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As an experienced forensic expert and head of studies for over 200 traffic accident experts at the Graz 
University of Technology worldwide, I am accustomed to court decisions in traffic accidents being based 
on expert opinions from independent experts. These accident experts typically have completed 
specialized training at a university. I am familiar with this procedure from all civilized countries. I myself 
am the president of an organization with over 1,300 members that also provides ongoing information 
and training for these experts. The independence of these experts is one of the most important 
prerequisites for this established method. 
 
However, in the present case, based on the documents available to me, I have serious doubts as to 
whether this independence of the experts exists in Thailand. From these documents, I was able to 
deduce that, apparently, in selected cases like the present one. 
 
From the outset, traffic police officers, whose work includes the analysis of vehicle damage and the 
reconstruction of traffic accidents, estimated the Ferrari's speed at a maximum of 80 km/h. Their 
assessment was based on direct observation and professional expertise. However, just a few weeks 
later, the forensic department published a revised calculation suggesting a speed of 177 km/h. 
 
Years later, the same forensic officer testified again, this time reiterating that the actual speed had been 
only 79.22 km/h. 
 
One of the most important foundations in the preparation of such an expert opinion is the 
comprehensibility of the expert's statements. First, the basis used for the calculation and the findings 
must be described. The calculations that lead to the conclusions must then be disclosed. Contradictory 
results must be discussed by the expert. 
 
Such varying results with a range of more than 100% are unacceptable to me. Should they nevertheless 
be used, the fundamental principle "In dubio pro Reo" (presumption of innocence) should apply in this 
case and the lower speed should be applied in this instance. 
 

Graz, am 21. Nov. 2025 



 

 

In the present case, it appears that someone used this case to advance their careers instead of relying 
solely on objective facts. This is a serious matter. Not only have the facts been distorted, but public trust 
in the justice system has also been shaken. My concern is that if the core facts cannot be objectively 
established in such a high-profile case, future scientific findings—whether presented by Thai or 
international experts—could be just as easily dismissed simply because they do not align with the 
wishes of those in power. 
 
I appeal to Thai society to recognize that it is time to reform investigative evidence analysis and judicial 
procedures so that scientific findings are respected, independent experts have access, and decisions are 
always based on transparent and verifiable facts, not on shifting political currents or according to social 
trends  or reputational interests. True justice must never be based on emotions, resentment, or 
personal ambition. It must be something that every citizen can sincerely, consistently, and 
uncompromisingly trust. 
 


