
IN THE CONSTITUTIONAL COURT OF SOUTH AFRICA 

 

Case No: CCT 56/05 

 

In the matter between: 

 

SIMON PROPHET             Applicant 

 

and 

 

NATIONAL DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS     Respondent 

 

In Re:  

ERF 14241, CAPE TOWN, SITUATE AT 

54 BALFOUR STREET, WOODSTOCK 

 

 

 

AFFIDAVIT 

 

 

 

I, the undersigned, 

 

CASPER HENDERIK VENTER 

 

do hereby make oath and say the following: 

 



1. I am an adult male forensic analyst in the South African Police Service and 

am stationed at the Forensic Science Laboratory. 

2. The facts deposed to herein are true and correct and within my personal 

knowledge unless I state to the contrary or the context indicates otherwise. 

3. I am deposing to this affidavit in answer to the affidavit of Michael Alan 

Smith (‘Smith’) dated 26 January 2006 and filed on 6 March 2006 

(‘Smith’s affidavit’).  When doing so, where necessary I shall refer to my 

earlier substantive affidavit in the preservation application (Annexure ‘JS3’ 

to the affidavit of Captain Johan Smit (record vol. 1 pp. 27-32), which was 

incorporated by reference in the forfeiture application (Mopp record vol. 2 

p. 95 para 5)), as well as to two of my subsequent affidavits in the forfeiture 

application (record vol. 2 pp. 140-146 and vol. 5 pp. 369-383). 

4. I hold the rank of superintendent in the SAPS and am currently in charge of 

the SAPS’ illegal drugs analysis training programmes.  As explained in my 

earlier affidavits I am an expert analytical chemist and a specialist in the 

operations and detection of clandestine laboratories, i.e. facilities for 

manufacturing illegal drugs.  In summary, my expertise derives from: my 

formal academic training (a National Diploma in Analytical Chemistry and 

a National Higher Diploma in Chemistry, both from the Pretoria 

Technikon); my sixteen years’ experience in chemical analyses as a 
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member of the staff of the SAPS Forensic Science Laboratory during which 

I have analysed samples for the presence of controlled or illegal substances 

in more than 5 600 cases; my completion of eight national and four 

international proficiency tests relating to controlled or illegal substances; 

my membership of the international Association of Clandestine Laboratory 

Investigating Chemists (‘CLIC’) since 1998 and my active participation in 

its activities; and my attendance at a number of specialist courses on the 

operation and detection of clandestine laboratories.  With specific reference 

to methamphetamine, I should add that in the period since I made my 

earlier affidavits I have attended a course in the USA on methamphetamine 

synthesis (manufacture), the detection of clandestine laboratories 

synthesizing methamphetamine and the analysis of chemicals found in such 

laboratories. 

5. There are at least 10 different methods or ‘recipes’ for synthesizing 

methamphetamine.  There are also variations within these different 

methods.  While following a general method, it is thus possible to use 

different precursors (a precursor is the starting material in a chemical 

reaction), different reagents (a reagent is the chemical substance used to 

cause a chemical reaction) or different solvents (in this context a solvent is 

usually the liquid used to dissolve a reagent or precursor).  Provided that a 

valid recipe and the essential ingredients and laboratory equipment are 
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used, the end result will be the same – that is, methamphetamine.  I refer in 

this regard to annexure ‘CHV1’ hereto, an extract from volume 1 of ‘A 

Review of the Syntheses and Analyses of Phenyl-2-propanone, 

Amphetamine and Methamphetamine’, which is a collection of articles 

prepared for the CLIC by M F Kalchik and R A Ely, two American forensic 

scientists. 

6. It is possible to manufacture methamphetamine using 1-phenyl-2-

propanone (phenylacetone) as the precursor.  Once the 1-phenyl-2-

propanone has been synthesized, various methods and chemical substances 

can be used to yield the end product (methamphetamine). 

7. In my opinion, based on the chemicals, the chemical apparatus and the 

hand-written note detailing the process to remove impurities from 1-

phenyl-2-propanone (as to which see record vol. 1 pp. 57-61), which I 

found in respondent’s home, when the Respondent was interrupted by the 

arrival of the police he was busy manufacturing methamphetamine using 

the following process: 

7.1. The Respondent had synthesized 1-phenyl-2-propanone using 

phenylacetic acid and acetic anhydride, in the presence of pyridine 

(the Dakin and West reaction).  I refer in this regard to, amongst 

others, the part of my first affidavit in record vol. 1 p. 30 lines 8 to 
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27.  The Dakin and West reaction is explained in annexure ‘CHV2’ 

hereto, which is an extract from an article by J A King and 

F H McMillan entitled ‘The Decarboxylative Acylation of Arylacetic 

Acids’ published in the Journal of the American Chemical Society, 

vol. 73, 1951, p. 4911.  This annexure also includes a summary by 

R A Ely of the Dakin and West reaction described in that article. 

7.2. The Respondent was about to start purifying the 1-phenyl-2-

propanone using benzene and diluted sodium hydroxide.  See record 

vol. 1 p. 30 lines 28 to 30. 

7.3. Having done so, the Respondent would then combine the 1-phenyl-

2-propanone and methylamine and condense them in the presence of 

formic acid, to yield N-formylmethamphetamine (the Leuckart 

reaction).  See record vol. 1 p. 31 line 3 and, as to the Leuckart 

reaction, record vol. 5 p. 373 para 10.2 and p. 381 para 30.  The 

Leuckart reaction is explained in annexure ‘CHV3’ hereto, which is 

an extract from an article by F S Crossley and M L Moore entitled 

‘Studies on the Leuckart Reaction’ published in the Journal of 

Organic Chemistry, vol. 9, 1944, p. 529. This annexure also includes 

a summary by R A Ely of the Leuckart reaction described in that 

article. 
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7.4. Finally, he would reflux the N-formylmethamphetamine with a 

diluted acid.  Reflux means mixing reagents with a solvent in a 

specialized chemical flask, boiling the solvent mix and condensing 

the vapours into a liquid, which then falls back into the flask.  This 

process converts the N-formylmethamphetamine into 

methamphetamine.  See record vol. 1 p. 31 lines 4 to 11. 

8. The substances, apparatus and specialized glassware required for the 

completion of the process of synthesizing methamphetamine (using the 

Leuckart reaction) were found in the Respondent’s house. 

9. The method referred to in Smith’s affidavit in the part of para 3 which starts 

with the sentence beginning ‘Instead, they can be combined …’ and ends at 

the bottom of the first page, is known as the amalgam reaction.  It is an 

alternative method for synthesizing methamphetamine using 1-phenyl-2-

propanone as a precursor.  It is however not the method that was being used 

by the Respondent on the day in question, and I never suggested that it was. 

10. It appears that in the past (but not on the day in question) the Respondent 

may have experimented with the amalgam reaction as a method of 

synthesizing methamphetamine.  I say this because a hand-written note 

detailing the ingredients necessary for the amalgam reaction was found 

amongst the literature seized from the Respondent.  A copy of this note was 
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annexed to my replying affidavit (record vol. 5 pp 389 and 389A; as to 

which see also record vol. 2 p. 144 para 8.6, vol. 3 pp. 219 to 220 para 91 

and vol. 5 p. 381 para 31). 

11. As the article quoted by Smith as a reference actually describes both the 

Leuckart reaction and the amalgam reaction, I am surprised at his apparent 

confusion of the method used by the Respondent on the day in question (the 

Leuckart reaction) with the alternative he describes (the amalgam reaction).  

I annex as annexure ‘CHV4’ an extract of a copy of this article, which is 

article by A M A Verweij entitled ‘Impurities in Illicit Drug Preparations: 

Amphetamine and Methamphetamine’ published in the Forensic Science 

Review, 1989, vol. 1, no. 1.  The article describes the amalgam reaction in 

para III.A and the Leuckart reaction in para III.B. 

12. Against this background, I shall now deal as briefly as possible with the 

relevant allegations in Smith’s affidavit. 

13. Ad para 3 thereof: 

13.1. I deny that my earlier affidavits contain an oversimplification.  My 

second and later affidavits are based on my first affidavit, in which I 

gave a summary of all the remaining steps in the process being 

followed by the Respondent.  I refer to the references to my first 

affidavit in paras 7.2 to 7.4 above. 
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13.2. I agree that it is not possible to synthesize methamphetamine simply 

by combining 1-phenyl-2-propanone and methylamine.  I refer to 

paras 7.3 and 7.4 above. 

13.3. As explained, the part of this paragraph which starts with the 

sentence beginning ‘Instead, they can be combined …’ and ends at 

the bottom of the first page of Smith’s affidavit, relate to the 

amalgam reaction not the Leuckart reaction.  This part is inapposite 

because the Respondent was going to complete the production of 

methamphetamine using the Leuckart reaction not the amalgam 

reaction. 

13.4. As to the remainder of this paragraph (i.e. the part on the second 

page of Smith’s affidavit), I agree that it is not essential for the 

synthesizing process that the methylamine solution be chilled.  

However, as methylamine is a highly toxic gas, chilling a solution of 

methylamine greatly reduces the toxic hazard when handling it.  In 

addition, a chilled methylamine solution provides a higher yield of 

methamphetamine than one at room temperature.  Though chilling it 

delays the heating process slightly, it prevents the methylamine from 

evaporating prematurely. 
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14. Ad para 4 thereof: 

In my replying affidavit I corrected my erroneous translation of 

‘natriumhidroksied’ as potassium hydroxide instead of sodium hydroxide.  

See vol. 5 p. 373 para 9.3 and p. 381 para 29; compare record vol. 2 p. 143 

paras 8.3 and 8.3.1 (incorrect) with record vol. 1 p. 30 para 6.1 (correct). 

 

 

___________________________ 

   CASPER HENDRIK VENTER 

 
 
I certify that on the     day of March 2006 at the address given below the deponent 
signed the affidavit in my presence and declared that he: 

(a) knows and understand the contents thereof; 
(b) has no objection to taking this oath; 
(c) considers the oath binding on his conscience, 

and uttered the words ‘I swear that the contents of this affidavit are true and 
correct, so help me God’. 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Commissioner of Oaths 
Ex officio: 
Full names: 
Address: 
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