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BATILIFR: - Mr. Nicholson,

please be scated in the witness box.

THEREUPON, WILLIAY D, NICHOLSON, &
member of the prospective jury panel, having
been previocusly storn, was exanined and testi-
fied on voir dire, as follous:

-

-

&

]

OURT: Good afterncon,

Mr. Nicholson.

MR, NICHOLSON: Good afternocn.
THE COURT: Mr. Nicholson,

1s this your firzt copportunity to serve as a
prospective jurcr?

MR. NICHOLSON: Yes.

'HE COURT: The lauyers here,
Mr. Nicholson, will be asking you some questions.
If you will just sit back in your chair and relax
angd listen to the guestions, and answer them
accurately and forthrightly, that is a2ll that

is expected of you. Understand, sir?

MR, NICHOLSON: Yes.
THE COURT: Nou, in responding

to these questions, Mr. Nicholson, you will
remember that you are uader oath.

.":: @ :Eib::OLSO::: Yes, S-‘_r.
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TS COURT: - And you will keep
your voice up, sir, so that Mr. Romito, here
who has the responsibility of reporting what
your ansuers are, will be able to hear you,
and so that everyone else in the courtroom

will be able to hear you.

Understand that, sir?

IR, NICHOLSON: Yes, sir.
THE COURT: You will do that?

You will have to bring 1t up just a 1little bit.

MR. NICEOLEON Yes, sir.
TEE COURT:S Thank you.

Counselor Spellacy or Cerrigan?

VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION OF WILLIAM D. NICHOLSON

Will ycu state your name, please?
William Iilchclson.

Will you spell your last nane?
Nei-c~h-c=l-yg=-c-n.

Yhere dc ycu live, Mr, Nicholson?

West 1lli4th Street.

1327.

Howleng have you lived at that address?
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About six yearz.
With
With my wife and children.

What are their ages and the

A
Q
A
Q
A Leslie, ny dauvghter, she is

daughter, is five.

Newcastle.
That iz just over the line
Yes.

Are you native to Wewcastle

whon do you live at thag

]

t address?

names of your children?

eighteen. Mary, my

from Ohio, is that correc

4
-l

Q Is your olcest daughter in school or is she employcd?
A She is employed at Chio Bell.

Q What does she do at Chio Bsll?

A She is an cperator.

Q How long has she been so employed?

A Since July.

Q Is 2rs. Nighclson employed outside the househcld?

A Wo.

Q Prior to livinz on 114th Street, where did you live?
A On Pearl Road, for flve years.

Q Vnat was the address cn Pearl Reocad?

A Lre2,

Q Before living on Pearl Road, uhere did yocu live?

A In Pennsylvania.

Q Vhat ccmmunity in Pennsylvania?

A

Q

A

Q
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A Yes.

Q When did you ccue éo Cleveland, what year?

A 1956. .

Q Is your wife native tc lNewcastle, alsa? /i«

A Yes. H

Q What type of eupleoyment are you engaged in?

A Purchase Advertising, Cardboard Displey Adve ing.
Q Keep ycur vcice up.

A Cardpcard Display Advertising.

Q And the name cof the firm?

A The Dyment Company.

Q How lorg have you been assceiated with that firm?

A Ten years.

Q Before working with them, where did you work and what

type of work did you dc?
A 7 I was an art teacher in Newcastle, High Schoocl.
Q Now, the case that is at issue here is the State of

Ohic versus San H. Sheppard; do you understand that

A Yes, sir.

Q Did you have any cccasion to read or hear anything
about this case in 19547

A No, I don't remember it, I mean, I don't remember

having read abcut it then.
Q  May I ask how old you are, Mr. Nicholson?

A Forty-three,
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-Q Since 195, have you had any cceasion to read in the

neuspapers or sece on television or hear on radlo anything
about this case?
A Yes, of course

Q . That which you hawve seen or heard or read, have you

follcowed it closely?

A HNo.

Q Have you had occaslion to discuss this case with anycnd
A If it comes up, of course.

Q In the course of those discussions, you have heard

people express their opinions?

A Yes, sir.

Q Have you in turn expressed an opinion?

A No.

Q  Approximately how many times have you engaged in

conversation with pecple abdut this case?

A I don't know. Ten, tuenty times.

Q The opinions that you heard expressed, were they
persuasive one way or ancther, answer yes or no?

A THE COURT: Does he understand
the question, Counzelcer?

Yes, yes.

They wers persuasive one way or ancther?

They woculd try to be.

O v O »F

In the coursec of these opinlons, were you gliven

5

.




allegedly some facts about this case?

A o,

Q Predicated on the information that you cbtained from
the discussicns that you had, and from what you have read
and from what yeu nove seen, do you feel that yocu cculd put
those facts cut of your mind, and if yﬁu are selected as a
Juror, rely solely con the evidence that would be presented

andé received in fthis courtrocnm?

rail

A I think 1 .could.
Q I think we are entitled to a stronger ansuer than
that, either yes you cculd, or no you could nect?

A Yes.

Q Do you fegl you could divorce from your mind any
outside influences and predicate your Judgment on that

Mot

r
whicéh you heard in thls courtroom, '1s that correct?

A Yes, sir.
Q If Judge Talty instructs you that every defendant in

2 criminal prosccuticn is presumed to be lnnocent unle
and until proven guilty beyond a reasonable decubt, usuld
you accept that instruction?

A I must. I would accept its

Q And would you reguire the State of Ohio tc preove eacly
and every elcment beyond & reasonable doubt?

A Yes.

Q If Judzz Talty were to tell you that there are two
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* types of evidence, direct evidence, that which we perceive
by our senses, uwe sce, we touch, wé feel, we hear, and in-
direct evidence or circumstantial evidence, conclusiocns
that we arrive at from a set of facts, if Judge Talty were
to tell you that circumstantizl evidence preperly proven

is Just as geod as direct evidence, would you accept tha

tha
~instruction?

A Would you review that again?

Q Yes. Suppozs -~ and I an

ticipate that Judge Taltiy

will instruct you -~ that there are two types of evide

One 1s direct evidence, that is evidence that comes %o you

through a witness by virtue of the witness having pereéived
scmething, he saw it, he.touched it, he smelled it, he
heard it, he felt it, and so on.

On the other hand, you uwill receive circumstantizl
evidence, 'a set ol facts are presented to you, and fronm
those facts you drav inferences that flow normally and
reascnably frcm those facts.

Now, this 1s an inference that you arriyve at from
facts; and if Judge Tally says that that inference is
circumstantial evidence, then you may accept it, if it is
properly proven, uoculd you follow that instruction?

A Yes, remecmbering the qualification 1f properly proven
Q In other werds, to "iv" you & set of facts, let us

asgume that whsh you cans in here this merning, the streets




and the buildings and the trees and the laun, the

vas dry, and the sun was shining, and you had no cpportunity

to go out between nine ofclock in the morning and noon, no

opportunity to see out; but at noontime when you uwent out

the streets were wet and the buildings were wet and the grac

e greag;

|..-l

was wet, and the general area was wet.

=

Frem those facts, you could reascnably —- using yeour

cemmon ordinary expericnce -- arrive at the conclusion that

L

it had rained sometime bestueen nine ofeclock in the morning
and noon, is that not correct?
A That 1s correct.
Q Yeu. didn't see it rain, but you arrive at that E
|
conclusion from these cther set of facts.
Nouw, let us assume the same set of facts, that the

sun uas out in the mcrnlng when you came in, and the street

and the bullding and the trees and everything was dry, but
at ncontime when you went out cnly the street was wet.

Now, it might have rained, but it may alsoc be that

truch had gone dcun and washed the streets down or somebody

& e

had hosed thenm 1 with a hose.

[
O

So there are several inferences that you could arrive

at from the fact that the street was wet; is that not correg

(5

L]

A Yes.

Q Now, under those ¢ircumstances where you can arrive

at several in‘e srences, and not only cne, the Court will tell




¢ you that that kiad

to reject, and ycu could not use that kind of circumstantis

evidence that lends itgelf to many inferences, and you can
accept only that circumstantial evidence that lends itscls

to the cne infercace and that is to the guilt of the defen-

&

dant.

If 1t lends itsel? to the innccence, or if it points

in the direction other than the defendant, the Court wilil

tell ycu that yocu have to disr

e T o]

ezard that circumstantial
evidence.
Weuld you folleow that insztruction?

A Tes.

Q So that, ezain, properly proven, you could accept
circumstantial evidence, if the Court instructed ycu that
it was to be accepiced, if preperly proven?

A Yes.

Q Now, is thare any:mowber of your fanmily, sir, associ-
ated with or employed by any law enforcement agency?
A o,

Q Do you have anong your acguaintances or friends any

(SRS
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nexber of any law enforcement agencies, police deparitments,
sheriff's departments, and the like?

A No.

Q Do yocu know anybedy in the Prosecuting Attorney's

Qffice?

cf circumstantial evidence you would have




Xo.
Do you know the defendant Sam Sheppard?

No.

Or his ccunsel, Mr. Bailey or Mr. Sherman?

lo.

o » © » O »

If you are selectied as a juror, sir, and the time
arrives where the jury would be deliberating this matter,
do you feel that you could Jein with your fellouw Jurors in
a full and complete discussion of all the testimony and
evidence, with the view in ning of arriving at a fair and

Just wverdict, fair to both the State of Ohlo and tha

defendant?

A Yes, sir.

Q Tocking at the panel of pecople .in the Jury box now,
do you know any of those people?

A lo.

Q Other than neuspaper articles or magazines that you

i)
cl
©
[

may have seen, dld you read any bocks in connecticn
with this case?

A No, I haven't.

Q It may well be that police officers or gecvernmental
officials such as the County Corcner or some of his aildes
nay testifj in this case, and if such & person were to

testify, would you sclely bécause he was a police officer,

or a governmental officlal, give moiﬁ believability or
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redibility to whaot he would say than somehody else uwho is

net in a governmental capacity?

Do you understand the question, sir?
A Yes, I an thinking about it.
TIW COURT: All right, you

reflect on 1t &as long as you like.

A I dontt think I would.

Q Nouw, & police officer or governmental official, Jus:

rr

because he is a police cfflicer or governmental cfficial,

he 18 not inf2liibles, is he?

A That's correct. He 1is human.
Q And being that police cifficers and lay pecple zre

human, they are subject to the same bellevability or lack
of believability Jjust cn the besis that they are pecple,
are they not?

A Right.

Q And thelr official status dcesn't attribute or

shouldntt attribute more or less weight to what they have

to say, as far ap credibility is concerned?

A Kot when they are in the witness stand.

Q Beg pardon?

A Not when in the witness stand.

Q So that you would measure all the witnesses regardles

what their official capacity may be, by employing ya““

common every-day sense in determining whether a witnes

oy
ot it d

- -




sheculd be belisved in teotal, or in part, or disbelieved
entirely, would you net?

A Yes.

Q Wou, in weizhing a witness, and in employing the

conmon ordinary every-day sense that you employ in evalua-
ting the credibllity of somecne that you might meet, would

you take into consideration his interest or lack of interc

KT

in the case?

A Yes, it would be a part of 1t, wouldn't it? You woul
have to weigh thot.

Q No, don't ask me the question. BRBut ansuer, would you
or wculd ycu nct?

A Yes.

Q You would tale inte consideration his interest ¢f lack

of interest, in waiching his credibllity, is that not
correct?
A Right.
¥R. CORRICAN: Pass for cause,
your Honor.
THE COURT: Counselor Bailey

or Sherman?

-




VOIR DIRE EXANINATION OF WILLIAM D. NICHOLSON

Q Mr. Nicholson, if the defendant Sam Sheppard uere %o
testify 1In thils case, would you give him less credence than

any other witnessg sclely because he is the defendant?
A Tes.

Q If the Court instructs you that that 1s improper

>

that he 1s entitlcd to be judged con the sawe- plane with any

ey

other witness, and that althcugh you might loglecally infer
that he has a strong interest in the case, nonetheles
starts even like everybedy else, cculd you accept tha
instruction and apply that rule in evaluating his credibild
ity?

A I den't know myself, well, enocugh really %o be able

to answer thot.

Q I realize that. ¥r. Hicholscn, assume that you sit

a8 & Jurcr and ycu are told that your functlon as a juror

is that of a final judze of the faclts, the jury box 1s the

only place that

(=8

acts are ever decided in our lauw, and thal
the rules that you apply to these facts must come from the

- Al

Court, whether you agree wlth them or disagree with then

o

they are the rules for this ball gane.

Now, to be sure this 'is a discipline, but could ycu

accept thesec principles and take your rules from Judgs




Talty, whether you happen to think they are good ones or not

A Yes, sir.
Q Nou, you have Indicatcd some difficulty in viewing the

defendant who has & mllé interest in this case as a witne:zs

on an equal plane wlth everyone elsea.

But the law Is that he is Just another withess entitlcl
[
to your inspection and eventual bellevability, if you find

hinm believable, and he is not to

w

‘\‘_'.".

w3

enalized because he
happens to be the defendant,

If you are given an Instructicn that you want to
approach an evaluation of ﬁis credibility on that basisg,
can you follow it?

MR, SPELTACY: I object to the

form of the guestion, your Honor.

HN COURT: Cverruled. Do ycu
ﬁnderstand the question, sir?
A Yes, I could follew such an instruction.’
THEE CCURT: Do you want the

questicn read back to you? _ E

THEE COURT: Do you want to S
restate the question, Counselor, or do you

want the reporter to read it?

MR. BATLEY: I will be glad

12 question.
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Q Notuithstending that it is perfec

tly cbviocus that

Deetor Sheppard has an interest in the outeome of the case,

and that you might lozically consilder that in evaluating

his testimony, if ycu are told that the rule is and the lou

is that when he takes the witness stand, he is entitled to
your consideratlon az a believable witness, Just as much as
any other witness, with a slight interest or with no

could you approcach the matter of evaluating his credibil

as Impartially as that jinstructicn requires, could you do

that, psychologically?
A Yes, sir.

11

Q Tnat were your pturces of information about the case

in 1954, do you kncw, do you know what publications?

A I don't remeuber having hagd anytatithatetime.

Q You were living where in 19542

A Wewcastle, Pernnsylvania.

Q I see

A It must have been in the papers, but I den't remeuber
it.

Q It wasn't & subject that ever commanded your deep

interest at that time?
A No, sir.
Q Yhen was the first time yocu began to hear abcut the

Sheppard case that you took noctice of 1t?

A When I came back to eveland,. came up to lunch one

angereaep

ity

s

sy




cay.
Q I see, it wuas being discussed by friends or associlates!

A Yes.

Q And was there a discusslon of the facts of the casz or
what these people thought were the facts?

A No.

Q But there ucre soue opinions projected or proff ukcd
for your cons eration?

A No, not really.

Q You mean the case was discussed without reference to

A

Q When was this, lr. Nicholson? .

A Well, I can't remeasber exactly.

Q Approximately?

A Probably in early 1957.

Q Was the conversation in reference to scme developnent
In the case, the appcals, the petition, or scme legel

manouver, if you recnll?

>

I recall it wery well. How explicit should I ba?

Q Well, dolyou recall the conversation very well?

A Yes.

Q Don't give us the conversation. VWhen you left that
conversaticn, Mr. MNichelscn, did you have an impressicn

either way of thes zuilt or innccence of the defendant?
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Q Were you auare of any dominant impression among the

members of the group with whom you are associating during
the conversaticn?

No.

T, ld resly ooTr t' T f s yyer Vo L iRz v o
vould you goy the dizcussion was controversizl?
No.

It didn't involw

@ people arzuing back and forth?

o.

O P O » O P»

I see. Did it invelve anything about the defendantts

private 1life beyond the fact that he was a doctor?

A o,

Q Did it invelve anything zbout his cenduet in the pre-
trial stages of the cage?

A e.

Q What other cccasions have you beccme engaged in ccoavers
saticn with others about the Sheppard case?

A They are hardly worth calling conversaticns. The

subject has come up several times, of course, since I wuas

e

sunmoned for Jury duty, but orly in passing.

Q This is recently?
A Yes.
Q When was the lazt time you conferred with anycne about

this case or mentionzd it in passing?

A The lest time I discussed it with oy wife, vhen the
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articles appearcd in Time Magazine about the decision of

the. Suprene Court.

Q I see. But have you had any discussion since you

knew you were goingz to be a juror and could be called in

this case?
A NO.

Q Did your wifc offer an cpinion for your consideraticn

one way or the other on the nmerits of Doctor Shepperd's

¥
S

guilt or innccence?

- e B

A Tlo.

Q Do you feel you are, as of this moment, completely
free from any opinich as to the gullt or innocence?

A Yes.

Q It is still an open questién in your mind,

would take evidence tc decide, is that correcet?

A That's correct.

Q Now, agzain, the rule will be, &s has been

to you briefly, that a failure of ecvidence milit
benefit of the defendant, and unless the State

2
evidence which risce to a certain acceptadle level of

certainty, that the defendant is to be acguitted, no matter

what you might suspeet because it has not been proven; s

!.;u

W

c4

that is the rule and wi

[

1 be given to you in a fashicen A8
similar to the terms I have described by the Court, do you

thirk you will have any difficulty in following 1t?
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I anm sure I should have difficulty.
You feel you would have Gifficulty?

Yes.

o B o >

If the Court tells you that the level of proof, mi

.d—m

mum level of proof which is acceptadble in a eriminsl nrosceu

tion is that level which removes all reasonable doubt, th:
is, proof beyond a rcascnzble dcubt in the mind of %the

vidual Juror naking the Judgment, and that a belief in the

probability of guilt is not sufficient, and that no amocunt
of susplclon is cufficient, but despite the bellef and. the
probability cf zuilt you must rise to the level where reason
able doubt is elinirzated,; could you fcllew that rule and
acqult the defc“i ant, utnless all reasonable doubt ue

i

removed from your nind?

A Yes, sir.
Q You weuldn't have any difficulity felleowlng that rather

MR. SPELLACY: Objection.
JRT: Objecticn as to the
coermant will be stricken.

Please put a question, Counselor,

MR, BAYTLEY: It was a question.
TS CCURT: The guestion is

crdered stricken. Please put another question.

Q Would you hawe any difficulty follewing that rule?




A Would you restate the gquestlon, please?
6] We will pass it for the moxent.

If you were glven such an instruction by the Courst,

with reference Lo Lth

o

level of proof, and the level of
certainty which would have to exist in your mind, befcre

the lau would ccuntenance a judgaent of conviection frenm

you as an individual juror, hefore ‘'you could propcrly umake
that Judgment, even fthougn you mizht think it was harsh

or you might disagrse with it perscnally,; could you neneths

less folleouw it as given by the Court, and apply thet rule

to whatever level of zatisfaction you might then have or

not have with refaerence to the guilt of this man?

MR, CORRICAW: Cbhbjecticne.
A Yes.
TrE COURT: His answer may

Q The burden of proof you will learn is aluways upon
the State, and the defendant you will be told has no burdes
to come forward and brinz evidence, even though it mightl

e available to him, and the instruction wi;l further say

that his failure or the refusal of the defendant to prcducg

evidence, even Lhougr

yJ
b
2

t mey cbviously be available to hin
cannot be used in assessing h*s guilt as something from

which an inference of muilt can be drawn, in other words,

it can}t ba held azcinst him one iota.




Now, if that rule iz given to you in those terms or

similar terms, and the evidence should be, and you shculd

find that Marilyn Sheppard was murdered in her home in July

of 1954, and that Doctor Sam Sherpard was in the home 2t or
about the' time this happened, could you evaluate the evidend
which you were prescnied by the State, without reference to
the silence of the defense, wilthout reference to the fellund
of the defenze to come foruward and prove or explain anythingt?

A Yea, rcmenbering your intrcduction, the burden of

proof lies with the State.

Q Then you have no consclenticus difficulty with abiding

b

fae

by the rule that a failure of procf musit benefit only the

.

defendant and never the State, a failure of proof, a failure

to satisfy you as a juror of his guilt?

A No. 3
\

Q All right. Neou, just &s:theldefendantshasra right to |

testify, he is given a lawful right not to testlify, he is

given that right withcut any penalty attaching to it.

If the defendant is shoun by other evidence to have
been in & positicn where he would cor should have made cbser}
vations relevant to this case, but nevertheless does not
testify, does not come forward, does not explain for your
benefit as a juror anything that he may kneow, or you may
believe that he cuzht to knouw, and you are told by the

sl

Court that he ... the richt to de that, the legal right,

-
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and that you may not use his silence as the basis for sope

;.nfc1~ ence that ke is hiding scmething, or guilty of somethint:
can you follow that rule and put ausy frem your mind the fack

that he was silent, in Judging his gullt or innccence based

PS8

on what evidence there i1g?
A Yes.
Q Then you szay you would be able to follow that instruce

tlen, as I have deseribed 1%, and not be influenced by his
silence to any extent?

Yes.

Do ycu have a fanily physician, Mr. Nicholsgn?

Yes, sir.

A

Q

A

Qg :+ Is he a medical decctor?
A

Q Do you knew what a doctor of ostecpathy is?
A I have a yague idea
Q Do you make any Glstinctlon between the two as far as
being doctors iz concerned?

A No. ' ,f'
Q@  If the Court tells you that a doctor of osteopathy an@
a ﬁedical deector are in the view of the law, co-eguals in QE
professional st:.jii 3, by definition, would yocu accept tLht'

i

instruction and regard then as such? DN, 0
A Yes. : \

Q Sc that if ycu heard an opinion on the one hand fron

o

(l
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a medical doctor, contradicted by an opinion on the other

hand from a docfer of osteopathy, I take it you uculd not

be ineclined to give less

seight to the doctor of osteopath

Just because he follousd that profession instead of being
& medical doctor?

A No.’
Q Before, when you were asked by Mr. Corrigen whethe:
or not you weuld be inclined to give greater weight to the

testimony of a police officer

believe you hecitated slizghtly to think about the matter.
A Yes, sir.
Q If the Court insiructs ycu that every witness who

takes-the witness stand, no matter what his uniform, his
station in life, cducation or positiocn, must start even,

as far as you, the Judge of his credibility, is consldere

cred
can you follew that instruetion?
A Yes.
Q Mr. Nicholson, if there should in the course t‘iS

trial cccur scme testimony or eveat which would recall:to
your mind information abcut the defendant which never
appears in the evidenece, but which you remembered having

getten fron scme other scurce, cculd you if so instructed

by the Court,; as you will be, put that Informaticn totally

out of yocur mind in ccnsidering his guilt or innccence, anT

restrict your censideraticn to only the evidence that is

a
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uey by Judge Talty in this trisl?

) ~Now, I talc it oot ycu lezrned scomewhere along the
line that there had been an criginsl trizl resuliing in =z
Jury verdict o guilty?

A Right.

Q@ . And there has been numercus subsequent appeals?

A ' Yes.

Q And eventually the order of & higher court set aside
the finding and judgment of gulliy as defective?

A ! Yes.

Q ~ You will be instructed that if you have knouwledze o

Fy

these events, the entire nroceeding frem the time the firsy

(‘

trial started until the time this triel started, is meaning-

less, legally meaningless on the issue of guilt or innoccendge

- -G
R - |

P

and that Docter Sheppard is in the same positicn today that

he was in 1854 ulien the original trial started, and you ar

]

to draw absolutely no inference from what some other jury

may have done in the defective proceeding, 1T you are glvey

that instruction, will you be able to put totally fron ycﬁﬁ\

mind the significance if indeed any there is, of the fact
of an earliiler trial with conviction and subsequent veiding
of that conviction?

A Yes.

Q So that ag you rerord Doctor Sheppard sitiin
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today in this witncss stand, I an sorry, in this defendant!
chair, you are able to af
innccence that you would glive hin

a first trial, is that correct?

A

VikvaiC oo

crd him the sanc presumption of

if there never had bLeen

Yes.,

MR. BATILEY: Pass the Juror

lMr. Nicholson,

uwould ycu be gecd enough, sir, to take the

first chair next to lir. Lindblom, the man

sitting con your right there, Mr. Lindblom.
I think we are beyond ordinary

recess time, gentlenen.

ILadies and gentlemen; in the back
of the rocm, you nay leave if you wish nou
while awaiting the arrival of the prospective
panegl.

You may be at ease, ladles and gentlemen,
and vigit a:cng yourselves uhile awaiting the

arrival of the other prospective members of the

‘ Jury.

(Trereupecn the balance of the prospectlve members

of the jury pancl uas brougzht into the courtrocm.)

=
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THE COURD: Thank you, gentlemen.
adies and seontle

ies and gentlemen of the prose pcc tive
panel, we have reached the point where we should
have cur afternccn rgecess

Thile you are auay on your afterncon
recess, you shall bear in nind the instructions
given you con cach ceccasion uhen ycu have gone
£rom this ccuritrconm.

You ghall not discuss this case or
what 1ittle ycu have heard of 1t awmcngst your-
selves.

You shall nct permit anyone else to
discuss it with you, nor ahall you perpiit your-
selves to overhear anything that relates to this

case by ocny means or nedia of cemmunication.
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