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Application Form 
About this application form  
This form is a formal legal document and may affect your rights and obligations. Please follow the instructions given in the “Notes for filling in the application form”. Make sure you fill in all the fields applicable to your situation and provide all relevant documents.
Warning: If your application is incomplete, it will not be  accepted (see Rule 47 of the Rules of Court). Please note  in particular that Rule 47 § 2 (a) requires that a concise statement of facts, complaints and information about compliance with the admissibility criteria MUST be on the relevant parts of the application form itself. The completed form should enable the Court to determine the nature and scope of the application without recourse to any other submissions.
Please note that this form will work correctly only with Adobe Reader 9 Upwards (download available from www.adobe.com).  Please save a copy of this form locally before filling it in using Adobe Reader, then print it and post it to the Court.
Barcode label
If you have already received a sheet of barcode labels from the  European Court of Human Rights, please place one barcode label  in the box below. 
Reference number
If you already have a reference number from the Court in relation  to these complaints, please indicate it in the box below. 
A. The applicant
A. The applicant
A.1. Individual
A.1. The applicant individual
This section refers to applicants who are individual persons only.  If the applicant is an organisation, please go to section A.2.
1. Surname
2. First name(s)
5. Nationality
6. Address
7. Telephone (including international dialling code)
8. Email (if any)
e.g. 31/12/1960 
3. Date of birth
D        D        M       M        Y         Y          Y        Y
9. Sex
male 
female 
4. Place of birth
A.2. Organisation
A.2. The applicant organisation
This section should only be filled in where the applicant is a  company, NGO, association or other legal entity. In this case, please also fill in section D.1.
10. Name
11. Identification number (if any)
14. Registered address
15. Telephone (including international dialling code)
16. Email
12. Date of registration or incorporation (if any)
e.g. 27/09/2012 
D        D        M       M        Y         Y          Y        Y
13. Activity
B. State(s) against which the application is directed 
B. State(s) against which the application is directed
17. Tick the name(s) of the State(s) against which the application is directed.
ALB - Albania 
AND - Andorra 
ARM - Armenia
AUT - Austria
AZE - Azerbaijan
BEL - Belgium
BGR - Bulgaria
BIH - Bosnia and Herzegovina
CHE - Switzerland
CYP - Cyprus
CZE - Czech Republic
DEU - Germany
DNK - Denmark
ESP - Spain
EST - Estonia
FIN - Finland
FRA - France
GBR - United Kingdom
GEO - Georgia
GRC - Greece
HRV - Croatia
HUN - Hungary
IRL - Ireland
ISL - Iceland
ITA - Italy
LIE - Liechtenstein
LTU - Lithuania 
LUX - Luxembourg
LVA - Latvia
MCO - Monaco
MDA - Republic of Moldova
MKD - "The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia"
MLT - Malta
MNE - Montenegro
NLD - Netherlands
NOR - Norway
POL - Poland
PRT - Portugal
ROU - Romania
RUS - Russian Federation
SMR - San Marino
SRB - Serbia
SVK - Slovak Republic 
SVN - Slovenia
SWE - Sweden 
TUR - Turkey 
UKR - Ukraine
C. Representative(s) of the individual applicant 
C. Representative of the individual applicant
An individual applicant does not have to be represented by a lawyer at this stage. If the applicant is not represented please go to section E. Where the application is lodged on behalf of an individual applicant by a non-lawyer (e.g. a relative, friend or guardian), the non-lawyer must fill in section C.1; if it is lodged by a lawyer, the lawyer must fill in section C.2. In both situations section C.3 must be completed.
C.1. Non-lawyer
C.2. Non-lawyer
18. Capacity/relationship/function
19. Surname
20. First name(s)
21. Nationality
22. Address
23. Telephone (including international dialling code)
24. Fax
25. Email
C.2. Lawyer
C.2. Lawyer
26. Surname
27. First name(s)
28. Nationality
29. Address
30. Telephone (including international dialling code)
31. Fax
32. Email
C.3. Authority 
D.3. Authority
The applicant must authorise any representative to act on his or her behalf by signing the first box below; the designated representative must indicate his or her acceptance by signing the second box below.
I hereby authorise the person indicated above to represent me in the proceedings before the European Court of Human Rights concerning my application lodged under Article 34 of the Convention.
33. Signature of applicant
34. Date
e.g. 27/09/2015
D        D        M       M        Y         Y          Y        Y
I hereby agree to represent the applicant in the proceedings before the European Court of Human Rights concerning the application lodged under Article 34 of the Convention.
35. Signature of representative
36. Date
e.g. 27/09/2015
D        D        M       M        Y         Y          Y        Y
Electronic communication between the representative and the Court 
37. Email address for eComms account (if the representative already uses eComms, please provide the existing eComms account email address)
By completing this field you agree to using the eComms system.
D. Representative(s) of the applicant organisation
D. Representative(s) fo the applicant organisation
Where the applicant is an organisation, it must be represented before the Court by a person entitled to act on its behalf and in its name (e.g. a duly authorised director or official). The details of the representative must be set out in section D.1. If the representative instructs a lawyer to plead on behalf of the organisation, both D.2 and D.3 must be completed.
D.1. Organisation  official
D.1. Organisation official
38. Capacity/relationship/function (please provide proof)
39. Surname
40. First name(s)
41. Nationality
42. Address
43. Telephone (including international dialling code)
44. Fax
45. Email
D.2. Lawyer
D.2. Lawyer
46. Surname
47. First name(s)
48. Nationality
49. Address
50. Telephone (including international dialling code)
51. Fax
52. Email
D.3. Authority 
D.3. Authority
The representative of the applicant organisation must authorise any lawyer to act on its behalf by signing the first box below; the lawyer must indicate his or her acceptance by signing the second box below.
I hereby authorise the person indicated in section D.2 above to represent the organisation in the proceedings before the European Court of Human Rights concerning the application lodged under Article 34 of the Convention. 
53. Signature of organisation official
54. Date
e.g. 27/09/2015
D        D        M       M        Y         Y          Y        Y
I hereby agree to represent the organisation in the proceedings before the European Court of Human Rights concerning the application lodged under Article 34 of the Convention. 
55. Signature of lawyer
56. Date
e.g. 27/09/2015
D        D        M       M        Y         Y          Y        Y
Electronic communication between the representative and the Court
57. Email address for eComms account (if the representative already uses eComms, please provide the existing eComms account email address)
By completing this field you agree to using the eComms system.
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Subject matter of the application
Subject matter of the application
All the information concerning the facts, complaints and compliance with the requirements of exhaustion of domestic remedies and  the six-month time-limit laid down in Article 35 § 1 of the Convention must be set out in this part of the application form (sections  E, F and G). It is not acceptable to leave these sections blank or simply to refer to attached sheets. See Rule 47 § 2 and the Practice Direction on the Institution of proceedings as well as the “Notes for filling in the application form”.

E. Statement of the facts 
E. Statement of the facts
 58.
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Statement of the facts (continued) 
Statement of the facts (continued)
 59.
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Statement of the facts (continued) 
 60.
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F. Statement of alleged violation(s) of the Convention and/or Protocols and relevant arguments
f. Statement of alleged violation(s) of the Convention and/or Protocols and relevant arguments
 61. Article invoked
Explanation 
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Statement of alleged violation(s) of the Convention and/or Protocols and relevant arguments (continued) 
f. Statement of alleged violation(s) of the Convention and/or Protocols and relevant arguments (continuted)
 62. Article invoked
Explanation 
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G. Compliance with admisibility criteria laid down in Article 35 § 1 of the Convention 
G. Compliance with admisibility criteria laid down in Article 35 § 1 of the Convention
For each complaint, please confirm that you have used the available effective remedies in the country concerned, including appeals, and also indicate the date when the final decision at domestic level was delivered and received, to show that you have complied with the six-month time-limit.
 63. Complaint
Information about remedies used and the date of the final decision
64. Is or was there an appeal or remedy available to you which you have not used?
62. Is or was there an appeal or remedy available to you which you have not used?
Yes
No
65. If you answered Yes above, please state which appeal or remedy you have not used and explain why not
H. Information concerning other international proceedings (if any)
H. Information concerning other international proceedings (if any)
66. Have you raised any of these complaints in another procedure of international investigation or settlement?
64. Have you raised any of these complaints in another procedure of international investigation or settlement?
Yes 
No 
67. If you answered Yes above, please give a concise summary of the procedure (complaints submitted, name of the international body  and date and nature of any decisions given)
68. Do you (the applicant) currently have, or have you previously had, any other applications before  the Court?
66. Do you (the applicant) currently have, or have you previously had, any other applications before  the Court?
Yes 
No 
69. If you answered Yes above, please write the relevant application number(s) in the box below
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I. List of accompanying documents 
I. List of accompanying documents
You should enclose full and legible copies of all documents.  No documents will be returned to you. It is thus in your interests to submit copies, not originals.  You MUST:
- arrange the documents in order by date and by procedure;
- number the pages consecutively; and 
- NOT staple, bind or tape the documents.
70. In the box below, please list the documents in chronological order with a concise description. Indicate the page number at which each document may be found
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 24. 25.
p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. p. 
Any other comments 
Any other comments
Do you have any other comments about your application? 
71. Comments
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Declaration and signature 
Declaration and signature
I hereby declare that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the information I have given in the present application form is correct. 
72. Date
e.g. 27/09/2015
D        D        M       M        Y         Y          Y        Y
The applicant(s) or the applicant’s representative(s) must sign in the box below. 
73. Signature(s)             Applicant(s)              Representative(s)              - tick as appropriate
Confirmation of correspondent 
Confirmation of correspondent
If there is more than one applicant or more than one representative, please give the name and address of the one person with whom  the Court will correspond.  Where the applicant is represented, the Court will correspond only with the representative (lawyer or non-lawyer).
74. Name and address of             Applicant               Representative            - tick as appropriate
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The completed application form should be  signed and sent by post to:  
The Registrar
European Court of Human Rights
Council of Europe
67075 STRASBOURG CEDEX
FRANCE 
M
No
No_2
No_3
48 Applicant
49 Applicant
ENG - 2018/1||NIŻYŃSKI|PIOTR|1986-09-25|Warszawa|Polish|skrytka pocztowa 5202-775 Warszawa|+48 573-067-436|nizynski@sysplex.pl|M|||||||68719476736.00000000|||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||
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	44. Organisation Official fax: 
	45. Organisation Official email: 
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	48. Organisation Official nationality: 
	49. Organisation Official address: 
	50. Organisation Official telephone (including international dialling code): 
	51. Organisation Official fax: 
	52. Organisation Official email: 
	54. Date organisation official signed Authority: 
	56. Date lawyer signed Authority: 
	57. Applicant organisation  representative's email address for eComms: 
	58. Statement of the facts:       Police together with a public prosecutor decided to accuse me of "having caused a transport accident in which another person suffered from health disorder that lasted for longer than 7 days at had the form of break of both legs of E. Palak", that is, of a crime defined in Article 177 of the Polish Criminal Code. (No evidence whatsoever, not even circumstancial evidence or so-called "clues" or "traces", was provided to support this particular claim whole and the thesis was not substantiated by the prosecuting functionaries, which makes it a slander — no proof whatsoever demonstrated that anybody has for example seen such breaks on a radiograph — but this is not the strict matter of this complaint.) The date of the event is the anniversary of act on employees of courts and prosecutors' offices (Dz.U. 1998/162/1125).      The said decision to charge me and make me a suspect was issued on 18 December 2012, underwent acceptation by the public prosecutor and the proceeding had been going on until 9 January 2019 when a court of 2nd instance — as part of a special judicial proceeding defined mainly in articles 324, 354 and 380 of the Polish Criminal Procedure Code (CPC) — finally terminated it due to my alleged "unsound mind", though the said court ("Sąd Okręgowy w Warszawie") nevertheless stated that I had committed this reprehensible deed and ordered prohibition of driving vehicles of any type. It makes it a painful and inconvenient slunder, and an important problem, especially taking into account that in fact I haven't caused this deed or damage at all (which should have been assumed until the contrary has been demonstrated with evidence as impossible or extremely unlikely, which hasn't happened; see in particular Article 5 §1 of the Criminal Procedure Code of Poland, as well as views of the Polish Constitutional Court, to be mentioned later in this text).      As per the case law of the European Court of Human Rights (1982, Eckle v. Germany, § 73; 2007, O'Halloran & Francis v. UK [GC], § 35; 2010, Zaichenko v. Russia, §§ 41-43; Yankov et al. v. Bulgaria, § 23; Schmid-Laffer v. Switzerland, §§ 30-31) a suspect in a criminal proceeding fully deserves protection of Article 6. And I was one since 2012 until the final decision.      The problem with human rights is in the fact that in this particular proceeding against me which followed from the said charge and has lasted since 18 December 2012 up to 9 January 2019 (when it was finally terminated due to detecting "lack of a crime", following from the alleged unsoundness of my mind) I was DEPRIVED OF MY RIGHT DEFINED IN **ARTICLE 6 SECTION 3 POINT (d)** OF THE CONVENTION... (the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms): I was outright DENIED by the courts the possibility to examine witnesses of the accusation, such as these ones:- a policeman who was apparently "convinced" that I — as he initially said in his official note on the day of the accident — "likely" caused a break of a small ankle in 1 leg of the alleged victim; on that same day he also testified this, without any explanations as to the source of this claim;- a witness who said that he saw my car being drived carefully (not too fast) and that he saw attempts to brake;- 5 other witnesses who were not heared at all during the police phase of the proceeding, though their names and addresses were noted down.      Attached you can find my sample letter to the court in which I requested that I be allowed to hear these witnesses. The letter bears an official stamp of "Sąd Okręgowy w Warszawie" which confirms its being put on files.      Even as early as before the decision of the court of the 1st instance I requested that these witnesses be heared, namely: on page X of the files. I even included some quotes from the case law of the tribunal. I mentioned this particular rule of the Convention in both these pleadings.      The complaint to the court was filed solely by a public prosecutor taking care of this proceeding (Ms. Hanna Lawinson), not by Police. Before it was filed, I didn't know what they're up to (that they're going to request a permanent driving ban); at that time the declarations of the very prosecutor were phony, she said "*I* want to close this case, as soon as possible".      It is noteworthy that the whole eventual judicial proceeding VIOLATED the PROCEDURE (let me just mention articles of the CPC: Art. 5 §1, i.e. the necessity of proving guilt /in this case: with Art. 380, which makes it mutatis mutandis: no guilt here, only the so-called "accusability" of the deed [zarzucalność]/; Art. 8, which disallows "taking over" somebody else's views instead of doing court's own findings of fact directly in accessible sources of evidence; Art. 92 — which disallows making assumptions as to things which were not disclosed in the proceeding; Art. 332 §2 — which puts a burden on the prosecutor to provide his complaint with a justification enumerating the evidence on which it is grounded [nobody in the science of law or even in professional newspapers has ever denied the necessity to file such justification or has considered it correct to skip it, UNDER THE PRESENT POLISH LAW, though the law has gone through some changes in particular also in this point and there were times when the thing was not needed], in this case read together with Article 324 §1a which is about this particular judicial remedy that was sought by the prosecutor and which orders using the said Art. 332; also Art. 332 §1 point 2 which requires that the accusing functionary describe in detail what was the way the deed was
	59. Statement of the facts: perpetrated, through the knowledge of the concrete behaviour of the accused person: his movements or lacks of required movement — the prosecutor's complaint doesn't make it clear at all); at the same time the judge was seriously biased, in a pro-governmental / pro-Police manner, which can be demonstrated for example by the fact that he disregarded my own words & evidence provided by me, disregarded also the witness (R. Komorowski — name like that of the former Polish president) who said some words that opposed the claims of the prosecutor, and instead took over just the final conclusions (left completely unsubstantiated on files) of the policeman, expressed by him on the first day (formerly he even used the word "likely": that the woman "likely" suffered from break of one leg; however, note that there is nothing on files which is even close to attesting to the final verdict that I caused "break of BOTH legs"...). Such take-over of views of another person or institution is considered illegal in Poland in accordance with the principle of directness, as well as principle of material truth (well known in universities and in all books on the topic of criminal law), which oblige the courts to exhaust ways to know the truth and to search for and prefer direct evidence. Furthermore, thanks to Article 92 of the CPC, it was impossible in law to consider the words of the policeman "verified" (for example, by any action of him, like calling the hospital or visiting it), because such thing was not disclosed on files. Therefore the whole verdict was a total violation of law, despite numerous pleadings from me, which asked the court to take into account that the law doesn't allow sentencing me to prohibition of driving in this case.    On 5th anniv. of the charge (18.12.2017) the Pope signed a decree about heroic virtues of Stefan Wyszynski, a historic Primate of Poland (Russian 'wysze' = the opposite of 'nize', as in my name: it means higher/lower, like Ubermensch and "Untermensch"). Furthermore, the date of birth of the alleged victim as announced by the policeman in his note is a variation on my own date of birth: +6 years -6 months, so something basing on digits 66, like the number of satan 666).    The above mentioned problems only demonstrate the illegal politically-based grounds of these accusations, and further: these accusations were in fact PROVED (beyond reasonable doubt of any just person, through mathematical certainty) as false and fabricated in Section II of my pleading dated 13 Nov. 2018 — one, though, completely ignored by the court and left without any response as to the merits. The court most likely expected, and this is what indeed happens, that mass media will ignore his wrongdoing and will not raise political alerts to the public, which was in fact the case and which is also expected from the ECHR and former Chairman RaiMondi, due to its likely illegal cooperation with the Polish television and cooperation in causing torture, surveillance, screen capture, stalking, and so on (likely in exchange for unpaid personal taxes, which will be subject to journalists' scrutiny of my present Internet-press project, in Poland and in other countries).     The essence of my present complaint is that I have exhausted ways of judicial appeal allowed to normal people and that while the courts (Sąd Rejonowy dla Warszawy-Śródmieścia w Warszawie, Sąd Okręgowy w Warszawie) considered the case and decided the fate of the proceeding (during which I was still charged with causing the said car accident, as a criminal; the thing awaited the decision to discontinue the proceeding, but the charges in the meantime were still in force until that final decision was issued) I was not allowed to hear witnesses mentioned by the prosecutor, despite my repeated requests.      And yet I never officially accepted the findings of fact. It also deserves mention that e.g. the Polish Constitutional Court — whose domain of interest is partially coherent with that of the present European Court — has already stated that "The constitutional term 'penal responsibility' is taken broadly in the case law of the Constitutional Court and is not limited only to 'penal responsibility for a crime', but it generally refers to any sort of responsibility of a penal type. Such interpretation performs, first of all, a guarantee function, allowing for providing individual with an appropriate level of protection". (sentence SK 59/13 of the Constitutional Court of Poland, 28.10.2015; published e.g. in OTK-ZU 10A/2015, pos. 162, also officially on https://ipo.trybunal.gov.pl/ipo/view/sprawa.xhtml?&pokaz=dokumenty&sygnatura=SK%2059/13)      Slightly earlier in the same verdict it was said "In light of the principle of rule of law, former establishment of guilt _or_an_appropriate_surrogate_thereof_,_subject_to_the_particular_type_of_the_proceeding_(the_accusability)_, appears as the necessary condition of subjecting an individual to responsibility of penal (repressive) type. In this case the said principle should be understood as one disallowing subjecting an individual to repression if s/he, first, has not caused caused the criminal deed, second, s/he cannot be assigned the guilt of having caused it or, in broader terms, the legal reprehensibility of his/her conduct".      It is clear from these excerpts that the Constitutional Court of Poland, for example, understands "penal responsibility", which is discussed in the Polish constitution, broadly and does not limit the meaning of this term to "crimes" sensu stricto as per the Polish Penal Code, i.e., excluding and discriminating the mentally ill from these protective regulations which refer to this penal responsibility.      It would be obviously a big shame if the European Tribunal took the opposite stance and if it invented that, because I didn't commit a crime sensu stricto (due to "mental illness") and did not undergo a trial about a crime, I was in fact not protected by the Convention. There is no doubt that the principle of fair trial in the penal limb should refer to all sorts of repressive responsibility before the state, especially when the lack of a crime is yet to be determined by courts of both instances (while having been initially assumed). The right to defend oneself is very explicit in such cases. The victory in the
	60. Statement of the facts: field of lack of a crime but instead failure in the field of protective countermeasures (Pol. "środki zabezpieczające" — such as, for instance, prohibition of driving) is certainly only a partial success. A defendant who is still charged with a crime by the public prosecutor (now seeking help of the court) has the right to fight for full success and full victory before the court and that right must not be crossed out or precluded only because the public prosecutor decided to use the judicial way provided for by Article 324 of the CPC. Otherwise the right from the Convention would simply be uneffective and subject to arbitrary discrimination (possibly due to fiscal reasons, as is presently widespread in courts). The charge as to a crime continued since 18.12.2012 and I've been opposing theses about my illness in the files. So my "crime" was at question.      MY REQUEST TO LET ME EXAMINE WITNESSES WAS COMPLETELY NEGLECTED, it was left completely without any comments (just like all other polemics, without exceptions), the judges decided on the fate of the case and the whole proceeding on hearings which were not normal oral hearings, but instead another type of a hearing, a simplified type, was organised and planned from the first day (as proved by decrees of the judge of 1st instance to the secretariat of the court of 1st instance). This type of hearing (called "posiedzenie") is almost unregulated by law and therefore judges for example cannot do things suggested by defenders (see Article 7 of the Polish Constitution: "Public authorities act on grounds of law and within law only"); what is provided for by law, in such cases where a judge chooses this way (as per Article 354 of the CPC), is just hearing of expert witnesses as to the health of the accused. There is no hearing of witnesses, there is no examination of material evidence, of videotapes or whatsoever, as there is no "oral hearing" (Polish: "rozprawa"). Article 354 point 2 of the CPC says that this mode of the proceeding shall be chosen only when the fact that the accused committed the deed "does not inspire any doubts". Normally, however, oral hearing should be organised in order to determine the truth of the accusation (in accordance with the so-called complaint rule). It is obvious that the court must do findings of fact as to whether the deed was perpetrated at all, and if it wasn't, it cannot sentence even to these protective measures but must return the case to the prosecutor (or discontinue it due to fatal errors in the complaint, as provided for by law), see Art. 324 §2 of the Polish CPC. According to the case law of the Polish Supreme Court, this super-short path, with simplified hearing ("posiedzenie"), MUST NOT BE TAKEN IF THERE EXISTS A CONTROVERSY AS TO THE FACTS BETWEEN THE PARTIES (see e.g. decision of the Supreme Court of 9 July 2008, IV KK 149/08, published officially in: OSNwSK 2008, pos. 1419, this quote begins with "Przekonanie sądu o wiarygodności jednych dowodów i niewiarygodności innych" — a lot of such case law of lower courts, citing this, can be found on Google); English version: "the conviction of a court as to credibility of one proofs and incredibility of other ones remains under protection of [i.e., in accordance with] Art. 7 CPC, if only: 1) is preceded with disclosing _during_the_main_oral_hearing_ [Pol.: 'w toku rozprawy głównej'] the entirety of the circumstances of the case; [...]". Of course it was spotted in a pleading to the court of 2nd instance, but the court silently neglected this case law (in spite of case law of Sąd Okręgowy w Warszawie: IX Kz 1761/14 and X Kz 605/19, with me as the prosecutor, where judges said that there is well-established case law that discontinuation of a proceeding due to "lack of a crime" is not permitted when there is controversy as to the factual grounds of such decision; it appears that courts normally don't do such things as in this one case, but I keep being victim of discrimination and of exceptional, illegal treatment due to fiscal pressure induced likely by the papacy — of course no honest tribunal could view such reasons as crucial in sentencing anybody to anything, as we all understand; justice is about the rule of law and in particular about human rights, and not about giving pleasure to a pope).                           SUBSEQUENT IMPORTANT DAYS & EVENTS IN THE PROCEEDING THIS CASE IS ABOUT:- 18. December 2012: accident, detention, initial official note of a policeman (Jacek Grobarczyk) — that breaking of an ankle of a leg is "likely" — and his further testimony- 19. December 2012: decision on charges signed by the Police, states breakage of both legs (no evidence or even source of evidence can be found on files or identified, leaving it unclear; violation of Art. 92 of CPC as well as of the right to defense)- 30. May 2018: the case got submitted to a court (Sąd Rejonowy dla Warszawy-Śródmieścia) by prosecutor Hanna Lawinson who took use of Article 324 of the CPC; the state of evidence was completely unchanged since 19 December 2012, as to the merits (for example, as to the alleged health disorder, but also as to the identity of the driver at the moment of crash). The investigation was very prolix and I wasn't searched for well despite having Internet link in my name.- 8. June 2018: the court returned files and requested supplements to the complaint, which it considered as having formal defects; after that, 7-day statutory term for submitting a supplement was illegally exceeded by the public prosecutor, as per the law such things result in his complaint being ineffectual and the case being discontinued forever (unless a request for "prolongation of term", i.e., "przywrócenie terminu", is filed). It is disputed whether a new case is possible and when.- 28. June 2018: the prosecutor submitted his complaint and supplement. New case number II K 514/18 illegally imposed by the court /no such regulation exists, as there's no legal ground for treating the complaint as normal criminal complaint/- 23. October 2018: decision of the court of 1st instance imposes protective measure (prohibition of driving) on me as 'perpetrator' of the deed & falsely claims that the fact that I caused this exact damage to girl's health was 'beyond dispute'- 9. January 2019: the appeal court (Sąd Okręgowy w Warszawie) dismissed my appeal as to this decision, without any serious discussion of any of the numerous accusations brought before it. The court did not order examination of witnesses.
	61. Article invoked: Article 6 Section 3 point d)Article 6 Section 3 point b)Article 6 Section 1
	61. Explanation: My right to examine witnesses was ignored, not ensured and directly violated, despite my requests to have it respected and fulfilled and despite the fact that at that time I was a SUSPECT charged with criminal offense as per the decision dated 19/Dec/2012 (the fate whereof was yet to be determined by the courts) and that, at the time I issued these requests, the prosecutor was threatening my rights in court by seeking to have it adjudicate repressive responsibility in the form of permanent loss of right to drive vehicles (which can be called responsibility of penal or criminal type; no international law restricts the latter term), on grounds of Art. 93a, 177 and 178 of the Criminal Code.All the time I opposed the so-called "findings of fact" of state authorities.My possibility to prepare defence in this case, which I should have been provided with from the very beginning, i.e., since the accident and detention (both on 18. December 2012), was greatly diminished to the point where they were in fact crossed out and precluded — due to the fact that:  - no hearing of any source of evidence was organised and even no document from any "institutional source" of evidence (such as, for example, a hospital to which the "victim" was brought — the name of this hospital was, however, apparently well known to the policeman) was put on any record, either on files or even in any secret supplement to files (that is, in the supplement with addresses of participants), as demonstrated by my talk with court officials (because I managed to confirm that with 100% certainty there are no medical documents on files; the court staff talked with the secretariat about this at my request):https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=N9CYpYY5Ou0https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=O92Jhuv3wlUhttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XRtnSAuV9SgThe courts were seriously biased as described in the text. They ignored all defence statements and did not prepare justification of its decision that would fulfill the law, in particular, no discussion of evidence (that would argue with my submissions) was provided. Whereas, in fact, even the assumption that I was mentally ill was seriously challenged with my evidence from various trusted sources. Even the government appeared seriously biased, as demonstrated in the statement of 13 Nov. 2018.The decision (which is as of today final and in force, and Supreme Court access is barred to normal people) was so profoundly wrong that it violated most fundamental aspects of the procedural law in Poland, such as for example the Complaint Principle (the principle that the proceeding follows from, and is bound by, the complaint of the initiating party; it is, as is said in doctrine of law, by professors, "programmed" by this complaint to refer only to a particular topic, a particular violation of criminal law that the accused person is charged with). In this case there was no single evidence, not even circumstantial evidence or "clues", or "traces", as to "causing break of both legs". No evidence, either, stated that the health disorder lasted for longer than 7 days, which is crucial in this criminal paragraph. Only guesses were put on files, without appropriate documentary evidence as to any actions of verification. The only evidence about a possible health problem (which, contravening the complaint principle, was about damaging a part of just 1 leg) was most likely speculation, nothing evidenced that it was substantiated otherwise than through speculation. Even if it were substantiated by inquiries, it would be contrary to another fundamental principle: the principle of directness of evidence (ordering the preference of, and eagerness to receive, direct evidence; see also Article 8 of the Polish CPC), and was against the principle of material truth (obliging courts to exhaust ways to discover the truth, as professors say in handbooks of law), which I clearly stated in pleadings (with quotations from these professors and books) but which was completely ignored by the courts without any comments. Just like my explicit request to have the evidence from hospital brought on 
	62. Article invoked: Article 6 Section 2Article 6 Section 1
	62. Explanation: files and examined. In fact, by looking at files I had access to the address of the "victim",yet anyway I found no medical data supporting the accusation. Note, there is noprovision of the Polish law which provides for hiding of medical data from parties of a criminal proceeding.No evidence stating commitment of a deed prosecuted by the Criminal Code and described by the prosecutor, yet the prosecutor and judges said that I had did it.This seems to be in direct contravention to Article 6 Section 2.The courts said that I broke 2 legs of a girl, yet no documents support this claim other than simply the text of the accusation.If this was a case about assessing the credibility of evidence, about valuing some evidence higher than another etc., I would perhaps not raise my complaints, but in this case there was no question of valuing of evidence, because there was simply no such evidence which would support the accusation and yet the courts judged it to be true, therefore it cannot be said that I was in any way proved guilty of a deed prosecuted by criminal law. Still, decisions of both courts stated that I really committed this deed.The case was extremely prolix (e.g., over 1 year of delay between events, for example after I gave my address in 2016) and it was so despite the fact that I gave my address to the prosecutor not once and that I've always had Internet link in my own name (it is said in state social research agencies that 100% of people at age 18-26 or so have Internet access, and there are just a few common major companies operating such access, so it made sense to check it with them and ask for my address even at times it was unknown, but nothing such was done and the files are almost empty as to the searches).As to the Polish law on complaints about prolixity of proceedings, I tried to use it, but I wasn't reached by the post and somehow the letter (being a complete exception amongst tens of court letters) wasn't noticed by me and no warning about it reached me. Also the final judgment as to the complain on prolixity didn't reach me and I haven't noticed that it was ignored due to lack of payment on time, lack of response to the payment reminder. And afterwards quickly I lost the possibility to use the complaint, because the case was (as I now again say, on grounds of the Convention, ILLEGALLY) closed, whereas only an open case can be charged with such complain. Therefore, due to courts' own guilt in breaking the Convention, I couldn't use the normal remedy and therefore I retain the status of victim about prolixity of this proceeding.
	63. Complaint: Criminal caseII K 514/18,court:"Sąd Rejonowy dla Warszawy--Śródmieścia w Warszawie";public prosecutor:"Prokuratura RejonowaWarszawa-Śródmieście"(with case no. PR 2 Ds 3/13)
	63. Information about remedies used and the date of the final decision: Appeal was filed from decision II K 514/18 of the said court.The final decision was issued by Sąd Okręgowy w Warszawie (one judge) under case no. X Kz 1566/18 on 9 January 2019— the appeal was dismissed and the court accepted the lack of evidence and lack of an oral hearing and lack of possibility for me to examine witnesses on an oral hearing as regulated by the provisions of the Code of Criminal Procedure /CPC/.Please see the attached document.The decision was subsequently challenged before the Supreme Court, but the Supreme Court refused to analyse the merits of the cassation "for formal reasons" which inspire serious doubts.  See e.g. an article of Polish press about this fact: http://wiadomosci.xp.pl/kolejny-skandal-w-sn-2-bledy-prawne-ws-nizynskiego/94bwiblFurthermore, the prolixity of the proceeding was challenged with 'skarga' on prolixity in late 2018, basically as per the Polish law (files: II S 74/18, Sąd Apelacyjny w Warszawie, ended on 1.03.2018 on 7th anniversary of killing and arsoning of Jolanta Brzeska, an apparently Police case, as the article explains: http://wiadomosci.xp.pl/sprawa-jolanty-brzeskiej-dowodem-na-ustawienie-kasacji-ws/mg2fujq), though the complaint required annexing as to the payment and eventually the case lost for such type of formal reasons — nothing about it reached me efficiently, which is a complete and unwanted exception amongst tens of court letters which regularly reach me — and, although for a short time I retained the right to bring another complaint, I didn't notice it and the whole case II K 514/18 and X Kz 1566/18 was soon closed at all, so that no further complaint could be brought.Now the whole case is closed, therefore there is no complaint which can specifically address this past problem; and as per case law of the Polish Supreme Court (e.g.: II CSK 640/09 and V CSK 741/14) and lower courts (Sąd Apelacyjny w Warszawie: I ACa 1565/12 and I ACa 1257/13, as well as Sąd Apelacyjny w Szczecinie: I ACa 630/13, which cited the ECHR), the right to court is not included in the catalog of personal goods, therefore its violation cannot be subject of a lawsuit requesting "just satisfaction" not based on precise calculations and documents.CONSEQUENCES AND DAMAGE DUE TO THE CASE:— LOSS OF DRIVING LICENSE AND OF HONOUR.I WOULD LIKE TO GET "JUST SATISFACTION" FROM POLAND FOR THIS CASE.
	65. If you answered Yes above, please state which appeal or remedy you have not used and explain why not.: There is no normal remedy in such case.As far as I know when lodging applications in the ECHR extraordinary remedies don't need to be tried and in fact trying them can result in exceeding the 6-month term, because it is calculated as starting from the day the (ordinary) final judgment was issued./ NOTICE: Should the Court ask me, I can better substantiate my claims that the courts in Poland are obviously politically biased and not independent. It is very visible even without the need to analyse the merits of their bad judgments and the errors therein. And there were even some testimonies. /
	67. If you answered Yes above, please give a concise summary of the procedure (complaints submitted, name of the international body and the date and nature of any decisions given).: 
	69. If you answered Yes above, please write the relevant application number(s) in the box below: 
	1: Police decision of 19.12.2012 to make me a suspect along with my comment on it, saying: "It's mostly false!"
	Page No. 1: 1-2
	2: Protocol of hearing of me as a suspect by the Police (19.12.2012) with 2 annexures (instruction and statement of address). Following that, a request for me to appear at a mental health test (8.1.2013)
	Page No. 2: 3-8
	3: A letter from the prosecutors' office (24.06.2015) showing that no earlier than after almost 3 years my money was returned
	Page No. 3: 9
	4: Letters from the Police (27.06.2015) requesting my presence on a mental health test by a psychologist, which was considered the only important question of fact here, despite my (so much attested) disapproval for the accusations
	Page No. 4: 10-11
	5: MY notification about loss of a permanent abode and the necessity to use a P.O. Box in contacts (27.04.2016)
	Page No. 5: 12
	6: I appeared at the term set out by the Police, but there was no prosecutor, so I was only told to sign an address statement — here it is (2017)
	Page No. 6: 13
	7: Another call for presence from the Prosecutors' Office (4.08.2017) and yet another one signed by Police (1.02.2018)— demonstrating that I kept being threatened by the case, that it obviously went on
	Page No. 7: 14-15
	8: I appeared at the term set out by the Police, but there was no prosecutor, so I was only told to sign an address statement — here it is (12.02.2018). After that, evidence about a phone call to me by the prosecutor (10.04.2018)
	Page No. 8: 16-17
	9: First page of my statement to the Prosecutor's Office about the charges (8.02.2018). I once again asserted that from my side there is no acceptation of the accusation
	Page No. 9: 18
	10: Copies from files: [1] notification (30.05.2018) by the Prosecutor's Office about sending of an indictment/application to the court, along with [2] the delivery of the application to me by the court (2.07.2018)
	Page No. 10: 19-22
	11: Another protest letter stating my defence (1st page + last page with Request 4 to hear witnesses + the beginning of notarial annexure).*
	Page No. 11: 23-32
	12: The court announces the term of the simple hearing without interrogation of witnesses, whereas I file objections as to the procedural law and various essential standards and REQUESTING EXAMINATION OF WITNESSES (p. 38-39)
	Page No. 12: 33-42
	13: The protocol of a simple hearing (case no. II K 514/18, 23.10.2018), the decision, my appeal and the decision of the 1st instance to dismiss the appeal and direct it to the higher court
	Page No. 13: 43-50
	14: My defence letter supporting the appeal: its page 1 and its section VII, where (see p. 54) I once again reminded amongst others that I requested hearing of witnesses (see footnote 60) and I also recalled the official Supreme Court
	Page No. 14: 51-57
	15: An annexure of document 16 (which was also put on files) which cites a lot of denials from me present on files, so as to prove that it cannot be said that the commitment of "a deed" is "uncontroversial" and "consensually assumed"
	Page No. 15: 58-59
	16: From files: a letter (7.11.2018) that on its page 2 again requests (in last sentence before the 2nd signature P Nizynski) hearing of witnesses + annexure: a copy of MY 2016 address notification that got hidden by the Prosecutors' Office
	Page No. 16: 60-62
	17: Documentary evidence demonstrating the existence of my complaint on prolixity of the proceeding
	Page No. 17: 63-66
	18: Final decision by Sąd Okręgowy w Warszawie under case no. X Kz 1566/18 — 9 January 2019
	Page No. 18: 67-69
	19: A cassation attempt in case X Kz 1566/18 (p. 73 contains the 1st page with evidence of influx) and its result (declared inadmissible, after an appeal, by the Supreme Court itself for strictly formal dubious reasons)
	Page No. 19: 70-72
	20: Sample case law from the Supreme Court of Poland: case no. V KK 491/17, "When a court of appeal doesn't conduct  on its own any proceedings as to evidence and doesn't assess the evidence the other way, ... no violation of art. 7"
	Page No. 20: 
	21: Same thing in S.C. case III KK 491/17 (another case, similar number!): "Twierdzenie ... że Sąd odwoławczy dopuścił się ... obrazy art. 410 k.p.k. ... art. 7 k.p.k. ... gdy SO nie czynił ... samodzielnych ustaleń ... jest oczywistym błędem"
	Page No. 21: 
	22: Similarly in S.C. case II KK 100/13: "The laws of art. 92 CPC and art. 410 CPC are addressed directly to the court of 1st instance [i.e., inadmissible in cassation] which [allegedly as the only one] made findings of fact basing on all material"
	Page No. 22: 
	23: S.C. case III KK 68/14, again: "The court ad quem upheld the sentence of Court a quo, considering the appeal obviously unsubstantiated. It thus did not change the findings of fact, so it couldn't violate these laws during appeal"
	Page No. 23: 
	24: S.C. case IV KK 111/14, again: "S.C. has pointed out many times that... violation of art. 7 CPC or 410 CPC [sim. to: 92 but for oral hearings]... is possible... when the Court made its own findings other than those of the 1st-inst. court"
	Page No. 24: 
	25: THE ARTICLE FROM POLISH WIKIPEDIA ON HOW ECCLESIAL COURT SYSTEM WORKS (BISHOP'S COURTS), like Poland: "NAJWYZSZA INSTANCJA" -- if court of appeals upholds the sentence of diecesial court, no appeal to Rome is possible
	Page No. 25: 
	71. Comments: Note, the Polish law in cases of mentally ill people restricts access to the Supreme Court and only 2 instances are ensured; the Supreme Court is possible as a way of appeal only sometimes (through a lawyer) and only when the court of the 2nd instance orders protectionary means. If the decision of the court of the 2nd instance is not to order protective measures but only to dismiss an appeal, it seems that the law about cassations is inapplicable and the only way to the S.Court is through a Minister of Justice. The law&bad case law of SC further closes way to cassations about assessment of evidence.
	72. Declaration date: 27062019
	73. Signed by representative: 
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