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In the matter between 

THE STATE  

 

and 

 

PAMELA NCUMISA SELANI Accused 

S E N T E N C E 

 

MOSOPA, J :   On 3 June 2024,  th is Court  convicted the 

accused on three counts of  Murder read wi th the provis ions 

of  Sect ion 51(1)  of  Act  105 of  1997 and one count  of  

defeat ing the administ rat ion of  just ice.   Two of  the murder  

charges that  the accused was convicted of  re lates to her  

in t imate par tners and the th i rd murder re lates to her  own 

chi ld,  A[ . . . ]  who was 18 years o ld at  that  t ime in 2018.    

 

The murders were wi tnessed by the accused’s son,  S[ . . . ]  

J [ . . . ]  who was 14 years o ld at  the t ime of  the f i rs t  murder  

and was 16 years o ld when his brother,  A[ . . . ]  was k i l led by 
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the accused.    

 

The last  murder was also wi tnessed by the other  chi ld of  the 

accused,  N[ . . . ]  who was f ive years o ld at  the t ime.  I  must  

pause here and ment ion that  S[ . . . ]  was in i t ia l ly  an accused 

in th is  mat ter  and had al ready spent  approximately 3 years 

in custody when charges against  h im were wi thdrawn by the 

State.  

 

The murders were commit ted over  a per iod of  three years 

f rom 2016 to 2018.   There were a l legat ions  made that  S[ . . . ]  

was suffer ing  f rom a mental  i l lness ,  but  af ter  consul t ing wi th 

the specia l is ts,  they concluded that  th is was not  the case,  

Thereaf ter,  S[ . . . ]  was taken to a t radi t ional  healer  for  

t reatment  and that  is  when the  knowledge about  these 

murders came to the fore.    

 

Sect ion 11 of  the Const i tut ion of  the Republ ic  o f  South 

Afr ica which enshr ines an absolute r ight  to l i fe  to every 

person in the Republ ic  makes the fo l lowing provis ion:  

 

“Everyone has the r ight  to l i fe . ”  

 

Despi te the accused arbi t rar i ly  ending the r ight  to l i fe  of  a l l  

the three deceased in th is mat ter,  she st i l l  enjoys the r ight  

to l i fe  and th is r ight  cannot  be arbi t rar i ly  taken away f rom 

her,  even by the government .    

 

Closely  akin to the r ight  to l i fe  is  a const i tut ional ly  

enshr ined r ight  to human digni ty in  Sect ion 10 of  the 

Const i tut ion which provides that :  

 

“Everyone has inherent  d igni ty and a r ight  



to  have thei r  d igni ty respected and 

protected.”  

 

A l l  the deceased in th is mat ter  were not  t reated wi th d igni ty  

by the accused,  even in thei r  death.   They were bur ied by 

the accused in what  can be descr ibed as shal low graves in 

the yard in where she stayed.    

 

The accused cont inued to l ive a normal  l i fe  as i f  noth ing 

gruesome occurred in her  yard.   In passing sentence,  i t  is  

t r i te  that  the Court  has to take into account  var ious 

considerat ions in mi t igat ion and aggravat ion of  sentence.    

 

These considerat ions ,  as stated in S v Zinn  1969 (2)  537 

(A) ,  f inds appl icat ion as th is Court  has to take into account 

the personal  c i rcumstances of  the accused,  the gravi ty  of  

the cr imes and the interest  of  society.    

 

The Court  should a lways endeavour to exerc ise a measure 

of  mercy;  however,  s ight  should not  be lost  on the purpose 

and objects of  punishment .    

 

In  S v Rabie  1975 (4) SA 855 (A) at  854g -h the Court  held 

that :  

 

“Punishment  should f i t  the cr iminal  as wel l  

as the cr ime,  be fa i r  to society,  and be 

b lended wi th a measure of  mercy according 

to the c i rcumstances.”  

 

The accused test i f ied in mi t igat ion of  sentence and her  

test imony can be summarised as fo l lows ;    

 



1.  That  she was born on 11 Apr i l  1977 and she is  

current ly  47 years o ld ,  This means that  at  the t ime 

of  the commission of  the f i rs t  murder she was 39 

years o ld and when she commit ted the last  murder  

in 2018,  she was 41 years o ld .    

 

2 .  The h ighest  level  of  educat ion achieved by accused 

is  grade 11 as she fa i led grade 12.    

 

3 .  She was marr ied and two chi ldren namely A[ . . . ] ,  

who is  the deceased ment ioned in count  3 of  the 

indictment  and S[ . . . ]  were born f rom the marr iage,  

Her  husband was k i l led in 2008 in Port  El izabeth by 

h is g i r l f r iend.    

 

 She has another  chi ld,  N[ . . . ]  who was born in 2013.   

The chi ld is  current ly  in  the Eastern Cape in the care 

of  the accused’s mother.   The father  of  her chi ld only  

saw the chi ld af ter  her  b i r th and has not  seen her  

s ince.   He is  a lso not  responsib le  for  the 

maintenance of  the chi ld  as N[ . . . ]  is  current ly  on 

government  chi ld support  grant .    

 

4 .  Accused’s last  employment  was in 2012 ,  when she 

went  to materni ty  leave in 2013  she lost  her  job and 

she could not  f ind fu l l  t ime employment .  She 

surv ived mainly on par t  t ime work as a domest ic  

worker  where she was paid on a dai ly  basis.    

 

5 .  Accused’s mother  is  current ly  67 years o ld and i f  i t  

happens that  she passes away,  there is  no one who 

can take care of  the chi ld as the father  of  her  chi ld  

and the paternal  s ide of  the  fami ly  is  not  t raceable.    



 

6 .  The business of  sel l ing l iquor  which she conducted 

together  wi th the deceased ment ioned in count  1  

ceased to operate af ter  the death of  the deceased.    

 

7 .  At  the t ime of  her  arrest ,  she had one tenant  as the 

other  two tenants who were rent ing at  her  p lace had 

lef t .  She would charge the tenants  R250 or  R350 

per  month  for  rent ing a room.   

 

8 .  She is  on chronic medicat ion and she is  a lso 

receiv ing t reatment  at  Kalafong Hospi ta l  for  the 

problem she has wi th her  ear.    

 

In  cross-examinat ion i t  was put  to her  by Mr Sih langu on 

behal f  of  the State that ;  what  she to ld the probat ion off icer  

in  her  pre-sentence report  was not  the same as  what  was 

put  by her  counsel  to  the State wi tnesses in cross -

examinat ion.    

 

Fur ther,  that  the reason why there is  a di fference in what  

was put  on her behal f  and what she to ld the probat ion 

off icer  is  the fact  that  she d id not  te l l  the probat ion off icer  

the t ruth.    

 

Af ter  th is Court  found the accused gui l ty  of  the murders of  

the deceased in th is mat ter,  a request  was made for  a pre -

sentence report  to be compi led and used in mi t igat ion of  

sentence.    

 

The pre-sentence report  was admit ted into evidence and 

marked as EXHIBIT P.   The pre -sentence report  conf i rms 

the age of  the accused,  her  background and her  chi ldren.    



 

I t  is  ment ioned in the pre -sentence repor t  that  the fami l ies 

of  the deceased ment ioned in  counts 1 and 2 are not  

t raceable and i t  can be inferred f rom the statement  that  

thei r  respect ive fami l ies were not  in formed about  their  

death and they d id not  have the opportuni ty  to bury the 

remains of  thei r  loved ones.    

 

Another  d isturb ing aspect  ment ioned in  the pre -sentence 

report  is  that  i t  is  a l leged that  the accused murdered two 

people in the Eastern Cape before she re located to Pretor ia  

and one of  the people,  she a l legedly murdered was her  

grandmother.    

 

The accused was never  charged nor  convicted of  such 

a l leged murders,  and she enjoys her  r ight  to innocence in 

regard to those al legat ions.    

 

Accused refused to take responsib i l i ty  of  the murders and 

she repeated that  in  her  ora l  evidence when she sa id that :  

 

“ I t  pains her  to be convicted of  k i l l ing 

people that  she d id not  k i l l . ”  

 

She blames her  own chi ld,  S[ . . . ]  and Mr Tshuma for  k i l l ing 

the deceased.   Accused in her  report  repeated what  was put  

to S[ . . . ]  even though i t  was denied by S[ . . . ]  that  a l l  the 

deceased disappeared ,  that  the deceased in count  1 went  to  

l ive in Eastern Cape .  The deceased in  count  2 went  to 

reside in At ter idgevi l le  wi th another  woman and that  the 

deceased in count  3 went  to stay in Cape Town.    

 

The probat ion off icer  in  the report  found no compel l ing 



ci rcumstances for  the Court  to deviate f rom the prescr ibed 

minimum sentence.    

 

Fur ther,  that  the informat ion gathered f rom the docket  and 

what  the accused disc losed to the probat ion off icer  was not  

the same and that  she was del iberate ly g iv ing the probat ion 

off icer  wrong informat ion to favour her  o wn 

recommendat ion.    

 

The probat ion off icer  states that  based on the outcome of  

the invest igat ion ,  i t  is  evident  that  the accused is  a danger  

to her  own fami ly,  re lat ives and broader society  as her  

gruesome act ions were inhumane.    

 

Accused’s husband died v io lent ly  in  2008 at  the hands of  

h is g i r l f r iend when her  two chi ldren were st i l l  very young.   I t  

is  not  c lear  as to whether  the ki l ler  of  her  husband was 

convicted and sentenced for  h is k i l l ing.    

 

When accused re located to Ol ievenhoutbosch f rom Eastern 

Cape she resided at  a par t icu lar  property unt i l  she and her  

chi ldren were inv i ted by the deceased in count  1 to stay in  

h is property.    

 

I t  is  unfor tunate to ment ion that  at  that  stage the accused 

al ready was in another  re lat ionship wi th the deceased 

ment ioned in count  2 who assis ted the accused to k i l l  the 

deceased ment ioned in count  1.    

 

Accused mainta ins that  i t  is  the deceased ment ioned in  

count  1 who infected her  wi th a chronic d isease,  but  such is  

a subject  of  doubt  as accused had another  par tner  in  her  

l i fe ,  who was the deceased in count  2.  Af ter  the death of  the 



deceased in count  1,  accused agreed wi th the deceased in 

count  2 that  they can reside together  at  the deceased in  

count  1 ’s property.   

 

The deceased in count  2 d ied because the deceased in  

count  3 d id not  appreciate the way he was t reat ing the 

accused.  The deceased in count  3 d ied because he was 

always demanding money f rom the accused and threatening 

to report  her  to the pol ice i f  she d id not  agree to such a 

request .   

 

Af ter  the death of  the accused’s husband,  the accused had 

to mainta in her  chi ldren s ingle -handedly and was to some 

extent  assisted by the state through the chi ld support  grant .  

I t  is  not  c lear  whether  t he deceased ment ioned in count  3,  

was working or  at tending school  at  the t ime of  h is death.  

What  we know is that  he was a substance abuser.  The 

accused also re l ied on the money she received f rom her 

tenants to surv ive.  

 

Al l  the deceased died a painfu l  death,  they d ied in a  

degrading,  ca l lous and heinous manner.  The deceased in  

count  1 was assaul ted wi th a hammer unt i l  he d ied.  The 

deceased in count  2 was poisoned and his head was put  

ins ide a dustb in which was fu l l  o f  water  before he d ied,  the 

deceased ment ioned in count  3 was assaul ted wi th a br ick 

unt i l  he d ied.   

 

Af ter  thei r  deaths,  they were a l l  bur ied in the yard.  I t  was 

only in August  2020 fo l lowing the arrest  of  the accused and 

S[ . . . ]  that  thei r  remains were d iscovered.  L iquor was sold in 

the yard and thei r  pat rons were accommodated inside the 

shack where the remains of  the deceased were bur ied in.   



 

The state and the probat ion off icer  could not  consul t  wi th 

the re lat ives and fami l ies of  the deceased in count  1 and 2 

as they are not  t raceable.  I t  is  for  th is reason that  no v ict im 

impact  statements could be obta ined.  This cour t  does not  

have informat ion as to how the fami l ies of  the deceased 

have been impacted by the deaths of  the deceased.  The 

probat ion off icer  opined that  the fami ly  might  be deeply hur t  

and eager to know the whereabouts  of  the deceased .  

 

Accused’s aunt ,  T[ . . . ]  S[ . . . ]  in formed the probat ion off icer  

that  she is  af ra id of  the accused,  and she bel ieves that  she 

wi l l  be a f i rs t  target  to be k i l led by the accused  as she 

bel ieves that  the accused is  a k i l ler.   

 

F[ . . . ]  S[ . . . ] ,  a  cousin to S[ . . . ] ,  in formed the probat ion off icer  

that ,  she bel ieves that  S[ . . . ]  was being t roubled by the 

spi r i ts  of  the people who were bur ied in h is presence in the 

yard,  fur ther  that  when the remains of  the a l l  the deceased 

were exhumed,  the accused conf i rmed to her  that  the 

deceased in count  3,  was one of  the people who were 

bur ied in the yard,  however he was k i l led by S[ . . . ] ,  whom 

she refer red to as Tengo in the pre -sentence report .  

 

The conduct  of  the accused in murder ing the a l l  the 

deceased lef t  the communi ty of  Ol ievenhoutbosch  were the 

incidents occurred up in arms.  The point ing out  by the 

accused did not  take p lace because of  the presence of  the 

angry communi ty members who gathered at  the scene.  The 

accused hersel f ,  before such point ing out  indicated to the 

pol ice off icer  in  charge of  the point ing out  that  she needs 

pol ice protect ion against  the members of  the communi ty  

because of  what  she did.   



 

This c lear ly shows how the conduct  of  the accused has 

impacted the l ives of  the communi ty of  Ol ievenhoutbosch .  

This matter  a lso at t racted a large number of  members of  the 

communi ty on dai ly  basis  s ince the commence ment  of  the 

t r ia l  matter.   

 

This matter  is a c lear  indicat ion that  the communi t ies are 

t i red of  v io lent  cr imes perpetrated against  the people of  

South Afr ica.  These k inds of  cr imes do not  only  affect  the 

people of  Ol ievenhoutbosch  but  a lso the people of  South 

Afr ica as a whole.  Gender Based Vio lence is  the order  of  

the day and people are f requent ly k i l led by thei r  par tners.  

 

However,  the object  of  sentencing is  not  to sat is fy publ ic  

opin ion but  to  serve publ ic  in terest .  A sentencing pol icy that  

caters predominant ly  or  exclusively for  publ ic  opin ion is  

inherent ly  f lawed.  (see S v Mhlakaza  1997(1)  SACR 515 

(SCA)) .  

 

In  R v Karg  1961 (1)  SA 231 (A)  i t  was said that  i t  is  

acceptable for  the court  to take account  of  publ ic  feel ings.  

Al though there are current  h igh levels of  v io lence and 

ser ious cr imes in the country,  when imposing sentence for  

such cr imes emphasis  should be on ret r ibut ion and 

deterrence.   

 

At  verdict  s tage,  th is cour t  made a pronouncement  that  

murders in th is matter  were p lanned and reasons were 

advanced for  such f indings.  I t  is  because of  such 

pronouncement  that  the murders in  casu  fa l l  squarely wi th in 

the purv iew of  sect ion 51(1)  of  Act  105 of  1997,  which 

at t racts a sentence of  l i fe  impr isonment .  Sect ion 51(3)  



provides for  the deviat ion f rom the imposi t ion of  the 

prescr ibed minimum sentence in the event  there is  

existence of  substant ia l  and compel l ing c i rcumstances.  

 

 There is  no onus  on an accused to prove the presence of  

substant ia l  and compel l ing c i rcumstances,  i t  must  be so 

that  an accused who intends to persuade a court  to impose 

a sentence less than that  prescr ibed should per t inent ly  

ra ise such c i rcumstances for  considerat ion .  (see S v Roslee  

2006 (1)  SACR 537 (SCA) at  par  33) .  

 

The concept  “compel l ing and substant ia l  c i rcumstances”  is  

not  statutor i ly  def ined,  and in Malgas  i t  was said that  the 

legis lature del iberate ly le f t  the concept  to be developed by 

the courts.  Courts are enjo ined to regard the prescr ibed 

sentences as being general ly  appropr iate for  cr imes of  the 

k ind speci f ied and not  to depart  f rom them unless they are 

sat is f ied that  there is  weighty just i f icat ion for  doing so.  (see 

S v Malgas  2001 (1)  SACR 469 (SCA))  

 

The essence of  Malgas  can be separated into four  d i f ferent  

aspects namely;   

 

1 .  The prescr ibed sentences are the point  of   

departure;  

 

2 .  I f  a  departure is  cal led for  the court  should not  

hesi tate to depart ;  

 

3 .  Court  should weigh a l l  the t radi t ional  sentencing  

considerat ion ,  and  

 

4 .  Depart  when the prescr ibed sentence wi l l  be unjust .  



 

In  the mat ter  of  S v Dodo  2001(1)  SACR 594 (CC),  the 

Const i tut ional  Court  emphasised the importance of  

proport ional i ty,  by stat ing that  d isproport ionate sentences 

should not  be imposed,  that  cour ts are not  vehic les for  

in just ice and a court  is  not  compel led to perp etuate  

in just ice by imposing a sentence that  is  d isproport ionate to  

the par t icu lar  offence.   

 

Ms Mampuru on behal f  of  the accused in  argument ,  

contended that  the court  ought  to deviate f rom imposi t ion of  

the prescr ibed minimum sentence for  the fo l lowing  reasons;  

 

1 .  That  the deceased in count  1 infected the accused 

wi th a l i fe - threatening d isease,  and  

 

2 .  That  the accused suffered  abuse at  the hands of   

the deceased.  

 

Mr Sih langu contended that  the court  need not  deviate f rom 

the imposi t ion of  the prescr ibed minimum sentence as 

accused lacks remorse and,  the cal lousness in which she 

k i l led the deceased in th is mat ter.   

 

I  have al ready stated e lsewhere in th is judgment  that  th is  

cour t  is  in  doubt  per ta in ing to th e a l legat ion made by the 

accused that  the deceased ment ioned in count  1 was the 

who infected the accused wi th a l i fe - threatening d isease.  

The accused had a husband who unfor tunately d ied before 

the commission of  the offences and was in an adul terous 

re lat ionship wi th another  woman who ended his l i fe .  

 

According to the pre -sentence report ,  accused was in a 



re lat ionship wi th  the deceased in  count  2  before she met  

the deceased in count  1 ,  she reconci led wi th the deceased 

in count  2 and rekindled  thei r  love re lat ionship.  There was 

also the existence of  another  boyfr iend cal led Gava,  who 

gave them shel ter  af ter  the deceased in count  3 chased 

them away f rom thei r  house.   

 

Based on the above,  I  doubt  the t ruth fu lness of  the 

accused’s vers ion and also taking into account  that  accused 

fa i led to test i fy  in  her  defence before convict ion.   

 

The accused informed the cour t  that  she is  current ly  

receiv ing medicat ion in pr ison  for  her  medical  condi t ion.  

This cour t ’s  observat ion is  that  accused despi te her  medica l  

condi t ion looks l ike a heal thy person.   

 

On the issue concerning the abuse that  the accused 

exper ienced,  i t  is  my considered v iew that  the accused was 

lef t  wi th two opt ions,  f i rs t ly  to report  such  abuse to the 

pol ice and obta in an interd ict  in  terms of  the Fami ly  

Vio lence Act  and secondly,  to terminate the re lat ionship she 

had wi th the deceased more in par t icu lar  the deceased in  

count  1 and 2.  This aspect  to me does not  serve as 

compel l ing and substant ia l  c i rcumstances which can ent i t le  

the court  to  deviate in imposing a prescr ibed minimum 

sentence.  

 

Despi te the overwhelming evidence  and th is cour t ’s  f indings 

against  charges level led against  the accused,  she st i l l  

mainta ins her  innocence.  This to me amounts to aggravat ing  

factors and lack of  remorse.   

 

What  compl icates the whole scenar io is  that  one of  the 



deceased was her  own chi ld,  who at  one stage assisted her  

wi th p lanning and k i l l ing  of  the deceased ment ioned in  

count  2.   

 

Therefore,  I  f ind i t  d i f f icu l t  to accept  that  the accused,  

regardless of  her  unblemished cr iminal  record,  is  a sui table 

candidate for  rehabi l i ta t ion.  The Probat ion off icer  conf i rmed 

my di ff icu l ty,  as she made no ment ion of  the accused being 

a sui table candidate for  rehabi l i ta t ion in her  report .  

 

Ms Mampuru made no ment ion of  the per iod spent  in 

custody by the accused  pending the f ina l isat ion of  th is  

mat ter  as the accused was arrested in August  2020 and was 

denied bai l .  No c i rcumstances were p laced before me as to 

why she was denied  bai l ,  but  I  am of  the v iew that  i t  is  

because for  the ser iousness of  the offences she was 

arrested of .  Nothing was placed before me as to what  

delayed the matter  to commence af ter  her  arrest .  I t  is  t r i te  

that  the per iod awai t ing t r ia l  on i ts  own cannot  amount  to  

compel l ing and substant ia l  c i rcumstances.  

 

S[ . . . ]  was a lso scared of  the accused as he bel ie ved that  

the accused wanted to k i l l  h im as wel l .  Accused blames 

everyone except  for  hersel f  for  the v io lent  k i l l ing of  the a l l  

the deceased.  I  am al ive to the fact  that  no amount  of  

sentence can br ing a l l  the deceased back to l i fe .  I  am also 

a l ive to the fact  that  l i fe  impr isonment  is  the u l t imate 

penal ty that  th is cour t  can impose.  

 

 The court  must  a lways st r ive to impose a sentence which is  

just  and fa i r  to both the v ict im and the accused having 

regard to the manner in  which the cr ime was commit ted.  

The court  in  S v Rabie caut ions courts  not  to approach 



sentencing in a spi r i t  o f  anger and vengeance.  

 

Consider ing the gravi ty  o f  the commission of  the offence s,  

which were perpetrated in a barbar ic manner wi th tota l  

d isregard  for  human l i fe,  th is cour t  deem s i t  f i t  that  you 

should be sentenced to impr isonment  for  a very lengthy 

per iod.   

 

The accused is  not  a pr imary care g iver  of  her  chi ld  as the 

chi ld is  current ly  in  the care of  her  grandmother and she is  

adequately cared for  in  terms of  the pre -sentence report .  

This cour t  v iews the accused as an evi l  person,  I  f ind i t  

complete ly st range that  there can be a person who k i l ls  her  

two par tners and her  own chi ld in such an easy manner and  

she cont inues  to l ive a normal  l i fe ,  pretend ing as i f  noth ing 

happened.  S[ . . . ]  was for tunate as he was not  k i l led by the 

accused because the accused blamed him for  the k i l l ing h is  

brother,  A[ . . . ] .   

 

The sentence that  th is cour t  is  going to impose on you,  I  

want  i t  to  be a sentence which wi l l  serve the objects of  

punishment  being ret r ibut ion and deterrence.  I  want  th is  

sentence to deter any person who wants to emulate you and 

behave in the same manner  as you did when k i l l ing he 

deceased,  to immediate ly reconsider  h is or  her  decis ion and 

ref ra in f rom doing so.   

 

I  want  the sentence to make you a bet ter  person,  a  person 

who wi l l  respect  the human l i fe ,  d igni ty and secur i ty  of  a  

person.  A sentence which wi l l  teach you to protect  the 

people you love and care for  instead of  k i l l ing them . I t  is  

unfor tunate that ,  at  your  age,  you were supposed to be 

nur tur ing your chi ldren,  instead of  serv ing a pr ison 



sentence but  unfor tunately,  th is  is  the k ind of  l i fe that  you 

chose for  yoursel f .   

 

I t  is  unfor tunate that  S[ . . . ]  had to drop out  of  school  in  

Grade 10 because of  the gruesome th ings that  you expose d 

him to,  and I  doubt  that  S[ . . . ]  wi l l  be able to l ive a normal  

l i fe  wi thout  counsel l ing.    

 

The concurrent  running of  the sentences is  not  considered 

in v iew of  the sentence that  th is cour t  intends to impose ,  

fur ther,  the concurrent  running of  sentences i s  not  

considered as the commission of  the offences is  not  

connected to t ime,  locat ion and intent .  

 

I t  is  for  the above that  I  have to sentence you as fo l lows;  

 

1 .  Count  1:  Murder of  Tshangisa,  you are sentenced to 

l i fe  impr isonment ;  

 

2 .  Count  2:  Murder of  Gi f t ,  you are sentenced to l i fe  

impr isonment ;   

 

3 .  Count  3:  Murder of  A[ . . . ] ,  you are sentenced to l i fe  

impr isonment ;  

 

4 .  Count  4:  Defeat ing the administ rat ion of  just ice ;   

you are sentenced to 5 years impr isonment .  

 

MOSOPA, J 

JUDGE OF THE HIGH COURT  

DATE: 29/07/2024 

 

 


