COUNCIL OF EUROPE

EUROPEAN COMMISSION OF HUMAN RIGHTS

'DECISION OF THE COMMISSION

AS TO THE ADMISSIBILITY

of Application No. 9350/65
by H c X
against Norway

The Eurcopean Commission of Human Rights sitting.in private
on 6th February, 1968, under the presidency of Mr. M. SOREWSEN,
and the following members being present°

M, C. Th. EUSTATHIADES
S . PETREN '
P, CASTBERG
. WELTER
T. BALTA
F.0. DELAHAYE
T.B. LINDAL
L. BUSUTTTIIL

Mr. A.B. McNULTY, Secretary to the Oommiﬁsion
Having regard to the Appliceotion lodged on-22nd May, 1965
by H C K against lMorway and registered on

1 th July, 1965, under file No. 2550/65;

Having regard to the report provided for in Rule 45,
paragraph 1, of the Eules of Procedure of the Commissions

Having deliberated,
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06.2/31 -
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THE PACTS

Wherees the {acts ag presented by the Lpplicant and appearing
Trom the documents submitted by him may be summerised as follovs:

"he Applicant is a Norwogian citizen, born in 19090,

1. He states that in the ycars 19%1 - 1939 he was the hesad
of tvo Iirus call=d "Carr's School of Languages" and
'Harold Carr & Co., Travel Agency".

Ag a result of the outhresk of the war he had to
interrunt the activities ol his tuo companies. In fay, 1945,
he re-ozecuned tue [irm "Carr's 3chool of Lan-uages” and
mans-cd, in a short time, to make 1t a very prosperous
entersrise. lle also re-organised his sccond firam "Harold
Carr & Co., Travel Agency".

In becember, 1945, he was arrested in a brutal mac.er
by & ¢ wclice and inform2d chat he vas charged with haviug
used Lalse licence plates on nis car. lthough he denioc
that a¢ vas 2uiliy of ny olfence, he was detained for
severa) nmonths, and i . a7 nublicly cnaounced LFhat he had
been arresced ard wvas to be mentally exesined., This hed a
fatal olfect on his business. ‘‘hen he wag finally rclecsced
1n the spring of 1946, his business vas rvined anc he had
to leave Uslo. In his opinion 1is . rrest and detention vere
acts of nersecution bv his enexies ond were nerely alumed av
cavsing hia dan: ge.

Although he had »een completesly acquibtted in resmect of
the charge of usiug false number plates, the Norweglan authorities
refused to rive him m vy compeasation for the dowerge he had
suffercd. In 1948, the Supreie Court rejected nis reguess
for commensation on the grount the’, desvpite his acauit.al,
it hed not been established that Le wzs unot suilty. In view
ol tuns reasonins, he asked for 1 Ju'icial exominaficn o Lius
guilt but received wno replv.

YA
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2. n June, 1946, he becaac the ovner of a grocery at a
s

e tl place nemed filtvet., After some months profitable
budiness,  he noticed that he vag ogain being scubject to
persecusion and he then fceided o transfer his property

at ['iltvet including the builéivs ~here "Bhe grocery was
situated and vhere he =lso iived vith his family to Mrs.

i 5 , Then nis wife (later they were divorced). In
epite of this transfer of'uTO' ertw, the nersecution
conginued and resulted on lat varss, 1948, - in the opeuiung

ol qat“U toy vroceedines apninst the vpnllcnnf' wife.

The fwcision given by the compotcat Court (Skifserett) in
this Tagpect vas upheld on ~nuesl by the Supreme Court
Wﬁyo-'w. tis Wjaerenalsutvalg) on 14tk Ausust, 1943, As

a resuls Jhvg, K vas denrived of ﬁvcvertv of considergbie
value, ot not to the benefit of ner leiriul creditors;
according *o the Applicent the >roceeds were divided among
the persors who were responsible for ihe mersccubion aoaine
the Applicrat., Finslly, in Jebruary, 1954, the \pplWCJﬁu‘s
wife ane By osmall childron were ordercel to leave their
home +~ua h2s to seek temporary accommodation with a
relative in 9slo. -

t

The Apilicant's wife also tried, in 1950, to obtain a
court examiisiion of the nlroun“tﬁnces vvhich were the
bacizgromd ¢’ the bankruntry9 but thisz vas refused. She
requested, o.so without shecess, Shat criminel proceedings
should be 1.:t7tuubd araingt certain persors responsible
for the act ; & eafainct her. Inm 1050, she frrther asked
the iinlstr of Juatlce itor leral assigtance ih connection

L

| .
with hecr dﬁ"wmntw to recover the oronerty bul her apHhlication
vas Cismiss 4.

_ Beeaus: of the allﬁgﬁtions nade in this context by the
Applicant ¢ his wife in a »nevition of 9tk Lay, 1080, for
Jud101 al 1ku5uk-etlon oi she charges, criminal proceedings
for Tolge =enration wers inctitnted apenest both of ther.
On 20%h Jduve, 2952, :fre. K than challenged the coupetent
Public PPO&DCﬂu”T ané t-e Atlorunev-General ~nd requected

the nouination of an athorney-gencral ad.hoc in oxder to deal
wvith the csse, This request —as rejected vy Hhe Tinistry
of Jurtice o 27th lebruary, 1953.

Cun 12%th tley, 1953, ilrs. X submitted to rorliament

a request i ocriminal proccedings chould be ivstitated
acaicgt ihree taubers of the Juprece Court who had been
dealing wii. the bankruntcy sate, as well as ‘aoelnst the

11istEr of Iusfice tho had refused te give her legal
auuimtance ol g ahpoin[ an attorncv—reneralﬁ~ On. 2nd
July, 1955, =hie request was rejecved by a parlianmentary
decisicn oiter fThe Ministry of. Justice had stated its

coninior in & ~¢oort ol 13th June, 1953, /

(D
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Re) Is 1954, the Applicunt lad saved ~ufficient monsy Ho

r ig tiw to bhuy a house irn Oelo on 22nd April, 1954,

Tiiz previceos owner of the house was an old lady, I'rs,

G I , whoge children weve ompoged Lo the sale

aded rith the Anplicont and ‘o, t.erzfcrs, ulished fo

have, the snle annulled. For thiz purpose, they managed 4o

~obtain, on 9th October, 1954, a court dPClS‘On ﬂj WhTCh their

aothe wog placed unrer gunrdionsiiin, . The pusrdian, the

heac ol the trice. Conwrel aubhority, 'ir. 1fonn, vho wag.

apcointel, . informed the Police $ank sne Applicant had delrauded

thc old Wﬂéy of uoney andé, as a resulib of this false
ccusgtion, the apnlicant was arrested on 1éth October, 1954

.and cetained on Twﬁﬁﬂd untll 2040 viarch, 1955, kis wile,, a:

chiidron were evicted and his wroverty Urm.“COﬁIlSCHLCQ”.

In the precs, inforuction aboub him was sublished in &

consmicuous manncer =nd he was described as an unscrunilous

swindle:z

et

a

Subsequently, both crimin=l zud civil proceedings
vere held sgainst the Jpplicant hecouse of thege transections
with I'rs. G H on 30%th March, 1955,

(b) - After 5 1/2 months debtention, the Applicant was

releasec, He states that the charge of fraud rad been
abandoned, On the other ha“d, he =;as put on trial, for
atteriptes of resisting arrest and for an offence under
&rtwcTes 270 and 271 of the TJenctl Code, Although

he pleaded not fuillity and conld. invoke iuportant Lacts in

nis favour,, ne was convitbed on 1litn Uctober, 1955, by whe
Osle Ciby Court and seuntenced to five years and six months
inprisonment, and subscquenti prover s lve measnres according
to Article 39, No. 1, varas. & - 4 ol the Fenal Code for a
neriod of Ffive years, He awreclcd and at the revw trial hefore -
the ddelvating slegional Ccurt (Jagﬁmﬁnnar@tr) tiie conviction

was confiraed ond e wvas sentenced to 9 months :1priqonmeht on 23rd
Wovenber, 1955,and sudseguent WTCJ”“,IVQ neasures according

to Article 34, Mo, 1V, naras, a ~ L. The meriod of dete ation

on raaend was to oo deducited.  Vith regard to the prevenilve
neasuvres, the Court choerved bLu 5 wlrhouga it is the nor:el
practice {irst %o epnly the less severe neasures it would

now o justified to limit the ch01ce of the prosecution

authority by excluding para. I of Article 39, I'o. 1, which
provides for the poqsibility of preventive detention, dHe

poinds out tumat the judges vwho passed this sentence were the

sa:te ac had alreg?v hzen involved in thée previcus incidents
relerred to above unler 1 and 2.

(¢) A further appeal lodged by the Applicant was rejected .by the
Supreme Court on 19th Descembex, 1955, The Applicant immediately
lodged o petition for retrial (Cjsnopptagelscelbegjaeringen) with
regard to the conviction for the offence under Article 270/271 of
the Penal Coce, which, however wae rejoiehed by the degional Cours

and the Supreme Court on 29th Docenhe;, 1955, and 28th Januery,
1G6R4, ragneetivelvy.
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After the end of the Applicant's term of imprisonumont
the Public Procccuter's Office ordered his preventive
detention. On 20th August, 19%6, the Anylicant appealed to
the Hepicnal Corrt, alleging ti2t this measure was contrary
to the judgment which, in his owinilon, had provided ounly for
less severe measures. IHowever, the Presiding Judge decided
on 27th October, 1956, that the order for nreventive
detention was in Tact in accordance with the judgment and that
therefore no action wag called for., An apmeal azginst this

declslon was rejected by the Supreue Couru on 8th February, 1657.

On 16th July, 1957, the Apnlicant lodged a naw vnetition
for retrial which was rejected bot by the Regional Court and
by the & pealuComn1+uee o' the Suprene Court on 19%h August
and 4th October, 195 res“ﬁotlvolj The Applicant conp1a1ns
that the presiding gudgc cf the P@glonql Court had bheen
prevenied from acting in the casc gince the Applicent had
brought arainest hinm and a number of other persons a private
criminal action nentionesd further helow bercanse of 24
previous activities in this case. e further commlains tiat
one judge particivating in the Svwreme Court decision vas
onc of - those against whon his wife had tried to bring an
actioun hbefore Parliament in 19%3. It empears that the
Applicent was detained for b years 'in preventive detention.

{d) In the meantime the guarcian of lirz, & 11 and
her children had brought asainst the .pplicant, on 4th
November, 1954, an sction for restitution of the gstate ac
well as a mortgage and a car. Tron their request the

Oslo City Court - Ju'ge Bretie ville - decided on 22nd Aprily
1955, that the claim concerning the 1ouse should e entered
in the Court reglstry to prevent further nrejudice for tae
plaintiifs., The Avnplicent wade a number of countarclaims and.
aleo noved for an intarlocuboery order a]lowmng irs., Kiser and
her chiWOfen to live in.one room of The honse concernad. On
7th July, 1955, this motion wee rejected by the OUsle City
Court - jv@ge Fatengen. In thae furvher course ofi the |
nroceeGings the ipplicant challenged this judge, but his
challenge waeg rejected on 8%h December9 1955.

Then the hearins for the Tinal decigion was [ixed ‘ac
renowed his challenpe and states that he would not reoognise
a decicion siven by TWdLe ﬂofenfen. =z stated thet he had
in the menntime: brought the orivate criminal action described
further below., The challenge was rejected on, 14th February,
1957, and on 2lst lebrusry, 1857, Jjudgment bv defanlt wes
given by Judge fistensen agalust the Lpplicant who was, a%
that time, hcld in prewen*lve detention,. /
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Subsequently tc fthe restitusion of bthe liouse to Irs,

1 , 1t was sold on Zlst llay, 1956, in a [lorced
2 and eacquired by her children for ithe amount of
, 000 Formiegian Crowns this anount veing according to
e Tezision of “the vriee control avthority the leral
aiimui price. On 1s% Yebruary, 1958, however, the chiléren
old The house to a Third warty for 90,000 Horweglan Crownms
Lher Te rice corntrol aunthority nad come to the
conclugion that the house was not covered by the price
regiulations,. The guarﬁlwnshl" over trs, Gt e
war Lifted on 14th fMovewber, 1957, and ‘she was subsequently
evicted. '

YL o VD QD
&

{c) In tho meantime, on 10th July (or June) 1955,

the Applicant had brought = privete criminal

actlon againet the resvonsible nevsous of two newsvopers
A ftenposten’ and "Verdens Gang’ because of allogedly
devuntory stabeJentu about his traasactions with ‘Irs.

G ul and the ensuing criminal proceedings.

On 25th Januayi 1756, he requested to ve granted free
legal aid eund stated that otaerwise he would withdraw his
action, ~ The regiest for free legal aid wes rejected by the
courts of gll three instances ard the City Court then ‘
terminated the proceedings in view of the Applicant's declaration
that he would withdraw the case if he should not be granted
free lagal aid. This decision was condirmed hy the Regional
Court but sct osile by the Sunreme Court on 21st Uarch, 1950,

The Applicmmt then extended his action to a number of
other =eorsors including the judges who nad zcted in his
cage &nd alleredly Vere ren soonsibie for Lhie press reporits.
On Qbh June, 1955, he 1odged it the Osle Criwminal Investigetion
Court (“orhﬁrsrebt) a request Tor a judicial investigation,
ané n Yrial of the case before the Regional Court instead
of the City Conrt but hid reguest was rejected on 29th June,
1956, by the Court on the gcround that the relcvant provislons
yere not ar?vlicable to vrivate c¢riwinal acticns but only fto
nublic "rosecution carem. The declsion was -confirmed unon
apwesl by. the fegional Court and by the Sunrene Court on
1st October and 5%h Hoveaher, 1956, respectively.

On 5th Iebruary, 1957, the Anx 11nnnu guhmitted Ho Gas

Citvy Court a “complaiut and indictmen (Stevning w/
Tiltelebeslutniﬁg§ against 28 PGFSOF% snong them his wife and
hie 3ist ras vell as judges, Leuvers,who hac aclted 1in Ghe
cape and of ficiaT doctors who had "vpressed opinions on his
mentrl stave, (n 2lst LPbTUarJ, 1957, the Court pregident

{(Tustiliarius) decided that Julge Gq?+unr Talr»leznd chould

e
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dz2al witl. the cassc, On the obther ond the anplicent stetes

that hisg 'ecomrnlaint and indictment® of 5%h Februsry , 19 J?g

\J

wes selized in Februiry or erch Ly the prison WGW]“WS+TFuLOﬁ -

he was tnon still in pvevcatJvc detention — ond on 15th May,

1957, he reghested the Citv Court to 1ift this scizure

This reguest vas recceived by t_e Oitv Court on 10th ay,

7““7, hut it is not clear hct nhhl stepq were taken in
e tt@r. The Applicaant stat

GQJCMleC nacouse no jucge wante tn deal wirch it, ‘Vhen
enqulr*ni in 1061, e wes bold OJ she Court Rezistrar thet
the netier had bean “dropped loaz oot but in opite of his
request, the Applicant 1Ld not reccive any written stoteucn
to thie efvect. '

' Dt
[T ] E.J
c""

+
7]

4.0 In 1962 two Italians whe hed worked for the Applicont

L - B Tooend G B - brought an action

agning . hlﬂ snd H, C K A/%, the corporetion set up
by h:z,cl ming that they bad not veen paid the wages due
to than Cn 1Ath lVay, 1963, the spplicant ond the

Corrorat iqv vere sentenced by ths Oslo City Court to

pay S0 the plaintiffs the amcunts claimed by then,

In July 1964 the Applicent wes deelored boﬂ*rupt and

the curotor bonis Joand in the proceFOqu The

judgnent concerning the obligztion to poy bhe Tages

was confinmred, upon anpeal. oy the Hegional Court on

5%l Deccuber, 1964, and by the Supreme Court on 5th llay,
1965. On 30%th June, 1965, the applicent lodged o petition
Zor rotrial and for & vrovisiodsl suspension of the force
{Hetholu ftcn) af dhe filudl o7 ~ext, 00 27 T3, 1005,
the rokionsl Jeourt decided not to sw~<-nﬂ the force of

the [inck Juﬂ"ment. Tnere is uo indicotion on the
furthc2 nrogress of the nproccelings quxfawaa the T
retiticn for retrial.

LIV

h2l the case weoe indelinitely
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5, On 9tk Deceuher, 1963, the fAppliconl requested {he
Oratirnon, “oth of the Ozslo Cluy COﬂrh rud ol the Sidsivabing
Ploricasl Couri o ztey 21l wroceedings mending beflore these

corrts to which ne was o

L
I?Tllsment on o petition which
1165,  In thet petition he hnd

on attorney-gcnerel =4 boc (Settoriksedvoket ) im0

rorty until

A

thee doeislion of

e nrd nade on 15th Movewmber,

r ot Torlianent 4n cppoint
was To feal

sIRlCEs

wirh the accvsations vndc by the Auplicent apainct various _ionbers
oi the judiciory.

Gz 18%h December, 1967, the Cheirmeor {Just 1#1ﬂv$uu) of
the Oslo City Couwrt replied th 7T ¢ gene -Ll stoy of all
rrocezrings Wwos N0T Do‘?ible and, thet che anpliceat would
nove bo weke apecieal ro~uests in reunecy of any pavticular
cese which he vould wish to be stoyed. The President of

the Ancionel Coust

196%, in which he poi wcd oul t

elso gove 2 ucgetive riply on

17th Decenber,

heb the only cese pendiag at

thot time belorc ths Poziosnel Court wee the cone of B
cgeines K .

On, 1.9th October, 165, the Applicon: mede o sintler
request with regerd to o dx Ferenu cone pendlnb before ine
Regionel Courd to which he was o porty. He oted thot he
world iv mo circunitanc.s TeCOﬁﬁla» a @’Cl%“oﬂ OL the
kegionol Court. WVhen dnvitce hy the Zegionol Court to
statc in detall his ressons for this ch“llca;e,the anplicont
referrcd, on 9th Necenber, 1965, to hieg previous demend to
stey 21l proceedings beforﬁ the Covre,

6. Alter koving beca oo icted i1 1962 of nffences agninst

emte
")

the nrice regulstbtiong ond
imprisonment ¢ fine o7 ~
Applicont vns cghin indicted
and countys ot fraud snd tnx cvn
Septerber, 1953 "md Lth doril,
to deol \nth Liis cege w
hed alego siven a cec
cgeinst I . For
judze ane the Chalrmon
chollune to the Su
1964, throv the chiollenre
pointed out vhs v Judge
"ccused by ™ in hi

ool o

o
as

Tgion in
ki
ar

-

wes unl

Bret

k o privege

o

Tor

Jadge
tho
TEAINm

Teville

i

cod to 45 davs of
o~ gion crowns, the
aunber of similar offences
1ot July, 196G%, Gth
The jadge courctent
Tretteville who, in 1955,
nrze of G H

e Arplioent cuollenged

.
[

g1 on on
1048/

the

the Oslo City Court submitted the
vene oourt vaich

ezided on 25th.sebra ry,
Tho Supreme Court

not emong the jndges

gction nor had he

oundes .,

o

[ )
oriminci

ARy

derls wioh thaot criminel cotion,

o/



Un Sth dJuly,” 1964, the trisl ftook nlace a% the Oslo
City Court before Judpe Bretteville., DTwenty seven Fltnceses
were heard., The Applicant wes acquitted with the regnrd to
e charge of fraud but convicied of tax evasion #nd mo“t
counts concerning offences agrinst nprice regulations,

A new sentence, 1aclu”1nt the 1952 term of 4% days of
imprisonment, was Tixed and the Applicant was sentenced to
120 deys of imprisonment withoud “rooatlon. Upon the denand
of one of the pergons against whom the Applicsnt had
cormiitiel his offences, he'vas sonteuced to nay
dotin reg iy i oasiount of 1,500 IJrovms, the demand by bvo
Turi o pevsons were rejected, ‘ '

The Applicant's licence to exercisze the srofession of a
pﬁﬂ_)ef whiclhh he had bren grﬁquué by the Reglonal Court iu
14 althiough he had not passed the nrof8551onrl exanination
and Whlon had not been withicerm at the time of the 1962
conviction, wasg now withdrawn nermanentlv. The Applicant
was sentenced to pey the coste of the procecdings which
were fixed at an amount of 1,500 Growns and, in this reegnect,
the Court nointed cut that he el oontrlbutec con°1ﬂerpbly
t¢-the 1en0uh of the vnroceedings.

The Applicant requested o new trial by the Pegional
Court with regard %o the conviction for tax evasion in
accordance wikh the code af criginal T‘rcmef?vr-o which gives
the accused a right to requast such new trial with regard
to a oonv1ct10n for certain more serious offences.

T bh regard o the conviction for offences againat Jvlco
rowulﬁulonn, the fpplicent netitioned for leave “tao aoheal to
the Suprerne Court which, on 27th November, 1964, refused leave
to apreal but suspended the decision regerding the sentencs
impose@ ‘pecause of the new trial which was "Olng be held
on the count of tax evasion before the Roglqnal’OOhrt,

‘In the new proceedings before the original court, -the
Applicant chsllenged one o? the judges, Rr, uV@rdTUﬂ—Thy“°°OH_
whic, asg an official of fhe e Jus tice Depzrtment, had counier-
sigred in 1953 n'd@ClSlOH of the jndge ooncornlmg the
petition of Mrs. XN K for a prosecution of certain
Supreime Court. judges bLefore the High Court of State. ‘On
17th liovember, 1965, the Applicant extended his challengs to

e
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2ll nrofcegionsl }uﬂ¢eu of the Reminnal Conrt since thoy
were 2loner defendanits 1n the privete err ainal action
broaght by him in 1955 or at lcast colleasgues snd theralowc
clowcly connceted with the derfenfants. The Apnllcant AL50
el to his Spelicertion 5. Tore e Comalssion ond
regurited tirot no decisiown iues regard Lo she criminal

casc mending aﬂnﬁnq+ him should o tnken efore the decigion
of oz C‘omnlss1

Thoae 'n~hlenges as being ill-foundcd, n 23r" “ovenoer,
1965, judraent vas riven and bthe conviction ac to tex
evasion vop confirmed but Thu caount of tax irvolved was

acyy Found j0 be less thsen vrevionsly assumed., The

sentence imuosad by the Cltv Court was counfyr-rcd but,
heeatse of sie correcticn -with regerd to the amount

involved in ~he fax evasion, the Ap-licant was not senwencid
to e oony costs or the mApoesl proceedings.

On 22nd Joveaver, 1965, the Reglonal Court reiceted
0

7. After this d00131on, tho Anplicont fled the country ond

weinh te Sweden tut returncd LﬂOftiy teTore Christmas, 1965.

de sictes that ofter an exten.ive sgarch by members. of

'The Tvil Cirelen, “the ring of orimonals Who conurol

thz 1olice and conrts", he was arrested on 3rd .larch, 1967.

One vesk Wptcr oun 10%h Mereh, 19067, he was siven Torual

nehkica Lhet 2 new criminal -roscevtion for oflfarces aroirot
arice regulations was to he opened against hin, The coscone
nf Lhere new nroceedings is wmimerm.

8. Cn 1%%h Movemher, 1963, he & +~lied to r-rlismcab Jor

the apointument of arn nifgorney-gend orl ad hoc. This
meticlon vas referred to Lhe fovevnuent a-¢ it e 'JoctJod on
15th .y, 1864 by roval dccrce vhat nn lursher action snould
we o' o la tris res-ccet.

Om 10%h Julyv, 1964, +the Apnlicont regnested ¢ re~exanisotton
of i3 .etition and oiiz rejuest vas equnllv czferred Lo Loe
Government., On 15k June, 1963 1r: .Ap»licent subiicle] ©o

t

Parli.oent o pronoscl of tg ]a‘ cn spec -l voviers ”“T 5o Tirvegian
citinen, of c 7 "in which ae regrest~” b0 sct

wp o sseerl jadiziel uvat\@J imeluding & constitutioral

court, which wonld deal with all cases v vhich he vas

inveived, “he 1ndfoq were to be nppointed by the Apriteont
hiaoelf, 2 rireated this -prozoezl on 2nd September, 1455

but aAy.erently no Fnrther action was btaken. I+ seeuns that

he was informed thrt any Lorlicgentary Bill had to be gigned

by o :wember of Parliament a». ne ctates thet he has beon
unable "lo owtrin the sirnature of any such Member. '

o/
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0 The Applicent alleges a violavion of Articles 3, 5, 0,

7, 3, 10 and 13 of the Convention and Article 1 of the
Protocel and he reguests comnensation of 1 1/2 miilion pounds
steriing.

In particular, he invokes Articles 5, ovaragranh (5),
and 15 of the Convention.

(a) In respect of Article 5, narasranh (5), he maintaoins
that be is entitled To compensation zince his detention on
several occasions vas not laviul as required by friicle 5,
paragrarh (1) (c¢), of the Convention. The resl renson .for

his detention wes, in his orinion, the desirce to ruin nin.

(b} In reghect of Article 13 the Apnlicant states that he
has not wenagzed to cbiain any investigation by the Norwegian
authoritice of his allcgations. As prominent members of t4e
Judiciory are involved, he has cven been unahle to find =
lawyer to assist him. He has referred to a letter by which
Profegsor Bdvars lHambro advised him to meke contact witi who
Oglo _unicipel Burcau for frec legal aid, but he states

that e was informed by that office that they were in no
nogltion to act on his. behalf. lie also applied, apparsntly
however, without success to the German Bar Association
(Bundesrechtsanval tskarmer) in order to obtain the sssistance
of a German leawyer.

Thereas the Commission has examine¢ all the separate
complaints made by the Applicant; vheress certain of these
compleints appear to be insdmissible for various reasons, such
as incompatibility, ratione materise, ratione personge, non-
exhaustion of domestic remedies and non-observance of the
six months rule under Article 26 of the Convention

Uhereas, however, in any event, an exsminotion of the whole
case as it has been submitted, including an examination made
ex officio, does not disclose any appearance of a violation of
the richts ond freedoms set forth in the Convention and in perti-
cular the Articles invoked by the Applicant; whereas it follows that
the Applicsiion as a whole 1s menifestly ill-~founded within Ghe
reaning of Article 27, paragraph (2) of the Conventionj

Now therefore the Commission

DECLARES THIS APPLICATION INADMISSIBLE

Secretary to the Commission President of the Commission

(4,3, McNULTY) (11, SERENSEN)





