewellery in mind, so they were 
very surprised when Fred mentioned the hammer before anything else, or rather 
than anything else. He then opened the door, flipped the driver’s seat forward and 
pointed to the hammer behind it, stating that he had forgotten about it after putting 
it there after Christmas. They asked him to retrieve the hammer and to put it in the 
evidence bag, which he subsequently did. 

(The above photo shows exactly the position in which the hammer was found. The 
sequence of the meta-data of the various photos taken as they approached the 
bakkie will confirm this as the position in which the hammer was found just after the 
seat was flipped forward.)

But what can we deduce from this? Was Fred being honourable by mentioning the 
hammer or had he simply been caught out? What would look better: to declare the 
hammer preemptively or for the police to find the hammer and ask him about it? 
What choice did he have? The police were about to search the bakkie and would find 
the hammer anyway. Does declaring the hammer really makes him more likely to be 
innocent here? The question is rather, why of all things in the bakkie mention the 
hammer first, and then to say he put it in the bakkie after Christmas and “forgot it 
there”? So he left a gift from his girlfriend mindlessly behind the seat but when the 
police asked about something valuable this was the first thing he remembered? Put-
ting whether it could really be perceived as valuable or not aside, in his own words, 
he implied that the item was “valuable”. This means it had value to him, either 
sentimental or monetary. Or at least that is what he implied. Why then leave an item 
that was “valuable” to him behind the seat? And why was the hammer now out of 
the box? Is this what any reasonable person would do with a “valuable” possession, 
more so with a gift given to you by a loved one? Any reasonable, slightly educated 
and even mildly mannered person would have put it in their room or kitchen and 
treated it with the respect a gift from a loved one deserves.

For a person who supposedly “forgot” about the hammer, it seems it was right at the 
top of his mind.
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Now, let’s get back to these photos. What is your feeling? Is this what a new (or un-
used) hammer would look like? New in the sense that it was in a shop in a box, it was 
bought by Mrs Lotz and then kept for two years in its box in her gift cabinet?

What would you say, does the hammer look damaged? Look at the skewed symmetry 
in both photos. Please make up your own mind. 

These photos were taken by Frans Maritz, so you might think that this was taken 
after the hammer hit the pig’s head – in other words, after it was damaged on the 
pig’s head. Wrong. These photos were taken BEFORE the pig tests; the day before the 
tests, on 18 May 2005, just after Frans Maritz opened the evidence bag containing 
the hammer. He took some photos and measurements and then, on the next day, 19 
May, did the hitting tests on the pig’s head, when part of the ring of the bottle-open-
er side of the hammer bent. Considering the condition in which he, Maritz, received 
the hammer – with the steel possibly already fatigued – it should not be surprising 
that this thinner part of the hammer bent. While it is evident that the hammer was 
exposed to serious stress before the pig-hitting tests, we do not have enough photos 
or proof of the hammer’s condition as it was when it was manufactured, so we can-
not and will not make any conclusive statements in this regard, but there is a reason-
able case to be made that the hammer was already in a slightly damaged state when 
the police found it in Fred’s possession. We are making no claims as to who damaged 
it and when, but there would not have been any reason for the hammer (and more 
so of the bottle-opener side) to have been damaged like this in the shop or while in 
the Lotzes’ possession. No person in his right mind would believe this.

Left and above: As we will see below, we do not claim that all hammer heads will 
be 100% symmetrical, but this tail side seriously lacks symmetry and shows signs of 
damage. 

We will now look at why it was not just any bottle-opener hammer and why we can 
possibly narrow it down to a specific hammer. 

Above: Left is our duplicate hammer and to the right the implicated hammer. Gener-
ally they are fairly similar in shape, but one can’t help to think that there is something 
seriously wrong with the shape of the implicated hammer when you compare the two. 
This photo (right) was taken before the pig tests, thus in the condition in which it was 
found in Fred’s bakkie. 
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Let’s first look at the very basics of matching an object to a print. 

Firstly you would like to establish “class characteristics”. This means that you would 
want to see if a representative model of the suspected object can be reconciled with 
the print. Say, for instance, you want to determine whether a specific tyre made a 
specific print, you would first establish if the make of the tyre is reconcilable with 
the print in question. Not all tyres are the same, but tyres in a specific range (mod-
el) would give a similar print, albeit roughly. All Dunlop GT600 tyres’ prints would 
look more or less the same, but different to prints made by Michelin XM2 tyres. So 
you would use the model’s basic detail to see if the object has any merit in it having 
made the print. If, in this example, the tyre is much too big for the print, or if the 
pattern on it is significantly different to that suggested by the print, you can discard 
your efforts there and then. 

But if the tyre is reconcilable with the print on class level, that alone would not be 
enough to make a conclusive match. For this you would, secondly, need to establish 
“individual characteristics”. This means that you would now look for something that 
is unique only to that tyre. Like a deep scratch in the rubber, or the way the tyre has 
been worn. You would thus first need to confirm class and then something individual 
(unique) to make a conclusive match.

In this case, the question is: okay, it is evident that a bottle-opener hammer was 
wiped on the towel, but it could have been any bottle-opener hammer? Fair ques-
tion. 

Above: While these two hammers look roughly the same from the sides (photo left), the shape and size of 
their bottle-openers differ vastly (right). Their round heads are also different sizes.

Let’s leave the scarcity of this type of hammer aside for now and look at bottle-open-
er hammers in general first. Maybe it is a good idea to Google “bottle-opener ham-
mers”, just to get an idea of what we are dealing with. 

Below (far left) are a few samples of hammers (these shown are our own hammers). 
You can view more on Google. It will soon be clear to you that there is a wide variety 
of models available on the market. Not all of them are the same. Most notably, there 
is a difference in size and length of shaft, and then especially in the shape of the 
head. However, there are further sub-differences too. For example, two hammers 
with the same side-view shape may have differently shaped bottle openers (see 
below). As we will further explore, our investigation has shown that you will never 
find two hammers that are exactly the same, even of the same model. After the ham-
mer’s head comes from the mould, it seems to be finished individually, i.e. ground 
and buffed to give it a finished touch. This leads to individual traits in the product. 
The bottom line is that not all hammers are precisely the same. Just as in tyres, you 
get different models and within a specific model you get further sub-differences and 
micro differences. No two tyres on this earth are EXACTLY the same.
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We’ll look at minor differences as we go along, where and if relevant, but above is our 
hammer compared to the implicated hammer. In most respects they are fairly similar. Apart 
from different rubber grips and the colour of the steel, they are about the same length, their 
heads are about 90% similarly shaped, with the only significant difference that the bot-
tle-opener blade of our hammer is a little thicker than that of the implicated hammer. The 
measurements of the striking sides are approximately the same, although the implicated 
hammer may be a tad longer from head to tail, making it about 20 grams heavier. However, 
taking everything into account, our hammer can be deemed useful for empirical testing. It is 
representative enough. (Because of this close similarity between our hammer and the impli-
cated hammer, henceforth we will refer to our hammer as the “duplicate hammer”.)
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Above is a photo of the towel taken some time after the murder. It seems like the examiner was interested in 
the linear mark since he took quite a couple of photos of it, but he seemed to have missed the tapered print 
to the right of it – in terms of geometry very reconcilable with the implicated hammer’s side-view (to the 
right is the duplicate hammer and next to it the implicated hammer). 

Before it is discounted as random coincidence, we need to consider other suspicious prints on the towel as 
well – which we’ll get to shortly – all showing remarkable correlation with various parts of the implicated 
hammer. We’ll get back to this over the following few pages when we do some wiping tests, but for now, 
please take note of one of them below. 

Also coincidence?

Circled print more or less scaled to the photo of the bottle-opener side of the 
implicated hammer. 
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One may, of course, argue that it still does not confirm a specific hammer. 

Let’s look at class first.

We’ve touched on this earlier but let’s just go through it again.

This is something anybody can verify for themselves by either physically searching 
for hammers or simply by looking them up on the internet. While there may be other 
basic shapes as well, by far the most common shape is that of the hammer to the left 
in the top photo. From the shaft towards the tail side, it has a dent-in shape, not like 
the implicated hammer, which has a smooth curved shape. Most of the hammers we 
found had this dent-in shape and we had to search very hard for the very particular 
curved shape. The dent-in shape is by far more common.

Then, when you look at the photos to the right, you will also note that there are 
various shapes of the bottle-opener part. As we have shown on page 38, even two 
hammers with the same side-view shape and same general size may have differ-
ently shaped opener parts. Therefore, there are many permutations. Together with 
individual finishing of the hammers, one can safely assume that not all bottle-opener 
hammers are the same. But we’ll get to this again later.

Let’s move on to look at another important factor. Look at the three opener parts in the 
image below. One of them is different from the others in one fundamental way.

The difference is quite clear – the blades of the two openers to the left curve towards 
the outside while the blade of the one to the far right is flat.

Left: The two hammers to the left in the photo are very similar overall. However, the opener part 
of the middle one is not as wide as the one to the left of it. There is a clear difference between the 
opener parts. This just shows how many permutations there are. But what is interesting, because it 
seems that most openers curve towards the outside (see third photo above), is that you get opener 
parts that have a flat ring at the back, such as the one to the right (photo left), which is the duplicate 
hammer (it is very important to note that the implicated hammer also has a flat ring). It is clear, 
therefore, that all hammers are not the same. There are different models, and even within a model 
range there may be sub-differences and even micro-differences (due to finishing). 

flat ringcurved ring

dent-in
smooth curve

Above: None of the five hammers we obtained randomly (we did not hand pick 
them) over the last few years is exactly the same. There are more significant 
differences, such as varying sizes of the striking surface, but there are also mi-
nor differences, due to finishing (see the difference in finishing in the very top 
photo). Due to permutations, every hammer is relatively unique. 
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The anti-hammer faithful can argue all they like, but in terms of pure geometry 
there can be no doubt that the circled print can be reconciled with the implicated 
hammer’s side-view. There is also what appears to be an impression of a shaft in a 
reasonable position to what can reasonably be suspected as the hammer’s head. 

There can also be no doubt that the print to the top right can be reconciled with at 
least a bottle-opener of some sorts, on the same towel. The only reasonable premise 
we can arrive at is that the above print was made by at least a bottle-opener ham-
mer. Can we agree on that?

We can now venture to establish class. 

Above overlay is 100% 1:1. This means that the towel and the hammer have 
been brought to the same relative scale. Relative to each other, 1 cm on the 
towel is 1 cm on the hammer. 

Broadly considered, you can immediately eliminate most hammer models or types. 
By far the most common is the type to the left (with the dent-in shape), which clearly 
does not correspond with the shape of the print. So this narrows it down to a type 
that has the shape of the hammer to the right, the same type as the implicated ham-
mer. Yes, it may still be any hammer in that range but at least we can now safely state 
that it was not just any bottle-opener hammer. We have narrowed the field consider-
ably to a hammer similar to the one below, one with the smooth curved shape.
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Left: What clearly looks like the impression of a bottle-opener, this print was found 
(by us) on the couch on which Inge was murdered. As we will see below, it not only 
resembles the similarly shaped prints on the towel but also the bottle-opener part 
of the implicated hammer. Our duplicate hammer shows a remarkable fit to this 
mark (see photo far left, second from top). But more importantly, in terms of ge-
ometry, see how perfectly the implicated hammer fits the print (photo to immedi-
ate left). And then we have similar prints on the towel, also perfectly reconcilable 
with the bottle-opener of the implicated hammer (see photos below). 

Above: A fuller but less clear view of 
the same print to the left. 

Below: We’ll explore this again, but here one can see the top part of the hammer as it 
was pushed into the towel, the tail part visible to the lower left and round head to the 
upper right. 

Above: At first sight maybe not the most exceptionally clear print, 
but as we will see later it actually hosts remarkable micro detail, 
and may just be the key to unique matching. 
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We can go into highly scientific methods to show it, but it is clear by using overlays 
and very simple techniques that the bottle-opener prints on the towel and couch 
correlate very well with the shape of the implicated hammer’s bottle-opener part. 

550

550

550

550

Here we need to go back to the different shapes a bottle-opener part of a bot-
tle-opener hammer can have. As seen in the photo above, the back part can curve 
out or it can be flat. The prints on the towel and couch would suggest a bottle-open-
er part that has a flat back part. This will confirm class further. We already have 
a side-view print that strongly supports class and we now have the shape of the 
bottle-opener part that further supports class.

We can now therefore say that the hammer that made the prints had the same side-
view shape and has a ring that has a flat back. In terms of class this narrows it down 
tremendously and you simply cannot suspect just any bottle-opener hammer any 
longer. It confirms an identical hammer at the very least. 

Straight back part

Images to random scale
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Before we move on to the wiping tests, let’s look closer on a micro level.

As we have explained a couple of times before, due to finishing and maybe even 
due to deformation because of handling after manufacturing, every hammer can be 
considered as reasonably unique. Even whilst appearing similar to the naked eye, 
there would be micro detail that would differentiate one hammer from another on 
an individual level. 

We cannot say for sure but it is possible that the implicated hammer was deformed 
just before the photo below was taken (the day before the pig tests), but we will 

Back part of ring slightly curved towards inside. 
This feature may not necessarily be unique but 
could reasonably be considered an unusual or 
“outstanding” trait. It is something you would 
most probably not see in new hammers. 

Left: Although hammers with flat rings are the 
scarcer type, those that have flat rings have a 
straight inner part of the ring, not bent in. 

Straight inner part of ring

To best appreciate this please view the relevant animated gif 
on Truth4Inge.com where we have done a 1:1 overlay where 
it is clear how the curve of the ring fits the curve in the print. 
This would go a long way to indicate individual matching. 

A 100% 1:1 overlay shows that the hammer image fits 
a significant part of the print 100%.

refrain from this claim. Simply looking at the hammer’s condition as it was when the 
photo was taken, there are some noteworthy features. We cannot say for sure that it 
is impossible for any other hammer to look exactly like this but, based on the various 
hammers we have examined, we can make a fair deduction that this hammer’s open-
er part can be considered unique. We say this primarily based on the slight curved-in 
shape of the back part of the hammer’s ring. While most hammers’ bottle-opener 
parts would curve to the outside, those that are flat will have a straight inner part of 
the back ring. This one is curved slightly inwards. (Please note, we are not saying that 
it was “bent in” from a certain previous state; we are simply considering the state 
as it is here, which is not straight but very slightly curved to the inside. We also do 
not and cannot say it did not come like this from the factory. However, based on our 
examination of many hammers, it is unlikely it came like this from the factory.)
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We are more than willing to concede that, based on the previous page, we cannot 
say for sure that it was the implicated hammer that made that specific print, one of 
the reasons being that a towel has a rough texture that obliterates some detail. How-
ever, it is actually quite significant that, despite the rough texture, the fit is precise. 
All in all, we consider it as a reasonable deduction that the implicated hammer, or 
at least an exact replica, was wiped with the towel and was pressed onto the couch. 
The matches are just too close to ignore and we must also remember that these 
hammers are very scarce. It may be possible to find a bottle-opener hammer but 
to get a specific model, such as the implicated one, is not easy. After an extensive 
search to find a duplicate hammer (one as close as possible to the implicated ham-
mer), we failed to find one in South Africa and were fortunate to have someone send 
us one from England. These hammers are not common in South Africa. Not to say 
one doesn’t find them here, but they are not readily available (we also had to order 
the other hammers online from overseas). The scarcity of especially the “curved-
shape” hammer must be taken into account here, and together with scale of proba-
bility, reasonableness and some context, one can with much confidence argue that 
the implicated hammer made the marks on the towel and couch.

But, as they say, the proof of the pudding is in the eating. And that is about whether 
it is at all possible or reasonable for these marks to have been made by the hammer 
on the towel and couch, and for this purpose we did some replication tests. We used 
our similar hammer, therefore some reasonable margin of error should be granted. 
One will never be able to reproduce a print and this was also not the idea – it was 
simply to show that the marks are practically possible. We are comfortable that all the 
suspect marks can be reproduced. We have a whole towel full of marks to prove it. 

But, in the end the test is in how well the suspect marks fit the suspect object. Let’s 
have a look at a number of fittings. We used our duplicate hammer and put it on re-
al-scale photos of the towel and couch marks – and then took these photos in order 
to simulate a real-life view.
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Above: This print is also very attainable even by simply placing the hammer on its side on a towel and then pulling the handle towards 
you as you wipe. You may say that the shaft’s print is not in line with the head’s print, but this is simply because a towel can crease 
and fold, and this also happens when the shaft is pulled towards you in the wiping motion. The shaft can be in any direction. It must 
be remembered that wiping is a robust process and leaves random prints. And we can’t reiterate enough that there are many vari-
ables, especially with empirical replication. The blood is not the same viscosity, towel fabrics are not exactly the same, the hammers 
are not exactly the same, the situation is different, one will never be able to replicate a mark perfectly. Here, for example, it seems like 
only a part of the upper side of the tail touched the towel and, as it touched, the handler pulled the shaft towards him, which would 
put the shaft higher up in relation to the head. This is purely a variable. Again, the shaft can be anywhere, depending on the motion. 
The broken red line in the top right photo shows the place and direction where the shaft would have rotated out of the mark. 

Above: A crease or fold in the circled area 
can cause the shaft’s print to be in any 
direction in relation to the head’s print. 

Right: Another replication. Please compare with the photo to the top left. 
Below: It is hard to guess which photo is ours and which is that of the police. 
This shows the clear correspondence in the bottle-opener parts’ marks. 
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Above: The tail of the hammer would have been strong and 
long enough to inflict the gaping wound behind the left ear. 

Above: This is a simulation of our duplicate hammer on a real-size image of 
the deep wound behind the ear, most possibly the fatal wound. It is clear how 
well the hammer fits the wound; also note how it explains the slice in the ear’s 
auricle. This gaping wound is perfectly reconcilable with the implicated ham-
mer, a hammer on which Luminol indicated a very high probability of blood.

Left: A bloody transfer mark found on the couch on 
which Inge was murdered.
Above: A photo of the implicated hammer before the 
pig-hitting tests. Already damaged?

Above: Fred was very aware of this hammer behind his bakkie’s seat. He knew it was there 
and did not “forget it there”, as he claimed. Some time after the murder but before the 
police seized it, his private investigator Boet Claassen stated that there was a hammer in 
Inge’s flat (it is common cause that there was a big carpenter’s hammer in her flat) – Fred 
then went to his bakkie “to look if his hammer was still there”. Thus, he was aware of the 
location of his hammer. One can also ask: why did he not take the hammer out and put it in 
his flat, where, surely, a gift from you girlfriend belongs? Also, when Fred received the ham-
mer it was in a box (example box included above); why was the hammer now out of the box 
when the police found it – and why did it react with Luminol? Especially considering that 
Fred said he had never used the hammer and he never bled on it. Very few substances react 
with Luminol, two being blood and some cleaning agents, such as an oxi-bleach – the latter 
which can be used to remove blood. Either way, why did a “new” hammer react to Luminol? 
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Left: A 1:1 overlay of the actual implicated hammer’s round 
striking face on the circular wound on Inge’s forehead. 

Below: It seems like a piece of skin was ripped off in the hitting 
motion. 

Above: Like elsewhere on the head and hand, here we see a 
pairing of a linear and a circular wound. Both, like elsewhere, 
are reconcilable with the two sides of the implicated hammer.

Above: This is the fracture in the skull below the circular wound shown to the very top, left. Because of the de-
fined edges of a hammer and the whipping force it imparts on an object, hammers generally leave clearly defined 
depressed fractures. Here we can clearly see a circular depressed fracture with cliff-like edges, typical of a hammer 
blow. The diameter of this fracture is perfectly reconcilable with the circular striking side of the implicated hammer. 
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Mollett Reports – Revised April 2013 – All rights reserved

19 mm half circles on wood perfect match for half circle wounds

ON sAMe AND ReAL sCALe

19 mm

Random blows with test hammer (top right) on a piece of pine wood 
(wood rested on a pillow). Remember hammer has diameter of about 19 
mm. Note half circles and that you rarely get full circles.

Suspected hammer
page 13

chest

hand

right head

right head

left ear left head

right head

Right: When you hit an object with 
a hammer, you rarely get a full cir-
cular indentation. This will depend 
on the angle of the impact. Here 
we see blows recorded on wood. 
Compare this, for example, with 
the wound to the far left.

crown

print on couch

As we argue extensively in Bloody Lies, on Truth4Inge.com, and 
in this book – and as supported by expert opinion – all the head 
wounds, and those on the right hand, can be reconciled with the 
implicated hammer, a hammer that reacted to Luminol.

1:1 overlay

1:1 overlay

1:1 overlay

1:1 overlay

Images not to scale and 
are randomly sized (while 
presented smaller here due to 
layout considerations, the 1:1 
ratio of the original overlays 
have been maintained).

Above: Yes, we believe that the hammer 
had also been used to inflict the gaping 
chest wound. 
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Above: On 29 November 2005, fingerprint expert for the defence, Daan Bekker, 
acknowledged in a letter to Dup de Bruyn that on 24 October 2005 he received 
material pertaining to fingerprinting from the office of Professor Gert Saayman, 
sent by De Bruyn. This is the same Professor Gert Saayman who would two years 
later testify for the defence on head wounds. What does this say about his impar-
tiality and independence as a defence expert in this case?

To summarise the hammer:

• Any objections by Professor Gert Saayman against the hammer as potential murder 
weapon must be seen against the backdrop that he had a demonstrable personal 
connection with the defence team (see to the right). 

• The autopsy report contained incorrect information that can be proved to be incor-
rect. The 2007 criminal trial cannot be seen to be fair and just, while experts were 
provided with incorrect information. 

• The implicated hammer’s two striking sides can be reconciled with all head wounds 
(and wounds on the hand). No wound is too big or small for the hammer to have 
made it. In fact, most wounds reflect the signature of the hammer in terms of sizes 
and shapes of the respective striking sides. 

• Marks and prints on the towel and couch, missed by the police, can be reconciled 
with the shape of the implicated hammer, which is a scarce model. We could repli-
cate the marks and prints with reasonable success. 

• Although not conclusive, it is highly likely that the hammer came into contact with 
blood at some stage. The Luminol applied to the hammer reacted in a way it reacts 
to blood, and blood alone.

• Not finding Inge’s DNA doesn’t mean the Luminol didn’t react with blood, and it 
doesn’t mean her blood was never on the hammer.

• Fred had full knowledge of the hammer’s whereabouts and had every opportunity 
to take it from behind the seat and put it in a more suitable place. His story about 
forgetting the hammer behind the seat is simply not reasonable.

Mollett Reports – Revised April 2013 – All rights reserved

Magnified

Real scale

Not same scale of rulers

page 33

Right: The incorrect measurements in the autopsy report of these two wounds led 
to the exclusion of the hammer. We now know that both wounds are around 20 
mm in diameter, making them perfectly reconcilable with the implicated hammer. 
What would the situation have been had the court been provided with the correct 
measurements? What do we make of the fact that Professor Gert Saayman actu-
ally defended these obvious incorrect measurements? 1:1 overlay
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Above: Left is a floorplan of Inge’s flat, showing the couch on which she was killed and the route to the bathroom 
(middle) where the killer did some cleaning up. To the right are the two blood marks that were found on the bath-
room floor. 

BLood mArks & shoes
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On 15 April 2005, about one month after the murder, the police searched Fred’s flat 
and found these shoes in his flat. They took the shoes with them and, after inspect-
ing them more closely, suspected that the marks could have been made by the sole 
of the right shoe. 

Apart from the fact that he thought the shapes fitted the areas, Captain Bruce 
Bartholomew noted grains of sand lodged in the sole (top right). He believed these 
grains were responsible for the spots in the crescent-shaped mark and that this 
would give him an extra point of correspondence. It was mainly due to these sand 
grains that Bartholomew ventured to see expert Bill Bodziak in Florida, USA, to seek 
his advice and opinion. 
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We are really not that interested in trying to prove that Fred van der Vyver’s shoe 
made these marks. The case does not rely on this aspect alone. We could not obtain 
a similar shoe to conduct tests with and there are many variables involved. While we 
believe the shape of especially the bottom mark has merit, we are rather interested 
in the so-called “appendage” and the conduct of Bill Bodziak.

In Bloody Lies we describe the whole interaction between Bartholomew and Bodziak 
in great detail and will not delve further into that here. 

A short history of the appendage:

Above: The day after the murder, on 17 March 2005, this 
photo was taken. No appendage. 

Above: Two weeks later, on 1 April 2005, this 
photo was taken by a private investigator. Note 
the presence of the appendage now.

Above: The Van der Vyvers and Bodziak tried to infer 
that the police “drew” (for the lack of a better word) 
the appendage in on the mark in order for it to fit into 
the groove in the sole of Fred’s shoe – that they thus 
fabricated evidence in order to frame Fred.Images not to scale
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We heard from a reliable source that Bill Bodziak, a man glowingly described by Ant-
ony Altbeker as the man who “literally wrote the book on shoe identification”, is still 
teaching his students that this is the “worst case of evidence fabrication” that he had 
witnessed in his career. 

We are not analysing his court presentation pertaining to this part, but let’s just look 
at the crux of what he had to say:

Bodziak reckons that in the first two weeks after the murder, the police took “some-
thing” (for lack of a better word) and physically and with intent “moved” the blood in 
the circled area to form the appendage at a place in the mark in such a precise way 
that it would fit into the groove in Fred’s shoe: to frame Fred.

However, there are a few practical issues that Bodziak either did not know or did not 
account for. 

Let’s look at the timeline.

On 16 March 2005 the murder occurred. 

On 17 March 2005 the two marks were photographed for the first time. No append-
age visible.

On 1 April 2005 a private investigator took a photo and on this photo the appendage 
shows.

The search of Fred’s flat took place on 15 April 2005. Only then did the police seize 
the suspect shoe.

Now the question to the eminent Mr Bodziak: How did the police know how and 
where to draw the appendage in on the mark so that it could fit the sole if they only 
saw the shoes two weeks after the appendage first appeared?

Alternatively, by implication, Bodziak would like us to believe the following: In the 
first two weeks after the murder the police were so desperate to have a killer that 
they broke into Fred’s flat and by enormous coincidence found a shoe that would be 
perfect to carry out their framing plans. 

With the shoe in hand, the police then drew the mark in meticulously on a greater 
mark that – fortunately for them – already fitted the area of the shoe very well. They 
then broke back into Fred’s flat and returned the shoes and then, on 15 April, seized 
them again, legally this time. 

The police did not venture to destroy the photos of 17 March 2005, those that do 
not show the appendage. So they “physically added in the mark” (Bodziak’s words) 
and kept the photos of the original mark. In fact, they even went further – after they 
fabricated this mark they sent a member of the very force that supposedly fabricat-
ed the mark, to an expert in America. Because this is what you do to cover up such 
visible fabrication: you fabricate something and then you consult an expert about 
that very evidence. 

But this is what Bill Bodziak by implication believes. And this is the Bill Bodziak whose 
every word we have to believe at the expense of others.

What we have here is just another defence expert who went the extra mile to help 
his client and not the court. And just like Wertheim and Zeelenberg, his task went 
further: put this on the police and deflect attention from the real issues. Nobody 
took this appendage issue very seriously, and it is also not our issue here. The issue is 
rather the intent we see here from another “international” defence expert.
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Without going into great detail, let’s look briefly at the appendage. 

One issue we must duly realise and accept – and it is here that Bodziak completely 
missed the bus – is that the difference between the pre-appendage mark (“pre-
mark”) and the mark with the appendage (“post-mark”), constitutes more than just 
the appearance of the appendage. When you look at the two marks, you can see that 
the post-mark became more bulky as a whole. Something happened to the pre-mark 
as a whole – and this made the mark a little swollen. It is not our mere opinion; mea-
sureable facts will prove that the post-mark is a little bigger than the pre-mark. This is 
really not the type of effort Bodziak would go to. Had he done it, he would have seen 
that the area above where the appendage appeared was not the only area affected. 
The whole mark was affected. 

We cannot say for sure how and when this came about, but based on what we see, it 
appears that a fluid (possibly Ninhydrin, a chemical used to detect amino acids) was 
applied to the mark sometime after 17 March 2005. This dissolved the blood and the 
mark became bulkier, and fluid flowed through a weak spot in the etched edge of the 
mark to form the appendage. The weak spot was where the groove in the sole left a 
gap in the mark’s edge. 

Above: When you press something with an edge onto a sticky fluid and you lift it up, 
it will form an “etched wall” along the edge of the mark. Where the gap in the sole 
was there would not be such a wall and it would leave a gap. This is a weak spot in 
the edge of the mark where fluid would later flow through. Thus, the shoe made the 
mark but in a delayed fashion after the mark was reactivated by a fluid. (This, admit-
tedly, is only a theory.)

High concentration

Lower concentration

Weak spot in edge

High concentration 
diluted and flushed

Effect of widespread 
flow clearly visible

Expansion of mark

Left and above: It is clear that the post-mark is a fundamentally changed mark. 
Though more or less the same shape, it became bulkier and a broad scale movement 
of the content had taken place. It is also clear that the concentration of blood in 
the area where the appendage developed was very low. Higher up in the mark, the 
concentration was higher. When fluid was applied, the fluid ran to an area of lower 
concentration – and through the gap in the edge. 



57

If the defence was a bulldog, then Fred’s brother Alfons was its wagging tail. He ran 
around like a red ant fighting for his brother: aggressive towards the Lotzes, making 
loud interjections in court, and so on. A feisty young man.

Let’s look at the story with which he ran to Antony Altbeker. 

Remember that this is long before Bodziak became a turncoat, from initially advising 
the police to becoming a defence expert. Maybe this is where Bodziak got his idea 
from. Alfons told Altbeker that the police intentionally added this appendage on the 
mark in order to frame Fred.

We dealt with the logic of this rather extensively on page 55, but we want to take it a 
step further. Did Alfons and Bodziak realise what they were actually saying?

Let’s do a little exercise.

Above: Alfons van der Vyver told Antony Altbeker that the police intentionally added 
the appendage to the mark to fit into the sole of the shoe – in order to frame Fred. 
And Altbeker believed him. 

Okay, someone alleges that the appendage 
to the print above was “added”. Which of 
the shapes to the right do you think would 
have been best used in order to fabricate 
this appendage?

Think about your answer and then continue 
reading to the right. 

1

2

3

4

You probably said #3 very quickly. You immediately sensed that #1 is too round, #2 
is too long and #4 is too oval. So #3 was the only one that fitted the majority of the 
print so well that you could add the appendage with ease. An appendage added to it 
could work. Adding an appendage to shapes #1, #2 and #4 would have no value be-
cause these shapes are fundamentally not reconcilable with the print. Their shapes 
are too far off. 

The point we are trying to make is this: even if we, just for the sake of the argument, 
consider the hugely illogical and highly impractical theory that the police added the 
appendage – incidentally, what was Alfons actually implying if not in fact confirming 
how perfectly the greater mark fitted the sole? – if the greater mark did not fit the 
sole at all, an appendage would have had no use. It fitted the sole so well that an 
appendage to it could work. 

On a very simple level, what it comes down to is this: What if you take away the 
appendage? The mark still fits the sole! The appendage is but a part of the greater 
mark. Without it, the mark still fits a significant area in the sole.

By claiming that the police added the appendage, incorrect as they are, both Alfons 
and Bodziak thus confirmed that the police had an excellent fitting mark to work 
with.

Above: If the outlined area (the “greater mark”) did not fit the area in the sole FIRST, 
it would be rather pointless to add an appendage. To be able to add an appendage 
confirms the perfect fit of the greater mark. 
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As we said previously, we are not adamant that the suspect shoe made the marks. 
Our aim here is simply to show that Bodziak was not correct to say that “no shoe” 
could have made them; we want to show that it is possible that either the suspect 
shoe or a similar shoe could have made them. 

Let’s briefly look at what Bodziak said:

1. The marks could not have been made by the shoe (or any shoe) as they are not 
tread marks (while being transfer marks).
2. There are no other marks around these marks. If the marks were tread marks you 
would have expected other tread marks towards or away from these marks (made 
when the person walked around with blood on his shoes).
3. There is no source in which the person stepped in order to leave the tread marks.
4. The “negative space” in the sole could not have touched the floor in order to press 
the mark on the floor (see to the right). 

Bodziak is quite correct about almost everything here – but only if you consider the 
marks to be transfer marks. He only considers the premise of them being transfer 
marks. What if they are not transfer marks but contact marks? 

Let’s look very briefly at the difference. When you put your finger in ink and press 
it onto a piece of paper you get a transfer mark. When you continue to press your 
finger on the paper you get further prints that get fainter with each press until the 
ink is diminished. These are classical transfer marks. They will typically show micro 
detail of the object and will reflect the shape of the object. They are normally thin 
and pressed. 

However, now imagine a drop of ink lying on a sheet of paper and you put your finger 
on it. When your finger touches the drop the drop will deform and, when you lift 
your finger from the drop, some of the ink on the paper may even flow back over the 
print. Micro detail does not result and the object’s shape is less pronounced (if cap-
tured at all). The mark may be a little thicker and uneven in texture. The crime scene 
marks are more indicative of contact marks because they are uneven and thick. They 
are not pressed and not defined like transfer prints normally are. 

We agree that these marks were not the result of treading (made by blood on shoes). 
We rather believe that the drops were on the floor first and then the object (which 
may have been shoes) was placed on them (i.e. two drops fell from the bloodied 
hammer onto the floor, and then the object was placed on them, deforming them 
into these shapes; the hammer is therefore the “source” and carrier). This has a few 
implications: 1) As a result, you then do not need other marks around them, 2) you 
do not need a source, and 3) a negative space can also make them (see to the right).

“negative space”

“positive space”

Above: Considering a tread mark, Bodziak is quite correct that the negative space 
could not have touched the floor in order to leave a transfer mark. However a nega-
tive space can still make a contact mark. See below.

Above: Left is a reconstruction of the negative space of the sole, pressed on a drop 
on a glass plate. On contact, the drop would fill the space due to capillary action and 
pressure from the “ceiling” of the negative space. You therefore do not need only 
positive spaces to make prints with a shoe. 

none of the reasons that Bodziak used to exclude the shoe (or any shoe) holds any 
water. In fact, the shape of the prints, plus the damning position of the appendage, 
is bad news for the anti-shoe brigade. 
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Above: When the police found this pair of shoes (the left shoe shown in the main photo), the laces had been taken 
out and were tucked into the toe part of the shoe. The black seen on the heel part is residue due to forensic testing. 
However, apart from a few blotches of dirt lodged in the sole here and there, both shoes seemed to be very clean, 
possibly recently washed. 
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TIMelIne oF THe nIGHT oF 16 MARCH 2005

Some background first. Fred stayed over at Inge’s flat on the previous evening. 
Apparently he had a fall-out with one of his brothers and he was a little grumpy that 
evening. While Inge was still working on her laptop, he went to sleep on the old 
couch in the lounge at about 22:00. His faith forbade a physical relationship so he did 
not sleep in Inge’s bed. The morning of 16 March they had breakfast together and 
there was “one hell of a fight”. We do not want to go into detail about that here, but 
will briefly get back to it later. Fred left her flat at about 7:45 to go to the university 
where he attended class. In this time Inge wrote him a long, two-page letter, which 
she gave to him just after 10:00 on campus when he finished class. Fred then went 
to collect a piece of furniture for a friend at a furniture store in Stellenbosch before 
leaving for work at Mutualpark, where he arrived just after 11:00. 

In what was an intense morning with many SMSes flying around, there was no 
communication between Fred and Inge after 13:36 (when he received an SMS from 
her). Even after leaving work at 18:07 he did not contact Inge in any way. Only at 
about 20:00 he seems to start worrying about Inge. Yet, while fiddling around on 
his computer (“listening to music and deleting files”) it took him another two and a 
half hours to get moving – bearing in mind that at this time of night, a direct drive to 
Stellenbosch would have taken him just over 30 minutes. So at about 22:25 he drove 
to the Lotzes’ house in Welgemoed to fetch a remote (for the gate to Inge’s complex) 
to go check on Inge. The locks at Inge’s flat had been replaced the previous day and 
neither Mrs Lotz nor Fred were in possession of the new keys at the time, so it was 
only the remote he could collect (the old keys were still on the remote but would be 
of no use and Fred must have known this). When he arrived at the Lotz home just af-
ter 22:40, he immediately set off with the promise to drive to Stellenbosch, suppos-
edly to go and check in on Inge. He left Mrs Lotz with this urgent promise. And yet he 
turned around just moments later and parked next to the Lotz house. 

At first Fred told a member of the police that he turned around just before Stellen-
bosch, just before the speed cameras at Kayamandi, after a telephone conversation 
he had with his friend Marius, in which Marius asked him not to drive to Stellenbosch 
but to rather wait for him at the Lotz house – Marius, who heard about Inge’s death 
minutes before, would now bring the news of Inge’s death to him and Mrs Lotz. How-
ever, Fred must have realised that turning around at Kayamandi was simply too far 
(it’s about 30 kilometres from Welgemoed). The call in which Marius asked him not 
to drive through and to rather stay at the Lotz house was within the first two minutes 
after Fred had left the Lotz house. And so Kayamandi would be too far to drive in 
just two minutes. So Fred changed his story and said he turned around at the Jip de 
Jager/Kommissaris intersection.

However, cellphone activity and distances around the Lotz house will prove beyond 
any doubt that Fred never intended to drive to Stellenbosch. This is not an assump-
tion or trying to decide on Fred’s behalf what he did, but objective facts that would 
imply that he could not have had any intention of driving to Stellenbosch. And while 
he may have indeed turned around at the Jip de Jager/Kommissaris intersection, it 
would have been before the cellphone conversation with Marius in which Marius 
asked him to stay at the Lotz house. 

Fred said he was at the traffic light at the said intersection when he spoke to Marius 
(during the second call). The start of this call would have been at least 105 seconds 
after he had left the Lotz house. This traffic light is only about 400 metres away from 
the Lotz house and, considering that he was hastily on his way to Stellenbosch, it is 
impossible to believe that he drove 400 metres in 105 seconds, as at that quiet time 
of the night in an urgent situation it would have taken him less than 40 seconds to 
get to the traffic light. He would have been way past that intersection at the time of 
that call. About 38 seconds after the call with Marius ended, he was already parked 
next to the Lotzes’ house, when he called his parents saying, “Something terrible 
has happened to Inge” and that he “was on his way to Stellenbosch”. This was after 
he had already turned around and Marius had not yet conveyed the news of Inge’s 
death to him. He could not have driven 127 seconds from the Lotz house and then 
have been back 38 seconds after he turned around. It simply does not add up. 

(Visit Truth4Inge.com – “Night of the 16th” – for a more thorough explanation.)

Fred only pretended to go to Stellenbosch and had no intention of doing so. Why?

Mrs Lotz found Fred waiting in the bakkie, hands tucked behind his neck. Just at that 
time, Marius arrived and broke the news of Inge’s death to both Fred and Mrs Lotz. 

It is also provable that Fred lied that he prayed with Mrs Lotz in the living room after 
he turned around and while they were waiting for Marius to arrive. There simply 
would not have been time to do so. This may only be a lie, but it’s a lie. Another lie.
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Lotz house 

Engen Petrol Station 

Durban Rd 

Jip de Jager 

N1 Paarl N1 Cape Town 

Welgemoed 

Kommissaris  
De Mist 

Claassens 

Karl Bremer Hospital Parow  

Durbanville 

Fred testified that he turned around here, 
about 400 metres (a maximum of 40 seconds) 
from the Lotz house. 

The second call to Marius, in which Marius 
suggested that Fred stay at the Lotz house, 
ended at least 127 seconds after Fred left the 
Lotz house. In this time Fred would have driven 
way beyond the intersection. This would also 
have made it impossible for him to get back to 
Claassens street 38 seconds later.  

Conclusion: Fred never intended to drive to Stellenbosch and only pretended to do so. He may have 
turned around at the intersection, but that would have been before  the second call to Marius. 

Precisely 38 seconds after the second call to Marius 
ended, Fred – according to his own testimony – was 
back at the Lotz house, and called his parents. 

Lie number 1 – “Turning around” 
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Lotz house 

Engen Petrol Station 

Durban Rd 

Jip de Jager 

N1 Paarl N1 Cape Town 

Welgemoed 

Kommissaris 
De Mist 

Claassens 

Karl Bremer Hospital 
Parow  

Durbanville 

Cellphone activity indicates Marius to be at about 
this point at 22:53 – at about this time Fred is still in 
his bakkie (also indicated by cellphone activity). 

Marius is now only a few minutes away from the Lotz 
house (a maximum of 3 kilometres) – 2–3 minutes. 

Conclusion: Based on this timeline, there simply would have been no 
time for the prayer session claimed by Fred. It is not reasonable to 
believe Fred climbed out of his bakkie (at 22:53), met Mrs Lotz, walked 
over the lawn towards and through the house and prayed, and left the 
house again, before Marius arrived. Marius would have found them in 
the house upon his arrival – and, by all accounts, this is not what 
transpired. (According to Marius’s testimony, he drove past Fred when 
Fred was still in his bakkie.) 
 

At 22:52:33 Fred is still in his bakkie (red star). 

Marius would arrive within the next 2–3 minutes. 

Fred stated that he and Mrs Lotz prayed in the house 
before Marius arrived. 

 

Lie number 2 – “Praying in the house” 

We visited the Lotz house ourselves and paced the 
distance from where his bakkie had been parked to 
the small lounge; it is ±70 standard paces. It is not an 
easy route over the lawn. It would have taken them 
at least one and a half minutes to walk to the 
lounge. Then they still needed to pray and leave the 
house and get to where Marius found them outside. 
This all had to happen in ±3 minutes. It is just too 
short a period to be believable. 
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ceLLphone And compuTer AcTIvITy

Because it is very difficult, if not impossible, to gather all the relevant information 
(such as cellphone records), this is an area that may need further investigation, but 
what we can deduce with a great deal of certainty is that Fred had an MTN sim-card 
(thus an MTN number) that he did not declare and even in his plea explanation there 
seems to be an effort to conceal the existence of this number. After reasonable effort 
to confirm it, we established that when you used the MTNLoaded service to send an 
SMS, you had to register and sign on with an MTN number. Though some regulations 
regarding the number you can use to register and to whom you can send SMSes 
seem to have changed in recent times, at the time you had to be an MTN user;5 you 
could not do it with a Vodacom number. The Loaded service was launched in 2004 
and has been replaced in recent years by MTNPlay. MTNLoaded does not exist any 
longer, but at the time was a service for MTN users only. In his plea explanation, Fred 
noted the SMS he sent to Inge (via the MTN site) but listed his Vodacom number 
with the message – as if he had sent it using this Vodacom number. Fred’s Vodacom 
number could not have had any correlation with the MTNLoaded service. Was this 
an attempt to conceal his MTN number? Even if Fred and his legal team, by means 
of a “bona fide mistake”, included his Vodacom number with this MTN-sent message 
in his plea explanation, it still counts as untested information. In such case, the court 
was not exposed to his MTN activity and history. Just as the court was not exposed 
to correct autopsy measurements. Just as the court was not exposed to the prints on 
the towel. And so on. 

>> It must be noted that due to technical reasons, which we do not want to go into 
here, the number used via MTNLoaded would not show on the receiver’s statement, 
nor necessarily on the receiver’s phone. 

At 13:08 Fred logged on at his workstation to send Inge an SMS message from the 
MTNLoaded website. Curiously, instead of leaving his computer logged on for later 
use during a tea break or after the meeting, he logged off at 13:24.

Anyone working at a large firm would know it takes some time to log on. The com-
puter has to connect with the server and certain protocols need to be exchanged, for 
example. Logging on would be the first thing you do when you get to your computer 
when you arrive at work. Then, and this is important, although not a fixed rule, one 
would more likely only log off if you are not planning to return to the computer that 
day. When logged on and you are going to, for example, a meeting with the idea to 
work on the computer again later that day, you would most likely simply screen lock 
it for the time being (the computer can do it automatically after hibernating or you 
can do it manually). Logging off either means Fred intended to leave for the day or 
that he wanted to create an electronic record by doing so (simple locking would not 
record as an event as it is a computer-related event and not a server-related one).

Above: This is an extract from Fred’s actual plea explanation. It states that Fred sent 
an SMS to Inge, which she received (in two parts) on her phone at 13:10:55 and 
13:11:31, by using the MTNLoaded service. Why is Fred’s Vodacom number associat-
ed with this message? Why did he not give his MTN number, a number that has never 
been disclosed or tendered? We asked Fred about this but he declined to comment.

----------
5. https://mail.mymtnmail.co.za/mail/tos.php
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ALIBI

We are not going to write much about the alibi at this point. However, it is important 
to note a few issues for now.

Firstly, some background. When Fred arrived at Mutualpark just after 11:00, he went 
straight to the seventh floor, to the Smooth Room, where he attended a workshop 
which, apparently, was ongoing for the whole week. During the trial there was some 
dispute about exactly what that specific day’s session entailed and what Fred’s in-
volvement would have been. He said that apart from tea and lunch breaks he was in 
attendance the whole day till about 17:00. 

Let’s see how the “iron-clad” alibi is generally perceived, in the words of Antony Alt-
beker, who wrote the following in a Marie Claire article (September 2014):

“It is important to know that everything about Fred’s story checks 
out in every way. His boss and his boss’ boss, along with four other 
people who were at the meeting with Fred, all signed sworn affida-
vits that he’d been there all of that day. In addition, his cellphone 
was linked to Pinelands towers whenever it was used that day, and 
records from his computer show that he used it at lunch and shortly 
after the meeting finished at 5 pm. Most importantly, Fred’s office – 
which is the headquarters of one of the largest insurance companies 
in the southern hemisphere – has considerable security infrastruc-
ture, and repeated trawls through card-swipe records and CCTV 
footage of every exit revealed no evidence that Fred had so much as 
left the section of the building in which his office was located, much 
less left the Old Mutual campus itself.

Despite this, in June 2005, Fred was arrested for Inge’s murder, a 
crime for which he was tried between February and November 2007. 
If the police were never able to offer evidence that Fred had left Old 
Mutual, what they did produce were three pieces of forensic evi-
dence, each of which linked Fred to the crime scene. These proved, or 
so they claimed, that however he’d done it, he must have left the of-
fice that day. He must also have driven to Stellenbosch, committed a 
brutal murder, cleaned up, and returned to work where his behaviour 
seemed completely normal to everyone with whom he interacted. He 
also managed to do this without anyone’s noticing his absence from 
a meeting at which only 10 people were in attendance.”

So let’s start with the boss and the boss’s boss and the four people who gave “sworn 
affidavits”. We’re not going to say they lied but simply want to make a princi-
ple-based argument. Why should their sworn affidavits given to a private security 
company paid for by Louis van der Vyver be considered more true than the sworn 
statements that Swartz and various other officers gave that Folien 1 was lifted from 
the DVD cover? Why be selective about this? If you believe one person’s sworn 
affidavit because it is a sworn affidavit, then you must believe everybody’s sworn 
affidavits. 

Instead, someone like Antony Altbeker would want us to believe that dozens of 
police officers who were directly or indirectly involved in this case all risked their 
careers and freedom to send an innocent man to rot in jail for 25 years by fabricating 
evidence against Fred. The fact is that alibi statements can be directed, and tend 
to rely on fallible memories. This is not true of Folien 1. Folien 1 is a hard piece of 
evidence that can be scrutinised scientifically, and in this case science proved the 
essence of Swartz’s sworn statements to be true. Folien 1 carries more weight than 
any sworn affidavit by any person. A careful examination of the sworn affidavits (by 
the alibi witnesses) on the other hand, shows that they are contrived and not consis-
tent. These statements were taken by a private company hired by Fred’s father, Louis 
van der Vyver. The judge did not attach any conclusive weight to their input. In fact, 
the judge thought so little of the defence’s alibi witnesses and statements that he 
advised the defence that Fred had better testify on his alibi himself. The case had to 
be reopened for this. 

Let’s briefly look at snippets from these statements.

• Shamsoodien: “he is only a work colleague” / “we did not discuss anything person-
al” / “stayed in attendance” / “did not leave the workshop for prolonged periods” / 
“usual self and did not appear stressed” / “I have no contact number for Fred” 
• Brand: “he is only a work colleague” / “we never discussed personal issues” / “Fred 
was visible through the door” / “do not know if he made or received calls” / “I only 
have one number of Fred and not aware of others” 
• ebrahim: “we are only work colleagues” / “we did not discuss anything of a person-
al nature” / “Saw Fred several times through the open door” / “appeared normal like 
any other day” / “do not even know if he has a cellphone” / “I am aware of a camera 
in the tube way to parking”
• Von Stein: “Fred is only a recent work colleague” / “we did not discuss personal 
matters” / “do not recall he was not in attendance” / “I do not recall noticing any-
thing different about Fred’s behaviour during that day” 
• De Roubaix: “Fred is a work colleague” / “we did not discuss any personal matters”
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Above and below: The Smooth Room is tucked right into the corner of a large open-
plan floor (red stripe above). Below is the view you will have walking past it. Why 
would you take notice of a specific person inside the room when you walked past? 
And then remember it vividly two months later?

• Mbomvu: “Fred is a work colleague” / “we did not discuss any personal matters” 
/ “stayed in attendance once there” / “Fred appeared normal like any other day” / 
“Fred did not make or receive calls” / “I have seen him with a cellphone but do not 
know the number” 
• Van der Spuy: “we were only work colleagues” / “occasionally discussed personal 
matters” / “Fred appeared relaxed like always” / “I only have one number of him and 
do not know if he has more than one” 
• Toefy: “he is a work colleague” / “we did not discuss any personal matters” / 
“stayed in attendance” / “never left for prolonged periods” / “Fred acted as normal 
and was not tense” / “cannot recall Fred making calls or sending SMSes” / “Fred only 
has one cellphone number that I know of” (see her full statement later).

These statements were taken more than two months after the day in question. Note 
the similar wording and phrases in all of them. This can only mean that Quemic South, 
the private company hired by Fred’s father to take the statements, clearly directed the 
statements. They decided what should be included and what not. 

A few more questions arise:

1) Ebrahim and Brand said they “saw Fred though the door”. The Smooth Room is 
tucked in the corner of a large open-plan office floor. Sure, if the door was open it 
may have been possible for passersby to see through the door. But why would they, 
two months later, specifically remember they saw Fred through the door? Why not 
just say they could see “the participants” through the door. Why Fred specifically? 
What about that day made them look for and see Fred through the door? And when 
was this – at twelve, one or two? When? Did they see him through the door the 
entire time? And let’s reverse the question, for argument’s sake … would they have 
noticed if he was not there, and more so, remembered two months later that they did 
not see him? Of what possible value can the inclusion of their sightings in the affida-
vits be? The only inference to be drawn is that they were directed to help Fred. 

(Admittedly, they can claim that the news of Inge’s death prompted them to think 
back to the previous day and that they therefore may have had better memory of that 
day when the statements were taken. We have no problem with this principle. This, in 
fact, is why we believe Shahana Toefy should have a very good memory of what hap-
pened that day. However, without being specific about when they saw Fred through 
the door, the inclusion of these “sightings” hold no real value. Seeing Fred through 
the door at 11:30 does not mean he was in the room at 16:00. Even less does it mean 
they saw him through the door the entire time he was in the Smooth Room. It is quite 
possible that they saw him at a specific time and remembered it, but it really does not 
cover his attendance for the entire day, and still seems directed and contrived.)
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2) Why the focus on his cellphone and/or cellphone number in the affidavits? Or 
was this an issue Quemic South wanted to deal with because there might have been 
questions about his cellphone/s?

Let’s get to Altbeker’s next point. He says that all Fred’s cellphone activity was linked 
to the Pinelands towers. That may be true of his Vodacom phone, but what if he 
had a second phone? If so, we know nothing of the activity of that phone, do we? 
But even if we leave the issue of a second phone aside for now, Fred retrieved a 
voicemail at 15:29. He then logged onto his computer again at 17:14. Apart from a 
mysterious unknown and seemingly blank SMS received on his phone at 16:20, there 
was no cellphone activity that could place him in person at Mutualpark between 
15:29 and 17:14.

Even the court found that the 16:20 SMS did not mean that he was with his phone 
when the phone recorded the 16:20 SMS. It only means that his phone was at Mutu-
alpark. It could have been lying in a drawer in Mutualpark while he, for instance, was 
lying on the beach. 

Yes, Fred was, as records will show, active at his workstation computer just after 13:00 
when he sent the SMSes to Inge via the MTN website, and that he then logged off at 
13:24. And then there was further activity when he logged on again at 17:14. Nothing 
regarding computer activity places him at Mutualpark between 13:24 and 17:14. 

We, again, need to wonder why he logged off at 13:24. This means that if he, for ex-
ample, wanted to check his emails during tea breaks or after the meeting, he had to 
log on again to do so. As we mentioned previously, logging on could take some time. 
Only at 17:14 did he log on again. 

It is also interesting that, after Jean Minnaar left two voicemail messages for Fred 
about the cupboard that Fred picked up for him that day, Fred never called Jean 
back. From 15:29, when Fred retrieved the last message from Jean, there is no re-
corded cellphone activity by Fred for the rest of the afternoon – and neither is there 
any recorded activity from his workstation landline. The 16:20 SMS does not put Fred 
with his phone, and why was the content or source of this SMS never revealed?

3) And why the focus in the statements on whether he made or received calls or not? 
Is this another clear instance of direction by Quemic South?

Fred received an SMS from Inge at 13:36. We will have to assume that his phone was 
on silent and that he only read the SMS later, as his witnesses cannot remember him 
fiddling with his phone during the meeting. And, of course, we are expected to trust 
their meticulous memories two months later. 

Shahana Toefy

Probably the most important mistake of this case: we need to bear in mind that Fred’s 
main defence was his alibi. Yet, the very person who could “confirm” his alibi did not 
testify. Ms Shahana Toefy, his direct boss. We don’t care about the legal loopholes (in 
that she “did not have to”) and exactly how it was done. Or even the fact that Fred 
testified on his alibi. The fact is that Toefy’s account is untested. She was not exposed 
to cross-examination. Cross-examination is there to test witnesses. To simply slip sworn 
affidavits into evidence in a murder trial is frankly not good enough. Would the defence 
have been happy if Elton Swartz had just provided a sworn affidavit and not testified un-
der cross-examination? Surely not. Swartz was severely attacked and intimidated under 
cross-examination – which had a bearing on the case since he seemed unsure about how 
he lifted at stages. This cast doubt on Folien 1. What if Toefy seemed unsure about Fred’s 
alibi under cross-examination? Until Shahana Toefy testifies under cross-examination, 
this murder case can never be seen as concluded.

Let’s just look at one example where a Gerrie Nel would have destroyed Toefy under 
cross-examination: Toefy said – and seemed quite sure about – that she sat next to 
Fred the whole day. Yet, based on her affidavit, she was “not sure” whether Fred gave 
a presentation that day and “what it was about”. Why could she so precisely remember 
his comings and goings but not whether he made a presentation that day? If she sat next 
to him, and being his boss, she surely had to know for sure whether or not he made a 
presentation that day, and if so, what it was about. Why the selective recall? 

As it turned out, Fred in fact did not give a presentation that day – his presentation had 
been the previous day. If Toefy had sat next to him, how could she not recall this? We 
must also remember that Toefy spoke to Fred twice that evening and yet she failed to 
disclose as much to the police. 

Up until the present day we do not know what the second undeclared call, between Fred 
and Toefy on the evening just after midnight, was about. She did not declare this call to 
the police either. Toefy refused to give a police statement and was uncooperative, as she 
remains up to this very day. Any reasonable person would expect any reasonable judge 
to have called Toefy as a witness. The judge had to deem it important that she testify. 
This, in our opinion, must surely be considered an error of law.

If Folien 1 is from a DVD cover, as science suggests, then one would have strong proba-
ble cause to believe that Shahana Toefy lied in her sworn statement. May the day come 
when Ms Toefy does testify. 
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Above and right: Shahana Toefy’s statement to Quemic South three months after the 
murder. She seems to be pretty sure about everything but “thinks” Fred gave a pre-
sentation on the 16th, and is then not sure about what “it entailed”. She even remem-
bers how Fred greeted her. For reasons known only to her, she found it important to 
tell us that Fred had only one cell number and one phone. 

The judge found Mr Mkuseli Mbomvu an unreliable witness. In fact, Mbomvu is a 
typical example of how confused the alibi statements were. He stated that Fred gave 
a presentation on the 16th. Toefy “thinks” he gave one. In the end it was established 
that the presentation was not that day. We’re not trying to make a point about the 
presentation, but simply illustrating that alibi statements taken two months after an 
incident appear to be worthless. 

The facilitator of the meeting in the Smooth Room, Ms Janine von Stein – who took 
notes, and whose notes confirmed that the presentation had been on the 15th – 
found no help in her notes to confirm conclusively whether Fred was present that 
afternoon or not.
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Left: This is the quality of footage security personnel had to trawl through. This image 
shows Fred entering the building at just after 11:00 on the morning of 16 March 2005. 
Imagine trawling through this type of footage for hours on end. 

securITy

“Most importantly, Fred’s office – which is the headquarters of one 
of the largest insurance companies in the southern hemisphere – has 
considerable security infrastructure, and repeated trawls through 
card-swipe records and CCTV footage of every exit revealed no 
evidence that Fred had so much as left the section of the building in 
which his office was located, much less left the Old Mutual campus 
itself.”

This is not quite true and Antony Altbeker should know it. Not every frame of all 
footage of that day was investigated. To say that “every exit” was looked at is simply 
not true. 

Without making any claims, just a few factual notes:

• All exits (thus doors or gates where you could go in or out of the building) had cam-
eras. Not all of them had turnstiles – such as the fire escapes. However, the alarm 
records of the fire escapes were checked and found not to have been activated that 
day. 
• Although only focusing on a certain time period, all available footage of that day 
pertaining to the advised time period was trawled through. However, the footage of 
three exits was not available because they were taped over (after a few months they 
would recycle tapes, and because of this, footage of the 16th had been destroyed). 
These exits were the Client Service exit, the PFS Disability exit and the PFS Receiving 
exit. We do not intend to argue about the merits of these exits but simply wish to 

point out that Altbeker’s statement (representative of a general perception) about 
“every exit” is simply not true. (PFS = Policy Files Section)
• While there were some cameras on the floors (not everywhere and more to the 
east in the “Building 94” section), the footage of these cameras was also not avail-
able to trawl through. 
• Most exits only had one camera. As we shall see later, the PFS exit only had one 
camera pointing towards the outside, thus it would only show the rear of the outgo-
er. Some cameras, such as the one at East Peak, only offered a side view. 
• We had two extensive interviews with Herman Louw, the security manager at the 
time, and one of those who had to trawl through the footage. A concept that he 
reiterates is “the human element”, and based on what he says, it seems one must 
forget about this perfect-world scenario where security personnel sees everything 
and misses nothing. Where all equipment is state of the art and functional. Also, al-
though they tried their best under enormous pressure and tight time constraints, he 
does not view the trawling process as foolproof. It was a very strenuous exercise in 
which they had to trawl through some very low-quality footage for hours on end. The 
glare in some cases made it virtually impossible to distinguish features. Viewing such 
bright images (due to glare) is also strenuous on the eye and mind. Again, we are not 
claiming anything but simply wish to show that the trawling process cannot be seen 
as foolproof. There is much more behind the cold words in a court transcript. 
• Parking areas had no cameras or access control (“booms”) the the time. 

Admittedly, for someone to have left the building unnoticed, he would at the time not 
have been aware of all the flaws in the system or, for example, know how the footage 
would be treated later, but in the security manager’s own words, “If you wanted to get 
out of there – did your homework and some planning – then it would not have been 
rocket science.”

And then there is the matter of “being lucky” as well.
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Mutualpark in Pinelands, as the head office of Old Mutual, is a massive building. Ex-
cluding the parking areas, the circumference of the main building and adjacent West-
end buildings is about 1.2 kilometres. More than 5 000 people work here daily, with 
thousands more flowing in and out for business visits, and is the kind of place where 
you can work with someone in the same building for more than 10 years, but not 
recognise that person on the street if you walked past him. It is truly a huge building 
and has many floors with various departments. It has large open-plan floors. We are 
not talking about a school hall with just one door. We’re talking about a building with 
thousands of people, where you are just a number; a building with many exits, some 
better guarded than others. At the time, the five main entrances were at the insert-
ed Xs. All these entrances were guarded by CCTV cameras, although some of these 
cameras were positioned very poorly and the glare on them at certain times of the 

day was very bad. As one look at this photo shows, the line of the sun would go from 
right to left over the building. This is why the glare was terrible in the mornings at the 
east side and terrible at the west side in the afternoon. 

Good security at a place like Mutualpark – where sensitive material is kept – is im-
portant, yes, but it is also a place where professionals work. It’s not a prison. Security 
is low key and leans more towards being unobtrusive. At the time only about 16 
security personnel were employed in the building. It may have been both a challenge 
and a risk to slip out unnoticed but, with some ingenuity, it would not be impossi-
ble. If you really had to get out, it would have been possible to utilise the flaws in 
the building (such as construction and sporadic renovations) in order to successfully 
execute your plan. To use somebody else’s card, even today, is really easy.

Source: Google Earth
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Day  Date  In   oUT  
Wednesday 2 March 2005 PFS (11:51:58)  PFS (19:50:36)
Thursday 3 March 2005 East Peak (7:07:12) East Entrance (18:26:36) 
Friday  4 March 2005 East Peak (7:13:38) East Peak (17:37:28) 
Monday  7 March 2005 East Peak (8:08:21) East Peak (8:38:44) 
Tuesday  8 March 2005 PFS (13:03:38)  PFS (17:44:06) 
Wednesday 9 March 2005 PFS (11:20:14)  East Peak (13:16:54) 
Thursday 10 March 2005 East Peak (7:26:37) PFS (17:27:46) 
Friday  11 March 2005 East Peak (7:37:51) East Peak (16:57:53) 
Monday  14 March 2005 PFS (7:05:04)  PFS (18:11:20)  
Tuesday  15 March 2005 East Peak (7:20:39) East Entrance (17:50:53) 
Wednesday 16 March 2005 PFS (11:08:04)  PFS (18:05:01) 
Friday  18 March 2005 East Peak (9:24:39) East Entrance (9:28:20) 
Tuesday  29 March 2005 East Peak (7:13:24) East Peak (15:49:15) 
Wednesday 30 March 2005 PFS (10:34:08)  PFS (17:19:25) 
Thursday 31 March 2005  East Peak (7:11:01) East Peak (17:49:36) 

Let’s look at Fred’s log-in records of the days around the murder. These records are from 
the turnstiles at which he swiped his card when entering or leaving the building. 

Above: This is a screen grab from the footage of when Fred 
left the building through the PFS turnstile at 18:06:41 on 
16 March 2005. Interesting, but not very important, is that 
compared to the times on the turnstile log the footage’s 
clock is about 100 seconds out. The log-out states the swip-
ing time as 18:05:01.

< eAsT enTrAnce
wesT peAk >

pfs 
pfs pArkIng decks

Left: This image gives us an idea of the building layout and 
the position of the main entrances/exits. 

To the north is a three-level parking deck – when you park 
here you can only leave the area via two walkways. To the 
left on this image is the west-side walkway (marked with 
red X), which will take you to the West entrances. Or you 
can take the right-side walkway (in yellow square) from the 
decks, which will take you into the third floor – called the 
PFS floor. 

It is here where Fred entered and left the building on 16 
March 2005. So we can assume that his vehicle was also 
parked on the PFS decks. It would make sense to enter 
and leave at the same exit and via the one closest to your 
vehicle.

X

mAIn enTrAnce

wesT 
cAmpus

wesT enTrAnce >

< eAsT peAk 

Source: Google Earth
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Above: To the top right of the image is Anfield 
Village where Fred stayed. From there to the 
closest parking area at Mutualpark it is about 
800 metres.

When we look at the log then one notes that, 
in the recorded 15 days, Fred used the East 
side’s entrance 9 out of 15 times – 60%. One 
can therefore assume it was his preferred park-
ing spot. 

Looking at the image left, it would also make 
sense that Fred would, at times, park on the 
east side or in front of the building – it is much 
closer than driving all the way to the PFS decks, 
which is about 1 kilometre further (yellow line).

AnfIeLd vILLAge

Source: Google Earth

Source: Google Earth
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Day  Date  In  oUT  oTHeR
Wednesday 2 March 2005 PFS  PFS 
Thursday 3 March 2005 East Peak East Entrance 
Friday  4 March 2005 East Peak East Peak 
Monday  7 March 2005 East Peak East Peak 
Tuesday  8 March 2005 PFS  PFS 
Wednesday 9 March 2005 PFS  East Peak 
Thursday 10 March 2005 East Peak PFS 
Friday  11 March 2005 East Peak East Peak 
Monday  14 March 2005 PFS  PFS  West Peak In and Out lunchtime
Tuesday  15 March 2005 East Peak East Entrance 
Wednesday 16 March 2005 PFS  PFS 
Friday  18 March 2005 East Peak East Entrance 
Tuesday  29 March 2005 East Peak East Peak 
Wednesday 30 March 2005 PFS  PFS 
Thursday 31 March 2005  East Peak East Peak 

Let’s look at the log sheet again.

On all of the captured days, Fred entered and left through the 
same entrance/exit – except for two days, the 9th and 10th. 

We have no issue with where Fred parked on any given day. 
We realise that it may depend on the situation on the day – 
e.g. from which side you approached Mutualpark. If you, for 
example, come in from the city’s side (left, or west) then you 
may want to park on the PFS decks because the entrance to 
that parking area would be closer. When you come from the 
east, parking on that side’s parking areas may be easier. This is 
not the problem. 

However, there is a big question mark over Fred’s actions on 
the 9th and 10th. On the 9th, why would he enter at the PFS 
entrance in the morning but leave via the East Peak exit the 
afternoon? One can reasonably assume you will exit closest to 
where you have parked. It is not only logical but also practical 
to enter and exit at the same entrance/exit – or at least one 
close to the other (e.g. going in at Main and leaving at East or 
West or vice versa).

And this, of course, has some implications, because it means 
that when he left via the East Peak exit he had to walk about 
800 metres in a clockwise direction around the whole building 
to get to his vehicle (where he must have left it before enter-
ing via PFS that morning). One cannot enter the decks via the 
station (yellow). He could only get to the decks by walking 
clockwise all around the building. 

And then the next day it was just the other way round. He now 
parked on the East side and left via PFS. This means that after 
work he had to walk all the way from the decks anti-clockwise 
around the building to the east side. At 1.5 metres per second 
walking speed, which is a stiff speed, this is about 9 minutes’ 
walk. Why would someone want to do this? Why not take the 
much shorter and simpler route to your vehicle?

Remember security manager Herman Louw’s words: “If you 
practised and did your homework, it would not have been 
rocket science to get in and out unnoticed.”

eAsT peAk 

pfs 

Above: If Fred parked on the PFS decks and entered the building from that side, and then left via the East 
Peak exit, he had to walk all the way around the building to get back to his vehicle after work – and vice 
versa the next day when he entered the building at East Peak but left it via PFS that afternoon. Interesting, 
too, is the fact that he used the West entrance/exit during lunchtime on Monday, 14 March. Exploring 
routes? (It is not reasonable to believe that Fred walked home Wednesday just after 13:00 and back on 
Thursday morning, since then he would have been without his vehicle the whole of that Wednesday after-
noon and evening.) 

mAIn 

wesT

Source: Google Earth



73

Antony Altbeker told us about the “repeated trawls through footage”. Let’s look at 
this more closely.

We’ll look primarily at the PFS entrance/exit, the one Fred used on the day of the 16th 
when he arrived at and left the building. This entrance/exit is on the northern side, 
on the side of the large multi-level PFS parking decks. 

pfs enTrAnce

West 

West 
outside

Below: To give some orientation. When you walk over the walkway to the decks (in 
yellow block) you will enter the PFS turnstile hall (green block). You are now walking 
in a westerly direction and will enter onto the decks.

Above: These people have just passed through the 
walkway and turned left into the PFS turnstile hall 
(their position the red circle below). From here you 
exit in a westerly direction.

Above: As can be seen on this photo (and as the police video will show) there is only ONE 
camera on the inside of the turnstiles, thus a single camera facing in one direction only. It 
will only show the front views of incomers, and the rear views of those going out. 

Towards outside

Towards outside

West 

Source: Google Earth

Main Building 
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The security people sit to the left as you walk through the turnstiles from the inside 
of the building. When a person swipes a card, the face of the card holder comes up 
on the monitor screens and a security officer is supposed to verify the face of the 
swiper against the face on the screen as the individual passes through the turnstiles. 
This, however, is a fallacy. 

Let’s leave aside for a moment the challenging situation where, for example, three 
people walk through the turnstiles at once, two this way, one that way, checked by 
one person facing them at an angle. Let’s rather look at the position of the monitors. 
How is it even physically possible to verify the face of the swiper against the face 
popping up on the screen if the face appears on the screen when the person has 
already passed the screen? When the person swipes his card, he would be in position 
X. His face would only now show on the screen. At the very most the person behind 
the counter would see a side view of the person entering. 

You can also imagine the security person being distracted by someone with a query 
or by someone bringing in a laptop, having to take down the serial number, etc. 
On the footage of the 16th, it also seems as though only one security officer was on 
duty, and, in fact, that guard was attending to another person when Fred entered 
the building through the PFS turnstiles that morning. The guard’s attention was not 
focused on the turnstiles and monitors. 

For all practical purposes and as relevant to this issue, the security person’s presence 
is of very little consequence.

X

X

Towards inside

Towards outside

X

Left: It doesn’t matter how 
you look at it, if the security 
person bothers at all to look, 
he would only see the side of 
the person. 

It must also be taken into 
account, that as per Fred’s 
footage, it shows that from 
the moment you enter the 
building until you go through 
the turnstile, is only about 4 
seconds. 

There is simply no way that 
one security person can keep 
tabs on “swiper-faces” versus 
“card-holder faces”.
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Here we see a good example of the problem. In the actual video one can see that a 
person is busy talking to the security officer behind the counter (in blue oval), and 
that it would not be possible for the officer to pay too much attention to these two 
people entering the building through the turnstiles. 

But this is not really our greatest concern. The problem is rather the generally 
poor quality of the footage. This is the type of footage that was available to “trawl 
through” for identification purposes. If you do not know who you are looking for, 
the task becomes virtually impossible. There is no clear indication of facial or bodily 
features. No amount of enhancement will improve the quality of this type of footage. 
The footage is jumpy and the detail extremely poor. Making the problem so much 
worse is the glare.

Yes, in this case they knew what Fred looked like and they could use the turnstile log 
times to find the relevant footage fast, but imagine watching this type of footage for 
hours on end, looking for a specific person. Imagine, just for the sake of the argu-
ment, a person pulls on a cap and a jacket and pretends to walk with a limp, do you 
think you will recognise that person on this type of footage? More so after having 
watched bright and jumpy frames for eight hours, at, say, one o’clock in the morning 
when you’re tired and have lost concentration? Can one say it is impossible to miss 
something?

Above: The problem is far more alarming when you consider the outgoing traffic. 
Here you can only see the rear view of the person. Again, just for the sake of the 
argument, imagine a person pulls on a cap and a jacket and walks with a limp, do 
you think you will recognise the person on this type of footage? And from behind? 
And what if such a person uses another employee’s card or a temporary card?

>> Interesting also, based on the CCTV footage, that Fred walked about twice as 
fast when he left the building just after 18:00 compared to when he arrived that 
morning just after 11:00. He strolled into the building in a leisurely fashion that 
morning and left in a rush the afternoon.

We are not going into technical detail and, again, do not wish to argue the prac-
tical merits thereof, but there are other “tricks” a person could have employed. 
“Double badging” being one. You could also sign in and out as a visitor. But a 
more likely and actually easy way would have been to use somebody else’s card. 
Many of those working at Mutualpark would enter in the morning and only leave 
in the afternoon, not using their cards in between, and would not even notice if 
somebody used their card, or that their card has been recorded on log records. In 
the context of this argument, using another person’s card and leaving and enter-
ing with some disguise would not be an unreasonable possibility. 
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Above: From Mutualpark there are basically three easy routes to Stellenbosch. Fred 
would mostly drive the N2/Baden Powell route (dark blue line). However, there is 
a shorter route via Modderdam/Polkadraai (light blue line), although traffic may 
be heavier on the Modderdam stretch at times, whereas the Polkadraai stretch is a 
breeze. Stellenbosch is notorious for its hectic traffic over peak times, but if you turn 
left from where Inge’s apartment was in Klein Welgevonden and drive towards Paarl, 
to take the Kromme Rhee route to the N1 (red line), you miss all the traffic in Stellen-
bosch since you cut the town out completely, and can have a fast 35-minute trip right 

TIme To commIT crIme

Probably the most significant reason for Fred’s acquittal was that the judge thought 
it would have been impossible for Fred to have driven to Stellenbosch, killed Inge 
and driven back in “an hour”. Firstly, the judge was incorrect in referring to just “one 
hour”. Considering Fred as a suspect, he had a window period of 105 minutes in 
which no objective facts could place him without reservation inside Mutualpark. That 
is 45 minutes longer than “one hour”. 

In the context of the argument on the table (thus with Fred as suspect), and we 
present it hypothetically, there is no way that we can know how long it would have 
taken to do what. It is possible that the activities in Inge’s flat were completed in 
15 minutes. That would allow 35 and 45 minutes for driving both ways respective-
ly and 10 minutes to enter and exit both sides (Mutualpark and Shiraz). We must 
also remember, and this is very important, it was not as if the suspect had only 105 

minutes. It was open-ended. He did what he had to do and that is how long it took 
him. If there was a 10-minute hold up somewhere, we would have had about 115 
minutes on the table to consider. (Then he would have been back e.g. at 17:24 
and not at 17:14, which would have provided a window period of 115 minutes 
and not 105 minutes.) We all know that some days you hit all the red traffic lights, 
and the next day all the green ones. Some days you hit long queues at a shop, 
some days not.

We did some research on the traffic flow that day (on major routes), but there is 
no way we can know the absolute conditions of that day, but based on distances 
and reasonable timeframes, the time of 105 minutes is attainable, and it is of 
course possible – to use an analogy – that he “hit all the green lights” that day. We 
have tested the routes ourselves to confirm this (in relevant times, so we did take 
peak traffic into account). 

into the heart of Cape Town, even in peak-hour traffic, because you are now driving 
against the traffic leaving the city. While driving to Stellenbosch from Mutualpark in 
the early afternoon is doable in 35–40 minutes, the return time from Stellenbosch to 
Mutualpark in peak-hour traffic is more difficult to predict, and would depend on the 
day’s traffic, but by our own testing, we found that it is possible in less than 50 min-
utes. Total travel time of 80–85 minutes would still leave 20–25 minutes for the rest. 

>> At 15:29 Fred retrieved a 121 voicemail, and this kicked 
off the 105 minutes. However, if he was outside the build-
ing when he accessed this voicemail, the activity would still 
record on Mutualpark’s towers, but would then add another 
3–5 minutes to this 105 minute period. 

As implied by Fred’s own account of his movements on the 
morning of the 16th, it took him about 38 minutes to drive 
from Stellenbosch, get parking on the PFS decks and to enter 
through the PFS turnstiles, which would give a one-way 
driving time of about 35 minutes. This is after being lenient, 
granting another 5 minutes due to estimation; though he had 
to leave Stellenbosch at about 10:30 considering he, accord-
ing to his version, picked up the cupboard in Stellenbosch 
after 10:15. On this version (taking into account everything 
he had to do) it was unlikely that he left Stellenbosch before 
10:30; and he clocked in at work at 11:08. This, based on his 
own version, is a very fast 38 minutes. 

Source: Google Earth

Mollet
Typewritten Text
Post-publication correction: The judge referred to 90 minutes and not to "one hour" as stated above. Yet, it is still incorrect and 15 minutes shorter than the window period of 105 minutes.  

Mollet
Typewritten Text
(See correction below)
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LeTTers

We’re now going to look at the two letters, the long two-page one and the shorter 
letter.

After Fred left Inge on the morning of the 16th and after they had had some words, 
Inge wrote Fred a long letter, which she gave to him after his class at the university.

During that night of the 16th (the same day of Inge’s death), after Mrs Lotz received 
the news of her death, she asked Fred about the letter Inge had given him that morn-
ing (the 16th). Marius went to Mutualpark the morning of the 17th and fetched a file 
for Fred that included, among other items, the short letter. Fred showed this short 
letter to Mrs Lotz. 

During the search activities on 15 April 2005, the police found the long letter in Fred’s 
briefcase. Apart from the fact that the letter is dated, the content clearly indicates 
that this letter was the long two-page letter that Inge wrote to Fred on the morning 
of 16 March 2005. 

When asked during the trial why he gave Mrs Lotz the short letter and not the long 
letter, the latter clearly having more relevance, Fred said that although Inge gave 
both letters to him on the morning of the 16th, he showed Mrs Lotz only the short 
letter because of the “sensitive nature” of the long letter (about Inge’s fear of her 
father’s “drinking” over the Easter weekend). 

So this is what Fred essentially implied, and it’s on record: Inge wrote both the long 
and short letters between 8:00 and 9:30 on the morning of 16 March 2005 and then 
gave both these letters to him in one envelope. 

Later Fred also argued that he considered these three pages as “one letter”. 

Let’s have a look at everything pertaining to these letters right from the beginning. 

We do not want to split hairs by analysing semantics, but let’s look at what Fred 
wrote in his SMS to Inge (13:10 on 16 March 2005): “Over lunch I read your letter. 
Thank you very much. I will look at it more leisurely again tonight.”

Fred is clearly referring to one letter.

Let’s see what he said in his sworn statement of 12 April 2005, handwritten by a 
police officer as dictated by Fred:

“Op 16 Maart 2005 omstreeks 10h00 het Inge vir my ’n briefie gebring.” [“On 16 
March 2005 at about 10h00 Inge brought me a ‘briefie’.”] (our emphasis, literally, 
“briefie” means “short letter”, and henceforth we will use the word “briefie” where 
Fred used the word “briefie”)

Then a few lines later: “Die inhoud van die briefie was van ’n persoonlike positiewe 
aard tussen ons twee.” [“The contents of the ‘briefie’ was of a personal positive na-
ture between us.”] (our emphasis)

Then later in his own handwriting, seemingly as part of the statement, Fred wrote: 
“Inge het buite my klas vir my gewag. Sy het my ’n koevert met brief gegee.” [“Inge 
waited outside my class for me. She gave me an envelope with letter.”] (the “a” be-
tween “with” and “letter” omitted by Fred) (our emphasis)

On 7 June 2005, in his own typed notes, probably compiled for his legal team and/or 
private investigators, Fred wrote:

Under 16 March 2005:

4) “[...] I asked her to write me a letter ...”

9) “We greeted each other and she gave me an envelope with a letter in. That was 
the letter I asked her that morning to write to me ...”

11) “In the envelope there were two letters. One long letter in which she shared 
things with me, and a short one.” (our emphasis)

Quemic South’s notes (dated 23/09/2005): “16/03/05, 10:00, Class finishes, meet 
Inge outside class. Inge hands over envelope containing two handwritten letters.” 
(our emphasis) (Quemic South is the private firm hired by Fred’s father.)

Note that now it became two letters.

In his plea explanation dated 12 February 2007, Fred said the following about the 
long letter: “After class, at about 10 am, I met the deceased outside the class where 
she gave me a ‘briefie’ (3 pages – also described as two ‘briefies’/‘briewe’) ...” (brack-
ets are in the plea explanation)

Also in his plea explanation about the long letter, Fred states: “I contend that the 
contents of the letter reveals a very clear, positive and loving attitude towards me, 
and an attitude that stood positive towards the future.” (direct translation)
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But let’s look at the two letters. Remember that Fred left Inge’s flat just before 8:00 
on the morning of 16 March 2005. We cannot be sure when she would have started 
writing but let’s assume she started sometime around 8:30. At 9:41 she sent Fred an 
SMS that she was on her way to give him the letter. This gives her about an hour to 
write both letters, which is of course doable. But why write two separate letters in 
this time when she really could just have added another page to the long letter? Why 
would Inge now (she must have been in her flat and within minutes of finishing the 
long letter) take another (and very different) sheet of paper and scribble something 
on it that by all accounts is completely out of sync with the long letter she had just 
written?

We will get to these “sync” differences, but the most notable and significant differ-
ences between the two letters are that the long letter was written on lined A4 pages, 
while the short one was written on an unlined and much smaller format paper. The 
smaller letter was written on a watermarked themed paper (blueish with pink flowers).

Probably the most damning aspect of the short letter (considered as a letter also 
given to Fred on the 16th) is that Inge ended the letter with “Strength with your day 
and week …” Now remember, Fred said that Inge gave him this short letter together 
with the longer letter on the Wednesday. Why would she (or anyone for that matter) 
say to someone else “have a good week” on a Wednesday? 

Let’s look at two SMSes that Inge wrote to Fred before her death (our emphasis):

At 7:35 on 7 February 2005: “Morning Dear, did you sleep well? Hope you have a 
wonderful day and week full of good things. I love you dearly xx”

At 7:28 on 14 March 2005: “I just dreamt about you. I hope you will have a stunning 
day and week too and that all goes well at work” (our emphasis in both SMSes)

Now note that 7 February and 14 March were both Mondays. Of course it cannot be 
said that she would say this every Monday, but most certainly it is something that, 
when she said it, it would most likely be on Mondays and not on other days of the 
week. 

According to Mrs Lotz, she had always felt that she had seen the short letter before, 
probably one Sunday, on Inge’s bed. The letter is typical of wishing someone well for 
the week ahead. Not something you do on a Wednesday when you, at most, would 
say, “enjoy the rest of your week.” The short letter is simply not in sync with the long 
letter. It was clearly not written on the same day and under the same circumstances. 
Any person would be able to deduce this. On the next few pages we will look at why 
it is clear that the two letters were not written within minutes of each other.

Let’s get back to the issue of “one letter”.

Antony Altbeker writes in his book that it was hard for him to understand the prosecu-
tion’s argument in this regard: why did they stress the singular versus plural use of the 
word “letter” if Fred’s version was “consistent from the beginning” in that he saw the 
letter as “one letter”. “‘M’Lord,’ he said, ‘I saw them as one letter.’”

As we have explained, this is problematic.

Fred showed Mrs Lotz the short letter. One letter. In his 13:10 SMS he spoke of one 
letter. 

Then, in his own notes in June, it became two letters. 

In his plea it became “’n briefie”, and henceforth in the case he argued the three pages 
as one letter. So, sorry, Mr Altbeker, Fred’s version was never “consistent”. He tailored 
it after the long letter was discovered. 

Writing “briefie” in this statement clearly tries to sell the short letter. Then, when the 
long letter was found, it became two letters, and then in his plea, a “briefie”. Using 
the word “briefie” must be seen as an attempt to focus attention on the short letter 
he gave to Mrs Lotz and to conceal the long letter.

Our problem here is not so much that he lied about the short letter being written on 
the 16th, but the demonstrable intention to keep everyone in the dark about the long 
letter. On 12 April 2005, when his first statement was taken, he was not yet a suspect 
and would only be arrested two months later. This was also two days before the long 
letter was found. At this stage he really should have had no reason to try and hide 
something, but he did. 

Remember what he stated in his plea: “I contend that the contents of the letter reveals 
a very clear, positive and loving attitude towards me, and an attitude that stood posi-
tive towards the future.” If the long letter was such a positive letter, why didn’t he give 
it to the police or simply supply more specific detail about it in the 12 April statement? 
Instead he referred to it as a “briefie” and he gave no context around the letter (such 
as that it was the result of a fight that morning). 

It is clear that Fred tried to keep the long letter under the radar for as long as possible. 
He could not destroy it since he did not know who else knew about the letter (as it 
turns out, Inge told Wimpie and Mrs Lotz about the letter). But when the long letter 
was found he dragged the short letter along to cover up his deception. We will get 
back to some of these issues in the Statement Analysis part. 
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In the long letter Inge wrote the capital letter “E” 7 times 
like a reversed 3. In the short letter she only wrote it as the 
blocked “E” twice. 

In the long letter Inge wrote the letter “f” 26 times as a 
looped “f”. Only once as a short “f”. In the short letter 
she only wrote it as a short “f”. See below how the same 
word “liefde” is written differently.

There are many fundamental differences between the writing styles in the two letters. The shorter letter 
seems to have been written under less pressure than the longer one, which seems to have been written with 
more speed than the shorter one. One can see this in the flow of the writing style. If Inge wrote the short 
letter just after the long one, it would have been in the same style and rhythm. Why such differences if they 
were written within minutes of each other? At most, an add-on would be written as a “PS” note. (On Fred’s 
version, based on the limited time, Inge would have been in more haste when writing the short letter. This 
“haste” is clearly not evident in the style of the short letter.)

Completely different introductions. If 
the short letter was an add-on, why 
another intro? And why on a different 
type of paper?

A short comparison between the short and long letter
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forensIc AnALysIs of LeTTers & poLIce sTATemenT

What you have read up to now pertaining to the letters is our own work before we 
obtained expert opinion. We subsequently decided to have the long and short let-
ters, plus some other written material, forensically examined by a recognised expert. 
For this purpose we provided both the long letter and the short letter to the expert, 
together with reference copies of a birthday card that Inge wrote to her mother as 
well as Fred’s police statement, and a letter that Fred wrote to Marius. 

Our main brief to the expert was simply: Did Inge write the short letter within the 
same hour as the long letter?

This question would address whether she wrote the short letter on that day at all. 

The expert also followed an industry-accepted method to analyse Fred’s police state-
ment.

The three main processes involved were: Forensic Handwriting Identification, State-
ment Analysis and Forensic Linguistics.6 

We are going to give a brief explanation of these processes before moving on to 
some of the findings. 

forensIc hAndwrITIng AnALysIs

We realise that there is a lot of skepticism about forensic handwriting analysis as a 
recognised science. However, it must be noted that there is a difference between 
looking at someone’s writing in an attempt to deduce a person’s personality and 
actually comparing one document to another in order to make conclusions based on 
observable (and even measurable) similarities or differences between the samples. 

What we are more interested in here is where you physically compare one document 
with another and note the similarities or differences. Say, for example, someone 
claims to have written two letters: if all the “y” instances in one letter have short 
loops but long loops in the other letter, then there would be reasonable cause for 
doubt about the person’s claim.

Above: When you compare two letters to determine whether they were written by the 
same person, the styles employed in them may give an indication of authorship. It is 
not unreasonable to assume that three random people would all have different ways 
of writing a “y”. Or that when one person wrote two letters that the letters would 
display a similar style. It is in this branch of forensic handwriting analysis that we are 
more interested. 

We are not so interested to dispute or determine whether the two letters were 
written by the same person or not. Although there are some alarming differences 
between the styles, as we will see, we will readily assume that Inge wrote both. How-
ever, forensic handwriting analysis can also pick up on the influence of external fac-
tors, such as emotions, in writing. It is reasonable to assume that when you are, for 
example, in a nervous state you will write differently compared to writing in a relaxed 
state. Or that when in a hurry you will write differently compared to when you have 
plenty of time. One cannot say that we always write the same, nor can we say that 
we always write differently. External factors may influence your handwriting at any 
given time. The issue here is: how much different will the style be in two consecutive 
letters when written in the same emotional state and pressing timeframe? Fred’s 
version implies that Inge had to write both letters within the same hour. 

Above: Left are the two pages of the “long letter” and to the right, the shorter letter. 
Fred claims that Inge wrote both of them in the same hour and gave both to him in 
one envelope on the morning of the 16th. (We only have a photocopy of the short 
letter.)

y y y

______
6. Since we do not provide the full and technical context of the expert’s reports here, and since consulta-
tions are ongoing, we refrain from naming the expert here; but we can mention that the expert is also a 
respected trainer in the mentioned fields. We have in our possession the expert’s conclusions, and reserve 
the right to use them to our discretion when and if necessary.
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Let’s look at some of the expert’s findings. We interchange them with some of our 
observations. 

It is interesting, but not at all surprising, that the expert also picked up the very no-
ticeable difference between the style of the letter “f” in the long letter and the short 
letter. As we showed earlier by way of a count: in the long letter the looped “f” is 
used for the most part, while in the short letter only the short “f’ is used.

Above: In the long letter the looped “f” is used 26 times. Only once did Inge use the 
short “f”. In the short letter the writer only used the short “f”. To the right, look at 
the word “ek”. The fundamental difference is clear. The question is: would one person 
write so differently in two letters that were written one after the other?

Above: Our observation of the letter “d”. Left is how it was written in the short letter, 
to the right how it was mostly written in the long letter. It is clear that the “d” in the 
long letter slants to the right and has some “stroke”, while the “d’ in the short letter is 
upright and “static”. The question, again, is: would one person write so differently in 
two letters that were written one after the other?

Above: Our observation of the letter “g”. Left is how it was written in the short letter, 
and to the right in the long letter. The same applies to the letter “d” above, but what 
we want to allude to here is the consistency. There is a general consistency in the let-
tering in the long letter. We will get to the slant shortly, but what is already clear here 
is that there seems to be no slant in the short letter. 

While we are not interested in what a slant may tell us about personality traits, it 
may tell us something in terms of consistency. It is interesting to note that in the 
long letter the slant is mostly forward. In the last part of the second page the slant 
becomes a bit more inconsistent but it simply varies from forward to backward, 
although hardly ever upright. This inconsistency may indicate a person who is in a 
hurry and under pressure to finish a piece of writing. But what is significant is that in 
the short letter there is no slant at all. The letters are all upright.

There are some other noticeable differences too:

The long letter is written in “joined style”, while in the short letter the letters are writ-
ten in “loose style”. 

Also, very importantly, the letters of the short letter are notably bigger than those 
in the long letter. A comparison with the note Inge wrote to her mother suggests 
she had a small handwriting style and the size between the long letter and this card 
is consistent. However, both are notably smaller than the writing in the short letter. 
One can reasonably assume that when you write two letters one after the other, you 
would maintain the same letter size.

Above: A slightly enlarged 1:1 overlay of the short letter on the long letter (the black 
lettering is that of the short letter and the red that of the long letter). (It must be 
noted that the short letter here is from a black-and-white photocopy.)

– letters of words in long letter are mostly joined; standing loose in short letter
– forward slant in long letter; upright slant in short letter
– letters of short letter slightly but notably smaller than those of the long letter

When one considers all of this, it is both reasonable and safe to deduce that Inge 
did not write these two letters in the same hour. In fact, not even on the same day. 
It is simply not reasonable to think that a person in the same situation and mindset 
would write so differently in two consecutive letters.

Long letter Short letter

Long letter Short letter
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Let’s first look at a summary of the differences between the long letter and short 
letter thus far:

• The short letter is written on a different type and size paper.
• The short letter’s lettering is bigger than that of the long letter.
• There are significant differences in the style and stroke of certain letters, some 
more than others.
• Too many differing introductions and endings.
• The long letter is written in “joined style” and the short one in “loose style”.

As part of a forensic linguistic analysis, the expert also performed a Quantitative 
Analysis by comparing average sentence length, word length and lexical density of 
the long letter and the short letter and found that there is significant duality between 
them, as illustrated by the graph below. This would further support the notion that 
the two letters were written under different circumstances. 

We are going to end this part by looking back at an exchange between defence advo-
cate Dup de Bruyn and Judge Deon van Zyl during the criminal trial. 

Before we do that, let’s quickly look at two of Fred’s defences. It seems that the long 
letter finishes a little “squashed in” – as if Inge ran out of space and finished abruptly. 
She greets him and one can consider the letter to be finished. However, the short let-
ter, while having a new intro greeting (“Hi Fred”) starts off by saying “I also just want 
to tell you ...” De Bruyn argued this as an indication that the short letter “followed 
on” from the long letter, that she ran out of space in the long letter and then, shortly 
thereafter, “finished” the letter by writing further on the smaller sheet of paper. Then 
there was also the issue of the folds in the letters that, according to them, corre-
sponded – indicating to them that both letters were indeed given to Fred in the same 
envelope. The following is a very direct translation of this exchange. 

DDB: “M’Lord, then I come to the two letters that were written, from the Heads. We 
looked at it to a great extent in the cross-examination and testimonies. The point that 
I want to make is that, first, there is no testimony that the letters were not in one 
envelope. There I say Mrs Lotz’ testimony is mere speculation. The short letter is not 
dated and starts with the words ‘I also want to’. I argue that it is likely that it follows 
on the first long letter, that you should see below on the second page, the words are 
squashed in. It looks as if it was the end of the page and there were no more pages.”

Court: “There are different sizes paper, different pens.”

DDB: “It is still a red pen.”

Court: “Different types handwriting.”

DDB: “Yes.”

Court: “The one is written smaller and the other one bigger.”

DDB: “Yes.”

Court: “The demeanour of the long letter, the one indicating that she is busy to try 
and fix something that may have gone wrong, is totally different than the demeanour 
of the other, the smaller letter, which creates a completely different atmosphere. To 
me personally it creates doubt that both were written at the same time.”

DDB: “M’Lord, why can – in the first place, there is no doubt – and you also do not 
say so – there is no doubt that it is the deceased’s handwriting ... The second one 
is not dated. She normally dates her letters, the short one. It also starts with ‘I also 
want to’ ... I just want to add something more ...”

Court: “(Unclear) but why must it follow on the long letter? It could have followed on 
another letter. We did not see all the letters that she ever wrote. So it could have fol-
lowed on another letter that we do not have and which she gave to him on a previous 
occasion. It is just strange to me that the content of the one letter against the content 
of the other. They are not reconcilable to me.”

They then continue to argue about the folds in the letters. We do not have enough 
information to say anything significant about the folds in the letters, except to state 
that the folds could have been made, intentionally, any time after the 16th, but based 
on our own overall interpretation – that of an expert and even based on the judge’s 
view – it is very reasonable and safe to deduce that both letters were not written by 
Inge the morning of 16 March 2005, as per Fred’s version. 

Long letter

35
30
25
20
15
10
15
10

Short letter
1 2 3

Sentence and word length and lexical density
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sTATemenT AnALysIs

We are all capable of lying. We have all told lies. We have all listened to lies. Some 
lies may be harmless and inconsequential while others may have devastating conse-
quences. The fact is that lies are part of the world we live in. To say a specific person 
is incapable of telling a lie is simply being naive. Even the most religious among us 
can lie, and in fact do. 

We all know what a lie is: it is when you tell a different version from what actually 
happened or of what will happen. It is a distortion of the real facts. This may happen 
in many ways. Telling a lie is not always simply about admitting or denying some-
thing, or about changing the facts. It is also about things you omit to say. And about 
using certain tactics to deflect attention away from the truth in order to deceive. 

Statement Analysis is the process of analysing a person’s words to determine if the 
person who gave the statement is being truthful or deceptive. There is really nothing 
unusual or unorthodox about it and it relies a great deal on reality. It may not always 
be the case, of course, and we’re not elevating Statement Analysis to some kind of 
holy science, but we all know that it is quite possible to see when someone is lying. 
Let’s forget about body language – the liar may use his language in a calculated way 
to hide or twist the truth. Sometimes you can spot this effort from a mile away. 

Statement Analysis, over years, has developed into a tool that investigators around 
the world find useful in investigation processes to detect possible areas of concern in 
a suspect’s version of events.

In Statement Analysis there are various issues to look at. We will only look at some 
very briefly. 

• Pronoun use: Pronouns are words like “I”, “we”, “you”, “he”, “she”, etc. A lack of 
pronouns may be an indication of a lack of commitment to a statement.

Let’s look at a very basic example in everyday life:

1) “I love you.”
2) “Love you.”

The basic principle is that “I love you” is simply stronger than “Love you”. It shows 
more commitment to the statement. The latter is easier to say. This does not mean 
that by only saying “Love you” you are lying or that you do not love the person, but 
all of us would experience “I love you” as a stronger and more committed statement. 

1) “We went to the bar and there I saw Peter ...”
2) “Went to the bar and saw Peter ...”

To the practitioners of Statement Analysis, #1 would show more commitment to the 
truth. The lack of pronouns in #2 would point to a lack of commitment. Starting a 
statement without a pronoun is generally considered a bit of a red light.

• Tenses: A statement is supposed to be in the past tense. You are recounting some-
thing that has already happened. Use of present tense in a statement may indicate 
that you are not drawing from your memory but are making things up. 

• Unnecessary information: In an effort to deflect attention away from the real 
issues, the giving of unnecessary information may be a tactic.

• Detail: Being too vague on certain issues may set off alarms. Similarly, to be too 
specific may also be worrying. In Statement Analysis there would be an effort to 
determine whether the statement-giver omitted areas that could generally be con-
sidered as important; they look for gaps, for missing times, shoddy timelines. They 
also look at the balance of the statement. Generally a good statement would consist 
of three equal parts: a third part before the incident, providing some context, a third 
part around the time of the incident, and a third part after the incident. Too much 
focus on the first part may also set off alarms because this would indicate some 
avoidance of certain sensitive areas. 

And then, of course, as the old saying goes: “The lady doth protest too much.” It may 
be an area of concern when someone vehemently protests. Or draws attention to 
something that may seem important to you but is actually irrelevant. 

After analysing Fred’s statement that he gave to the police on 12 April 2005, a little 
less than a month after the murder, this is what the expert found in her conclusion:

1. Significant amount of information which is unnecessary – normally an indication of 
attempting to cover up sensitive information in a myriad of trivial detail.
2. The first four lines of the Tuesday account omit any pronouns. This is an indication 
of a lack of commitment to the statement. It suggests he did not do what he said he 
did.
3. However from then on, he overuses “ek” [“I”]. The overuse of the personal pro-
noun, is an indication that he is trying to convince the receiver of the message that he 
is telling the truth. The overuse of the personal pronoun indicates anxiety which may 
be as a result of deception.
4. Very long introduction (T1 = 78%), short middle part (M2 = 21.2%) and no conclusion 
(T2) – almost certainly an indication of a deceptive statement. [As explained earlier, 
this may show that the subject is avoiding sensitive areas closer to the incident. Ed.]
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5. Changes in formality when referring to Inge Lotz. On Tuesday, the suspect refers to 
the deceased in a formal manner. The reference to the deceased changes during the 
evening section of Tuesday, suggesting a closer relationship, then changes back to the 
more formal way of addressing her on the evening of the day of the murder putting 
distance between himself and her.
6. Textual substance – statement does not mention the murder. This is too sensitive to 
be recalled or revisited.
7. Tuesday is divided into morning, afternoon and evening, while Wednesday (the day 
of the murder) is not segmented in the same way. Wednesday only mentions morning 
but continues to describe the rest of the day.
8. The story starts too far back. This suggests that the natural starting place of the 
story is too sensitive.
9. The statement contains no emotive words except for “bekommerd” [“worried”].
10. Times which show approximation are regarded as subjective times. Although this 
may indicate up to a 45 minute period, it usually implies between 15 and 20 minutes. 
So this is regarded as distorted and inaccurate. Most of the time references in this 
statement are approximates and thus can be regarded as inaccurate.
11. The pace of the statement is also taken into consideration. The account on Tues-
day is very slow and on Wednesday the pace picks up gradually and becomes very 
fast towards the end of the statement on Wednesday. A very fast pace causes an edit-
ing out and is therefore a sign of sensitivity. Where the pace is very slow or extremely 
fast suggests deception.
12. Frequent use of “seker” [“about”] indicates that there is an alternative to that 
time.

“Conclusion: There are a significant number of indicators of stress and sensitivity to 
periods of stated times in the statement to conclude that the statement is clearly 
and conclusively deceptive and cannot be relied upon.”

------

To the right are just some of the observations in the expert’s report, in our wording. 

Excerpts are published verbatim, exactly how Fred wrote them, translated very di-
rectly from Afrikaans (in order to maintain order of words, etc.).

Go +- 08:00 to work at Old Mutual head office in Pinelands.

Get 8:21 an sms from Inge Lotz as she normally did early mornings.

Spend the whole day at Old Mutual. Get again at 10:07 an sms from Inge in which we 
make arrangements about what we would eat the evening when I visited. 

Above: These are the first three lines in Fred’s statement. Note the lack of pronouns. 
This may show lack of commitment to the statement. Also noteworthy is that the 
statement starts at the beginning of the previous day, which is considered as being 
too far back. Also, it is written in the present tense. 

(I had class every Wednesday morning in Stellenbosch. I then would normally on 
a Tuesday after work drive through to Inge Lotz in Stellenbosch. Had then Tuesday 
evenings slept over in order to on a Wednesday could go to class.)

Above: While this may not be completely irrelevant in terms of providing some 
context, it is noticeable that Fred spent much more time explaining the events of the 
Tuesday, the day before the murder, than that of the Wednesday. 

I had between 17:00 and 18:00 the afternoon left work in Pinelands. Afterwards I first 
directly went back to flat in Pinelands, Unit 39, Anfield Village, Pinelands.
I packed in my clothes in bag and got my notes for the next day.
I drove about 18:00 – 18:10 from my flat in Pinelands to Stellenbosch.

Above: Overuse of the word “ek” (“I”) may be an indication of trying to convince. 
Later in the statement there are eight consecutive sentences starting with “ek”. 

Inge het vir my buite haar my klas gewag. Sy het vir my ’n koevert met brief gegee.

Above: Note the underlined part (our emphasis). We referred to it much earlier on, 
but let’s get back to the letters. In English the sentence reads: “Inge waited for me 
outside her my class. She gave me an envelope with letter.” It is clear that the “a” 
between “with” and “letter” is omitted, suggesting evasiveness about one or two 
letters.

Something that the expert also noted is how Fred would jump between the informal 
reference to “Inge” and the more formal “Inge Lotz” (as can be seen in the excerpts 
above). This may show an effort to, at times, distance himself emotionally from her.
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We know that these are not all admissible sciences, but it is a pity that we did not 
see more of these types of initiatives or interventions during the earlier investigation 
and especially during the trial. But then again, the 2007 criminal trial will probably 
be remembered more for the things that were not done than for the things actually 
done. The prosecution’s efforts (or rather lack thereof) remind one of someone rock-
ing up at a gunfight with a knife.

Some may ask, “So what if Fred lied that Inge gave him both the short and long 
letters in the same envelope the morning of the 16th? That does not make him guilty 
of murder.”

Yes, on its own a lie may only be a lie and, in many cases, may be inconsequential. 
However, in a case like this it is about the mosaic of everything that is on the table. 

The first question is simply, if there is nothing to hide, why lie? But the overriding 
question here is: why did Fred want to keep the long letter out of sight for as long as 
possible? In his plea he said that he saw it as a positive letter, but then why hide it? 
And why go to such lengths to cover up the long letter with the short one, tailoring 
his version as he went along. From a “briefie”, to two letters, to one three-page “brie-
fie” and then eventually one long three-page letter. 

Was the onus on Fred to have given the letter to the police? From a purely legal point 
of view, probably not, but he was not a suspect or arrested at the time, and surely 
any reasonable person would view a letter written by someone who was murdered 
as important information that should be provided to the police. Unless he had some-
thing he wanted to hide, it is very difficult to understand why Fred would not give the 
longer letter to the police, especially since he saw it as such a “positive” letter. 

------------------

To end this section, we include a short, paraphrased synopsis of the long letter below 
– the reason being, among others, to put the so-called potentially hurtful comments 
about Inge’s father’s “drinking” into perspective. 

As some of her last words on this earth, the long letter is a heartbreaking one. 

Inge starts by saying that she wanted to get a few things off her chest, and then 
apologises to Fred that he “left so confused” that morning and takes the blame upon 
herself by saying that “initially she was unreasonable” and then goes on to say “and 
then things got out of control”. 

She briefly alludes to Fred’s apparent problems with his brothers and wishes him 

strength to resolve the issues between them. The previous day (the 15th) Fred’s 
mother called to say that Fred’s brother, Dawie, would become a father. Dawie’s wife 
was pregnant. Fred had had a telephone conversation with Dawie that evening – in 
which he and his brother apparently had a fall-out of some sorts. Inge was probably 
referring to this. How serious these issues were, and if there really was a problem, 
we will never know, but at least Fred told Inge that this was what was bothering him 
on the evening of the 15th when he seemed aloof and withdrawn. 

Inge then continues, elaborating on the things that “bothered” her: She again 
apologises for some of the things she said that morning. She says that her biggest 
problem “in recent times” was “to find her security and solution for a weak self-im-
age in Fred and not in God”. Those who knew Inge well knew that she had a strong 
self-image. Inge’s parents are adamant that Inge did not have a poor self-image. “She 
was academically gifted, an accomplished singer, a pianist and generally popular, and 
well-liked by her friends and peers.” 

She again takes the blame: “... but God has incredible ways to speak to one and I now 
realise that I was the unfair one and not you.”

She then writes that she is afraid of the Easter weekend because she would not like 
Fred to see her father “when he had too much to drink”. “I don’t want to lose you 
this way and I don’t want you to see that side of my family.”

This was of course the apparent “potentially hurtful comment” – why Fred lied to 
Mrs Lotz about the long letter. He said he did not want to expose her to the poten-
tially hurtful comments about their family in the longer letter, so instead he produced 
the short letter. Despite the “potentially hurtful comments”, it was Professor Lotz 
himself who demanded the letter be read in full in court. Professor Lotz would also 
later explain that this reference was a clear illustration that, to Inge, Fred’s standards 
became the norm. Professor Lotz: “My child was raised in a house where red wine 
was considered as part of our culture. There was seldom any other alcohol in the 
house. On the morning of her death it is suddenly an issue. Whose standards are at 
stake here? Standards she was raised with or the standards of His People church?”

On the second page she starts by saying that she sometimes forgets that Fred “is only 
human”. She says that she looks up to him so much and has so much respect for him 
and for “the way he handles problems”, that she sometimes forgets that he also may 
have bad days and experience hurt. She asks him to teach her how to support him. 

She then says that she feels that she “disappoints him” when she does not know 
“how to support him” and that “he deserves to have a beautiful girlfriend who looks 
good and that can cook” (followed by a smiley face) and “which is in all respects as 
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perfect as you are”. She says she “has difficulty being perfect for him”. She says that 
she knows that he does not expect it from her, but he must show her “how to be the 
perfect girl for HIM” (her capitals).

She then says that she loves him and that she does not want “to look for anybody 
else”. She reaffirms her commitment to him and says that he enriched her life in so 
many ways. She asks him not to have any doubt about her commitment and that she 
would like to be with him “for always”.

Inge then makes a promise to him: “I want to promise you today that I will not de-
pend on you for security and a good self-image any more, but that I will go to God for 
that.” She reassures him by saying that she will “never do anything behind his back” 
(after she crossed out “I will never cheat on you”). Again she says that she has no 
doubt that she wants to stay with him for the rest of her life.

Inge concludes with: “Strength with everything at work” and then ends off with “All 
my love”, with a few kisses and hearts drawn.

A few hours later Inge was dead. Moments before she had rented The Stepford 
Wives, a movie with a heavy theme of control and submission. 

some noTes

Over the last couple of years and especially over the last few months, as part of our 
research, we have looked at many other murder cases. Especially at those where the 
murder was not a result of, for example, a robbery gone wrong or a reaction killing 
(e.g. due to a lost temper). We were looking, for instance, at where the killer was 
found to have been someone close to the victim, and where there may have been 
some level of planning involved. A few issues stood out:

• Even murderers who meticulously plan a murder leave clues and evidence behind. 
In some cases it may be intentional but one must also remember that in those cha-
otic moments it is easy to fail to attend to all traces that may be left behind. It is very 
much a fight-or-flight reaction, when certain senses are heightened and others shut 
down. Peripheral vision, for example, may be impaired. Killers may also intentionally 
leave clues or their “signatures” behind, or even play a game of “catch me if you can”. 
Sometimes they simply stumble over what they perceive as their own intellectual 
superiority. 
• In many cases the murderer would keep the murder weapon. In fact, it is quite 
common for murderers to keep a sentimental connection with the murder. In one 
case, for instance, a man poisoned about half of a neighbouring family with a very 
rare poison. Even after he became a suspect he carelessly kept the poison in his 
house. From a sane perspective, this does not make sense; but that is exactly the 

point. One cannot rationalise a killer’s actions from a sane mind’s perspective. A 
murder is committed by an insane mind. They think differently – that is why they are 
killers. 
• Killers do not walk around with a banner on their forehead announcing “I am a 
killer”. Actually, they could be any person among us, and ironically in many cases 
they are not the loud, aggressive types, but rather the quiet and more reserved 
type of person. The killer does not always have a prior history of violence or would 
be considered the violent type. Also, after the murder, it is not to say that they will 
necessarily commit a crime again. 
• In many cases, the killer returned to society as if nothing has happened, and con-
tinued with their “normal” lives for years – until they were caught. Even then they 
did not show much remorse. 
• It is not at all strange for a person found guilty of a crime later to have fooled the 
police in initial interviews. It is also clear that in the process, police may easily fall 
for deception and bluff – such as not following up immediately on supposed alibis. 
In one case the man said he was at the doctor with his sick child at the time of the 
murder, around 08:00. The police readily accepted this, assuming the doctor would 
easily confirm it. Only many months later did they find out that whilst the man had 
been to the doctor, he only saw him at around 11:00 and he thus had time to commit 
the crime. Had they followed the alibi up immediately and properly, they would have 
solved the crime much sooner. They had fallen for his bluff. 
• Motive is relative. No motive is bizarre enough. People have been killed for a 
cellphone just as they have been killed for religious reasons. It’s not always about 
money or jealousy. What may seem like an otherwise illogical motive to one may be 
a perfectly legitimate motive for a psychopath. 

moTIve

As motive is a very sensitive area – and also an area that needs to be considered 
within the broader (and complex) supporting context – we will refrain from discuss-
ing it here. Of course, without delving deeper into the context as we understand it, 
all of this may come across as speculation, but after three years of extensive research 
and after reviewing material that did not serve in court, we can say, in short, that 
we believe that the murder had a religiously based motive. In the killer’s “morally 
entitled” mind Inge committed an “unforgiveable sin”. Not towards the person but 
against the person’s cult-like religious and moral standards. This was no ordinary 
spur-of-the-moment (e.g. due to a “lost temper”) or jealousy-type murder – this had 
a much deeper and more sinister base.

Concepts such as “purification” and “sanctification” may be relevant. Did the killer 
want to “purify” and “sanctify” him- of herself by “stoning” Inge to death? Did the 
killer see it as a “Godly instruction” to kill Inge?
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concLusIon

As we have said from the start, we are not on a vindictive campaign against anybody. 
We are not experts on everything – by no stretch of the imagination – even though 
we consulted with tens of experts. But this is not to say that we are prepared to 
ignore hard evidence and that we can’t ask difficult questions. Yes, maybe we have 
the advantage of working with hindsight and at our leisure. This, however, does 
not change the fact that many mistakes were made during the trial, right from the 
outset. And if we want to take this forward people should not be defensive. The past 
is the past and where people have made mistakes, they should admit to them. Even 
if they don’t acknowledge the mistakes, they need to correct them. Being defensive 
helps no one.

At this point, the following facts can be accepted (unless they can be proven other-
wise):

• Folien 1 was not lifted from a drinking glass – and there is no reason to doubt that 
it was lifted from the DVD cover.
• Based on dimensions, the implicated hammer could be considered as the murder 
weapon.
• Marks on the towel and the couch correspond with the implicated hammer.
• The autopsy measurements of 1(a) and 1(b) are incorrect. Therefore, there should 
be no reason to exclude the implicated hammer as a possible murder weapon. 
• Fred’s version of the night of 16 March 2005 cannot be true.
• Fred lied about the short letter.

Let’s look at mistakes made across the board:

Police
• Dismal protection of crime scene – leading to the contamination of the scene and 
destruction of evidence.
• Dismal protection of evidence, inadequate documentation, and chain-of-custody 
problems.
• Not following up the suspect’s alibi immediately.
• Not investigating the timeline of the night of the 16th.
• Not following up whether Fred had a second phone and number.

Prosecution
• Not asking for Fred’s lip print and testing it against the “lip print” on Folien 1. 
• Not testing Mariaan Booysens’ finger against the “lip print”.
• Not calling an expert witness (forensic pathologist) to counter Professor Saayman.
• Not calling an independent fingerprint expert to counter Wertheim and Zeelen-
berg.
• Not calling an independent footwear expert to counter Bodziak.
• Withdrawing the fingerprint evidence on the basis of Dixon’s report.
• Accepting Dixon’s report in spite of its many legal flaws. 
• Not calling for proper expert opinion on the head wound sizes (autopsy report).
• Not calling for expert opinion on the short letter. 

legal errors
• Accepting Dixon’s Section 212 affidavit as prima facie evidence. It should have been 
inadmissible. 
• Not requesting that Dixon testify.
• The judge not insisting that Shahana Toefy testify under cross-examination.
• The court being exposed to and influenced by incorrect information (incorrect 
wound sizes).
• Dixon committed perjury.
• Wertheim committed perjury.
• Zeelenberg and Saayman misled the court (also by omitting important information 
that could have assisted the court).
• Even just by objective facts showing that Fred lied about the night of the 16th, we 
can prove that Fred committed perjury too.

other
• Accused’s father being present while a defence expert compiled a report for him.
• Collusion between defence experts.
• Inadequate preparation of witnesses (Swartz for one will testify to this).
• How did the autopsy measurements jump by 10 mm each? The answer to this may 
just expose major fraud.

In the end, we must ask these questions:
• How would the verdict have been influenced if the glass theory fable had not been 
created?
• How would the verdict have been influenced if the autopsy measurements had 
been correct?
• How would the verdict have been influenced if the prosecution could have shown 
that Fred lied about the night of the 16th?
• How would the verdict have been influenced if the marks on the towel and couch 
had been presented during the trial?



88

• How would the verdict have been influenced if Shahana Toefy had been caught 
lying about Fred’s alibi (we are not saying she would have lied, but she was certainly 
not tested)?
• How would the verdict have been influenced if Dixon’s report had never been con-
sidered and accepted by the court as evidence?

Given all this, it can reasonably be argued that the accused was not exposed to a 
conviction. Police investigation was inadequate. Prosecution was inadequate. Legal 
errors were made. Defence witnesses were dishonest. Fred was not placed under 
jeopardy for murder. Much of this was by the state’s own doing, and they must now 
correct this mess.

 

Lotz house 

Engen Petrol Station 

Durban Rd 

Jip de Jager 

N1 Paarl N1 Cape Town 

Welgemoed 

Kommissaris  
De Mist 

Claassens 

Karl Bremer Hospital Parow  

Durbanville 

Fred testified that he turned around here, 
about 400 metres (a maximum of 40 seconds) 
from the Lotz house. 

The second call to Marius, in which Marius 
suggested that Fred stay at the Lotz house, 
ended at least 127 seconds after Fred left the 
Lotz house. In this time Fred would have driven 
way beyond the intersection. This would also 
have made it impossible for him to get back to 
Claassens street 38 seconds later.  

Conclusion: Fred never intended to drive to Stellenbosch and only pretended to do so. He may have 
turned around at the intersection, but that would have been before  the second call to Marius. 

Precisely 38 seconds after the second call to Marius 
ended, Fred – according to his own testimony – was 
back at the Lotz house, and called his parents. 

Lie number 1 – “Turning around” 

Above: A 1:1 overlay of the top line of Folien 1 on a DVD cover. There are no reasons 
to exclude the DVD cover. The glass theory was a fabricated fable. 

Above: Various marks on the towel (and on the couch) fit the shape of the implicat-
ed hammer perfectly. There are no reasons to exclude the implicated hammer as 
the potential murder weapon. 

Above: Fred’s version of the night of the 16th cannot be true. He never intended to 
drive to Stellenbosch. It is also a lie that he prayed with Mrs Lotz in the house before 
Marius arrived.

Above: It is a lie that Inge wrote the short letter on the morning of the 16th. Fred tried 
to hide the existence of the long letter – a submissive letter that was written immedi-
ately after a huge fight she and Fred had had on the morning before she was killed. 
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dIrTy TrIcks & dAryL shAne eLs eXposed

The criminal trial was a brutal affair. It was well publicised and covered by at least 
two books – Antony Altbeker’s Fruit of a Poisoned Tree and our own Bloody Lies. But 
few people are aware of some of the dirty tactics the defence had employed during 
the criminal trial and especially afterwards, when they potentially faced a losing bat-
tle against the Lotzes, who had launched a civil case against Fred van der Vyver who 
had been acquitted of Inge’s murder in the criminal trial. There was an onslaught 
against Inge and her family. It was almost like a repeat violation of Inge that had 
begun on 16 March 2005, with the first unsuspecting hammer blow, and continued 
at the hands of many who worked diligently to deny Inge justice with their lies. Along 
with those who worked relentlessly to attack and taint the legacy of Inge and to hurt 
and intimidate her family are the despicable and hurtful actions of private investiga-
tor Daryl Els.

We will reveal here the role that Daryl Els played in putting up smokescreens to 
direct attention away from Fred, to taint the memory of Inge and to intimidate and 
hurt Inge’s parents; this all in the Van der Vyvers’ vendetta against a man they must 
have truly despised – Ian Myburgh, Inge’s uncle and godfather. It must be remem-
bered that Daryl Els was not a lone wolf – he was part of a pack – well orchestrated 
and with a mission – to save Fred at all costs, whatever it took. 

What you are about to read is shocking, but unfortunately real. You will read about 
accusations of rape, incest, murder, cannibalism, abortion, dark family secrets – re-
member, all concocted and fabricated without a shred of corroborating evidence that 
would withstand a court’s scrutiny.

Where does one start? 

A certain Werner Carolus made a statement to the police in Springbok on 19 April 
2005 – seven days after Fred’s fingerprints were matched to the print on Folien 1 – 
that his friends had killed Inge during a burglary. 

Carolus, 17 years old at the time, was a member of a tik (‘crystal meth’) gang and a 
drug dealer. His fingerprints were linked to two housebreakings in Stellenbosch on 12 
March and 20 March 2005. For these crimes he was later convicted and sentenced to 
11 years in Pollsmoor Prison.

In his affidavit of 19 April 2005 he stated that one Saturday evening, after selling 
drugs and smoking tik, they followed Inge to her flat from the students’ union at the 
university. She was someone who regularly bought drugs from them, he said. While 
Carolus stayed outside to stand guard, three friends climbed into the flat through a 

window. A short while later Carolus heard screams. He saw Jaco Swanepoel jumping 
out of the window and the other two running out the door. He then stuck his head 
through the window and saw Inge’s body – her head was on the seat, her upper body 
on the couch and her legs lying off the couch. Blood, he said, was running down her 
arm.

There are many problems with Carolus’ version. The most critical being that Inge was 
not murdered on a Saturday evening but on a Wednesday afternoon. Secondly, the 
kitchen window had burglar bars and was covered by blinds that were closed when 
the body was discovered. Thirdly, Inge’s legs weren’t on the floor and her arm wasn’t 
in a position for blood to drip from it.

After his affidavit on 19 April 2005 in Springbok, Carolus was brought to Stellenbosch 
to be interviewed by the police. They quickly realised that his statement was false. 
However, to make sure, on 21 April 2005 the police asked Carolus to point out Inge’s 
flat. Although he could point out the Shiraz complex, he couldn’t point out Inge’s flat. 
He was apparently so stressed that the pointing-out was stopped. He later asked for 
a second pointing-out the next day. This time he took the police right to the front 
door of Inge’s flat. And he still talked about how they climbed through a window. 

The police also questioned the people he implicated – including Jaco Swanepoel. 
Their fingerprints were taken but could not be matched to those found in Inge’s flat. 
They searched the house where Jaco lived and confiscated several items, including 
a kitchen knife. From Jaco’s car they confiscated a knife and a remote control that 
failed to operate the gate at the Shiraz complex. The knives and the other items were 
tested by the Forensic Sciences Laboratory and no evidence linking Carolus and his 
gang to the murder could be found.

The question must be asked – why would Carolus come forward just after Fred’s 
fingerprints were matched to Folien 1 and with a story so demonstrably nonsensical? 
Who put him up to it, perhaps even paying him to do so? 

Any assertion that the police, after they discovered Fred van der Vyver’s fingerprint 
on the incriminating DVD cover, developed tunnel vision and focused on him ex-
clusively has little merit. That’s another fallacy. In spite of the obvious lies told by 
Carolus, the police still conducted an extensive investigation of Carolus and his gang 
members. Time, resources and money wasted that could perhaps have been better 
used in other avenues in the murder investigation.

During an interview by investigating officers Director Trollip and Senior Inspector De 
Villiers on 25 April 2005, an apologetic Carolus recanted his statement of 19 April 
2005. On 20 June 2006 he signed a formal affidavit to this effect while in prison. He 
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stated that he had made up the whole story to get back at a gang member after a 
drug deal had gone bad.

In response to the testimonies of De Villiers and Trollip about their dealings with Car-
olus, the criminal trial judge ordered that the police investigate Carolus for obstruct-
ing and defeating the ends of justice by purposefully supplying the police with false 
information. The police also registered a docket in Stellenbosch to pave the way for 
these charges. It is a pity that these were never pursued, because then the origins of 
his fairy tale could have been uncovered.

There are many, including author Antony Altbeker, who believe that the police should 
have taken Carolus more seriously, in spite of his lies, because he revealed informa-
tion that could only have been known by someone who had witnessed the crime and 
seen the crime scene. In his statements and dealings with police, Carolus mentioned 
that Inge’s flat was open-plan, that she had a handbag, and that part of her body 
was on a couch. He also knew where Inge’s flat was. However, most modern flats are 
open-plan, most women have a handbag, and on 2 April 2005 private investigator 
Niel van Heerden spoke to a number of gang leaders in Inge’s flat who all must have 
seen the bloodied couch. People talk. The fact remains that during the first point-
ing-out, Carolus could not pinpoint Inge’s flat. He did so only on the second point-
ing-out. He claims he saw police tape and got clues to the flat’s location by listening 
in on police conversations. It is also equally likely that someone sympathetic to Fred 
van der Vyver could have passed this information on to him, possibly the same per-
son who got him to make his 19 April affidavit. Making a false statement to police to 
get back at another gang member is hardly how gangs resolve grievances and settle 
scores. 

Then, in June 2005, shortly after the arrest of his son, Louis van der Vyver mandated 
two private investigators from East London, Christian Botha and Daryl Els, to “inves-
tigate” the murder of Inge Lotz. After “a preliminary investigation”, they identified 
Inge’s uncle Ian Myburgh as someone “who had possibly facilitated/promoted the 
murder of his niece”. 

At that time, the only reasons for Els’ suspicion were that Myburgh had “immedi-
ately created an alibi for himself” (just like Fred did on the morning of the 17th) and 
also “aligned himself with the investigating team of Director Trollip and Inspector 
De Villiers”. For example, a newspaper article (The Cape Times, 23 March 2005) that 
requested information from the public contained Myburgh’s cellphone number in 
addition to the number of the Serious and Violent Crimes Unit. Els believed that My-
burgh got his number included in order to screen the calls and to filter information 
before sharing it with the police. 

Ian Myburgh insisted that he testify at the trial to underline certain areas he thought 

were played down or otherwise overlooked during the testimony of his sister, Juanita 
Lotz, Inge’s mother. Under cross-examination, Ian Myburgh – it is claimed – wasn’t 
honest about his whereabouts on the night of the murder. The defence subsequent-
ly put it to him that it was he, and not their client, who had a case to answer in the 
brutal killing of Inge Lotz. Ian Myburgh’s cellphone records, however, place him in 
the vicinity he claimed to be – at a Tukkies Rugby Club dinner function. The calls 
registered on the Hillcrest and Duxbury towers. These towers are in the area of the 
Tukkies campus, Pretoria, about 1 500 kilometres from Stellenbosch.

During the criminal trial no further attempts were made to implicate Ian Myburgh for 
the murder of Inge Lotz. No defence witnesses were called or evidence presented to 
implicate Myburgh as the murderer. 

Then, 18 months later, in December 2007, about two weeks after the end of the 
criminal trial, Daryl Els and associate Christian Botha made an appearance again – 
supposedly to investigate Carolus “in the interest of justice”. After receiving Carolus’ 
recantation statement of June 2006 from Advocate Dup de Bruyn (Fred van der 
Vyver’s lawyer), they visited Carolus in Pollsmoor Prison. They left with a sworn state-
ment in which Carolus recanted his recantation of June 2006 and in which he claimed 
that he had been threatened and intimidated by Trollip and De Villiers to recant his 
first statement of 19 April 2005. 

Armed with this, in a sworn statement dated 20 December 2007, shortly after his 
interview with Carolus, Els went to great lengths, without evidence, to accuse De 
Villiers and Trollip of corruption and criminality in their dealings with Carolus. For 
example, he accused them of removing from the case docket a sketch plan of Inge’s 
flat that Carolus said he made during a police interview in April 2005. No evidence 
was presented that the sketch plan ever existed, and even if it did the mere absence 
from the case docket is hardly sufficient evidence to make such serious allegations. 
His affidavit reads in part as follows:

This ‘EXHIBIT’ is however no longer available and due to the FACT that Trollip 
and/or De Villiers removed the said SKETCH PLAN from the Inge Lotz Murder 
docket he/they have DEFEATED THE ENDS OF JUSTICE and are GUILTY OF a 
CRIMINAL OFFENCE!

So, on the basis of Carolus’ and Els’ unsubstantiated allegations, Els laid charges of 
intimidation and obstruction of justice against Trollip and De Villiers. It is clear that 
Els wanted people to believe that Carolus’ version was true. It is hard to understand 
how Els rationalised all the inconsistencies in Carolus’ previous statements. However, 
it seems typical of Els not to bother about actual evidence. The truth was simply too 
inconvenient.
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Importantly, nothing came of these charges.

But this was not the end of Els’ efforts. Three months later, in March 2008, he took 
another statement from Carolus. Carolus admitted that he was in a group of six peo-
ple (not five as before) involved in Inge’s murder and that he was prepared to testify 
against the others. Els then handed the statement over to the police and told Die 
Burger that “a suspect could be arrested soon”.

Strangely, by March 2008, Ian Myburgh was clearly no longer a suspect, at least 
in Els’ eyes. He had two affidavits from Carolus that Inge was murdered during a 
burglary in which he had been involved. And Els was so confident that Carolus wasn’t 
telling him lies as well, that he didn’t hesitate to lay charges against the investigating 
officers for intimidation and obstruction of justice.

But then, on 14 March 2008, everything changed. On this day Professor Lotz 
launched an R8-million civil damages suit against Fred van der Vyver. One can only 
imagine how concerned and angry the Van der Vyvers must have been about this – 
especially considering that this time their front man, Dup de Bruyn, would likely be 
up against a formidable team of top-notch litigators, forensic experts and scientists. 
All handpicked. It could have been a different ball game compared to the criminal 
case; also in a civil case the benchmark is only “scale of probability” and not “beyond 
reasonable doubt”.

To prepare for the civil trial, one of the strategies the defence adopted was to 
compile a dossier to prove that Ian Myburgh was the killer. Daryl Els was a leading 
member of this team to “conclusively prove” that Ian Myburgh was the killer. So 
here again a desperate reversion to plan B after plan A (Carolus) just couldn’t work 
out. Would a plan C have been cooked up if the civil case had proceeded? Given Els’ 
imagination, anything seems possible.

Professor Lotz soon found out that the defence was investigating his brother-in-law. 
Louis van der Vyver apparently had “irrefutable proof” that Myburgh killed Inge. 
Professor Lotz wanted his legal team to eliminate Myburgh as a suspect first before 
spending further millions on the civil case. Professor Lotz was asked to formulate a 
hypothetical scenario about how Myburgh could have committed the murder – and 
he, in fact, did so and e-mailed it to his legal team. In a shocking breach of privacy, a 
person on his legal team passed this e-mail to the defence and, via private investiga-
tor Boet Claassen, to Louis van der Vyver. Daryl Els also saw this e-mail.

Daryl Els, in an unsigned affidavit dated 28 May 2009, gives insight into his investiga-
tion of Ian Myburgh.

On 4 May 2009 he claims to have had a telephone interview with Myburgh’s ex-wife, 
Ms Caro Sykes, and then made the following allegations:

1. Myburgh called his ex-wife sometime between 21:00 and 22:00 to tell her 
that Inge had been murdered. Els took this as proof that Myburgh killed 
Inge because he knew about the murder even before the discovery of Inge’s 
body. However, the objective fact, proven by telephone records, is that this 
call was made at 00:09 – just past midnight on the 17th – an hour and a half 
after the discovery of the body.

2. Myburgh told his ex-wife that he was calling from Bloemfontein, while in 
court Myburgh said he was in Pretoria on the 16th and the early hours of the 
17th. Els took this to mean that Myburgh had lied in court. The truth is that 
Myburgh’s phone records (of actual calls made and received) show that he 
was in Pretoria and not in Bloemfontein. Period. 

3. Els further alleged that Myburgh’s ex-wife once discovered him and Inge 
Lotz in a compromising position. Here follows an extract from Daryl Els’ 
affidavit:

The FOLLOWING information would be requested from CARO SYKES 
during our PERSONAL interview: 

DESCRIPTION of “compromising position” in which CARO SYKES discovered 
IAN MYBURGH and INGE LOTZ and WHERE and WHEN this had occurred.
DETAIL MYBURGH’s RELATIONSHIP with INGE LOTZ. 

Els is clearly implying, or trying to state as a fact, that there was inappropriate sexual 
contact between Inge Lotz and Ian Myburgh.

However, Ms Sykes signed the following sworn affidavit in Pretoria on 17 January 
2011:

This affidavit has specific relevance to an affidavit written by Daryl Shane Els 
and dated Cape Town 27/05/2009. Specific reference is found in paragraph 1 
page 3 and I quote:

DESCRIPTION of “compromising position” in which CARO SYKES discovered 
IAN MYBURGH and INGE LOTZ and WHERE and WHEN this had occurred.
DETAIL MYBURGH’s RELATIONSHIP with INGE LOTZ. 

I herewith declare under oath that I had NEVER seen such an incident. That 
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I had NEVER suggested such a possibility and that I had NEVER said such a 
thing to anyone and more specifically not to Daryl Shane Els.

Daryl Shane Els’ affidavit is false and only he will know why he is spreading 
such a shockingly false rumour in my name. [our emphasis]

After faking an admission from Caro Sykes, Els also alleges that an acquaintance of 
Myburgh, a Gerard S, whom he, Myburgh, called at 00:23 on the 17th supplied an 
ex-police officer, Christo D, with an affidavit in which he implicated Myburgh in the 
murder. The problem is that Gerard S confirmed to us by e-mail recently that he has 
never, at any time, accused his “old friend of anything”. Christo D also told Els that he 
has never received an affidavit from Gerard S. 

Then, on 26 May 2009, Daryl Els conducted an interview with Jaco Swanepoel at his 
home in Krige Street, Stellenbosch. Jaco’s uncle was also in attendance. 

Jaco supposedly told Daryl Els how one night he was visited by a man who claimed 
to be Swedish and spoke with a “strange accent”. The man asked several questions, 
which apparently gave Jaco the impression that he was trying to find out if Jaco saw 
him commit the murder. Apparently, Jaco then “positively identified” the man who 
had visited him from a photo shown to him by Els as Ian Myburgh.

The truth is that someone did in fact visit Jaco Swanepoel – but it was not Ian My-
burgh. It was investigative writer Michael Day! At the time, Michael Day was doing 
research into the murder and it is common knowledge that he was planning to write 
a book about the tragedy. Day is a UK citizen and has a heavy English accent and 
will testify in court that he visited Swanepoel. (Swanepoel’s uncle also confirmed to 
us that the visitor was not an Afrikaans-speaking man trying to speak English, but a 
first-language English-speaker with an authentic accent. That rules Myburgh, as an 
Afrikaans-speaker, out.)

This immediately destroys Els’ so called “identification” of Ian Myburgh by Swane-
poel. Typical of his slapdash methods, Els shoved a picture of Myburgh under Swane-
poel’s nose to get an identification from him, the process failing all reasonable steps 
to ensure a proper identification. And then on top of that, it was he who typed up 
Swanepoel’s statement.

One can only wonder whether Els was acting under clear instructions or is a fantasist 
of major proportions. Until someone in the Van der Vyver camp repudiates all that 
Els has concocted, the implications are clear.

- - -

In an unfortunate turn of events, in May 2009 Professor Lotz, due to health concerns, 
was advised by a physician and psychiatrist to drop the civil suit against Fred van der 
Vyver.

One would think that with Fred finally free of the civil suit, further investigation into 
Myburgh would stop there – it didn’t. It was time for retribution. Possibly because 
of Myburgh’s unflattering words and testimony about Fred’s questionable behaviour 
the week after the murder when Fred practically moved into Inge’s room in her fam-
ily home. 

Things then become quite fantastical – and would be funny if not for the tragedy of 
the situation. The next month, in June 2009, Daryl Els again met Carolus in prison and 
took a new affidavit from him. In this affidavit he recanted all previous statements 
and came up with a new version. Apparently, when he had looked through the kitch-
en window of Inge’s flat he had seen the murderer – a white man – bite a piece of 
flesh from Inge’s chest. With the piece of flesh in his mouth, the man turned around 
and saw him where he stood outside the kitchen window. Carolus then fled.

Carolus gave three explanations for making all the previous false statements. First, 
he had apparently thought that because he had seen the murder and hadn’t pre-
vented it, that made him guilty of the murder too. Secondly, he implicated his friends 
because he would rather be in prison with them than with this vicious white man 
he claimed to have seen. Thirdly, Carolus wanted to get Jaco Swanepoel into trouble 
because he felt that it was Swanepoel’s fault that he, Carolus, was serving time in 
prison.

It doesn’t take much to realise that these explanations make no logical sense what-
soever. How could he have prevented the murder? When he looked through the 
window the murder had already been committed. Afraid of just one man and not 
of several gang members he had falsely incriminated? Since when do gangs settle 
scores by using the police to falsely imprison someone? 

Whose fertile imagination really concocted these bizarre explanations? 

- - -

But the viciousness didn’t stop there. In October 2009, five months after Professor 
Lotz had dropped the civil suit, a man (apparently with financial troubles) by the 
name of Carl Grigor from Tarkastad (about 30 minutes away from Queenstown 
where the Van der Vyvers lived) sent numerous malicious text messages to Mrs 
Lotz. This harassment of Mrs Lotz lasted for 13 months and was particularly severe 
over the Christmas and New Year period. Grigor, who appears to know a lot of very 
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personal information about Mrs Lotz, such as her manner of dress and movements, 
apparently didn’t know that the Van der Vyvers lived so close to him. He claims he 
found it out quite by accident.

The text messages attacked Mrs Lotz’s character and accused her of telling lies during 
her testimony in court in 2007. “Lies were told in court, that is why I’m SMSing her.” 
In one of his most absurd allegations, Grigor insinuated that Professor Lotz was not 
Inge’s real father, but that her brother Ian Myburgh was Inge’s father! During an 
interview with Marlene Malan from Rapport, Carl Grigor – without being asked – 
vehemently protested that he didn’t know the Van der Vyver family. “I don’t know 
Alfons, Fred or Louis!”

Accusations that Mrs Lotz lied is nothing new. It is known that Fred’s brother, Alfons, 
took great exception to Mrs Lotz’s court testimony that Inge was very security 
conscious and he openly accused her of perjury. (Fred later stated that he could not 
refute that Inge was security conscious.) 

So who had supplied Grigor with Mrs Lotz’s cellphone number?

It would be easy to suspect that Grigor was simply stalking Mrs Lotz. But whether as 
a result of some paranoid anger or whether directed by someone with an agenda 
remains the question.

- - -

But it gets worse. In the preparation of the civil trial, Advocate Dup de Bruyn made 
the allegation that they had conclusive evidence that Ian Myburgh murdered Inge 
because he had made her pregnant and that she had then had an abortion.

It all started when private investigators from the firm George Fivaz & Associates, 
hired by Professor Lotz, found an old “to do” list in Inge’s car. Instead of giving it to 
the police or his client (Professor Lotz) at the time, Boet Claasens, an old acquain-
tance of Louis van der Vyver, gave it to Dup de Bruyn. There were a number of items 
on the list – “Juice”, “Cheese”, “Telfast”, “D en K”, “Silver shoes”, “Hair”, “06:00 Mari-
us”, “Shampoo and Conditioner”, etcetera. 

An acquaintance of Dup de Bruyn suggested to him that “D en K” possibly stood for 
“dilatasie en kurettasie” – dilation and curettage (D&C) – the process of an abortion. 
In an incredible attempt to dramatise the list even further, the item “06:00 Marius” 
supposedly meant that it had been Marius who had taken Inge to have the abortion! 
After Professor Lotz dropped the civil suit, Dup de Bruyn admitted to him that they 
had no other evidence to support this allegation other than the “D en K” on the “to 
do” list. It was at this meeting that Dup de Bruyn gave Professor Lotz a copy of an 

affidavit by Daryl Els, in which he claims that Myburgh’s ex-wife once found Myburgh 
and Inge in a “compromising position”.

Naturally, Professor and Mrs Lotz found these allegations extremely upsetting. During 
one sleepless night, Mrs Lotz decided to study the list in detail. Within minutes she 
found an explanation for each item on the list and could even pinpoint the date of 
the shopping list – 5 December 2004. Some of the items were for Inge preparing for 
her graduation ceremony on 8 December and Dawie’s (Fred’s brother) wedding on 
11 December. The “D en K” stands for “dawie and karla” – a reminder to buy Fred’s 
brother and future sister-in-law a wedding gift! The very next item on the list was 
“Silver shoes” – shoes she wanted to buy to wear to the wedding. 

Is an abortion really something that you would remind yourself of on a shopping list 
tucked in between “Telfast” and “Silver shoes”, as if it were just another chore to be 
ticked off at the end of the day? This just shows how desperate the defence had to 
have been that they had to grab at straws of this nature. What happened to Fred’s 
“rock-solid” alibi?

Above: The shopping list that Dup de Bruyn felt was adequate proof that Inge had 
had an abortion. His allegation relied only on this list and nothing more. 

It is absurd and equally sad to think that a valid piece of evidence such as Folien 1 
was reduced to nothing, while a rather innocuous piece of paper in Inge’s car noting 
a mundane “to-do” list was elevated to something that would hurt Inge’s legacy and 
her family in the way it has done.
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But Els and those behind him didn’t give up easily. On 20 March 2012, two days 
after Rapport reported that Professor Lotz was offering a reward of R1 million to the 
person who could find the killer(s) of his daughter, Daryl Els posted on a blog that he 
identified an eye witness to the murder and that the witness had passed a lie-detec-
tor test supposedly administered by the police.

Barely a week later, on 28 March 2012, Els followed it up with the following e-mail to 
Johan Jordaan, Professor Lotz’s attorney:

[...] During my investigation, I identified the ONLY EYEWITNESS of the murder on Inge 
Lotz! 

I then took a sworn statement from the eyewitness and handed it to General Mark 
Magadlela. After Magadlela took notice of the content of the sworn statement, he 
gave instruction to (probably Colonel now) PIET VILJOEN to follow the content of the 
statement up and to verify it. Viljoen’s first step was to put the eyewitness through a 
polygraph test conducted by a member of the SA police. The eyewitness undertook 
the polygraph test successfully (NO DECEPTION SHOWN).

In his sworn statement the witness DESCRIBES how Inge Lotz’s body sustained the 
open wound above her left breast. The witness mentions that the MURDERER BIT a 
piece of flesh from Inge’s chest. With the piece of flesh in his mouth, the MURDERER 
turned around and saw the EYEWITNESS where he stood outside the kitchen window. 
The EYEWITNESS then fled. After the MURDERER BIT Inge Lotz’s body and because he 
was seen to have bitten the piece of flesh, he (MURDERER) cut around the wound in 
order to prohibit a FORENSIC INVESTIGATION because his teeth marks would now not 
be visible on the body! [...]

The MURDERER FORCED himself on the State and while he (MURDERER) was in 
Johannesburg on his own account during the murder on INGE LOTZ, he (MURDERER) 
was called as a State witness by (first name) Van der Vijver, to testify against Fred van 
der Vyver. The MURDERER made the MISTAKE to tell his ex-wife that he (MURDERER) 
was in BLOEMFONTEIN when Inge was murdered. 

More evidence is available against the MURDERER and if his alibi was to be followed 
up, it would be established that the MURDERER committed perjury while he testified 
in the Cape High Court, which can be used against him WHEN he is prosecuted one 
day.

I do not know if it is common cause but the MURDERER had sexual intercourse with 
Inge Lotz or RAPED her!

There is seminal fluid on her panty as well as in her vagina!

The SEMINAL FLUID was tested already and it was ESTABLISHED the MURDERER is 
STERILE or that he had a VASECTOMY. The way forward would be to send the panty 
away to America so that it can be examined for EPITHELIAL CELLS. 

In a follow-up email to Jordaan, Els wrote:

Secondly, the MURDERER’s ex-wife mentioned that the MURDERER informed her of 
Inge’s murder before he (MURDERER) himself was informed of the murder. THERE-
FORE, the MURDERER HAD PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE of the murder. 

It is quite obvious that Els is referring to Ian Myburgh.

The whole claim that Inge’s chest wound was a bite mark was first put forward at an 
IAI (International Association for Identification) Conference in Kentucky by Michael 
Grimm, a forensic scientist from the US who was retained by Louis van der Vyver to 
investigate and to report on the head wounds and the blood marks on the bathroom 
floor. Grimm, the man who reckoned Inge’s head wounds were made by a hand 
gun (“by hitting and not by shooting”), is not a forensic pathologist and he failed to 
take into account the multiple stab wounds through the sternum extending into the 
lungs and some even severing some ribs. Damage that a human bite cannot inflict. 
According to Grimm, the blood marks on the floor were made by pieces of flesh the 
murderer excised from Inge’s chests. Before flushing them down the toilet, the mur-
derer had accidentally dropped them on the floor!

How is it that Carolus’ affidavit obtained by Daryl Els conveniently supports Grimm’s 
bite theory – when no biting ever took place? Also, Werner Carolus had stated that 
he had looked through the kitchen window – a window that was covered with blinds 
so that no one could look through into the flat. 

And again, telephone records show that, even if Inge, for the sake of argument, was 
bitten by someone, it could not have been by Ian Myburgh, because he was in Preto-
ria at the time of the murder. 

Imagine for a moment that you had lost your only daughter in such brutal fashion – 
and you received an e-mail from someone claiming that there was some kind of sex-
ual interaction between your daughter and your brother (or brother-in-law) before 
he murdered and then cannibalised her. And Els did so without a shred of conclusive 
scientific evidence and with no regard for the evidence and court testimonies already 
at hand. What kind of man does this?

During the autopsy, rape-kit samples were taken. These swabs and Inge’s underwear 
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were submitted to the Forensic Laboratory for further testing. The laboratory report 
states “Possible seminal acid phosphatase activity was detected” on the underwear 
and the swabs that were tested. Some samples that tested positive were then sub-
mitted for DNA testing and no male DNA material could be found. To Daryl Els this 
meant that there was no DNA carrying sperm in the seminal fluid (semen) and that 
the depositor was therefore sterile.

Had Els done some basic research he would have found that semen contains a high 
concentration of Acid Phosphatase (AP). The standard industry test for detecting 
acid phosphatase is the Brentamine Fast Blue Test. When the Brentamine comes into 
contact with acid phosphatase it changes colour. Forensic scientists are trained, and 
learn through experience, to interpret the strength, colour and speed of the reaction 
to assess if they are dealing with seminal fluid or another substance. 

Some of the other substances that contain acid phosphatase and would therefore 
react with Brentamine are vaginal secretions, urine, blood and bacteria from a 
yeast infection. When Brentamine reacts with high concentrations of AP, as found in 
semen, it turns a bright clear purple within two minutes of application. The Brentam-
ine applied to Inge’s underwear – as well as the swabs – turned brown, not purple. 
Laboratory staff had never seen a reaction like this before. It could have been caused 
by urine or the yeast infection Inge suffered from at the time – and for which she was 
using an ointment. Both the yeast infection and ointment are reported in the autopsy 
report.

That is why Sergeant Peta Davidtsz testified in court that the presence of potential 
seminal acid phosphatase is not indicative of the definite presence of semen as it is a 
presumptive test that can have reactions with other substances. 

That is the reason why male DNA wasn’t found – because there was none to be 
found. Inge did not have sexual interaction with anyone shortly before her death. 
No signs of sexual intercourse were found during the autopsy. There is no forensic 
evidence to support such a wild allegation, and nothing about the scene suggests any 
type of sexual activity prior to the murder. 

So what is the picture we get of Daryl Shane Els?

1. His investigation of the Lotz case was either utterly and comprehensively 
incompetent and/or wilfully dishonest to deliver to his paymaster what was 
needed to advance the defence’s agenda. One can only hope that there are 
no innocent people in prison today as a result of his prior investigative work 
as a police officer. 

2. Whenever he met with Carolus or his accomplices, Els walked away with an 

affidavit that was advantageous to the defence’s strategy at the time. When 
Carolus and his friends fell out of favour as suspects, and the focus shifted 
to Myburgh, he (Els) ended up with an affidavit from Carolus implicating 
Myburgh. From Jaco Swanepoel he got an affidavit with a false identification 
implicating Myburgh.

3. Sending the type of e-mail to the Lotzes that he did just shows that he 
doesn’t have a care in this world about how his actions and unfounded alle-
gations would hurt Inge’s devastated parents and tarnish the legacy of Inge.

4. Els concocted outlandish theories around Ian Myburgh as the murderer 
despite cellphone records that confirm his alibi – and did not offer a shred 
of proof as to whether or not the cellphone records could be relied upon.

5. He made allegations of criminality against the investigating officers without 
any corroborating evidence – and relied solely upon the word of a proven 
drug user, liar, criminal and convict, who constantly changed his version with 
every statement.

6. He fabricated a very incriminating false admission reputedly made by My-
burgh’s ex-wife, Caro Sykes, that she had discovered Inge and her ex-hus-
band (Inge’s uncle) in a “compromising position”. Caro Sykes made a sworn 
affidavit in which she denied ever having told Els anything of the kind. Ge-
rard S also denies a claim made by Els – that he, Gerard S, made an affidavit 
incriminating his friend Ian Myburgh.

7. With no conclusive proof that seminal fluid was found inside Inge, and with-
out presenting any evidence that Ian Myburgh is sterile, he claims with cer-
tainty that Ian Myburgh had forced sexual interaction with Inge before her 
murder. Els has absolutely no respect for, nor comprehension of scientific, 
forensic and objective facts. He simply ignores these when they do not suit 
his concocted versions. This while the true facts suggest that Inge was un-
aware of any danger, relaxing on her couch, reading a magazine and getting 
ready to watch a DVD, when the first fatal hammer blow fell from behind. 

This is shocking investigative work – but then again, maybe not surprising because, 
we must remember, Daryl Shane Els is only a pawn serving a master. 

- - -

Apart from all of this and as recently as March 2015, Daryl Els grew a little tail in the 
form of Alan D Elsdon, a self-proclaimed friend and ex-colleague of Els. (And by now 
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we know under whose umbrella Els operates.) Recently, while addressing the Woord-
fees in Stellenbosch on our book Bloody Lies and our ongoing investigation, Elsdon, in 
what was clearly a calculated attempt to promote Els’ lies, stood up at question time, 
not to pose a question but rather to leave an innuendo hanging in the air, that after 
a two-year investigation, he had an “established motive” that “a dark family secret” 
was the basis and motive for the murder. 

Some people at the Woordfees stated that Elsdon also suggested to them afterwards 
that Inge had been pregnant, before he disappeared into thin air. To the media he de-
nied that he said that Inge was pregnant “at the time of the murder” – so he doesn’t 
deny saying that Inge was pregnant – he only denies that she was “pregnant at the 
time of the murder”. When asked by Professor Lotz and the media to produce the 
evidence, he said, “I did not say anything about having evidence.” Just like Daryl Els, 
making serious claims – hurtful claims – without any factual basis whatsoever.

- - -

What we have witnessed is a well-orchestrated campaign to direct attention away 
from Fred van der Vyver and his DVD fingerprint by, first of all, portraying Inge in 
such a way that someone would have had a motive to kill her. Choosing her uncle 
Ian Myburgh as the suspect, in the absence of any solid objective evidence, was also 
a highly opportunistic and vindictive move to not only punish Ian Myburgh but also 
inflict hurt on Professor and Mrs Lotz in retribution for Mrs Lotz’s testimony putting 
Fred in a bad light, and for their daring to sue Fred in their desire to see justice done 
for their beloved daughter. It is a campaign that reeks of utter desperation – with 
people working with an almost religious zeal to save Fred at all costs, no matter what 
it took to do so. Nothing was considered sacred, especially not the memory of Inge, 
who Fred once said was like Jesus to him. “I just want to say one word who Inge was 
to me. She was Jesus.” And, inexplicably, Fred allowed and stood idly by as his sup-
porters tarnished the memory of the woman he said he loved so much. Not once in a 
single utterance has Fred repudiated or distanced himself from any of the bizarre and 
baseless allegations made by Els. What can one make of this?

- - -

In closing, if one lifts the dark veil of lies and deception and looks at the objective 
facts, then it is clear that Inge was never pregnant. Not at any time before or at the 
time of her death. She never had an abortion. Ian Myburgh at no time had any im-
proper relationship with Inge. Inge was not involved with drugs. She had no involve-
ment with shady characters. She did not have an affair while dating Fred. Neither 
Carolus, Swanepoel, nor Ian Myburgh had anything to do with Inge’s murder. 
Apart from the fact that there is no evidence to suggest otherwise, Inge was a happy 
person with very few issues in her life (nothing more than the usual issues we all 

face). Every single letter she ever wrote, especially those (plus SMSes) close to the 
time of her death, show a happy person, not a person with major issues or dark se-
crets. Nowhere therein are there any hints of trauma or “dark issues” in her life. The 
only disturbing letter is the last letter to Fred, which she wrote on the morning of her 
death. But this letter was all about her relationship with Fred and even in this letter 
there is no indication of any other major issues in her life. 

We must also remember that Inge was very close to both her parents, with whom 
she had very special relationships. She told her mother just about everything that 
was going on in her life. Inge would go to her parents’ house every weekend, with 
a bunch of flowers for her mother – every weekend! She spoke to her mother on 
the phone about three to four times a day. Her mother would visit her during the 
weeks to help clean her flat. Being in such regular contact, her mother would have 
been aware of any problems – had there been any. Or at least would have sensed it. 
Nowhere in any of the many notes between mother and daughter is there any indica-
tion of a significant problem in Inge’s life. 

In 2011 an IT expert conducted an investigation of the hard drive in Inge’s laptop and 
her internet history. In an e-mail to Professor Lotz on 17 February 2011, he wrote: 
“Inge se internet geskiedenis is ’n getuienis van wie sy was.” (“Inge’s internet history 
is a testimony of who she was.”) 

Inge excelled. She did exceptionally well in her studies and personal life. She was 
neat in appearance. This is not the picture of a troubled woman who was, as one vi-
cious rumour would have us believe, involved with drug smugglers. She was popular, 
social and well groomed. She sang in her own church and at the time of the murder 
even attended Bible study classes of His People church, as encouraged by Fred.

This is the point: if you take a snapshot of Inge’s life, her whole life, the environment 
in which she was raised and also lived, her relationships and solid family structure, 
and what she said and did and wrote about, there are absolutely no grounds to 
support any of the malicious rumours that have been created about her, created by 
people with an agenda – who present them as public “facts”.

Few of us can truly imagine the hell Professor and Mrs Lotz have been through. In 
losing their beloved daughter they lost everything. One cannot imagine having one’s 
only child taken away from you in such a brutal way – and not knowing why – and 
then to be confronted with people spreading evil lies and rumours about your child 
who is not there to defend herself. To be harassed and intimidated in such cruel ways 
that Professor Lotz was compelled to once remark: “Until 16 March 2005, we lived in 
love and harmony together. On that day it felt like Satan walked into our house … and 
since then he has never left …” 
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