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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 

 

 

 

PIERRE DEGLAIRE, 

Petitioner, 

v. 

U.S. DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; 

CLERK OF COURT, CIVIL DIVISION, DDC; 

KASH PATEL, Director, FBI, in his official and personal capacity; 

TODD BLANCHE, Acting Attorney General, in his official and personal capacity; 

and JOHN AND JANE DOES 1-50, 

Respondents. 

 

 

 

No. _________ 

 

PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS 

AND NOTICE OF PERSONAL CRIMINAL LIABILITY 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1651 (All Writs Act) and 18 U.S.C. § 242 

 

 

 

Pierre Deglaire, Petitioner, Pro Se 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com 

+33 6 63 90 13 01 — Dubai, United Arab Emirates 

youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

 

Underlying Case: Deglaire v. French State et al., Case No. 1:25-cv-10163-LTS (S.D.N.Y.), 

transferred to D.D.C. by order of Chief Judge Laura Taylor Swain, January 9, 2026. 

ICC Ref.: 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2 (submitted May 1, 2026) 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND NOTICE OF PERSONAL LIABILITY 

 

This Petition arises from a documented and extraordinary institutional failure spanning ten 

months and multiple continents. It is also a formal notice to named Respondents, in their 

personal capacities, that their continued inaction now constitutes knowing participation in the 

ongoing physical endangerment of Petitioner in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 242 — the federal 

criminal statute prohibiting deprivation of constitutional rights under color of law. 

 

The institutional record of U.S. authorities' knowledge of this matter does not begin in December 

2025. It begins in July 2025 — when Petitioner first contacted U.S. intelligence services at the 

American Embassy in Dubai. The December 2025 FBI filing was not a first alert. It was the fifth 

documented attempt — across three countries and multiple U.S. institutions — to place this 

matter before U.S. authorities. 

 

As of May 28, 2026 — ten to eleven months after the first U.S. government contact — 

Petitioner has received zero substantive response from any U.S. institution. During this period, 

he survived three documented physical attacks. Named Respondents held the complete prior 

attack record throughout. 

 

During this period of deliberate inaction, Petitioner survived. The next attack may not be 

survived. Named Respondents have been formally notified of this danger. Their continued 

inaction is not administrative delay. It is a documented choice. 

 

 

II. JURISDICTION 

 

This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1651 (All Writs Act). The D.C. Circuit has 

supervisory jurisdiction over the United States District Court for the District of Columbia. 

Mandamus is appropriate where: (1) the petitioner has a clear and indisputable right to relief; (2) 

the respondent has a clear duty to perform the act; and (3) no adequate alternative remedy exists. 

Cheney v. U.S. District Court, 542 U.S. 367, 380 (2004). All three elements are satisfied. 

 

 

III. FACTUAL BACKGROUND — TEN MONTHS OF DOCUMENTED U.S. 

KNOWLEDGE 

 

A. July 2025 — CIA Contact, American Embassy Dubai 

 

In July 2025, Petitioner presented himself at the American Embassy in Dubai and formally 

requested to speak with Central Intelligence Agency personnel regarding documented criminal 

operations in France with global banking market implications. After passing through two to three 
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screening interviews with Embassy officers, Petitioner was admitted to a secure room within the 

Embassy and conducted a thirty-minute telephone interview with a CIA officer — identified by 

first name only, no contact information provided. 

 

Petitioner explained: the decade-long destruction of his banking innovation project (LUCY 

BANK); the coordinated suppression by French state-linked banking actors; and the broader 

implications for the liberalization of the European banking market — representing approximately 

€20 trillion in deposits — systematically protected from new entrants through criminal means, to 

the detriment of U.S. banking institutions seeking market access. 

 

Petitioner returned the following day requesting a more complete debriefing. He was told no 

further action would be taken. No follow-up, no case reference, no communication of any kind. 

The U.S. government's knowledge of this matter begins July 2025 — not December 2025. 

 

B. November-December 2025 — Multiple Failed Attempts to Submit Filing 

 

U.S. Consulate, Bordeaux, France: Denied physical reception. Directed to deposit in letterbox 

via interphone only. No acknowledgment, no reference, no follow-up. 

 

Multi-consulate postal campaign, Andorra: Having documented proof that all registered mail 

(DHL, FedEx) was being intercepted by the French State, Petitioner drove over 1,000 kilometers 

to Andorra to mail filing copies to three to four U.S. consulates across Europe. No 

acknowledgment ever received. 

 

U.S. Consulate, Barcelona, Spain: Received on the sidewalk. Officer cited late hour, reduced 

staffing, upcoming weekend — and directed Petitioner to proceed to the United States, despite 

established procedures permitting in-country submission to a liaison officer. This redirection, in 

the context of documented physical danger, constitutes a failure of consular duty. 

 

C. December 2025 — New York: The Physical Reality of This Filing 

 

The journey to New York required 45 hours of travel. For documented security reasons, advance 

preparation was not possible. ESTA processing required an overnight wait. Petitioner spent the 

first night in New York in the street, in temperatures of approximately -5°C. 

 

Petitioner presented at FBI New York Field Office at 3:00 AM. Not received. Returned Saturday 

— not received. Returned Sunday — not received. On Monday December 8, 2025, after three 

hours of waiting in cold temperatures, he was received by FBI agents and verbally briefed the 

matter. USPS delivery of the filing was confirmed December 9, 2025, 11:23 AM. 
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This sequence is not described for sympathy. It documents the extraordinary effort required by a 

person in danger to access institutions with a legal duty to receive him. The contrast with those 

institutions' subsequent 169 days of zero response is stark and legally relevant. 

 

D. 139 Days of DDC Inaction — Zero FBI Response 

 

Chief Judge Swain entered her transfer order January 9, 2026. As of May 28, 2026: 

 

• No DDC case number has been assigned; 

• No Article III judge has been assigned; 

• No acknowledgment of receipt has been provided; 

• No response to multiple formal written requests has been received; 

• No emergency motion for interim protective measures can be filed because there is no 

case, no number, and no judge. 

 

FBI: 169 days of zero response to all submissions since December 8-9, 2025, including the 

Formal Demand for Damages of April 25, 2026. 

 

E. Three Physical Attacks During the Period of Inaction 

 

Georgia, March 2026: Contact-based substance exposure by unknown individual. Acute 

pancreatitis onset 72 hours later. Documented: timestamped AI logs, AXA insurer 

correspondence, signed medical waiver. 

Turkey, April 2026: Turkish customs interception of life-critical medications sent with valid 

French prescriptions. Two weeks without essential medication. Documented: parcel tracking, 

customs notification, hotel manager attestation, family correspondence. 

Dubai, May 22, 2026: Repeated physical contact (10-12 handshakes over 90 minutes) by 

unknown individual who departed abruptly. Pattern identical to Georgia. Documented: 

timestamped WhatsApp exchange. 

 

Each of these attacks occurred while Petitioner had an active federal case that no court was 

processing. Each was foreseeable. Each was preventable had the DDC acted on the transfer order 

it received. 

 

F. The Pattern — From Prior Knowledge to Knowing Facilitation 

 

The attacks documented since December 2025 are not isolated incidents. They are the most 

recent instances in a decade-long documented pattern that includes: two vehicle sabotage 

incidents designed to cause fatal accidents; three prior poisoning attempts predating the Georgia 

incident; sustained financial strangulation reducing Petitioner to destitution; unlawful detention 

in Serbia (2022); forced psychiatric internment and sedation without legal basis (France); and 
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years of systematic psychological destruction — the deliberate isolation, surveillance, and 

elimination of every social, professional, and institutional support available to Petitioner. 

 

All of these facts were fully documented in the Global Filing received by Respondents on 

December 8-9, 2025. Respondents were not ignorant of the threat environment. They were fully 

informed of it. 

 

This distinction is not semantic. Under 18 U.S.C. § 242, the difference between negligence and 

knowing facilitation determines whether an offense is punishable by one year or by life 

imprisonment. When an official receives documentation of ongoing attempted murder, and 

subsequent murder attempts occur during that official's period of inaction, the legal 

characterization shifts from failure to act to knowing participation in the conditions that 

enabled those attempts. Respondents crossed this threshold no later than the date of the Georgia 

incident — March 2026 — while they held the complete documented record of prior attempts in 

their possession and had taken no action. 

 

The escalation is not arithmetic. It is exponential. Each attack that occurs while 

Respondents hold the documentation of prior attacks without response constitutes 

additional evidence of a system — not a series of unrelated failures — in which 

Respondents have chosen to participate by their sustained, knowing inaction. 

 

 

IV. THE ANTITRUST DIMENSION — U.S. MARKET NEXUS 

 

The European banking market represents approximately €20 trillion in deposits. Petitioner's 

filing documents a systematic, coordinated suppression of new entrants — including his LUCY 

BANK innovation — by incumbent French state-linked banking actors, through means that 

include criminal obstruction, market manipulation, and state-sponsored persecution of 

innovators. 

 

U.S. banking institutions — including major American banks with European operations — have 

been directly and indirectly harmed by this non-liberalization of the European banking market. 

The Sherman Act (15 U.S.C. § 1, 2) and Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. § 15) reach this conduct 

precisely because of its effect on U.S. commerce and U.S. market participants. The €373.2 

billion treble damages claim rests on this foundation. 

 

This is the substance Petitioner explained to CIA personnel in Dubai in July 2025. It is the 

substance of the Global Filing delivered to the FBI in December 2025. It is the substance that 

remains unprocessed by U.S. institutions after ten months. 
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V. IRREVERSIBLE DESTRUCTION OF EVIDENCE DURING PERIOD OF 

INACTION 

 

This section addresses a harm distinct from, and additional to, the physical danger to Petitioner: 

the ongoing and irreversible destruction of evidence. 

 

The underlying case involves over 30,000 archived emails, financial transaction records, 

communication logs, internal banking correspondence, and documentary evidence spanning ten 

years. Every day of procedural inaction provides adverse parties — all of whom have been 

formally notified of the proceedings — with additional time to destroy, alter, transfer, or render 

inaccessible the evidence necessary to establish Petitioner's claims. 

 

Under the doctrine of spoliation of evidence, courts may impose severe sanctions, including 

adverse inference instructions, dismissal of defenses, or default judgment, where a party with 

notice of litigation destroys relevant evidence. Silvestri v. General Motors Corp., 271 F.3d 583, 

590 (4th Cir. 2001). The duty to preserve arose for all adverse parties no later than July 2025 — 

when the first U.S. government contact occurred. 

 

The DDC's failure to open the case, assign a judge, and enter a preservation order has created a 

window during which adverse parties have operated without judicial supervision, without any 

order compelling document preservation, and without any mechanism through which Petitioner 

can seek emergency discovery. This window has been open for ten months. 

 

Some of this evidence — communications, transaction records, internal memoranda — cannot be 

recreated once destroyed. The loss is permanent. It affects not only Petitioner's ability to prove 

his claims but the ability of courts, regulatory authorities, and law enforcement to understand and 

respond to the full scope of the documented systemic conduct. 

 

 

VI. PERSONAL CRIMINAL LIABILITY OF NAMED RESPONDENTS 

 

This section is addressed directly to named Respondents Kash Patel and Todd Blanche in their 

personal capacities, and to all John and Jane Doe Respondents. 

 

18 U.S.C. § 242 — Deprivation of Rights Under Color of Law 

 

Federal law makes it a crime for any person acting under color of law to willfully deprive any 

person of any right, privilege, or immunity secured by the Constitution or laws of the United 

States. Where the offense results in death, or involves kidnapping, aggravated sexual abuse, or an 

attempt to kill, the offense is punishable by any term of years or life imprisonment, or death. 18 

U.S.C. § 242. 
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The right of access to the courts is a fundamental constitutional right. The right to emergency 

judicial protection when a life is documented to be in danger is a fundamental constitutional 

right. The deliberate failure of named officials — each of whom has received formal notification 

of the danger to Petitioner, each of whom has the authority to act, and each of whom has chosen 

not to act — constitutes a willful deprivation of these rights under color of their official 

authority. 

 

Named Respondents are formally notified that: (1) Petitioner has survived three documented 

physical attacks since December 2025; (2) all three attacks occurred during the period of their 

documented inaction; (3) the pattern of attacks is escalating; (4) a fourth attack may be fatal; and 

(5) each day of further inaction deepens each named Respondent's personal criminal exposure 

under 18 U.S.C. § 242. 

 

Command Responsibility 

 

Under the principle of command responsibility — recognized in both domestic and international 

law, and specifically articulated in Article 28 of the Rome Statute — a superior who knew or 

should have known that subordinates were committing or about to commit crimes, and who 

failed to take all necessary and reasonable measures within their power to prevent or repress such 

acts, bears criminal responsibility. 

 

Director Kash Patel received Petitioner's formal filing on December 8-9, 2025. He has 

commanded the FBI New York Field Office for 169 days without directing any response. U.S. 

intelligence services under the authority of his predecessor received Petitioner in a secure 

Embassy room in July 2025 — over ten months ago — and directed no action. Acting Attorney 

General Todd Blanche has commanded the Department of Justice since April 2, 2026, with 

knowledge of this matter, without directing any response. Their personal criminal exposure is not 

theoretical. It is documented. 

 

A Note to All Named Respondents 

 

The individuals named in this Petition continue to attend their offices, collect their salaries, and 

conduct their lives. Petitioner does not have this luxury. For ten years, Petitioner has had no 

regular income, no stable residence, and no assurance of survival. He has been poisoned, 

detained, surveilled, economically destroyed, and institutionally silenced. He continues. 

 

The individuals named in this Petition may believe that institutional immunity or the passage of 

time will protect them. They are advised to consider the experience of those who stood before 

international criminal tribunals believing the same thing. The blockchain publication of the 

complete evidentiary record on May 24, 2026 (yhrkco.eth) means that the documentation of their 

inaction is now permanent, public, and indestructible. 
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Proactive engagement — acknowledging the filings, assigning the case, establishing a secure 

channel — will be noted as a mitigating factor. The absence of any engagement will be 

documented as an aggravating circumstance in all current and future proceedings. The choice 

remains theirs, for now. 

 

 

VII. LEGAL STANDARD FOR MANDAMUS 

 

All three conditions for mandamus are met. Petitioner has a clear constitutional right to access 

the courts. The DDC Clerk has a clear ministerial duty to process transferred cases. No 

alternative remedy exists — Petitioner cannot appeal, cannot file motions, and cannot seek 

emergency relief in a case that does not formally exist. 

 

All five Cheney factors weigh in favor of Petitioner: (1) no adequate alternative remedy; (2) 

irreparable harm not correctable on appeal; (3) clear legal error; (4) ongoing systemic failure; 

and (5) novel and important constitutional questions. Cheney v. U.S. District Court, 542 U.S. 367 

(2004). 

 

 

VIII. THE HUMANITARIAN DIMENSION — FOR THE RECORD 

 

For the permanent record of these proceedings, and for the information of all named 

Respondents: 

 

As of June 8, 2026 — six months from the SDNY filing — interest accrued on the trebled 

damages base (€373.2 billion at 8% per annum for six months) amounts to approximately €14.9 

billion. Applied to the 51% statutory humanitarian redistribution commitment of the YHRK 

Foundation (registered Georgia, March 31, 2026), this delay represents approximately €7.6 

billion in destroyed humanitarian redistribution capacity — equivalent to the annual 

nutrition budget for approximately 6 to 7 million people. 

 

Every additional month of inaction adds approximately €2.5 billion in accrued damages and the 

equivalent of one additional month of global hunger funding that was within reach and was 

prevented. 

 

The named Respondents in this Petition go about their professional lives. They are compensated. 

They are protected. Meanwhile, the people who would have benefited from the redistribution 

that this systematic destruction prevented do not have this luxury. They are hungry. Some of 

them will not survive the additional months that this Court's expedited action could prevent. 
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This Court is not asked to rule on these figures. It is asked to note them. They will be part of the 

permanent record of what was at stake, and what each party chose to do — or not do — with the 

authority they held. 

 

 

IX. RELIEF REQUESTED 

 

Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court: 

 

1. Issue a Writ of Mandamus directing the Clerk of Court, Civil Division, United States 

District Court for the District of Columbia, to immediately assign a DDC case number 

and an Article III judge to the matter transferred pursuant to Chief Judge Swain's order of 

January 9, 2026; 

2. Issue a Writ of Mandamus directing the DDC to provide written confirmation of receipt 

and case status to Petitioner within five (5) calendar days; 

3. Issue a Writ of Mandamus directing Director Kash Patel to provide written 

acknowledgment of the Global Filing of December 8-9, 2025, and to establish a secure 

channel for evidentiary transmission, within fifteen (15) calendar days; 

4. Issue a Writ of Mandamus directing Acting Attorney General Todd Blanche to provide 

written acknowledgment of the formal submissions made to the DOJ and to confirm 

routing to the appropriate division; 

5. Enter an emergency preservation order directing all parties with notice of Case No. 1:25-

cv-10163-LTS to immediately cease any destruction, alteration, or concealment of 

documents, communications, or records related to the matters raised in the Global Filing; 

6. Direct disclosure of the identities of all John and Jane Doe Respondents through 

appropriate process; 

7. Grant such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

 

 

X. CONCLUSION 

 

Ten to eleven months of documented U.S. government knowledge. Five contacts across three 

countries. A night in the street at -5°C to reach the FBI. 139 days of DDC inaction. 169 days of 

FBI silence. Three physical attacks on top of a decade of prior documented attempts. 

 

The DDC's failure to perform ministerial duties on a transferred case has rendered a Chief 

Judge's order a nullity. It has left Petitioner without any judicial forum while physical attacks 

have continued and evidence has been destroyed. It has allowed damages to accrue at €2.5 

billion per month while 6 to 7 million people's worth of humanitarian capacity has been 

destroyed. 

 



Deglaire v. U.S. District Court for D.C. et al. — Petition for Writ of Mandamus — Pro Se — 10 

Named Respondents were not ignorant. They were informed — since July 2025. The permanent, 

immutable blockchain record at yhrkco.eth ensures that the documentation of their choices 

cannot be erased. 

 

The All Writs Act and the Constitution require this Court to act. Petitioner respectfully urges it to 

do so without further delay. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

Petitioner, Pro Se 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com 

+33 6 63 90 13 01 — Dubai, United Arab Emirates 

youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

SDNY Case: 1:25-cv-10163-LTS 

ICC Ref.: 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2 

 

Date: May 28, 2026 

 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I hereby certify that on May 28, 2026, a true and correct copy of the foregoing Petition for Writ 

of Mandamus was served upon the following Respondents by email and through available 

electronic channels: 

 

• U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia — Clerk of Court, Civil Division 

• Director Kash Patel — Federal Bureau of Investigation (tips.fbi@ic.fbi.gov / NYC Field 

Office) 

• Acting Attorney General Todd Blanche — Department of Justice (DOJ contact channels) 

• DOJ Inspector General Michael Horowitz (oig.hotline@usdoj.gov) 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

Pro Se Petitioner 



Deglaire v. U.S. District Court for D.C. et al. — Petition for Writ of Mandamus — Pro Se — 11 

 



Formal OIG Complaint — Pierre Deglaire — May 28, 2026 — Page 1 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

oig.hotline@usdoj.gov 

 

 

FORMAL COMPLAINT AND NOTICE OF CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 530C and the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended 

 

 

COMPLAINANT: 

Pierre Deglaire — French national, born January 13, 1973, Paris, France 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com | +33 6 63 90 13 01 

Dubai, United Arab Emirates | youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

 

SUBJECTS OF COMPLAINT: 

1. Kash Patel, Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation — official and personal capacity 

2. Todd Blanche, Acting Attorney General of the United States — official and personal capacity 

3. CIA personnel, American Embassy Dubai, July 2025 — identity unknown to Complainant, to 

be identified through OIG investigation (Doe Defendants) 

4. John and Jane Does 1-50 — all U.S. government personnel at all contact points who received 

and failed to process the submissions described herein 

 

DATE:  May 28, 2026 

RELATED CASE:  Deglaire v. French State et al., Case No. 1:25-cv-10163-LTS 

(S.D.N.Y./D.D.C.) 

ICC REFERENCE:  OTPLink Ref. 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2 (filed May 1, 

2026) 

 

 

 

I. NATURE AND PURPOSE OF THIS COMPLAINT 

 

This formal complaint is submitted to the Office of the Inspector General of the United States 

Department of Justice pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 530C and the Inspector General Act of 1978. It 

documents ten to eleven months of U.S. government knowledge of documented physical danger 

to Complainant — beginning in July 2025 at the American Embassy in Dubai — with zero 

substantive response from any U.S. institution. 
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The December 2025 FBI filing was not a first alert. It was the fifth documented attempt — 

across three countries — to place this matter before U.S. authorities. The institutional record of 

U.S. awareness begins July 2025, not December 2025. 

 

This complaint serves three purposes: 

 

• To create a permanent administrative record of the FBI's and DOJ's documented failure to 

respond to a formal filing by a party in documented danger; 

• To place Director Kash Patel, Acting Attorney General Todd Blanche, and CIA personnel 

through an independent oversight channel on formal notice of their personal legal 

exposure; 

• To request an independent OIG investigation into the circumstances and decision-making 

surrounding the complete non-response across all documented contact points. 

 

This complaint will survive any change of administration, any change of personnel, and any 

future attempt to deny knowledge of the documented facts. It is archived, timestamped, and 

cross-referenced with the permanent blockchain record at yhrkco.eth and with five simultaneous 

international legal proceedings. 

 

 

II. CHRONOLOGICAL RECORD — TEN MONTHS OF DOCUMENTED U.S. 

KNOWLEDGE 

 

A. July 2025 — CIA Contact, American Embassy Dubai 

 

In July 2025, Complainant presented at the American Embassy in Dubai and formally requested 

to speak with CIA personnel regarding documented criminal operations in France with global 

banking market implications. After passing through two to three security screening interviews 

with Embassy officers, Complainant was admitted to a secure Embassy room and conducted a 

thirty-minute telephone interview with a CIA officer — identified by first name only, no contact 

information provided. 

 

Complainant explained: the decade-long destruction of LUCY BANK (a validated European 

banking innovation); the coordinated criminal suppression of new entrants to the European 

banking market (approximately €20 trillion in deposits); and the implications for U.S. banking 

institutions seeking market access to a market systematically protected through criminal means. 

 

Complainant returned the following day requesting a more complete debriefing. He was told no 

further action would be taken. No follow-up, no reference number, no communication of any 

kind. The U.S. government's documented knowledge of this matter begins July 2025. 

 

B. November-December 2025 — Multiple Failed Submission Attempts Across Europe 
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U.S. Consulate, Bordeaux, France: Denied physical reception. Directed to deposit in letterbox 

via interphone only. No acknowledgment, no reference, no follow-up. 

 

Multi-consulate postal campaign, Andorra: Having documented proof that all registered mail 

(DHL, FedEx) was being systematically intercepted by the French State, Complainant drove over 

1,000 kilometers to Andorra to mail filing copies to three to four U.S. consulates across Europe. 

No acknowledgment ever received from any consulate. 

 

U.S. Consulate, Barcelona, Spain: Received on the sidewalk. Officer cited late hour, reduced 

staffing, upcoming weekend — and directed Complainant to proceed to the United States, 

despite established procedures permitting in-country submission to a liaison officer. This 

redirection, in the context of documented physical danger, constitutes a consular duty failure. 

 

C. December 2025 — New York: The Physical Reality 

 

The journey to New York required 45 hours of travel. For documented security reasons, advance 

preparation was not possible. ESTA processing required an overnight wait. Complainant spent 

the first night in New York in the street, in temperatures of approximately -5°C. 

 

Complainant presented at FBI New York Field Office at 3:00 AM. Not received. Returned 

Saturday — not received. Returned Sunday — not received. On Monday December 8, 2025, 

after three hours of waiting in the cold, he was received by FBI agents and verbally briefed the 

matter. USPS delivery of the Global Filing was confirmed December 9, 2025, 11:23 AM. 

Simultaneously, the same filing was filed at SDNY Pro Se Office (Case No. 1:25-cv-10163-

LTS). 

 

This sequence documents the extraordinary and documented effort required by a person in 

danger to access U.S. institutions with a legal duty to receive him. The contrast with those 

institutions' subsequent 169 days of zero response is the legal core of this complaint. 

 

D. January-May 2026 — DDC Inaction, FBI Silence, Three Further Attacks 

 

Chief Judge Swain transferred Case No. 1:25-cv-10163-LTS to DDC on January 9, 2026. As of 

May 28, 2026: 139 days of DDC inaction, no case number, no judge, no acknowledgment. FBI: 

169 days of zero response to all submissions. 

 

Three physical attacks occurred during this period: 

 

Georgia, March 2026: Contact-based substance exposure. Acute pancreatitis 72 hours later. 

Evidence: timestamped AI logs, AXA insurer correspondence, signed medical waiver, payment 

records. 
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Turkey, April 2026: Interception of life-critical medications by Turkish customs. Two weeks 

without essential medication. Evidence: parcel tracking, customs notification, hotel manager 

attestation, family correspondence. 

Dubai, May 22, 2026: Repeated physical contact by unknown individual, abrupt departure. 

Pattern identical to Georgia. Evidence: timestamped WhatsApp exchange. 

 

E. The Pattern — Negligence Becomes Knowing Facilitation 

 

The attacks documented since December 2025 are not isolated incidents. They are the most 

recent instances in a decade-long documented pattern that includes: two vehicle sabotage 

incidents designed to cause fatal accidents; three prior poisoning attempts predating the Georgia 

incident; sustained financial strangulation reducing Complainant to destitution; unlawful 

detention in Serbia (2022); forced psychiatric internment and sedation without legal basis 

(France); and years of systematic psychological destruction — the deliberate isolation, 

surveillance, and elimination of every social, professional, and institutional support available to 

Complainant. 

 

All of these facts were fully documented in the Global Filing received by Respondents on 

December 8-9, 2025. Respondents were not ignorant of the threat environment. They were fully 

informed of it. 

 

This distinction is not semantic. Under 18 U.S.C. § 242, the difference between negligence and 

knowing facilitation determines whether an offense is punishable by one year or by life 

imprisonment. When an official receives documentation of ongoing attempted murder, and 

subsequent murder attempts occur during that official's period of inaction, the legal 

characterization shifts from failure to act to knowing participation in the conditions that 

enabled those attempts. Respondents crossed this threshold no later than the date of the Georgia 

incident — March 2026 — while they held the complete documented record of prior attempts in 

their possession and had taken no action. 

 

The escalation is not arithmetic. It is exponential. Each attack that occurs while 

Respondents hold the documentation of prior attacks without response constitutes 

additional evidence of a system — not a series of unrelated failures — in which 

Respondents have chosen to participate by their sustained, knowing inaction. 

 

 

III. LEGAL BASIS FOR THIS COMPLAINT 

 

A. FBI Statutory Mandate 

 

The Global Filing documented violations of the Sherman Antitrust Act (15 U.S.C. § 1, 2), 

Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. § 15), RICO (18 U.S.C. § 1961 et seq.), and obstruction of federal 
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proceedings (18 U.S.C. § 1512). The FBI received this filing on December 8-9, 2025. It took no 

investigative action in 169 days. 

 

B. 18 U.S.C. § 242 — Personal Criminal Liability 

 

Federal law prohibits any person acting under color of law from willfully depriving any person 

of constitutional rights. Where the offense results in death or involves an attempt to kill, 

punishment includes any term of years or life imprisonment. The right of access to federal courts 

and the right to emergency protection are fundamental constitutional rights. Director Patel and all 

FBI personnel who received and chose not to process the December 2025 filing acted under 

color of federal law. Their sustained, knowing failure — after receiving documentation of 

ongoing physical danger including prior murder attempts — constitutes a willful deprivation of 

Complainant's constitutional rights. 

 

C. 18 U.S.C. § 4 — Misprision of Felony 

 

Any person with knowledge of a federal felony who conceals it and fails to report it commits 

misprision of felony. FBI and CIA personnel who received documentation of multiple federal 

felonies and took no investigative or referral action have committed this offense. 

 

D. OIG Jurisdiction 

 

The Inspector General Act of 1978 grants the DOJ OIG authority to investigate: (1) failure to 

perform statutory duties; (2) misconduct by FBI and DOJ personnel; and (3) systemic failures 

that result in harm to members of the public. All three grounds are present here. 

 

 

IV. ONGOING DESTRUCTION OF EVIDENCE — TEN MONTHS OF OPEN 

WINDOW 

 

Complainant's underlying case involves over 30,000 archived emails, ten years of financial 

transaction records, and multi-jurisdictional documentary evidence. Ten months of U.S. 

institutional inaction — since the CIA contact in July 2025 — has provided all adverse parties, 

formally notified of the proceedings, with an extended and unsupervised window to destroy 

evidence. 

 

Under the spoliation doctrine (Silvestri v. General Motors, 271 F.3d 583 (4th Cir. 2001)), courts 

may impose severe sanctions including adverse inferences where parties with notice destroy 

evidence. The duty to preserve arose no later than July 2025. Some of this evidence, once 

destroyed, cannot be recreated. The harm is permanent and additional to the quantified financial 

damages. 
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The OIG is respectfully requested to consider issuing a preservation directive to all parties with 

notice of Case No. 1:25-cv-10163-LTS. 

 

 

V. FORMAL NOTICE OF PERSONAL LIABILITY 

 

Director Kash Patel has commanded the FBI since February 20, 2025. He received formal notice 

of this matter through the December 2025 filing and through multiple subsequent submissions. 

Under his command, the FBI New York Field Office has provided zero response for 169 days 

while Complainant survived three documented physical attacks on top of a decade of prior 

documented attempts. 

 

Acting Attorney General Todd Blanche has commanded the DOJ since April 2, 2026. He 

received formal notice through the Formal Demand for Damages of April 25, 2026. Under his 

command, the DOJ has provided zero response. 

 

CIA personnel, American Embassy Dubai, July 2025: Received Complainant in a secure 

Embassy room. Conducted a 30-minute interview with full knowledge of the threat environment. 

Directed no action. Identity to be established through OIG investigation. These personnel are 

formally designated as Doe Defendants in this complaint and in all associated proceedings. 

 

All named and Doe Respondents are formally notified through this complaint — submitted to an 

independent oversight body — that: 

 

• Their personal liability under 18 U.S.C. § 242 is documented and will be asserted in all 

current and future proceedings; 

• Their inaction during a period in which Complainant sustained documented physical 

attacks — while they held the complete prior attack documentation — constitutes 

knowing participation in the ongoing deprivation of his constitutional rights, not mere 

negligence; 

• The complete evidentiary record, including this complaint, is permanently archived on 

the blockchain (yhrkco.eth) and in five simultaneous international legal proceedings — it 

cannot be altered or erased; 

• Proactive engagement — acknowledging the filings, establishing a response channel, 

initiating an investigation — will be noted as a mitigating factor in all subsequent 

proceedings; continued inaction will be documented as an aggravating circumstance. 

 

The officials named in this complaint continue to exercise federal authority and receive federal 

compensation. Complainant has had no income, no stable residence, and no guarantee of survival 

for ten years. He has been poisoned, detained, surveilled, and institutionally silenced across 

multiple countries. He continues to document, file, and pursue the truth — because the 

institutions that were supposed to protect him chose not to. 
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VI. REQUESTS TO THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

 

1. Open a formal investigation into the complete chain of U.S. government contacts since 

July 2025, including the CIA Embassy Dubai contact, the multiple consulate 

submissions, and the December 2025 FBI filing; 

2. Identify all U.S. government personnel across all contact points who received and failed 

to process the submissions described herein, including the CIA officers who conducted 

the July 2025 interview; 

3. Investigate whether Director Patel was aware of the filing and the subsequent physical 

attacks, and what action, if any, he directed in response; 

4. Investigate whether Acting AG Blanche was aware of the formal demands transmitted to 

the DOJ and what action, if any, he directed in response; 

5. Consider issuing a preservation directive to all parties with notice of Case No. 1:25-cv-

10163-LTS to prevent further destruction of evidence; 

6. Provide Complainant with a formal acknowledgment of receipt of this complaint and a 

reference number for tracking purposes; 

7. Refer this complaint to the FBI's Office of Professional Responsibility and to the U.S. 

Attorney for the District of Columbia. 

 

 

VII. FOR THE RECORD — THE HUMANITARIAN DIMENSION 

 

As of June 8, 2026, ten to eleven months of U.S. institutional inaction will have allowed interest 

to accrue on the trebled damages base (€373.2 billion at 8% per annum for six months from 

filing) at approximately €2.5 billion per month. Total accrued interest at six months: 

approximately €14.9 billion. Applied to the YHRK Foundation's 51% statutory redistribution 

commitment, this delay represents approximately €7.6 billion in destroyed humanitarian 

redistribution capacity — equivalent to the annual nutrition budget for approximately 6 to 7 

million people. 

 

The OIG is not asked to adjudicate these figures. It is asked to note them — as part of the 

permanent record of what was at stake, and what the institutions under its oversight chose to do 

with the authority entrusted to them. 

 

 

VIII. CONCLUSION 
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Ten to eleven months. Five contact points across three countries. A night in the street at -5°C. 

169 days of FBI silence. Three physical attacks on top of a decade of documented prior attempts. 

Zero response. 

 

Respondents were not ignorant. They were informed — since July 2025. This complaint is the 

permanent administrative record of that fact. It will follow every named individual for the 

remainder of their professional and personal lives, regardless of what positions they hold or 

cease to hold. 

 

The OIG is asked to do its job. The named officials are asked to do theirs. The record will show 

what each chose to do. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

Complainant, Pro Se 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com 

+33 6 63 90 13 01 — Dubai, United Arab Emirates 

youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

SDNY: 1:25-cv-10163-LTS | ICC: 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2 

 

Date: May 28, 2026 
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TO: HM Courts & Tribunals Service 

Judicial Conduct Investigations Office 

judicialconduct@judiciary.gov.uk 

AND TO: The Lord Chancellor 

Shabana Mahmood MP — lord.chancellor@justice.gov.uk 

AND TO: The President of the King's Bench Division 

High Court of Justice, Royal Courts of Justice, London WC2A 2LL 

 

 

FORMAL COMPLAINT — MISCONDUCT IN PUBLIC OFFICE 

AND NOTICE OF CRIMINAL LIABILITY 

Common Law Offence — R v Dytham [1979] QB 722 | Human Rights Act 1998 — Articles 2, 6 

 

 

COMPLAINANT: 

Pierre Deglaire — French national, born January 13, 1973, Paris, France 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com | +33 6 63 90 13 01 

Dubai, United Arab Emirates | youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

 

SUBJECTS OF COMPLAINT: 

1. Charlotte Brice, Chancery Listing Officer, HMCTS — in her official and personal capacity 

2. James Tipp, King's Bench Judges Listing Officer, HMCTS — in his official and personal 

capacity 

3. The CEO of HMCTS — in their official capacity 

4. John and Jane Does 1-20 — all HMCTS and JCIO personnel who received, processed, or 

failed to process the submissions described herein 

 

DATE:  May 28, 2026 

JCIO REFERENCES:  50320/26 and 50341/26 (confirmed in writing by JCIO) 

HMCTS REFERENCE:  Written confirmation of Charlotte Brice, March 27, 2026 

ICC REFERENCE:  88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2 (filed May 1, 2026) 

US CASE:  1:25-cv-10163-LTS (S.D.N.Y./D.D.C.) 

 

 

 

I. NATURE AND PURPOSE OF THIS COMPLAINT 

 

This formal complaint is submitted pursuant to the common law offence of misconduct in 

public office, the Judicial Conduct (Tribunals) Rules 2014, and the Human Rights Act 1998. 
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It documents a pattern of procedural anomalies at the King's Bench Division of the High 

Court of Justice that, taken together and in context, constitute willful neglect of duty by 

identified public officers. 

 

At its core, this complaint rests on a single documented fact: a Listing Officer of HMCTS 

confirmed in writing on March 27, 2026, that Complainant had appeared before Mr Justice 

Richard Smith at the King's Bench Division. No order was entered. No record was created. 

No procedural trace of any kind exists for this hearing. This is not possible under normal 

court administration. It requires an explanation. 

 

This complaint is submitted simultaneously with a Petition for Writ of Mandamus before the 

United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit, a formal complaint before the DOJ 

Inspector General, and as a Supplemental to the Communication filed before the International 

Criminal Court (Ref. 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2). The UK proceedings are one 

component of a coordinated international documentation of institutional failure. 

 

 

II. THE DOCUMENTARY FOUNDATION — CHARLOTTE BRICE'S 

WRITTEN CONFIRMATION 

 

On March 27, 2026, Charlotte Brice, identified as Chancery Listing Officer at HMCTS, 

provided written confirmation to Complainant that his matter had been heard before Mr 

Justice Richard Smith at the King's Bench Division. 

 

This written confirmation is the central document of this complaint. It establishes two facts 

simultaneously: 

 

• Complainant's matter was before the King's Bench Division and was heard by a 

named Article III equivalent judge; 

• No order, no note, no record, and no procedural trace was created for or 

communicated following this hearing. 

 

In the King's Bench Division of the High Court of Justice, every judicial act produces a 

record. Every hearing produces a note. Every procedural step generates documentation. The 

complete absence of any such documentation — confirmed by the simultaneous existence of 

a written confirmation that the hearing occurred — is not an administrative oversight. It is a 

structural anomaly that requires investigation. 

 

Complainant has been unable to obtain any further information: no order, no direction, no 

case number update, no explanation of why no documentation was created. JCIO References 

50320/26 and 50341/26 confirm that formal complaints were registered but have produced no 

substantive response. 
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III. LEGAL FRAMEWORK — MISCONDUCT IN PUBLIC OFFICE 

 

A. The Common Law Offence 

 

Misconduct in public office is a common law offence, confirmed in R v Dytham [1979] QB 

722 and restated by the Law Commission in its 2020 report. The offence is committed when a 

public officer, acting as such, willfully neglects to perform their duty or misconducts 

themselves to such a degree as to amount to an abuse of the public's trust. 

 

The elements of the offence are: (1) the defendant is a public officer; (2) acting as such; (3) 

willfully neglects to perform their duty or misconducts themselves; (4) to such a degree as to 

amount to an abuse of the public's trust; (5) without reasonable excuse or justification. All 

five elements are satisfied on the documented facts. 

 

There is no limitation period for misconduct in public office. The offence is triable on 

indictment and carries a maximum sentence of life imprisonment. 

 

B. Human Rights Act 1998 

 

Article 2 ECHR (Right to Life), incorporated into domestic law by the Human Rights Act 

1998, imposes a positive obligation on public authorities to take reasonable steps to protect 

individuals whose lives are at risk. Where Complainant has formally notified HMCTS and 

JCIO of documented physical attacks against him during the pendency of his proceedings, 

and those authorities have taken no action, a potential Article 2 violation arises. 

 

Article 6 ECHR (Right to a Fair Trial) guarantees the right of access to a court. The creation 

of a procedural vacuum — a confirmed hearing with no record — effectively denies 

Complainant access to the proceedings that were confirmed to have occurred. This constitutes 

a potential Article 6 violation. 

 

C. Doe Defendants — Identification Without Limitation 

 

Complainant does not possess the identity of all HMCTS and JCIO personnel who handled, 

processed, or declined to process his submissions. This complaint formally designates as Doe 

Defendants all such persons, and requests that the competent investigating authority identify 

them. The absence of a named individual in this complaint does not constitute a waiver of 

any claim against that individual. 

 

 

IV. FACTUAL BACKGROUND — THE UK PROCEEDINGS 

 

A. The November 2025 Hearing — A Confirmed Event Without a Record 
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In November 2025, Complainant appeared before the King's Bench Division of the High 

Court of Justice. A hearing took place before Mr Justice Richard Smith. This is confirmed by 

the written statement of Charlotte Brice, HMCTS Listing Officer, dated March 27, 2026. 

 

Following this hearing, Complainant received: 

 

• No order; 

• No note of the proceedings; 

• No direction; 

• No case number update; 

• No communication of any kind confirming what was decided, directed, or observed at 

the hearing. 

 

This is the procedural anomaly at the heart of this complaint. A hearing confirmed in writing 

to have occurred before a named judge has left no trace in any accessible court record. 

 

B. JCIO References 50320/26 and 50341/26 

 

Following the November 2025 hearing, Complainant submitted formal complaints to the 

Judicial Conduct Investigations Office. These complaints were registered and assigned 

references 50320/26 and 50341/26. Complainant has received acknowledgement of these 

references from the JCIO caseworker identified as Umme Sumaiyah. 

 

As of May 28, 2026, these proceedings have produced no substantive response, no 

investigation outcome, and no explanation of the procedural anomaly described above. The 

JCIO references confirm that the complaints were received. The absence of any outcome 

confirms that they have not been substantively processed. 

 

C. Physical Attacks During the Period of UK Procedural Inaction 

 

The following physical attacks occurred against Complainant after the November 2025 

King's Bench hearing and during the period of HMCTS and JCIO inaction: 

 

Georgia, March 2026: Contact-based substance exposure. Acute pancreatitis 72 hours later. 

Documented: timestamped AI logs, AXA international insurer correspondence, signed 

medical waiver. 

Turkey, April 2026: Interception of life-critical medications by Turkish customs. Two 

weeks without essential medication. Documented: parcel tracking records, customs 

notification, hotel manager attestation. 

Dubai, May 22, 2026: Repeated physical contact by unknown individual, abrupt departure. 

Pattern identical to Georgia incident. Documented: timestamped WhatsApp exchange. 

 

Each of these attacks occurred while HMCTS and JCIO held Complainant's formal 

submissions and had taken no substantive action. 
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D. The Full Pattern — Not Negligence, But Willful Neglect 

 

The incidents documented since November 2025 are not isolated events. They are the most 

recent instances in a decade-long documented pattern that includes: two vehicle sabotage 

incidents designed to cause fatal accidents; three prior poisoning attempts; sustained financial 

strangulation reducing Complainant to destitution; unlawful detention in Serbia (2022); 

forced psychiatric internment and sedation without legal basis in France; and years of 

systematic psychological destruction. 

 

All of these facts were fully documented in the submissions received by HMCTS and JCIO. 

Respondents were not ignorant of the threat environment. They were fully informed of it. 

 

Under the common law offence of misconduct in public office, the difference between 

negligence and willful neglect is the dividing line between the ordinary administrative failure 

and a criminal act. When a public officer receives documentation of ongoing attempted 

murder against a litigant appearing before their court, and subsequent attacks occur during 

that officer's period of inaction, the characterization shifts from administrative failure to 

willful neglect of duty with knowledge of the consequences. 

 

The escalation is not arithmetic. It is exponential. Each attack that occurs while 

Respondents hold the documentation of prior attacks without response constitutes 

additional evidence that their inaction is not inadvertent — it is a system. 

 

 

V. THE COORDINATED INTERNATIONAL DIMENSION 

 

This complaint does not stand alone. It is one component of five simultaneous international 

proceedings: 

 

• SDNY Case 1:25-cv-10163-LTS — transferred to DDC, 139 days without processing; 

• DOJ Inspector General formal complaint — submitted simultaneously with this 

document; 

• Petition for Writ of Mandamus, DC Circuit — submitted simultaneously; 

• ECHR Ref. 30346/25 — pending; 

• ICC Communication 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2 — submitted May 1, 

2026. 

 

The pattern documented across all five jurisdictions is identical: formal submissions received, 

formal acknowledgements issued, substantive action nil. The King's Bench / HMCTS pattern 

is not an anomaly — it is consistent with a coordinated institutional response across multiple 

countries and multiple judicial systems. 

 

The complete evidentiary record, including this complaint, has been published on the 

Ethereum blockchain (yhrkco.eth, May 24, 2026). The documentation is permanent, public, 

and indestructible. 
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VI. PERSONAL LIABILITY OF NAMED RESPONDENTS 

 

Charlotte Brice, Chancery Listing Officer: Issued written confirmation on March 27, 2026 

that a hearing occurred before Mr Justice Richard Smith. This confirmation simultaneously 

documents the hearing and the absence of any procedural record. As the officer who issued 

this confirmation, she is formally placed on notice that this document is the foundation of this 

complaint and of all related proceedings. 

 

James Tipp, King's Bench Judges Listing: Identified as officer with responsibility for the 

listing and administrative processing of King's Bench matters. Formally placed on notice of 

this complaint. 

 

CEO of HMCTS: Holds institutional responsibility for the administration of all HMCTS 

proceedings. Under the principle of command responsibility, the complete failure of HMCTS 

to produce any procedural record for a confirmed judicial hearing engages institutional and 

personal accountability at the leadership level. 

 

All named and Doe Respondents are formally notified: 

 

• Misconduct in public office carries no limitation period and a maximum sentence of 

life imprisonment; 

• The Human Rights Act 1998 obligations under Articles 2 and 6 ECHR are not 

dischargeable by inaction; 

• The complete evidentiary record is permanently archived at yhrkco.eth and in five 

international proceedings — it cannot be altered or erased; 

• Proactive engagement — providing a substantive explanation for the absence of 

records, progressing JCIO references 50320/26 and 50341/26 — will be noted as a 

mitigating factor; continued inaction will be documented as an aggravating 

circumstance. 

 

 

VII. DESTRUCTION OF EVIDENCE 

 

The underlying proceedings involve documentary evidence spanning ten years and multiple 

jurisdictions. Every month of procedural inaction at the King's Bench level provides adverse 

parties with additional time to destroy, conceal, or render inaccessible evidence relevant to 

Complainant's claims. The absence of a preservation order — which cannot be sought in 

proceedings that have no accessible procedural record — constitutes an ongoing harm 

additional to the physical danger to Complainant. 

 

This complaint formally requests that the competent authority consider issuing a preservation 

direction to all parties with notice of the King's Bench proceedings. 
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VIII. FOR THE RECORD — THE HUMANITARIAN DIMENSION 

 

As of June 8, 2026: the six-month delay across all five jurisdictions has generated 

approximately €14.9 billion in accrued interest on the trebled damages base, representing 

approximately €7.6 billion in destroyed humanitarian redistribution capacity — the 

annual nutrition budget for approximately 6 to 7 million people. The UK proceedings are 

one component of this global figure. Every month of further inaction adds approximately 

€2.5 billion to this total. 

 

The officers named in this complaint attend their offices, receive their salaries, and conduct 

their lives. Complainant has had no income, no stable residence, and no assurance of survival 

for ten years. He continues. 

 

 

IX. RELIEF AND REQUESTS 

 

Complainant respectfully requests: 

 

1. A formal investigation by the Judicial Conduct Investigations Office into the 

complete absence of any procedural record for the November 2025 King's Bench 

hearing before Mr Justice Richard Smith, notwithstanding written confirmation from 

Charlotte Brice that this hearing occurred; 

2. The identification of all HMCTS and JCIO personnel who received, processed, or 

failed to process Complainant's submissions since November 2025; 

3. A substantive response to JCIO References 50320/26 and 50341/26; 

4. Referral of this complaint to the relevant Crown Prosecution Service authority for 

assessment of whether the common law offence of misconduct in public office has 

been committed; 

5. Referral to the Lord Chancellor under the Constitutional Reform Act 2005 for 

consideration of whether the documented conduct constitutes a breach of the Lord 

Chancellor's responsibility to uphold the rule of law; 

6. A preservation direction to all parties with notice of the King's Bench proceedings; 

7. Written acknowledgment of receipt of this complaint with a tracking reference 

number. 

 

 

X. CONCLUSION 

 

A confirmed hearing. No record. Six months of silence. Three physical attacks during the 

period of inaction. A decade of prior documented attempts. 
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The absence of a procedural record for a confirmed judicial hearing is not an administrative 

oversight. It is either a serious failure of court administration requiring urgent investigation, 

or something more serious still. Either way, it requires a response. 

 

Named Respondents were not ignorant. They held Complainant's submissions. They 

confirmed the hearing. They produced no record and no response. The permanent, 

indestructible record at yhrkco.eth will document their choices. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

Complainant, Pro Se 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com 

+33 6 63 90 13 01 — Dubai, United Arab Emirates 

youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

JCIO: 50320/26 & 50341/26 | ICC: 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2 | SDNY: 1:25-

cv-10163-LTS 

 

Date: May 28, 2026 
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INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT — OFFICE OF THE PROSECUTOR 

otp.informationdesk@icc-cpi.int 

 

 

THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL FACTUAL SUBMISSION 

COMPLETION OF ORIGINAL COMMUNICATION — PHYSICAL INCIDENTS AND 

CONTINUING PERSECUTION 

Pursuant to Article 15 of the Rome Statute 

OTPLink Reference: 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2 

 

 

FROM:  Pierre Deglaire — Complainant, Pro Se 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com | +33 6 63 90 13 01 

Dubai, UAE | youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

 

DATE:  May 28, 2026 

ORIGINAL COMMUNICATION:  Submitted May 1, 2026 via OTPLink — focused on 

economic destruction and systemic persecution 

THIS SUPPLEMENTAL:  Completion with three physical incidents (two contact-based, 

one medical interception) + one new post-Communication incident + updated quantum 

 

 

 

I. PURPOSE — COMPLETING THE ORIGINAL COMMUNICATION 

 

The original Article 15 Communication submitted on May 1, 2026 focused primarily on the 

economic dimension of the documented persecution — the decade-long coordinated 

destruction of Complainant's professional projects, the systematic suppression of LUCY 

BANK, and the €124.4 billion documented quantum. Physical incidents were referenced but 

not developed in full detail in the original submission. 

 

This Third Supplemental has two purposes: 

 

• To complete the original Communication with full documentation of three physical 

incidents — two of which occurred before the May 1 filing and were not fully 

developed in it, and one of which occurred after the filing; 

• To present an updated financial quantum as of June 8, 2026, and to formally 

characterize the institutional silence of five simultaneous jurisdictions as itself a 

component of the persecution. 

 

This submission is made in full transparency. No conclusion beyond the factual record is 

asserted. The Office of the Prosecutor is invited to draw its own conclusions. 
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II. INCIDENT 1 — GEORGIA, MARCH 2026 (PRE-COMMUNICATION — 

COMPLETING THE RECORD) 

 

This incident occurred in March 2026 — before the May 1 Communication — and was 

referenced but not fully documented in the original submission. This Supplemental provides 

the complete record. 

 

Location:  Tbilisi, Georgia — public establishment 

Date of contact:  March 2026 (verifiable via payment records) 

Date of symptom onset:  Approximately 72 hours after contact 

Medical result:  Acute pancreatitis — Complainant has direct medical knowledge of his own 

symptom pattern 

 

An unknown individual — presenting as Ukrainian, not previously seen at the establishment 

(confirmed by staff) — initiated unsolicited physical contact, holding Complainant's hand for 

several minutes in a deliberately prolonged manner, then departed abruptly. Acute 

pancreatitis developed 72 hours later. 

 

Complainant did not seek local hospitalization due to documented risk of arbitrary 

institutionalization (prior unlawful detention, Serbia 2022; prior forced psychiatric 

internment, France). 

 

Evidence:  Payment records establishing precise timing; timestamped AI consultation logs 

(Claude/ChatGPT) documenting daily symptom progression; AXA international insurer 

correspondence; signed hospitalization waiver; potential witness statement from 

establishment staff. 

 

Ongoing impact:  As of May 28, 2026 — nearly three months after this incident — 

Complainant has not fully recovered. His working capacity has been reduced from 12-18 

hours per day to 8-10 hours per day. This represents a documented, ongoing, and measurable 

reduction in Complainant's ability to pursue the proceedings that are the subject of these 

submissions. 

 

 

III. INCIDENT 2 — TURKEY, APRIL 2026 (PRE-COMMUNICATION — 

COMPLETING THE RECORD) 

 

This incident occurred in April 2026 — before the May 1 Communication — and was 

referenced but not fully documented in the original submission. 

 

Location:  Istanbul customs (interception point); Complainant located in Antalya, Turkey 
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Period affected:  Approximately two weeks without essential medication while in Turkey 

Medications affected:  Vital medications for serious medical conditions — dispatched by 

Complainant's mother from France with valid French prescriptions and complete customs 

documentation 

 

The sequence of events is documented in full: 

 

• The parcel left France and arrived at the Turkish border normally — approximately 

two days, consistent with standard delivery times; 

• Upon entering Turkish customs, the parcel was intercepted without legitimate 

justification; 

• All requested documentation was transmitted by email. No response was received. 

The hotel manager telephoned Turkish customs multiple times. The single verbal 

explanation offered — that the email was not processed because the subject line 

contained the words 'medical emergency' — is manifestly pretextual; 

• From the moment of interception, every step was abnormal: no processing, no 

delivery, no response, pretextual justifications, verbal statements of resolution 

producing no actual result; 

• Complainant was compelled to leave Turkey and relocate to Dubai in order to access 

medications. He obtained replacement medications in Dubai after several days; 

• The original parcel — containing the intercepted medications — eventually arrived at 

the Turkish hotel approximately ten days after Complainant's departure, and returned 

to France more than six weeks after original dispatch from France; 

• Complainant’s mother who lives in France recovered the parcel only recently, having 

had to arrange its retrieval remotely. 

 

Total duration of medical disruption: over six weeks from dispatch to recovery of 

medications. Of this period, approximately two weeks were without any medication 

whatsoever, and several further days with replacement medications only. 

 

The pattern documented in this incident — initial normal transit, then complete 

administrative dysfunction at the point of entry, pretextual explanations, absence of any 

resolution despite multiple documented attempts — is identical to the obstruction pattern 

documented across all five international jurisdictions. 

 

Evidence:  Parcel tracking records (normal transit France → Turkey border, then 

anomalous); customs notification; email correspondence with Turkish customs (two 

submissions, no response); WhatsApp exchanges with hotel manager; medical prescriptions; 

attestation from Complainant's mother. 
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IV. INCIDENT 3 — DUBAI, MAY 22, 2026 (POST-COMMUNICATION — 

NEW) 

 

This incident occurred on May 22, 2026 — after the submission of the original 

Communication on May 1, 2026. It is submitted for the first time in this Supplemental. 

 

Location:  Club BLU, V Hotel, Dubai, United Arab Emirates 

Date and time:  May 22, 2026, from approximately 23:45 

 

An unknown individual presenting as Australian (Gold Coast) positioned himself at 

Complainant's habitual table before Complainant's arrival. He immediately initiated 

conversation, became rapidly familiar, and proceeded to shake Complainant's hand 

repeatedly — a minimum of 10 to 12 times over approximately 90 minutes — while 

simulating mild intoxication and asking questions. 

 

The individual departed abruptly without paying his bill. A WhatsApp message received at 

approximately 3:00 AM attributed his departure to intoxication. 

 

The physical contact pattern — repeated handshaking by an unknown individual who then 

departs abruptly — is identical in modus operandi to the Georgia incident of March 2026, 

which produced acute pancreatitis 72 hours after contact. Complainant is monitoring his 

health status in the 72-hour window following this incident. 

 

Evidence:  Timestamped WhatsApp exchange (preserved); physical description of individual 

(approximately 30-35 years, 1m80, 80-85kg, brown hair, light beard); surveillance camera 

footage at V Hotel and Club BLU; potential testimony from venue staff. 

 

 

V. CHARACTERISATION — THREE ATTEINTES TO PHYSICAL 

INTEGRITY, TWO METHODS 

 

The three incidents documented above must be distinguished in method while unified in 

characterization: 

 

Incidents 1 and 3 (Georgia, Dubai):  Contact-based physical attacks. Unknown individual 

initiates prolonged physical contact, then departs abruptly — consistent with documented 

contact-based substance transmission methods. 

 

Incident 2 (Turkey):  Administrative/institutional attack on physical integrity. Interception 

of life-critical medications depriving Complainant of essential treatment for serious medical 

conditions. The method is different. The intent — to harm Complainant's physical integrity 

and capacity — is identical. 
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The legal characterisation under Articles 7(1)(h) and 7(1)(k) of the Rome Statute applies 

to all three: 

 

The incidents documented in this Supplemental are not isolated events. They are the most 

recent instances in a decade-long documented pattern that includes: two vehicle sabotage 

incidents designed to cause fatal accidents; three prior poisoning attempts; sustained financial 

strangulation reducing the Complainant to destitution; unlawful detention in Serbia (2022); 

forced psychiatric internment and sedation without legal basis in France; and years of 

systematic psychological destruction. 

 

All of these facts were fully documented in the original Article 15 Communication of May 1, 

2026. The Office of the Prosecutor was not ignorant of the threat environment at the time of 

this Supplemental. It was fully informed of it. 

 

Taken in isolation, each of the incidents documented below might be characterized as 

unfortunate coincidence. Taken in the context of the documented prior pattern — two vehicle 

sabotages, three prior poisonings, unlawful detention, forced institutionalization — they 

cannot be characterized as coincidence. They constitute documented attempted murder. 

The method varies. The intent does not. 

 

The escalation is not arithmetic. It is exponential. Each incident that occurs while 

institutional respondents hold the documentation of prior attacks without response 

constitutes additional evidence that the persecution is systemic, continuing, and actively 

facilitated by institutional silence. 

 

 

VI. INSTITUTIONAL FACILITATION — FIVE JURISDICTIONS, ZERO 

RESPONSE 

 

As of May 28, 2026, the following institutional non-responses are documented: 

 

United States — SDNY/DDC/FBI:  Case No. 1:25-cv-10163-LTS: 139 days without case 

number, judge, or acknowledgment. FBI: 169 days of zero response. U.S. intelligence 

services: first notified July 2025 — over ten months ago. 

United Kingdom — King's Bench Division:  Hearing before Mr Justice Richard Smith 

confirmed in writing. No order, no record. JCIO Refs. 50320/26 & 50341/26: no substantive 

response. 

European Court of Human Rights:  Application Ref. 30346/25: returned on procedural 

grounds. Rule 39 not granted. 

Parquet National Financier (France):  No response to multiple formal submissions. 

International Criminal Court:  Original Communication under preliminary examination. 

This Supplemental ensures the record reflects the continuation of attacks during this period. 
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The Office is invited to consider whether the systematic denial of access to judicial protection 

across five simultaneous jurisdictions is itself a component of the Article 7(1)(h) persecution 

— not merely its backdrop. 

 

 

VII. UPDATED QUANTUM — JUNE 8, 2026 

 

Principal claim: €124.4 billion | Treble damages: €373.2 billion 

Interest at 8% per annum for 6 months (to June 8, 2026): approximately €14.9 billion 

Total as of June 8, 2026: approximately €388 billion | Monthly accrual: €2.5 billion 

 

YHRK Foundation 51% statutory redistribution applied to 6-month interest: approximately 

€7.6 billion in destroyed humanitarian capacity — annual nutrition budget for 

approximately 6 to 7 million people. 

 

 

VIII. BLOCKCHAIN — PERMANENT EVIDENTIARY RECORD 

 

Published May 24, 2026 on Ethereum blockchain: yhrkco.eth 

TX Hash: 0x395720697bd1c40f6e5e28c032702f31277921f5d70eb1f7e98d83a804b4c5ff 

Permanent, indestructible, publicly accessible worldwide. 

 

 

IX. REQUESTS 

 

1. Acknowledge receipt of this Third Supplemental and associate it with OTPLink Ref. 

88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2; 

2. Consider the three physical incidents as additional evidence under Articles 7(1)(h) 

and 7(1)(k) — two contact-based attacks and one institutional deprivation of medical 

care, all constituting documented attempted murder in the context of the prior pattern; 

3. Consider whether the institutional non-response of five simultaneous jurisdictions 

constitutes a component of the Article 7(1)(h) persecution; 

4. Consider whether the continuation of attacks during active ICC preliminary 

examination warrants expedited consideration; 

5. Provide formal acknowledgment with tracking reference; 

6. Establish a secure channel for further evidentiary transmission. 

 

 

X. CLOSING STATEMENT 
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The Complainant has now documented, across a decade and across five jurisdictions, the 

systematic destruction of his professional life, his health, his financial resources, and his 

access to justice. He has done so alone, without legal representation, across more than twenty 

countries. 

 

He does not seek sympathy. He seeks the application of the law. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, May 28, 2026 

 

Pierre Deglaire — Complainant, Pro Se 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com | +33 6 63 90 13 01 

Dubai, UAE | youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

ICC OTPLink: 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2 | SDNY: 1:25-cv-10163-LTS 
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Pierre Deglaire 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com 

+33 6 63 90 13 01 — Dubai, United Arab Emirates 

youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

 

May 28, 2026 

 

Senator Charles E. Grassley 

Senate Judiciary Committee | chuck_grassley@grassley.senate.gov 

 

Senator Ron Johnson 

U.S. Senate | senator@ronjohnson.senate.gov 

 

 

FORMAL REQUEST FOR SENATE OVERSIGHT 

FBI Inaction — 169 Days — Active Federal Case — Life in Documented Danger 

Case No. 1:25-cv-10163-LTS (S.D.N.Y./D.D.C.) | 18 U.S.C. § 242 

 

 

Dear Senator Grassley and Senator Johnson, 

 

I write to you as a French national currently residing in Dubai, United Arab Emirates, who is 

party to an active federal case before the United States District Court — Case No. 1:25-cv-

10163-LTS — and who has been unable to obtain any response from the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation for 169 days, during which time I survived three documented physical attacks. 

 

I am not writing to ask you to assess the merits of my case. I am writing to ask you to exercise 

your oversight authority over the FBI to require a formal, written acknowledgment of a filing 

that was physically delivered to the FBI New York Field Office on December 8-9, 2025 — and 

which has produced zero response in 169 days. 

 

 

I. THE FILING — WHAT THE FBI RECEIVED 

 

On December 8, 2025, I personally delivered a 320-page Global Cross-Jurisdictional Filing to 

the FBI New York Field Office, 26 Federal Plaza, New York, NY 10278. I had traveled for 45 

hours to reach New York. I spent the first night in the street in temperatures of -5°C. I presented 

at the FBI at 3:00 AM and was not received. I returned Saturday — not received. I returned 
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Sunday — not received. On Monday December 8, I was received after three hours of waiting in 

cold temperatures. 

 

USPS delivery confirmation of the filing was obtained on December 9, 2025, at 11:23 AM. 

 

The filing documents a decade-long, coordinated destruction of my economic projects — 

including a validated European banking innovation — by French state-linked banking actors, 

through means that violate the Sherman Antitrust Act (15 U.S.C. § 1, 2), the Clayton Act (15 

U.S.C. § 15), the RICO Act (18 U.S.C. § 1961), and obstruction of federal proceedings (18 

U.S.C. § 1512). The conservative documented quantum is €124.4 billion. Treble damages: 

€373.2 billion. 

 

The filing also documents a decade of physical attacks against me — vehicle sabotages, prior 

poisonings, unlawful detention in Serbia, forced psychiatric internment in France — and requests 

emergency protective measures from U.S. federal authorities. 

 

 

II. 169 DAYS OF ZERO RESPONSE 

 

As of May 28, 2026 — 169 days after the FBI received my filing: 

 

• No acknowledgment of receipt; 

• No case reference number; 

• No secure channel for further evidentiary transmission; 

• No response to multiple formal written submissions including a Formal Demand for 

Damages dated April 25, 2026; 

• No emergency protective action of any kind. 

 

I first contacted U.S. authorities in July 2025 — ten to eleven months ago — when I presented at 

the American Embassy in Dubai and was received in a secure room by CIA personnel. I 

explained the situation in a thirty-minute telephone interview. I received no follow-up. 

 

I then attempted to deliver my filing at the U.S. Consulate in Bordeaux, France — turned away. I 

drove over 1,000 kilometers to Andorra to mail copies to U.S. consulates across Europe to avoid 

French State interception — no response from any consulate. I presented at the U.S. Consulate in 

Barcelona in transit — directed to proceed to the United States. 

 

The December 2025 FBI filing was the fifth attempt — across three countries — to place this 

matter before U.S. authorities. It has produced, like all the others, zero response. 
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III. THREE PHYSICAL ATTACKS DURING THE PERIOD OF FBI INACTION 

 

The following attacks occurred after the FBI received my filing. I document them not to solicit 

sympathy, but because they are legally relevant to the question of what the FBI's silence has 

enabled. 

 

Georgia, March 2026: Contact-based substance exposure by unknown individual. Acute 

pancreatitis 72 hours later. I was unable to seek local hospitalization due to documented prior 

arbitrary institutionalization risk. Evidence: timestamped AI consultation logs, AXA 

international insurer correspondence, signed medical waiver. 

 

Turkey, April 2026: Interception of my life-critical medications by Turkish customs. Two 

weeks without essential treatment for serious medical conditions. Evidence: parcel tracking 

records, customs notification, hotel manager attestation, family correspondence. 

 

Dubai, May 22, 2026: Repeated physical contact (10-12 handshakes over 90 minutes) by 

unknown individual who departed abruptly. Pattern identical to Georgia. Evidence: timestamped 

WhatsApp exchange with the individual. 

 

The three attacks documented above are not isolated incidents. They are the most recent 

instances in a decade-long documented pattern that includes: two vehicle sabotage incidents 

designed to cause fatal accidents; three prior poisoning attempts; sustained financial 

strangulation reducing the Petitioner to destitution; unlawful detention in Serbia (2022); forced 

psychiatric internment and sedation in France; and years of systematic psychological destruction. 

 

All of these facts were fully documented in the Global Filing received by the FBI on December 

8-9, 2025. The FBI was not ignorant of the threat environment. It was fully informed of it. 

 

Under 18 U.S.C. § 242, the difference between negligence and knowing facilitation determines 

whether an offense is punishable by one year or by life imprisonment. When a federal agency 

receives documentation of ongoing attempted murder, and subsequent attacks occur during that 

agency's period of inaction, the legal characterization shifts from failure to act to knowing 

participation in the conditions that enabled those attempts. The FBI crossed this threshold no 

later than March 2026. 

 

The escalation is not arithmetic. It is exponential. Each attack that occurs while the FBI 

holds the documentation of prior attacks without response constitutes additional evidence 

of a system — not a series of unrelated failures. 

 

 

IV. THE ANTITRUST AND MARKET DIMENSION 
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I draw your attention to the broader market dimension of this matter, which falls squarely within 

the jurisdiction of the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

 

The European banking market represents approximately €20 trillion in deposits. My filing 

documents a systematic, coordinated suppression of new entrants to this market — including my 

LUCY BANK innovation — by incumbent French state-linked banking actors, through means 

that include criminal obstruction, market manipulation, and state-sponsored persecution. 

 

U.S. banking institutions with European operations have been directly harmed by this non-

liberalization of the European banking market. This is precisely the type of foreign 

anticompetitive conduct that the Sherman Act was designed to reach when it affects U.S. 

commerce and U.S. market participants. 

 

The FBI has held this documentation for 169 days without response. The U.S. intelligence 

community has held it since July 2025 without response. Meanwhile, the anticompetitive 

conduct continues and the European banking market remains closed to legitimate competition. 

 

 

V. WHAT I AM ASKING 

 

I am not asking you to take a position on the merits of my claims. I am asking you to exercise 

your constitutional oversight authority to require the FBI to do the following: 

 

1. Provide a formal, written acknowledgment that the Global Filing submitted December 8-

9, 2025 was received and is on file; 

2. Assign a case reference number to the filing; 

3. Establish a secure channel through which I can transmit supplementary evidentiary 

materials; 

4. Confirm whether any investigation has been opened, and if not, provide a written 

explanation of why not. 

 

These are ministerial acts. They do not require the FBI to prejudge any question of fact or law. 

They require only that the FBI acknowledge the existence of a filing it has held for 169 days. 

 

I note that a formal complaint has been simultaneously filed with the DOJ Inspector General 

(oig.hotline@usdoj.gov) and that a Petition for Writ of Mandamus has been simultaneously filed 

before the United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit. A Communication under Article 

15 of the Rome Statute has been filed before the International Criminal Court (Ref. 88058ffc-

53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2). 

 

The complete evidentiary record has been published on the Ethereum blockchain (yhrkco.eth, 

May 24, 2026) and is permanently and publicly accessible. 
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VI. FOR THE RECORD 

 

As of June 8, 2026 — six months from the date of filing — interest accrued on the trebled 

damages base amounts to approximately €14.9 billion. The YHRK Foundation's 51% statutory 

redistribution commitment means this delay has destroyed approximately €7.6 billion in 

humanitarian redistribution capacity — the annual nutrition budget for approximately 6 to 7 

million people. 

 

I have had no income, no stable residence, and no assurance of survival for ten years. I have been 

poisoned, detained, surveilled, and institutionally silenced across multiple countries. I continue 

to file, to document, and to pursue the truth — because the institutions that were supposed to 

protect me have, to date, chosen not to. 

 

I am grateful for your attention to this matter and for the oversight role that the Senate Judiciary 

Committee plays in ensuring that federal law enforcement institutions remain accountable to the 

law they exist to enforce. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com 

+33 6 63 90 13 01 — Dubai, United Arab Emirates 

youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

SDNY: 1:25-cv-10163-LTS | ICC: 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2 

 

Date: May 28, 2026 

 

 

All supporting documentation — including the Global Filing (321 pages), the Formal Demand 

for Damages of April 25, 2026, USPS delivery confirmation, and all subsequent submissions — 

has been formally transmitted to the FBI New York Field Office and is on file with the Bureau. 

No additional transmission is required on Petitioner's part. The Bureau holds the complete record 

.  
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Pierre Deglaire 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com | +33 6 63 90 13 01 

Dubaï, Émirats Arabes Unis | youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

 

À :  Monsieur Jean-François Bohnert, Procureur de la République financier 

     Parquet National Financier — parquet-national-financier@justice.fr 

 

DATE :  28 mai 2026 

OBJET :  MISE EN DEMEURE FORMELLE — Complicité de tentatives d'assassinat par 
inaction documentée depuis avril 2025 — Responsabilité pénale personnelle des membres 
du PNF 

 

 

 

Monsieur le Procureur, 

 

Je vous adresse le présent courrier en ma capacité de plaignant pro se dans le cadre de 
cinq procédures internationales simultanées, dont une Communication déposée devant la 
Cour Pénale Internationale le 1er mai 2026 (Référence OTPLink : 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-
f2ce36a632e2). 

 

Ce courrier n'est pas une demande. C'est une notification formelle de responsabilité pénale 
personnelle, adressée nommément au Procureur de la République financier et à chacun des 
membres du Parquet National Financier ayant eu connaissance de mon dossier. 

 

 

I. CE QUE LE PNF SAVAIT DEPUIS AVRIL 2025 

 

Depuis le mois d'avril 2025, le Parquet National Financier a été formellement informé des 
faits suivants : 

 

• Destruction coordonnée, sur dix années consécutives, de trois innovations 
économiques validées — dont LUCY BANK — par des acteurs bancaires liés à l'État 
français. Préjudice documenté conservateur : 124,4 milliards d'euros ; 

• Premier empoisonnement documenté à Dubaï — mai 2025 : effondrement cognitif 
brutal, du jour au lendemain, sans explication médicale. Documenté ; 

• Deuxième empoisonnement documenté à Dubaï — juillet 2025 : substance dans ma 
chambre d'hôtel, quintes de toux violentes pendant cinq semaines consécutives, 
résolution immédiate après nettoyage de la chambre. Documenté. L'hôtel n'a jamais 
répondu à mes dizaines de sollicitations ; 

• Deuxième sabotage de véhicule — septembre 2025 : le PNF était informé. Ce fait est 
survenu après votre saisine ; 

• Interception systématique de mes communications et correspondances par l'État 
français, documentée avec preuves formelles ; 

• Destruction économique systématique, harcèlement institutionnel, isolement social et 
professionnel organisé sur dix ans. 
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Je précise, pour l'exactitude du record : le premier sabotage de véhicule est antérieur à 
votre saisine — vous n'en étiez pas informés. Le deuxième sabotage, en revanche, est 
postérieur. Vous saviez. 

 

À toutes ces alertes, le Parquet National Financier n'a opposé que le silence. 

 

 

II. CE QUI S'EST PASSÉ PENDANT VOTRE SILENCE 

 

Depuis avril 2025, pendant que le PNF ne répondait pas, les événements suivants sont 
survenus — chacun d'entre eux après que vous aviez été informés : 

 

Deuxième sabotage de véhicule — septembre 2025 :  Destiné à provoquer un accident 
mortel. Documenté. Vous saviez. 

 

Troisième empoisonnement — Géorgie, mars 2026 :  Exposition à une substance par 
contact physique par un tiers inconnu à Tbilissi. Pancréatite aiguë 72 heures après. Je n'ai 
pas pu être hospitalisé en raison du risque documenté de ré institutionnalisation arbitraire — 
risque que vous connaissez, puisque l'internement psychiatrique forcé en France figure 
dans les éléments portés à votre connaissance. Preuves : logs de consultation horodatés, 
correspondance assureur AXA, décharge médicale signée. Près de trois mois après, je n'ai 
pas pleinement récupéré — ma capacité de travail a été divisée par deux. 

 

Interception de médicaments vitaux — Turquie, avril 2026 :  Un envoi de médicaments 
vitaux expédié par ma mère depuis la France avec prescriptions médicales valides a été 
intercepté à la douane turque. Transit normal jusqu'à la frontière — puis tout est devenu 
anormal. Deux semaines sans traitement médical essentiel pour des pathologies graves. Le 
colis est arrivé à l'hôtel dix jours après mon départ de Turquie, soit plus d'un mois et demi 
après l'expédition. J'ai dû me procurer des médicaments de remplacement à Dubaï. 

 

Contact physique suspect — Dubaï, 22 mai 2026 :  Contact physique répété (10 à 12 
poignées de main sur 90 minutes) par un inconnu qui s'est ensuite éclipsé précipitamment. 
Modus operandi identique à l'empoisonnement de Géorgie. Preuves : échange WhatsApp 
horodaté. 

 

Harcèlement quotidien continu :  Dix ans d'isolement organisé, de destruction 
économique, de surveillance, d'effacement systématique. Ce harcèlement continue. Il 
constitue, pour tout individu dans ma situation, une pression susceptible de conduire au pire. 
Vous en avez conscience. 

 

Ces faits, pris isolément, pourraient être contestés. Dans leur accumulation — sur dix ans, 
avec les mêmes acteurs institutionnels en arrière-plan, les mêmes méthodes qui évoluent — 
ils ne peuvent être qualifiés que de tentatives d'assassinat réitérées, préméditées, 
organisées. 
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III. VOTRE RESPONSABILITÉ PÉNALE PERSONNELLE 

 

L'article 40 du Code de procédure pénale impose à tout magistrat ou officier public ayant 
connaissance d'un crime ou d'un délit d'en donner avis sans délai au Procureur de la 
République compétent. Cette obligation n'est pas discrétionnaire. 

 

L'article 223-6 du Code pénal sanctionne la non-assistance à personne en danger — cinq 
ans d'emprisonnement, 75 000 euros d'amende. Il s'applique à toute personne ayant 
connaissance d'un péril grave et immédiat pour la vie d'une personne. 

 

L'Article 25 du Statut de Rome — applicable dans le cadre de la Communication CPI — 
engage la responsabilité pénale individuelle de toute personne ayant contribué à la 
commission, à la facilitation ou au maintien des faits documentés, indépendamment de sa 
qualité institutionnelle. 

 

Vous avez été informés depuis avril 2025. Des tentatives d'assassinat documentées ont eu 
lieu pendant votre silence — après votre saisine. Ce silence n'est plus de la négligence. 
C'est de la complicité. 

 

Je vous notifie formellement, ainsi qu'à chacun des membres du PNF ayant eu 
connaissance de mon dossier : 

 

• Votre responsabilité pénale personnelle est documentée et sera invoquée dans 
l'ensemble des procédures actives ; 

• Le dossier complet est gravé de manière permanente et indestructible sur la 
blockchain Ethereum (yhrkco.eth, 24 mai 2026) — il ne peut être ni modifié, ni 
supprimé, ni rendu inaccessible ; 

• Vous êtes cités dans la Communication déposée devant la Cour Pénale 
Internationale (Réf. 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2) ; 

• Votre inaction persistante sera documentée comme circonstance aggravante dans 
l'ensemble des procédures ; 

• Le jour où chacun d'entre vous quittera ses fonctions, les procédures seront là. 
Comme elles l'ont été pour d'autres, en France et ailleurs. 

 

 

IV. CE QUE VOUS AVEZ COUVERT — ET SES CONSÉQUENCES 

 

Pendant que le PNF s'acharne sur d'anciens présidents et des hauts fonctionnaires pour des 
faits sans commune mesure avec ce que j'ai documenté, les acteurs bancaires liés à l'État 
français qui ont détruit 124,4 milliards d'euros de valeur économique, supprimé une 
innovation bancaire majeure, et financé ou couvert des tentatives d'assassinat réitérées 
contre moi, continuent leurs activités. 

 

Le préjudice documenté génère des intérêts au rythme de 2,5 milliards d'euros par mois. À 
six mois du dépôt américain du 8 décembre 2025, les intérêts cumulés s'élèvent à environ 
14,9 milliards d'euros. Appliqués à l'engagement de redistribution humanitaire statutaire de 
la Fondation YHRK (51%), ce retard représente environ 7,6 milliards d'euros de capacité 
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humanitaire détruite — le budget nutritionnel annuel d'environ 6 à 7 millions de 
personnes. 

 

Voilà ce que votre silence a couvert. Voilà ce que votre silence continue de couvrir. 

 

 

V. CONCLUSION 

 

Je ne vous demande rien. Ce courrier n'est pas une demande de traitement, une invitation à 
l'arbitrage ou une sollicitation de réponse. La fenêtre était ouverte. Elle est fermée. 

 

Ce courrier est une notification formelle versée aux cinq procédures actives, qui établit dans 
le record permanent que vous saviez, que vous avez choisi de ne pas agir, et que cette 
décision constitue une complicité documentée dans les faits les plus graves. 

 

Un accusé de réception serait apprécié. Son absence sera documentée. 

 

Veuillez agréer, Monsieur le Procureur, l'expression de mes salutations — sans distinction. 

 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com | deglaire.aoic@gmail.com | +33 6 63 90 13 01 

Dubaï, Émirats Arabes Unis | youhavetherighttoknow.org | yhrkco.eth 

CPI : 88058ffc-53de-4e9f-afc8-f2ce36a632e2 | SDNY : 1:25-cv-10163-LTS 

 

28 mai 2026 
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A) COVER LETTER – JOINT SUBMISSION TO 

EUROPEAN, UK, AND US JURISDICTIONS 

Global Cross-Jurisdictional Action — Pierre Deglaire v. 

French State & Banks & Private Actors 

From: 

Pierre Deglaire 

Independent Real-Estate and Financial Consultant 

7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac France 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

+33 6 63 90 13 01 

 

To : 

Registry of the EUROPEAN COURT OF HUMAN RIGHTS – URGENT 

FILING (Rule 39) 

Registry of the European Court of Human Rights 

1 Quai Ernest Bevin 

67000 Strasbourg – France 

And 

HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE – URGENT APPLICATIONS 

King’s Bench Division – Urgent Applications Court 

The Rolls Building 

7 Rolls Buildings, Fetter Lane 

London EC4A 1NL – United Kingdom 

And 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT – EMERGENCY FILINGS 

U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia 

333 Constitution Ave NW 

Washington, DC 20001 – USA 

 

 

 

 

mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com


2 

 

Subject : Joint petition for registration and protective measures — 

Reference ECHR No. 30346/25, A reference number (30346/25) was sent to 

me by email, but given the proven interception of almost all my 

communications, I cannot confirm the authenticity of this document. 

Therefore, I respectfully request the Court to confirm whether this number 

corresponds to an actual registered case, or whether my previous filings 

were intercepted before reaching the Registry 

Dear Registrars, 

Please find enclosed the complete petition file titled “Global Cross-Jurisdictional Action — 

Pierre Deglaire v. French State & Banks & Private Actors”, submitted simultaneously 

before: 

1. The European Court of Human Rights, 

2. The High Court of Justice (King’s Bench Division – Urgent Applications Court), 

and 

3. The U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia. 

This filing is made under self-representation, due to a total and documented obstruction of 

access to legal counsel in France. 

It is grounded on : 

• Articles 2, 3, 5, 6, 13 and 14 ECHR, 

• Article 1 of Protocol 1, 

• Articles 47–48 of the EU Charter, 

• The Human Rights Act 1998 (UK), 

• U.S. constitutional due-process guarantees, including the right of access to the 

courts. 

Given the triple nature of the case — fundamental rights violations, coordinated economic 

destruction, and systemic obstruction of judicial access — the Applicant respectfully requests: 

1. Registration of the case in emergency procedure 

(Urgent procedure / immediate judicial intervention). 

2. Confirmation that adversarial defence rights for Respondents are 

suspended and irrevocably lost 

until full access to justice is restored, in accordance with the doctrines of 

extraordinary circumstances, positive obligations, and right-to-life primacy. 

3. Transmission of this filing to the two sister jurisdictions 

(UK ↔ US ↔ ECHR), 

regardless of the Court where the Applicant physically files, 

as each court retains jurisdiction over non-overlapping segments of the harm. 
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4. Immediate examination of the eight urgent measures requested, namely: 

• Freezing injunction (€500M), 

• Urgent €7M provision, 

• Protection measures for the Applicant and his family, 

• Preservation and secure retention of all institutional/banking data (without seizure 

motions), 

• Restoration of access to justice, 

• Recognition of transnational persecution, 

• Judicial supervision of all counterparties, 

• Authorization for simplified procedure due to obstruction. 

The enclosed file contains the full factual chronology, legal analysis, jurisdictional bases, and 

financial assessment (global loss estimate €124.4B). 

Additional annexes, certified copies, and supporting documents will be provided according to 

each Court’s instructions. 

The Applicant respectfully requests written confirmation of registration, 

as well as any procedural adjustments or formal requirements deemed necessary. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Pierre Deglaire 

Applicant – Self-represented 

 

Independent Real-Estate and Financial Consultant 

7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac France 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

+33 6 63 90 13 01 

 

Executed in Mérignac (France), on 30 11 2025 
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B) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY — URGENT 

SYNTHESIS OF FACTS, DANGER, 

OBSTRUCTION, AND REQUESTS 

 

B) 1) NATURE OF THE CASE — TEN YEARS OF 

EXTREME DANGER, SYSTEMIC OBSTRUCTION, 

AND MASSIVE ECONOMIC DESTRUCTION 

This case unfolds after ten years of coordinated and escalating violations, including : 

• Unlawful international imprisonment (Serbia, 2022), 

• Illegal psychiatric internment and forced sedation (France, 2022), 

• Multiple poisoning attempts, 

• Recurrent vehicle sabotage, 

• Systematic interception of emails, LRAR, DHL deliveries, and phone 

communications, 

• Manipulation of professional relationships and bank interventions, 

• Destruction of all income sources and professional networks, 

• Total collapse of access to justice in France and internationally. 

These 2025 events are not an isolated spike — they are the continuation of ten 

consecutive years of lethal practices already applied against the Applicant (illegal 

imprisonment, forced psychiatric internment, poisonings, car sabotage). 

The events of August–December 2025 are not isolated: they represent the latest layer of a 

long-standing strategy of persecution aimed at : 

1. Endangering the Applicant’s life, 

2. Neutralising every judicial access point, 

3. Eliminating economic existence (current global loss: €124.4B). 

For ten years, every filing — email, LRAR, DHL, phone call, in-person request — has 

been intercepted or diverted. 

No functioning judicial doorway remains. 

 

B) 2) EXTREME AND IMMEDIATE DANGER TO LIFE 

(AUG–DEC 2025), IN CONTINUITY WITH TEN YEARS 

OF LETHAL ACTIONS 

B) 2) A) Geneva vehicle sabotage (high-lethality incident) 
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Shortly after filing attempts at the UN in Geneva, the Applicant’s vehicle experienced a 

sudden and abnormal total loss of adhesion. 

Thousands of kilometres before and after this incident were driven without recurrence. 

The timing, method, and context confirm: 

This was an attempt to cause a fatal crash during an international legal action. 

B) 2) B) Survival conditions and exhaustion protocol (5,000 km in 6 days) 

To bypass interception of postal and electronic submissions, the Applicant was forced to drive 

: 

• 5,000 km in 6 days, 

• In winter conditions, 

• With almost no sleep (6h in 72h), 

• With a vehicle previously sabotaged, 

• Without financial means or logistical support. 

This extreme exhaustion is engineered and cumulative, not accidental. 

B) 2) C) Forced sleep in car (0°C–2°C) 

Due to network shutdowns, inability to find hotels, and total loss of GPS: 

• The Applicant slept in his car at near-freezing temperatures, 

• After days without rest, 

• Without the possibility to call for help. 

This constitutes deliberate life-endangerment. 

B) 2) D) Imminent fuel depletion on motorway, with no phone and no GPS 

A near-fatal scenario occurred where: 

• No petrol station could be located, 

• No GPS or phone worked, 

• The Applicant risked being stranded on a foreign motorway at night, 

• In freezing weather, 

• Without the ability to contact emergency services. 

B) 2) E) Telecommunication shutdowns at critical moments 

Network failures were not random; they were synchronised with: 

• Judicial filings, 

• International travel, 

• Evidence preparation, 

• And employer/bank interactions. 
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B) 2) F) Legal qualification (balanced across ECHR, UK, US) 

ECHR 

• Art. 2 — real and immediate threat to life 

• Art. 3 — inhuman/degrading treatment 

• Art. 6 + 13 — destruction of access to justice 

• Art. 34 — obstruction of individual petition 

United Kingdom 

• Osman Duty – authorities’ obligation to prevent known, immediate life risks 

• Constitutional Fairness Doctrine 

• Abuse of Process 

• CPR 25 emergency relief requirements 

• Judicial review principles (failure to act, bad faith interference) 

United States 

• 5th Amendment Due Process — right of meaningful access 

• Rule 65 TRO criteria 

• Bounds v. Smith (access to courts) 

• Fed. R. Civ. P. 5(d)(4) — filings cannot be refused 

• Extraordinary Circumstances Doctrine (when foreign interference prevents access 

to court) 

 

B) 3) SYSTEMIC OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE 

ACROSS THREE JURISDICTIONS 

For ten years, and especially in 2025 : 

• LRAR (registered letters) repeatedly intercepted before reaching ECHR ; 

• DHL package “delivered” to US District Court with no acknowledgement; 

• Emails to all jurisdictions intercepted or erased; 

• Phone calls filtered so responses cannot reach the Applicant; 

• Physical access denied at ECHR ; 

• A fabricated/irregular “hearing” staged in London ; 

• No jurisdiction (ECHR, UK, or US) ever received filings in normal conditions. 

The same pattern appears in all three jurisdictions: 

The Applicant is prevented from reaching any court capable of reviewing France’s 

actions. 
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This satisfies the criteria for : 

• Rule 39 ECHR 

• UK emergency applications 

• US TRO / Preliminary Injunction 

• International law on reprisals 

 

B) 4) FORFEITURE OF DEFENCE RIGHTS — FIRST 

AND CENTRAL LEGAL CONSEQUENCE 

Where a State (or its coordinated actors) : 

• Intercepts filings, 

• Manipulates procedures, 

• Blocks physical or electronic access to courts, 

• Retaliates against the applicant, 

• Or destroys adversarial balance, 

it forfeits its right to defend itself. 

This principle is recognised in : 

• ECHR : Ilascu, Mamatkulov, Airey, Kolevi 

• UN CAT : General Comment 4 (reprisals) 

• UK : Constitutional fairness + Unclean Hands 

• US : Equitable estoppel, Due Process, “no benefit from obstruction” doctrine 

Sentence to include verbatim 

“A party that obstructs justice may not invoke the right to defend itself.” 

Procedural consequence 

The Court may immediately: 

• Apply accelerated procedure, 

• Decide based solely on Applicant’s evidence, 

• Deem the Respondent in default caused by its own obstruction, 

• And order immediate protective measures without adversarial hearing. 

 

B) 5) EVIDENCE — FOCUSED STATEMENT OF 

CAPABILITIES AND PRESERVATION NEEDS 



11 

 

All elements referenced in this summary are supported by a massive evidentiary body 

already in the Applicant’s possession. 

Over the past ten years, more than 30,000 emails (out of over 100,000 total), documents, 

recordings, banking exchanges, administrative correspondence, and digital logs have been 

preserved and classified for judicial use. 

Every factual assertion summarised here is traceable to documentary records that 

already exist and that can be produced as soon as the Court provides a secure 

transmission channel. 

However, due to proven interception of postal, digital, and telecommunication channels, none 

of these materials can be safely transmitted until the Court provides a protected route for 

evidence delivery. 

In addition to the Applicant’s own archives, crucial complementary evidence remains in 

the hands of counterparties who are currently refusing access, including (but not limited to) 

: 

• Oleen — withholding complete professional email archives and thereby preventing recovery 

of decisive banking correspondence ; 

• Multiple financial and commercial entities — holding internal communications, CRM 

logs, call records, routing metadata, and records of interventions that will corroborate 

systemic obstruction. 

The Applicant therefore requests that the Court : 

1. Provide a secure channel for evidence transmission ; 

2. Order preservation of all records held by counterparties ; 

3. Authorize phased submission of materials immediately once a protected pathway is 

established. 

This ensures that every factual assertion contained in the Executive Summary and in the full 

petition can be demonstrated through extensive documentary evidence already in existence 

and ready for production. 

 

B) 6) URGENT REQUESTS — REVISED AND 

REORDERED (FINAL VERSION) 

B) 6) 1) Emergency hearing (remote within 48h) 

→ Recorded, formal, and procedurally valid. 

B) 6) 2) Declaration of forfeiture of defence rights 

→ Including accelerated procedure and adjudication based on Applicant’s evidence. 

B) 6) 3) Freezing Order — €500M 
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→ To prevent dissipation and stabilise procedural ability. 

B) 6) 4) Emergency provision / interim relief — €7M 

→ Housing, equipment, safety, secure comms, legal work, mobility. 

B) 6) 5) Protection measures 

→ Anti-retaliation 

→ Secure judicial communication channel 

→ Remote hearings 

→ Evidence deposit protocol 

B) 6) 6) Registration and acceptance of all filings (past and future) 

→ Including previously intercepted LRAR, emails, DHL, and submissions. 

B) 6) 7) Judicial supervision of respondent institutions 

→ Banks, employers, service providers, digital operators. 

B) 6) 8) Immediate evidence preservation orders 

→ France / UK / US. 
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C) 1) RECENT ESCALATION AND IMMEDIATE 

PERSONAL DANGER (AUG–DEC 2025) 

This introductory section provides the Court with a precise account of the Applicant’s 

personal situation between August and December 2025, during which the level of 

danger, exhaustion, logistical sabotage, and economic destruction reached 

unprecedented intensity. These events are not isolated: they are cumulative, 

coordinated, and directly correlated with each attempt to engage judicial mechanisms. 

The Applicant is alive today only by chance. The pattern described below demonstrates 

an immediate and credible risk of irreparable harm. 

 

C) 1) A) — Sabotage of the Applicant’s Vehicle After 

Geneva (High-Lethality Incident) 

Following the Applicant’s travel to Geneva to meet lawyers and attempt submissions to UN 

bodies, a dangerous and abnormal loss of adhesion occurred on his vehicle: 

• The incident happened shortly after leaving Geneva, on winter roads. 

• The Applicant had driven thousands of kilometres before this without any issue. 

• He has since driven several thousand kilometres more, including in worse winter 

conditions, with zero recurrence, proving the problem was not mechanical nor 

weather-related. 

• The timing and the characteristics of the loss of adhesion strongly indicate an external 

substance applied to the tyres, intended to provoke a catastrophic accident. 

This is a life-threatening event directly connected to a judicial step: 

“This was not an accident. This was an attempt to eliminate me during an international legal 

action.” 

 

C) 1) B) — 5,000 kms Driven in 6 Days Under Extreme 

Conditions (Winter, No Sleep, No Safety) 

To preserve evidence and attempt physical filings (given the interception of postal and 

electronic channels), the Applicant has been forced to drive : 

• 5,000 kms in 6 days, 

• In winter conditions, 

• With almost no sleep (6 hours in 72 hours), 

• With no financial means, 

• With no support, 

• And while being fully aware that his vehicle had recently been sabotaged. 
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This extreme and sustained exhaustion was not a choice but the only remaining way to reach 

judicial institutions physically, after every digital and postal access was destroyed. 

 

C) 1) C) — Sleep Deprivation and Forced Survival 

Conditions 

During these trips, the Applicant was repeatedly forced to : 

• Sleep in his car, in temperatures between 0°C and 2°C. 

• Do so not only due to lack of funds, but because : 

o His phone network was cut, 

o His GPS disabled, 

o No hotel could be located, 

o No assistance could be contacted. 

This is a dangerous survival scenario, not a travel inconvenience. 

Such conditions create: 

• Hypothermia risk, 

• Driving impairment, 

• Cognitive collapse, 

• Increased probability of fatal mistake. 

The cumulative danger is deliberate: 

“They know exhaustion weakens vigilance. The goal is not to block me ; it is to break me.” 

 

C) 1) D) — Imminent Fuel Shortage on the Motorway 

With No Phone Network 

On one of these nights, the Applicant: 

• Could not locate a petrol station due to network shutdown, 

• Had no GPS, 

• No way to call for assistance, 

• And was about to run out of fuel on a motorway in a foreign country, 

• After two nights without sleep and extreme stress following the fabricated London 

“hearing”. 

This scenario constitutes a near-fatal trap : 

→ If he had stopped on the motorway, 

→ With no phone, 
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→ In freezing temperatures, 

→ And complete exhaustion, 

Nobody would have found him or helped him. 

 

C) 1) E) — Interruption of Telecommunication Services at 

Critical Moments 

Throughout these months: 

• The Applicant’s main mobile line was cut in foreign countries despite operator 

messages confirming roaming activation. 

• His backup lines were simultaneously disrupted. 

• This left him without GPS, without emergency calls, without ability to find basic 

shelter. 

This pattern of synchronized shutdowns is technically unnatural and consistent with targeted 

interference. 

 

C) 1) F) — Collapse of Financial Stability (Destruction of 

Professional Activity) 

Since autumn 2025 : 

• The Applicant has lost all recurring clients, 

• Has no revenue stability, 

• Has suffered repeated sabotage of client files by banks (documented), 

• And faces a professional extinction orchestrated via : 

C) 1) F) (a) Filtration of all LinkedIn contacts 

→ Destroying his prospecting capacity, 

→ Cutting him from his professional network. 

C) 1) F) (b) Refusal by Oleen (former partner) to release crucial email 

archives 

→ Despite formal notices, 

→ Hiding proof of bank obstruction. 

C) 1) F) (c) CAFPI/LoanPlace installing a prohibited remote-control software 

on his PC 
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→ Blocking his new job, 

→ Preventing use of mandatory professional email, 

→ No corrective action despite repeated requests. 

C) 1) F) (d) Empruntis (current employer) paralyzed 

→ After receiving an intercepted and illegally transmitted email from the bank Milleis, 

→ Never responding to the Applicant’s warning letter, 

→ Leaving him unable to work. 

C) 1) F) (e) Mercifacteur no longer responding 

→ Making it impossible to send secure registered letters, 

→ Effectively destroying access to courts. 

This is not economic difficulty. 

This is forced economic suffocation. 

 

C) 1) G) — Psychological and Physical Collapse 

Engineered Over Time 

Across all events, one pattern appears: 

• Chronic exhaustion, 

• Sleep deprivation, 

• Repeated travel in dangerous conditions, 

• Engineered isolation, 

• No access to communication, 

• No access to safety, 

• No access to justice, 

• Threats escalating after each judicial initiative. 

This is a strategy of cumulative collapse. 

The Applicant states : 

“These methods are used because prison and psychiatric internment have already been 

applied to me. They now use exhaustion, danger, deprivation and isolation. The goal is not to 

hinder me. The goal is to make me disappear.” 

This is not rhetoric. 

It is the only plausible explanation for this coherent pattern. 
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C) 1) H) — Legal Characterisation 

Under ECHR, UK and US standards, the situation constitutes : 

• Real, immediate and personal risk to life (Art. 2 ECHR) 

• Risk of inhuman/degrading treatment (Art. 3) 

• Destruction of access to justice (Art. 6 + Art. 13) 

• Retaliation against a complainant (UN CAT, ICCPR) 

• Obstruction warranting emergency protective measures. 

This section demonstrates that the danger is: 

Imminent 

Cumulative 

Escalating 

Intentional 

And connected to judicial activity. 
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C) 2) SYSTEMIC OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE 

(ECHR — UK HIGH COURT — US DISTRICT 

COURT) 

This section documents the systemic and coordinated obstruction of the Applicant’s 

access to justice across three distinct and independent judicial systems: 

(1) the European Court of Human Rights (Strasbourg), 

(2) the High Court of Justice of England and Wales (London), and 

(3) the United States District Court for the District of Columbia (Washington DC). 

The convergence of obstructions in all three jurisdictions — postal, digital, physical, and 

procedural — is incompatible with coincidence and demonstrates interference by actors with 

State-level or para-State capabilities. 

 

C) 2) A) — Obstruction at the European Court of Human 

Rights (Strasbourg) 

C) 2) A) (a) Physical obstruction (25 November 2025) 

The Applicant travelled more than 2,000 kms to file an urgent Rule 39-equivalent request. 

Despite invoking a life-threatening situation, he was: 

• Blocked at the entrance by security staff, 

• Refused access to a Registrar, 

• Instructed to complete a non-mandatory “form” on the pavement, 

• Denied a reference number, 

• Handed only an informal handwritten slip, 

• And given a phone number that reached an automated message. 

This is unprecedented in ECHR practice and incompatible with Article 34 ECHR. 

C) 2) A) (b) Postal obstruction (LRAR disappearance) 

Over eight registered letters sent via French LRAR — a State-dependent service — never 

received a single acknowledgement. 

Not one. 

This is not a technical failure. 

It is deliberate interception of filings addressed to an international court. 

C) 2) A) (c) Legal implications 

• Violation of Article 34 ECHR (right of individual application) 

• Violation of Article 13 (effective remedy) 

• State interference prohibited under ECHR 
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• Destruction of emergency protection channels under Article 2 and 3 

Given the nature and timing of the obstruction, the Applicant reasonably believes the 

interference originates not from ECHR staff, but from external State-level actors capable 

of monitoring travel, controlling post, and intercepting communications. 

 

C) 2) B) — Obstruction at the UK High Court of Justice 

(London) 

C) 2) B) (a) Interception of emails and postal mail 

Prior to the Applicant’s physical arrival: 

• All emails to the High Court disappeared or were filtered, 

• All registered letters failed to reach the Court, 

• No acknowledgment was ever received. 

This dual interception — digital and postal — cannot be achieved by ordinary individuals. 

C) 2) B) (b) Fabricated or irregular “hearing” (26 November 2025) 

When the Applicant unexpectedly travelled to London : 

• He was brought before a “judge” within five minutes, 

• Which is impossible under emergency listing rules ; 

• The judge refused ID, refused documents, refused USB drives, refused any record of 

the hearing ; 

• The judge did not examine threats to life, obstruction evidence, poisoning attempts, or 

unlawful detention ; 

• The judge mocked the Applicant (“But you are here, aren’t you?”) ; 

• The hearing was deliberately stripped of any procedural formality ; 

• The Applicant was escorted out without any trace of submission. 

This event mirrors a fabricated diversion, not a judicial act. 

C) 2) B) (c) Legal implications 

• Violation of CPR Part 25 (interim remedies) 

• Violation of judicial recording obligations 

• Denial of the right to submit evidence 

• Breach of impartiality and fairness duties 

• Procedural interference incompatible with judicial independence 

The only reasonable assessment is that the hearing was manipulated or constrained by 

external pressure. 
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C) 2) C) — Obstruction at the U.S. District Court for the 

District of Columbia 

The Applicant attempted submissions to the U.S. District Court via DHL, email ; 

C) 2) C) (a) DHL package “delivered” but no contact from the Court 

A DHL package sent from London was marked as “delivered” nearly two weeks ago, yet: 

• No acknowledgment, 

• No email, 

• No letter, 

• No phone call, 

• No docket entry. 

Given U.S. federal procedural norms, this is highly irregular. 

C) 2) C) (b) Email and phone interference 

The Applicant reasonably believes that: 

• Any attempt by the Court to reach him via email fails, due to pirated accounts; 

• Any attempt to reach him by phone fails, due to filtering and interception of calls ; 

• He has no stable channel through which a U.S. court can contact him. 

This means the Applicant cannot receive: 

• Filing confirmations, 

• Deficiency notices, 

• Docket numbers, 

• Emergency hearing schedules. 

C) 2) C) (c) Legal implications 

Under U.S. federal law (Federal Court Interpreters Act; Due Process Clause) : 

• Access to the Court is effectively nullified, 

• Communication channels are sabotaged, 

• The Applicant is prevented from exercising procedural rights, 

• And the Court itself appears unable to reach him. 

This constitutes a systemic barrier to justice, not an administrative irregularity. 
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C) 2) D) — Converging Obstruction Across Three 

Jurisdictions 

Taken together, the following pattern emerges : 

1. Interception of LRAR post (France → Strasbourg) 

2. Interception of DHL packages (UK → US) 

3. Interception of emails (ECHR, UK, US) 

4. Blocking of phone lines at critical stages 

5. Physical blocking at ECHR 

6. Fabricated/irregular hearing at the UK High Court 

7. Complete absence of acknowledgment from U.S. courts 

8. Monitoring of Applicant’s movements and filings 

9. Obstruction escalating immediately after each judicial attempt 

This requires: 

• Control of postal routing systems, 

• Access to international courier routing, 

• Email interception capacity, 

• Telecommunication filtering, 

• Real-time monitoring of travel and location, 

• Influence over or penetration of judicial processes. 

These capacities are incompatible with private actors. 

They indicate State-level or para-State interference. 

 

C) 2) E) — Legal Conclusion 

Across ECHR, UK and US systems, the Applicant’s right to access a court has been : 

Obstructed 

Intercepted 

Diverted 

Fabricated 

Nullified 

And weaponised against him. 

Under international standards : 

• France has violated Article 34 ECHR (right of petition), 

• Access to effective remedy (Art. 13) has collapsed, 

• The Applicant faces retaliation for seeking justice, 

• And obstruction nullifies the State’s right to defend itself (“forfeiture through 

interference”). 
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The Applicant is effectively prevented from reaching any jurisdiction capable of 

reviewing the actions of the French State — a situation that satisfies all criteria for : 

→ urgent protective measures, 

→ remote hearings, 

→ evidence preservation orders, 

→ and immediate judicial intervention. 
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C) 3) LEGAL CONSEQUENCES AND URGENT 

REQUESTS FOR PROTECTIVE MEASURES 

(Synthesis for ECHR — UK High Court — US District Court) 

This section synthesises the legal consequences of the extreme personal danger (Section 

C)1) and the systemic obstruction of access to justice (Section C)2). 

Across three jurisdictions, the Applicant’s rights have not merely been limited — they have 

been annihilated. 

The situation meets the highest threshold for immediate international judicial intervention. 

 

C) 3) A) — The Applicant Is Currently Deprived of All 

Effective Remedies 

Based on Sections C) 1) and C) 2), the Applicant is deprived of : 

• Physical access to courts (ECHR, UK), 

• Postal access to courts (France, ECHR, UK, US), 

• Electronic access (emails intercepted), 

• Telephonic access (lines filtered), 

• Procedural access (fabricated hearings, rejected filings), 

• Legal assistance (due to intimidation of lawyers across multiple jurisdictions), 

• Financial stability (engineered destruction of income), 

• Physical safety (vehicle sabotage, poisoning attempts, isolation abroad). 

This full collapse of access satisfies the definitions of : 

• Article 6 ECHR (denial of a fair hearing), 

• Article 13 ECHR (denial of an effective remedy), 

• Article 2 and 3 ECHR (life-threatening situation + degrading treatment), 

• ICCPR Articles 2, 14, 26, 

• UK constitutional safeguards, 

• US Due Process Clause. 

The Applicant has no remaining judicial doorway that functions normally. 

 

C) 3) B) — Irreparable Harm Is Already Occurring and 

Will Continue Without Intervention 

The Applicant faces three overlapping categories of irreparable harm: 

C) 3) B) (1) Physical Harm 
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From sabotage, exhaustion, hypothermia risk, dangerous travel conditions, and isolation 

without communication. 

C) 3) B) (2) Procedural Harm 

Every failed filing, every intercepted letter, every diverted hearing produces irreversible 

procedural consequences. 

C) 3) B) (3) Economic Harm 

The Applicant’s global economic prejudice is now: 

• €124.4 billions, 

o including €78 billions for Lucy Bank, 

o €46.4 billions for the real-estate/démembrement model, 

• With additional categories still being calculated. 

This prejudice increases daily due to the impossibility of operating, defending, or 

rehabilitating the Applicant’s ventures. 

 

C) 3) C) — State-Level Obstruction Nullifies the 

Respondent State’s Right of Defence 

International law provides that when a State : 

• Intercepts filings, 

• Blocks access, 

• Fabricates procedures, 

• Retaliates against the applicant, 

• Or destroys the adversarial balance, 

Then the State forfeits the right to oppose the application. 

This principle exists in : 

• ECHR case-law (Airey, Mamatkulov, Ilascu, Kolevi), 

• UN jurisprudence on reprisals, 

• UK due-process doctrine, 

• U.S. federal principles on obstruction. 

France’s systematic interference across three jurisdictions satisfies this condition. 
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C) 3) C-bis) — Forfeiture of the Right of Defence 

(Doctrinal Consequence of Obstruction) 

Under ECHR doctrine, UN jurisprudence, UK constitutional principles, and U.S. due-

process standards, a party that deliberately destroys the conditions of adversarial 

proceedings forfeits its procedural right to be heard. 

This doctrine applies when a State or any associated actors: 

• Intercept filings or prevent their delivery, 

• Block physical or electronic access to a court, 

• Manipulate or fabricate procedural events, 

• Retaliate against the applicant for seeking justice, 

• Or create conditions making it materially impossible for the applicant to present their 

case. 

In such circumstances, the adversarial balance no longer exists, and the State (together with 

any actors whose conduct contributed to the obstruction) cannot rely on procedural rights it 

has itself destroyed. 

The consequence is clear: 

“A party that obstructs justice may not invoke the right to defend itself.” 

(ECHR : Ilascu, Mamatkulov; UN CAT : General Comment 4 ; UK : Constitutional Fairness 

Doctrine ; US : equitable estoppel and unclean hands) 

Given the systemic, documented, and multi-jurisdictional obstruction established in Sections 

C) 1) and C) 2), the Respondent State and any actors participating in or benefiting from this 

obstruction have, through their own conduct, forfeited their procedural right to challenge 

the Applicant’s claims, unless and until they restore full access to justice — which is 

currently impossible. 

This principle is not punitive : 

it is a structural safeguard designed to prevent a party from defeating justice through 

obstruction. 

Accordingly, the Court is entitled to proceed on the basis of the Applicant’s evidence alone, 

with the Respondent State deemed in default for having neutralised the adversarial 

framework. 

 

C) 3) D) Requests for Immediate Judicial Measures 

C) 3) D) (1) Emergency Hearing (within 48 hours) 

A real, recorded, procedurally valid hearing — remote if necessary — must be scheduled. 

The Applicant cannot travel safely. 
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C) 3) D) (2) Freezing Order (France) — €500 millions 

This is the minimum amount necessary to preserve the Applicant’s rights, prevent asset 

dissipation, and compensate ongoing damage during proceedings. 

C) 3) D) (3) Emergency Provision / Interim Relief — €7 millions 

To ensure basic safety, legal functioning, housing, communication, evidence gathering, and 

travel necessary for the proceedings. 

C) 3) D) (4) Protection Measures 

• Secure communication channel, 

• Point of contact for evidence transfer, 

• Guarantee against interception, 

• Explicit prohibition of retaliation, 

• Remote-hearing protocol valid for all steps of the trial. 

C) 3) D) (5) Acceptance of All Submitted Evidence 

Given that normal channels have been destroyed, any evidence submitted by physical 

delivery, USB, or digital alternative must be accepted without penalisation for format 

irregularities. 

C) 3) D) (6) Registration of All Filings Despite Prior Interception 

Courts are requested to formally record : 

• All LRAR filings, 

• All DHL filings, 

• All attempted email submissions, 

• All emergency requests, 

• Whether or not they were delivered on time. 

 

C) 3) E) — Legal Qualification 

The Applicant’s situation meets the highest threshold for : 

• Rule 39 Interim Measures (ECHR) 

• Emergency Interim Relief / Freezing Orders (UK : CPR 25) 

• TRO / Preliminary Injunction standards (US : Fed. Rules / equitable relief) 

Because : 
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• Harm is real, 

• Harm is immediate, 

• Harm is irreparable, 

• Obstruction is systemic, 

• The State’s interference destroys procedural balance, 

• And without intervention the Applicant risks death, procedural disappearance, or 

economic annihilation. 

 

C) 3) F) — Right to Survival Pending Proceedings 

(Positive Obligations of the Court) 

Under established ECHR doctrine (Art. 2 and 3), UK constitutional jurisprudence (Osman v. 

UK), and U.S. due-process safeguards, a Court must ensure that a litigant remains alive, safe, 

and able to participate in proceedings. 

Where a party faces targeted danger, exhaustion, sabotage, or deprivation linked to the 

litigation, the Court has a positive obligation to take immediate protective steps. 

In the Applicant’s situation : 

• Attempted poisoning, 

• Vehicle sabotage, 

• Forced exhaustion through long-distance travel, 

• Inability to secure housing, 

• Isolation abroad without communications, 

• Documented retaliation after every filing attempt, 

Demonstrate a real, immediate, and foreseeable risk to life. 

A Court cannot allow a litigant to die, disappear, or fall into destitution pending the 

resolution of a case. 

Accordingly, urgent protective measures — including financial provision, remote hearings, 

safe housing, and logistical support — are not discretionary; they are part of the Court’s 

fundamental obligations. 

 

C) 3) G) — Right to Means of Procedure (Minimum 

Material and Technical Conditions) 

Article 6 ECHR, the UK fairness doctrine, and U.S. procedural standards all confirm that 

access to a court is not theoretical: it requires practical and effective means. 

A litigant must have : 
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• A functioning telephone line, 

• An unpirated computer, 

• Secure internet access, 

• Safe transportation, 

• Stable housing, 

• And minimal financial autonomy. 

The Applicant has none of these, due to : 

• Interception of all lines, 

• Sabotage of professional equipment, 

• Control of his primary PC by a former employer, 

• Impossibility of using professional emails, 

• Collapse of income engineered through obstruction, 

• Absence of secure accommodation or safe location. 

Therefore, the Court must ensure the Applicant receives: 

• Replacement of compromised equipment, 

• Secure telecommunication channels, 

• Financial means to relocate, 

• Safe travel capacity, 

• Minimum living conditions compatible with participation in the trial. 

The requested €7 millions provisional relief directly corresponds to these obligatory 

procedural guarantees. 

 

C) 3) H) — Right to Relocation or Safe Housing as an 

Interim Measure 

When a litigant faces life-threatening danger related to judicial activity, international courts 

recognise the possibility — and necessity — of temporary relocation or provision of safe 

housing. 

This principle arises in ECHR interim measures, UN CAT reprisal cases, and U.S. federal 

protective orders. 

Given: 

• Vehicle sabotage designed to cause fatal accidents, 

• Poisoning attempts abroad, 

• Inability to use hotels due to blocked communications, 

• Nights spent in freezing temperatures in a vehicle, 

• Total isolation created by phone network shutdowns, 

• The impossibility to travel safely to or within Europe, 

The Applicant’s physical location is unsafe. 
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A relocation or protected housing order is therefore aligned with the Court’s obligation to 

preserve life and ensure effective participation. 

Such relocation also prevents further procedural sabotage and protects the integrity of the 

judicial process. 

 

C) 3) I) — Protective Communications Channel 

(Mandatory Due to Interception) 

The Applicant’s case demonstrates global interception of : 

• Emails, 

• Phone calls, 

• SMS verification codes, 

• Professional accounts, 

• Postal mail (LRAR), 

• International courier services (DHL), 

• And digital filings to courts. 

No litigant can participate in proceedings under such conditions. 

International legal standards require the Court to create or designate a protected, Court-

controlled communication channel, such as : 

• A direct judicial mailbox, 

• An encrypted secure portal, 

• A protected telephone line, 

• Or a case officer with direct oversight. 

This measure is indispensable to prevent continued interference and ensure that: 

• Notices, 

• Decisions, 

• Instructions, 

• And evidence exchanges 

reach the Applicant safely. 

Without such a channel, the proceedings themselves would be structurally compromised. 

 

C) 3) J) — Preventive Injunction Against Retaliation and 

Harassment 

The Applicant has suffered continuous retaliation linked to each procedural step: 



30 

 

• Attack on professional clients, 

• Threats to employment, 

• Sabotage of credit files by banks, 

• Manipulation of employers, 

• Obstruction of communications, 

• Targeted danger during travel, 

• Economic suffocation, 

• And interference with his family support. 

International law (UN CAT, ECHR, US federal injunction principles) requires courts to 

prevent further retaliatory measures once a litigant has demonstrated credible danger. 

The Court must therefore issue a protective injunction prohibiting: 

• Interference with the Applicant’s employment, 

• Tampering with his clients or contracts, 

• Interception of communications, 

• Physical intimidation or surveillance, 

• Any actions targeting his family, 

• Destruction of digital or corporate evidence. 

This injunction preserves not only the Applicant’s safety but also the integrity of the 

proceedings themselves. 

 

C) 3) K) — Global Evidence Preservation Order 

Given the systematic disappearance or obstruction of evidence — including emails, registered 

mail, professional accounts, digital files, and postal tracking — the Court must issue a 

worldwide preservation order requiring: 

• Former employers (CAFPI / Loanplace, Oleen, etc.), 

• Email service providers, 

• Telecom operators, 

• Postal and courier services, 

• Banks involved, 

• And any State-linked bodies 

To freeze all relevant data : 

• Email logs, 

• Server access logs, 

• Mailbox contents, 

• Device records, 

• Customer records, 

• CRM exports, 

• PDF archives, 

• IP connection logs, 

• Internal communications relating to the Applicant. 
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This is standard in U.S. federal practice and admissible in European human-rights litigation 

when evidence destruction is suspected. 

C) 3) L) — Final Declaration 

Given the total collapse of access to justice, the deliberate infliction of personal danger, the 

destruction of all procedural channels, and the evidence of State-level and multi-actor 

obstruction, the Applicant respectfully requests that the Court : 

1. Assume immediate oversight of the case, 

2. Apply the full set of requested interim measures, including freezing orders, 

protective relocation, secure communications, and provisional financial relief, 

3. Consider the Respondent State and all actors participating in the obstruction as 

having forfeited their procedural right to be heard, 

4. Treat all past and future interference as aggravating factors requiring 

accelerated examination, 

5. And ensure the Applicant’s survival, safety, and ability to participate effectively 

in these proceedings. 

The Applicant reiterates that without urgent intervention from the Court, the combination of 

physical danger, economic suffocation, and systemic interference will result in irreparable 

harm — to his life, to the integrity of the evidence, and to the effective administration of 

justice. 
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In light of Sections C) 1) to C) 3), the Applicant now formally enters the proceedings and 

states the following Preliminary Conditions of Appearance. 

D) Preliminary Statement – Special Conditions of 

Appearance 

To : 

European Court of Human Rights – Urgent Filings (Rule 39) 

Registry of the European Court of Human Rights 

ECHR 67000 Strasbourg – France 

High Court of Justice – King’s Bench Division – Urgent Applications Court 

The Rolls Building 

7 Rolls Buildings, Fetter Lane, London EC4A 1NL – United Kingdom 

United States District Court for the District of Columbia – Emergency Filings 

333 Constitution Avenue NW, Washington DC 20001 – USA 

 

D) 1) Self Representation : 

I appear personally out of absolute necessity, due to a decade-long impossibility to obtain 

legal representation. 

More than one hundred attorneys across France, the EU, the UK, the US and the UAE have 

been contacted. 

All refused, withdrew, or became silent under circumstances consistent with external 

pressure, obstruction, or intimidation. 

This constitutes a cumulative violation of : 

• Article 6 §§1 and 3(c) ECHR (right to a fair trial + right to legal assistance), 

• Article 14(3)(d) ICCPR, 

• Article 47 EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, 

• U.S. Constitutional Due Process, 

• UK constitutional principles (Unison; Miller). 

Since the right to counsel has been destroyed in practice, I therefore exercise self-

representation, in accordance with : 

• Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. 806 (1975), 

• FRCP Rule 17(c) (representation in person), 

• CPR 39.2 and CPR 3.1(2)(m) (UK litigant-in-person protections). 

This appearance is a necessity, not a choice. 

It must therefore receive full procedural protection. 
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D) 2) Request for Court-Appointed Interpreter (ECHR — 

UK — US) 

Given the technical nature of these proceedings, the cross-jurisdictional framework, and 

the fact that English (and possibly French, depending on the forum) is not my mother 

tongue, I respectfully request the appointment of a Court-certified interpreter for any 

oral communication or hearing before the European Court of Human Rights, the High 

Court of Justice in the United Kingdom, and the U.S. District Court for the District of 

Columbia. 

This request is grounded in Article 6 ECHR (effective participation), the Human Rights 

Act 1998 (UK), and the Federal Court Interpreters Act (U.S.). Each of these instruments 

recognises that a litigant-in-person must be provided linguistic assistance when needed 

to ensure fairness and equality of arms. 

I therefore ask each Court to confirm that an interpreter will be appointed for all 

hearings — including emergency hearings, remote hearings, and any interaction 

requiring technical legal English. 

 

 

D) 3) Temporary Fee Waiver — With Moral Commitment 

of Reimbursement 

Due to : 

• Engineered economic destruction, 

• Coerced impoverishment, 

• Disappearance of income, 

• Interception of client contracts, 

… I am presently unable to pay filing fees. 

Under : 

• Article 6 ECHR (“access must be practical and effective”), 

• Airey v. Ireland (1979), 

• FRCP 24 & 28 U.S.C. 1915 (in forma pauperis), 

I respectfully request a temporary waiver of court costs. 

I solemnly undertake that once my financial autonomy is restored: 

1. All waived fees will be reimbursed, and 

2. An equivalent donation will be made to a local charitable organisation. 
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D) 4) Substantive Judgment Only (No Procedural 

Dismissal) 

Given the structural impossibility to obtain counsel, courts must ensure that proceedings focus 

on substance, not procedural formality. 

Under : 

• Article 6 ECHR (fairness, equality of arms), 

• Kress v. France (2001), 

• Steel & Morris v. UK (2005), 

A purely formal or procedural rejection would constitute a denial of justice. 

I respectfully request that the case be examined on its merits only, in its substantive 

dimension, without penalisation for lack of counsel. 

 

 

D) 5) Remote Proceedings (Mandatory for Safety and 

Feasibility) 

I request that any hearing be held remotely, via secured video link, because : 

D) 5) (1) Personal Safety 

I have been the target of : 

• Illegal detention, 

• Attempted poisoning, 

• Forced sedation, 

• Vehicle sabotage, 

• Physical shadowing (50–150 persons), 

• And threats directly correlated with legal steps. 

Physical attendance therefore increases the risk of harm. 

This falls under: 

• Articles 2 and 3 ECHR, 

• UK duty to protect life (Osman), 

• US due process protections. 

D) 5) (2) Logistical Impossibility 
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Without counsel, resources, or income, long-distance travel to multiple jurisdictions is 

materially impossible. 

D) 5) (3) Legal Foundation for Remote Hearing 

• UK : Practice Direction 51Y 

• US : judicial discretion (FRCP 43(a)) 

• ECHR : remote Rule 39 hearings in urgent cases 

A remote hearing guarantees safety, fairness, and feasibility. 

 

D) 6) Scope and Applicability Clause (Tri-Jurisdiction 

Framework) 

This preliminary declaration applies to all current and future proceedings before: 

• ECHR (Rule 39, Rule 47), 

• UK High Court, Court of Appeal, Supreme Court, 

• US District Courts, Courts of Appeal, Supreme Court, 

• And where relevant : 

European Commission, EPPO, UN Special Procedures, Council of Europe, 

Interpol. 

It forms an integral part of : 

• The emergency filing, 

• The 48-hour hearing request, 

• The freezing order request, 

• And all subsequent stages of the proceedings. 

 

Executed in Mérignac, on 24 11 2025 

Pierre Deglaire 
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E) – PREAMBLE NOTE — EXCEPTIONAL 

NATURE OF THE CASE 

Before any consideration of form or procedure, the Court must be aware of the extreme, 

unique, and unprecedented nature of the situation submitted to its authority. 

Can one cite a single precedent in which an individual — alone, without means, without 

protection — has resisted for more than ten years coordinated attacks emanating 

simultaneously from : 

• Governmental structures, 

• The entire banking sector of his country, 

• And multiple private, economic and institutional actors ? 

During this period, his life was placed at direct risk : 

• Illegal imprisonment abroad, 

• Forced psychiatric internment in France, 

• Sedation without medical cause, 

• Poisoning attempts, 

• Abnormal vehicle sabotage, 

• Repeated physical shadowing, 

• And permanent psychological harassment designed to force collapse. 

Over this decade of aggression : 

• More than one hundred international lawyers were contacted, and none accepted to 

represent him, 

• Access to French national justice was denied at every level, from the local lawyer to 

the National Financial Prosecutor’s Office, 

• Thirty-five foreign embassies were approached and none intervened, 

• Major associations, unions, political parties, and national and foreign media were all 

alerted, and none responded. 

This total abandonment places this case outside the scope of ordinary litigation. 

No standard domestic or international procedure can apply to such a configuration, where the 

victim is isolated against a structured system of persecution, silencing, and concealment. 

Yet this case is not limited to the suffering of one man. 

Mr. Pierre Deglaire carried citizen projects with direct social value : 

• The creation of a bank guaranteeing deposit safety and redistributing profits to 

households in difficulty, 

• Solidarity-based real estate programs helping retirees, families in transition, and 

people facing housing insecurity. 

These initiatives — blocked or destroyed by the attacks — would have benefited thousands, 

potentially millions. 
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The evidence accumulated — tens of thousands of documents, timelines, internal notes, 

correspondences, administrative decisions — leaves no ambiguity regarding : 

• The reality of the attacks, 

• Their intensity and continuity, 

• Their deliberate intention to destroy the person, his family, and his civic and economic 

projects, 

• And the probable involvement of numerous individuals across the State, banking 

institutions, and private companies. 

The damages are equally indisputable. 

They have been measured, documented, demonstrated, and presented in their most 

conservative estimation. 

Even with such prudence, they represent massive losses resulting from ten years of direct 

obstruction, blocked operations, and destroyed opportunities. 

Thus, the question presented to the Court is not whether the facts exist — they are 

established. 

It is not whether the damage is real — it is quantified and documented. 

The question is now whether the law will finally be allowed to operate, when France has 

refused it at every level and structurally prevented access to any remedy. 

The true issue for the Court is therefore clear : 

Will you apply the law and your judicial mandate, in accordance with fundamental 

principles, to restore at least a minimum of justice, safety, and institutional integrity ? 

This initiative is not undertaken in the name of personal interest alone. 

It is undertaken in the name of the law, of society, and of the citizens who were supposed to 

benefit from these economic and social projects. 

In light of its exceptional, life-threatening and structurally obstructed nature, the Petitioner 

respectfully requests that the Court examine this case within the emergency framework 

described in the following sections, and set aside any ordinary procedural formalism, in 

order to apply the very spirit of the law : the law that protects individuals against 

arbitrariness, corruption, and the organised destruction of truth. 
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F) MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL HARM 

ALLOCATION AND ANTI-DUPLICATION 

FRAMEWORK 

This emergency filing is lodged simultaneously with three competent jurisdictions: 

(i) The European Court of Human Rights (Rule 39 emergency review), 

(ii) The High Court of Justice of England and Wales (Urgent Applications Court), 

(iii) The United States District Court for the District of Columbia (Emergency injunctive 

relief under FRCP 65), 

each of which retains jurisdiction over distinct and non-overlapping components of the global 

harm incurred. 

In accordance with: 

• Regulation (EC) No 864/2007 (Rome II), Arts. 4–15, 

• Regulation (EC) No 593/2008 (Rome I), 

• ECHR Articles 2, 3, 6, 8 and 13, 

• UK conflict-of-laws doctrine (Johnson v Gore Wood [2002] 2 AC 1; Virgin Atlantic v 

Zodiac [2014] UKSC 46 ; OBG v Allan [2007] UKHL 21), 

• U.S. Restatement (Second) of Judgments §§ 24–26, Baker v GM (522 U.S. 222), 

Offshore Logistics v Tallentire (477 U.S. 207), 

• And the doctrine of “procedural impossibility” (ECHR jurisprudence), 

The Applicant expressly affirms that: 

F) 1). Each jurisdiction addresses a distinct portion of the harm, consistent 

with its competence and governing law: 

• ECHR (Rule 39) : life-threatening circumstances, systemic obstruction, impossibility 

of access to domestic justice, violations of Articles 2, 3, 6 and 13 ECHR. 

• United Kingdom (High Court – Urgent Applications Court) : economic torts, 

coercion, misrepresentation, interference with contractual and professional relations, 

and immediate freezing injunctions. 

• United States (District Court – DC) : digital interference, privacy violations, 

interception of international communications, cross-platform data breaches, and 

emergency protective injunctions. 

F) 2). No double recovery is sought. 

Each head of loss is allocated to the appropriate forum. 

The relief sought in each jurisdiction concerns separate harms, arising from distinct factual 

and territorial circumstances. 
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F) 3). Parallel findings of liability are not only possible but necessary. 

The harms arise from autonomous wrongs committed across multiple countries. 

Parallel judicial determinations are therefore consistent with conflict-of-laws doctrine. 

F) 4). Judicial sovereignty of each court is fully preserved. 

None of the forums is asked to override or absorb the competence of the others. 

Each tribunal adjudicates only the harms within its exclusive remit. 

F) 5). Enforcement harmonisation is expressly reserved for the post-judgment 

phase, under: 

• Regulation (EU) 1215/2012 (Brussels I Recast), 

• UK Enforcement of Foreign Judgments Act, 

• U.S. Full Faith and Credit Clause and the Uniform Foreign-Country Money 

Judgments Recognition Act. 

F) 6). This structure prevents forum shopping, procedural fraud, and 

inconsistent judgments. 

Each tribunal receives a clean, self-contained, jurisdiction-specific file, while the global 

structure prevents overlap or duplication. 

F) 7). Transmission to the other jurisdictions forms part of the emergency 

mechanism. 

Due to structural impossibility, physical danger, and interception of filings, the Applicant 

formally requests that the Court transmit the entire file to the other two jurisdictions, 

ensuring simultaneous seisin. 

This harmonisation clause governs the emergency phase (Rule 39, 48-hour hearing, injunctive 

relief) and the substantive phase to follow, ensuring methodological consistency across the 

241125 Global Filing. 
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G) 1) INTERNATIONAL LEGAL CORE SUBMISSION  

(Executive Summary, Legal Foundations, Application of Law, Requests for 

Relief, Annex S01) 

 

G) 1) A) — EXECUTIVE SUMMARY + FULL FACTUAL 

CONTEXT + COMPLETE LIST OF INSTITUTIONS 

CONTACTED 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (EXPANDED, UPDATED 

WITH STATISTICAL FINDINGS) 

This memorandum establishes, with documented precision, that the Claimant has been 

subjected for more than a decade to systemic obstruction, procedural impossibility, 

unlawful surveillance, destruction of economic autonomy, and life-threatening attacks 

occurring in direct correlation with every attempt to access justice domestically or 

internationally. 

Despite exceptional diligence — more than one hundred and seven (107) written filings, 

including international registered letters to courts, regulators, governments, political parties, 

and private corporations — the Claimant has received no authentic official reply, no valid 

acknowledgment, and no traceable registration from any jurisdiction. 

Every procedural path, regardless of country, has been structurally neutralised. 

This unprecedented pattern constitutes prima facie violations of : 

• Articles 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 13, 34 ECHR 

• UK Human Rights Act 1998 

• U.S. Constitutional Law (5th and 14th Amendments) 

• International Human Rights Customary Law 

• UN Basic Principles on the Role of Lawyers 

• UN Guidelines on the Right to a Remedy 

Beyond the legal dimension, the human reality must also be acknowledged: 

The Claimant has been forced to live inside a constructed informational bubble — a 

controlled environment where nothing around him corresponds to objective reality. 

All institutions appear absent, all remedies appear dead, and every attempt at help 

dissolves instantly. 
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This human dimension reinforces the urgency of judicial intervention. 

The Claimant is not attempting to manipulate proceedings — he is attempting to survive 

them. 

Given: 

• The total collapse of domestic remedies, 

• The systemic interception of filings, 

• The physical danger escalating with each legal attempt, 

• And the verified impossibility of receiving institutional responses, 

The Claimant respectfully requests that international courts adopt an accelerated, reduced 

procedure, bypassing adversarial hearings: 

• France has forfeited its right to defend, 

• Normal procedure cannot function, 

• Delays increase lethal risk, 

• And obstruction is structurally proven. 

 

G) 1) B). EXTENDED FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

(DETAILED VERSION) 

G) 1) B) 1). Ten years of continuous violations 

The Claimant has endured: 

• Illegal detention abroad (Serbia) in inhuman conditions. 

• Arbitrary psychiatric internments in France, with sedation and fabricated 

diagnoses. 

• Three medically documented poisoning attempts. 

• Vehicle sabotage causing life-threatening crashes. 

• Large-scale organised surveillance (50–150 persons at a time) in several countries. 

• Destruction of all income sources, intentionally engineered. 

• Obstruction of major economic projects, including the EU-validated LucyBank 

(loss = €27M/day). 

• Interference with dozens of clients, who suddenly withdrew under unexplained 

pressure. 

These converging facts indicate state-level or state-linked interference with the objective of 

neutralising the Claimant. 

 
 

G) 1) B) 2). Interception of communications — digital, postal, institutional 

The Claimant uses one single computer, fully compromised. 
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All international filings originated from this compromised device. 

Logical consequences: 

• Disappearance of letters, 

• Falsified acknowledgments, 

• Missing reference numbers, 

• Diverted or vanished emails, 

• Corrupted submission forms. 

This meets the ECHR doctrine of procedural impossibility (Kudła; M.S.S. ; Wille). 

 

G) 1) B) 3). Surveillance escalation during each filing attempt 

Examples include: 

• Serbia — 150 individuals surrounding him near consular services. 

• Switzerland — ~60 individuals following during attempts to contact counsel. 

• United Kingdom — repeated monitoring during visits to the High Court. 

• France — 40–50 individuals tracking him during each institutional approach. 

This demonstrates transnational coordination incompatible with random criminality. 

 

G) 1) B) 4). Destruction of economic autonomy 

The Claimant experienced: 

• Total collapse of DP&P Consulting, 

• Obstruction of tens of millions in real estate deals, 

• Collapse of the Dubai network, 

• Forced impoverishment of his family, 

• Pressure by bailiffs, 

• False psychiatric classifications used to deny income and access to justice. 

The aim is clear: prevent him from defending himself. 

 

G) 1) B) 5). Fabrication of psychiatric disorder 

• Serbia : 3-week evaluation → no disorder. 

• France : 2-minute “diagnosis” → severe disorder, without exam, while sedated. 

Such manipulation has been condemned by the ECHR (Rakevich; Stanev). 
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G) 1) C). LIST OF ALL INSTITUTIONS CONTACTED 

(FULL AND EXHAUSTIVE) 

(List unchanged except for statistical integration — full listing preserved as in original A1) 

France (President, PM, Justice Minister, PNF, CNIL, ACPR, DGCCRF, etc.), 

Political parties (9), 

French unions (3), 

Associations (Anticor, Sherpa), 

EU institutions (EP, EC, EPPO, OLAF, ECHR…), 

UK (High Court, SFO, FCA…), 

US (District Court DC, DOJ, FBI…), 

Switzerland, Belgium, UAE, Serbia. 

Outcome: 0 authentic replies. 0 official acknowledgments. 

Only one reply from the French Prime Minister’s services — a postal letter with questionable 

authenticity (format inconsistent with French administrative standards). 

 

G) 1) D) STATISTICAL IMPOSSIBILITY OF 

INSTITUTIONAL SILENCE 

(Newly added section requested by the Claimant) 

G) 1) D) 1). Overview of filings 

The Claimant has sent a total of : 

Category 
Number 

Sent 

Official 

Replies 

Verified Authentic 

Responses 

International Courts (UK, US, Dubai, 

Tokyo, ECHR) 
27 0 0 

EU institutions + UN 17 0 0 

French political parties 9 0 0 

Global media rights agencies 9 0 0 

Major French media outlets 4 0 0 

U.S. VIP executives (top tech leaders) 8 0 0 

French authorities (President, PM, Justice 

Minister) 
3 1 (suspect) 0 

Private companies (loan brokers, banks, 

tech providers…) 
~20 0 0 

Municipalities 1 0 0 
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Category 
Number 

Sent 

Official 

Replies 

Verified Authentic 

Responses 

TOTAL 107 
0 valid 

replies 
0 valid replies 

G) 1) D) 2). Probability analysis 

Assuming a very conservative response probability of : 

• 40% for courts, 

• 30% for public authorities, 

• 20% for political parties, 

• 50% for media, 

• 30% for corporations, 

The probability of receiving zero replies to 107 independent registered letters is 

statistically indistinguishable from zero. 

The probability is: 

P ≈ (0.6 × 0.7 × 0.8 × 0.5 × 0.7) ¹⁰⁷ = 10⁻³⁴ 

(less than 1 chance in 1 nonillion — impossible in the real world) 

G) 1) D) 3). London Verification (critical evidence) 

The Claimant physically travelled to London to verify filings. 

Findings: 

• 6 registered letters were sent to the High Court. 

• Only 1 arrived — and it was an annex document, unlinked to the main case. 

• The 5 missing letters correspond exactly to core filings. 

This is incompatible with logistical error. 

It is consistent with systemic interception. 

G) 1) D) 4). Human impact — the informational bubble 

The statistical findings confirm what the Claimant has lived subjectively for years: 

He has been isolated inside a fabricated administrative vacuum, where none of his 

communications reach their destination and none of the institutions he contacts even 

“exist” in practice. 

This is the essence of a constructed informational bubble, the hallmark of coordinated 

obstruction : 

• No reply, 

• No acknowledgment, 
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• No institution, 

• No remedy, 

• No allies. 

This human reality reinforces — dramatically — the need for emergency judicial intervention. 
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G) 2) — LEGAL FOUNDATIONS (ECHR + UK + US) — 

FULL JURISPRUDENCE & DOCTRINE 

 

G) 2) A) EUROPEAN CONVENTION ON HUMAN 

RIGHTS — LEGAL GROUNDS 

The following Convention Articles are implicated simultaneously and cumulatively. 

Each one is supported by established jurisprudence. 

 

G) 2) A) 1). Article 2 — Right to Life 

Relevant principles 

State have a positive obligation to protect life when they know or ought to know of a real and 

immediate risk (Osman doctrine). 

Here: 

• Proven poisoning attempts 

• Vehicle sabotage 

• Forced sedation 

• Physical surveillance 

• Intimidation 

• Isolation of the Claimant 

• Collapse of economic capacity 

• Destruction of communication means 

• Impossibility to seek help 

constitute an immediate and real threat to the Claimant’s life. 

 

Key jurisprudence 

• Osman v. UK, 1998 : 

States must take “reasonable steps” to prevent risks to life when aware of danger. 

• Kiliç v. Turkey, 2000 : 

Failure to protect leads to Article 2 violation even without intent to kill. 

• L.C.B. v. UK, 1998 : 

The State must protect individuals when their life is at risk from its own agents. 
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G) 2) A) 2). Article 3 — Prohibition of Inhuman or 

Degrading Treatment 

Violations include : 

• Arbitrary internment 

• Forced medication 

• Deprivation of medical care 

• Psychological pressure intended to destroy the Claimant 

• Deliberate obstruction isolating him from help 

• Acts pushing the Claimant toward collapse or suicide 

Jurisprudence 

• Selmouni v France, 1999 : 

Treatment aimed at breaking psychological resistance constitutes Article 3 violation. 

• Soering v UK, 1989 : 

Risk of foreseeable harm is enough — actual harm not required. 

• Ribitsch v. Austria, 1995 : 

Burden of proof shifts to the State when physical harm is established. 

 

G) 2 A) 3). Article 5 — Unlawful Detention 

Relevant facts : 

• Illegal detention in Serbia 

• Psychiatric internment without evaluation 

• Forced sedation 

• Absence of procedural guarantees 

• Fabrication of mental illness 

Jurisprudence : 

• Stanev v Bulgaria, 2012 : 

Psychiatric confinement without rigorous assessment violates Article 5. 

• Wintsch v Germany, 2008 : 

Deprivation of liberty by medical abuse falls under Art.5 protection. 

•  

 

G) 2) A) 4) Article 6 — Access to Court 

This is the core. 
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Violations : 

• Destruction of procedural equality 

• Inability to file complaints 

• No access to a lawyer 

• Interception of filings 

• Disappearance of registered letters 

• Falsified acknowledgements 

• Impossibility to communicate with courts 

The situation meets the legal test for “procedural impossibility”, a concept recognized by 

the ECHR. 

Jurisprudence : 

• Kudła v Poland, 2000 : 

Extreme obstruction constitutes denial of justice. 

• Airey v Ireland, 1979 : 

Practical impossibility = violation even if court formally “exists”. 

• Gnahoré v France, 2000 : 

Administrative obstruction is enough to violate access to court. 

 

G) 2) A) 5) Article 8 — Respect for Private Life 

Systematic interception of : 

• Communications 

• Files 

• Legal drafts 

• Emails 

• Telephone calls 

• Documents 

• Physical movements 

constitutes a violation. 

 

Jurisprudence : 

• Zakharov v Russia, 2015 : 

Mass surveillance and interception = violation. 

• Copland v UK, 2007 : 

Monitoring of communications violates Article 8. 
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G) 2) A) 6). Article 13 — Effective Remedy 

The Claimant exhausted every possible remedy, yet received: 

• No reply, 

• Falsified responses, 

• Disappeared documents, 

• Refusal of lawyers, 

• Digital and postal interception. 

This fulfills the criteria for invoking Article 13 + Article 6 combined violations. 

Jurisprudence : 

• M.S.S. v Belgium and Greece, 2011 : 

Complete administrative obstruction = violation of Art.13. 

 

G) 2) A) 7). Article 34 — Individual Application 

France (through its actions) has hindered the exercise of the applicant’s right to petition 

the Court, which is itself a violation. 

This includes: 

• Interception of submissions 

• Falsified emails 

• Destruction of registered letters 

Jurisprudence 

• Akdivar v Turkey, 1996 : 

Hindering access to the Court is “a particularly serious violation”. 

 

G) 2) B) UK HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 1998 – LEGAL 

DOCTRINES & CASE LAW 

The UK High Court applies domestic human rights protections based on the ECHR via the 

Human Rights Act. 
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G) 2) B) 1). Positive obligation to protect life (Osman Test) 

Leading case : 

• Osman v UK (applied domestically) 

The State must act when aware of “real and immediate risk”. 

Application here: 

• Proven attempts on life 

• Escalation linked to filings 

• Surveillance 

• Intimidation 

• Procedural blockage 

 

G) 2) B) 2). Obligation to ensure access to court 

Jurisprudence : 

• R (Unison) v Lord Chancellor, 2017 : 

Barriers preventing access to justice are unconstitutional. 

• R (Detention Action) v Secretary of State, 2014 : 

Systemic flaws justify exceptional judicial intervention. 

Application : 

→ The Claimant is completely barred from filing. 

 

G) 2) B) 3). Judicial Review Principles — “No adequate 

alternative remedy” 

When: 

• domestic remedies fail, or 

• State interference destroys procedural access, 

The High Court is empowered to act immediately and directly. 

Cases : 

• R (Cart) v The Upper Tribunal, 2011 

• R (Miller) v The Prime Minister, 2019 

Doctrine : 
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Courts must intervene where executive actions undermine constitutional fundamentals. 

 

G) 2) B) 4). Emergency relief & injunctions 

Under UK Civil Procedure Rules (CPR), an emergency injunction is justified when: 

• Damage is irreparable 

• Urgency is extreme 

• The applicant is exposed to unlawful actions 

• evidence shows systemic obstruction 

Application : 

→ Every criterion is met. 

 

G) 2) C) UNITED STATES — CONSTITUTIONAL 

GROUNDS & CASE LAW 

The U.S. District Court for D.C. relies on : 

• 5th Amendment – Due Process Clause 

• 14th Amendment – Equal Protection Clause 

• Right of Access to Courts 

 

G) 2) C) 1). Right of Access to Courts 

Foundational case : 

• Bounds v. Smith, 1977 : 

States may not obstruct an individual’s ability to bring a case. 

• Lewis v. Casey, 1996 : 

Any action that “frustrates, impedes or blocks access” violates due process. 

Application : 

→ Systemic blocking of filings qualifies. 

 

G) 2) C) 2). Injunctive Relief (FRCP 65) 

Four factors (all met here) : 
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1. Irreparable harm 

2. Likelihood of success on the merits 

3. Balance of equities 

4. Public interest 

Given: 

• Threats to life 

• Obstruction 

• Proven attempts on life 

• Seizure and interception 

… the threshold is exceeded. 

 

G) 2) C) 3) Summary Judgment (FRCP 56) 

Where: 

• The defendant cannot present any evidence, 

• Obstruction is systemic, 

• Factual record is overwhelming, 

Courts may issue summary judgment / accelerated ruling. 

 

G) 2) C) 4) “Exceptional Circumstances” Doctrine 

Used in : 

• Hamdi v Rumsfeld, 2004 

• Gideon v Wainwright, 1963 

• Goldberg v Kelly, 1970 

These cases establish that: 

When the State undermines fundamental procedural rights, courts must intervene immediately 

and robustly. 

 

G) 2) D) INTERNATIONAL LAW – 

SUPPLEMENTARY PRINCIPLES 

• UN Basic Principles on the Role of Lawyers 

• UN Declaration on Human Rights Defenders 
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• UN Guidelines on the Right to a Remedy 

These instruments impose : 

• Access to justice, 

• Access to counsel, 

• Protection from retaliation, 

• Access to remedies. 

All violated here. 
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G) 3) LEGAL DEMONSTRATION OF 100% CERTAIN 

LOSS (UK-US-ECHR DOCTRINE)  

**Demonstration that the Presented Amount Is the 

Minimum Non-Inflated Loss, 

While the Court Retains Full Sovereign Discretion to Increase It** 

 

G) 3) 1) Intentional Use of a Conservative Methodology 

The claimant explicitly adopts a methodology that: 

• Limits the horizon to 10 years for Lucy Bank case (not 20, as is standard in fintech 

and banking valuations) ; 

• Excludes any form of growth or scalability; 

• Excludes network effects; 

• Uses minimal market share assumptions (1%) ; 

• Does not include regulatory interest, inflation, or time-value-of-money ; 

• Excludes terminal value ; 

• Excludes equity valuation or sale value. 

This ensures the valuation is non-inflated and fully defensible. 

 

G) 3) 2) Legal Obligation of Courts to Apply Adjustments 

Across jurisdictions : 

FRANCE / EU 

Courts must apply : 

• Legal interest rates, 

• Moratory interest, 

• Inflation adjustment, 

• And updated valuation at date of judgment. 

UNITED KINGDOM 

Courts apply : 

• Restitutionary damages, 

• Compounded interest, 

• Risk premium adjustments, 
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• Discounting or revaluation depending on period elapsed. 

UNITED STATES 

Courts routinely award : 

• Prejudgment interest, 

• Post-judgment interest, 

• Punitive damages where sabotage is intentional, 

• Multiplier damages in cases of tortious interference. 

 

G) 3) 3) Rationale : Why the Valuation Presented Is the 

Minimum 

The methodology produces only the base layer of damage : 

• No “future upside”, 

• No “optimistic scenario”, 

• No speculative value. 

Therefore : 

The figure submitted constitutes the minimum certain damage. 

Any adjustments or increases fall within the Court’s prerogative, not the claimant’s 

request. 
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G) 4) APPLICATION OF LAW TO THE FACTS 

(Procedural Consequences – Urgent Measures Required) 

(For ECHR Case – UK High Court – U.S. District Court DC) 

 

G) 4) A) APPLICATION OF THE LAW TO THE FACTS 

(Updated with statistical findings, systemic patterns, and human impact) 

The legal standards described in Section G2 converge perfectly with the established facts. 

The obstruction suffered by the Claimant is not abstract : it is measurable, documented, 

statistical, physical, and life-threatening. 

Even before analysing the legal doctrines, the factual record demonstrates: 

• Total impossibility of filing in France, 

• Functional impossibility of filing abroad, 

• Interception of every procedural step, 

• Verifiable attacks on physical safety, 

• Systemic economic destruction, 

• And a statistically impossible silence from institutions. 

The situation meets — and exceeds — the thresholds for immediate judicial intervention 

across all three jurisdictions. 

 

G) 4) A) 1) Article 2 ECHR (Right to Life) — Applied to 

the Facts 

Legal standard 

Under the Osman test, a State must act when faced with: 

• A real, 

• Immediate, 

• Externally created risk to life, 

• Which the State knew or should have known, 

• And failed to prevent. 

Facts satisfying the standard 

• Three poisoning attempts, medically documented. 

• Vehicle sabotage, resulting in near-fatal incidents. 

• Forced sedation during unlawful psychiatric internment. 

• Illegal detention in Serbia, without French diplomatic protection. 
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• Mass surveillance (50 to 150 individuals at a time). 

• Destruction of all economic autonomy, removing all capacity to self-protect. 

• Procedural deprivation, blocking all access to emergency remedies. 

• Risk escalation strictly correlated to each filing attempt. 

Conclusion 

Every criterion of the Osman doctrine is met. 

The threat to the Claimant’s life is not hypothetical — it is continuous, cumulative, and 

coordinated. 

The Claimant’s life remains at risk because he has been left alone inside a hostile 

informational environment where every attempt to seek help triggers retaliation. 

Immediate protective measures are therefore mandated. 

 

G) 4) A) 2) Article 3 ECHR (Prohibition of 

Inhuman/Degrading Treatment) — Applied to the Facts 

Legal standard 

Article 3 is violated by : 

• Severe mental suffering, 

• Degrading treatment, 

• Humiliation, 

• Abandonment in a life-threatening situation, 

• Forced medical acts, 

• Or procedural isolation causing collapse. 

No physical violence is required (Selmouni; Soering). 

Facts satisfying the standard 

• Arbitrary psychiatric internments with immediate sedation. 

• Fabricated diagnoses used to delegitimise the Claimant. 

• Psychological pressure pushing him to physical exhaustion (hunger, thirst, sleep 

deprivation). 

• Total administrative abandonment despite desperate attempts for help. 

• Systematic interception of all lifelines, creating a form of social and legal solitary 

confinement. 

• Crushing engineered poverty, removing dignity and viability. 

Conclusion 

The Claimant has been subjected to a situation intentionally designed to break him. 
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When a person is trapped in a constructed informational bubble where every institution 

disappears, this is not “bureaucratic failure” — it is a slow-motion destruction of a 

human being. 

Intervention is mandatory. 

 

G) 4) A) 3) Article 6 ECHR (Access to Court) — Applied 

to the Facts 

Legal standard 

Access to justice must be: 

• Practical, 

• Effective, 

• Not illusory (Airey; Gnahoré). 

The Court condemns any situation where a litigant is factually unable to file, even if courts 

“exist on paper”. 

Facts satisfying the standard 

• 107 registered letters sent — 0 authentic replies. 

• 27 filings to foreign courts — none processed. 

• Physical verification in London : 

o 6 letters sent 

o 1 arrived, unrelated to the case, likely allowed through “as camouflage”. 

• Digital interception affecting all filings. 

• Postal disappearance of national and international letters. 

• Falsified or inconsistent acknowledgments (e.g., Prime Minister letter with 

questionable format). 

• Telephone lines systematically disrupted during calls to courts. 

• Lawyers pressured into refusal. 

• Impossible to communicate with any institution. 

The probability of receiving zero replies to 107 filings is: 

≈ 10⁻³⁴ — statistically impossible without deliberate interference. 

Conclusion 

Normal access to justice does not exist. 

This is the clearest case possible of procedural impossibility, requiring: 

• Waiver of adversarial proceedings, 

• Direct judicial intervention, 

• Accelerated decision-making, 
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• Protective measures. 

 

G) 4) A) 4) Articles 13 and 34 ECHR (Effective Remedy + 

Right to Petition) — Applied to the Facts 

Legal standard 

State must ensure : 

• Effective remedies (Art. 13), 

• Free access to the Court (Art. 34), 

• And must not interfere with communication. 

Interference with filings is a “particularly serious violation” (Akdivar). 

Facts satisfying the standard 

• 107 filings → 0 authentic replies. 

• Multiple emails from institutions → incomplete / unsigned / non-standard. 

• EPPO reply → missing signature, format inconsistent. 

• Sherpa and Anticor → silence after initial acknowledgment. 

• High Court of London → submission likely intercepted. 

• ECHR → filings appear diverted or blocked. 

Conclusion 

France and associated actors have hindered the Claimant’s right to petition the ECHR. 

Immediate relief is required. 

 

G) 4) A) 5) UK Law (HRA 1998) — Application 

Legal standard 

The High Court must intervene where: 

• Constitutional fundamentals are threatened (Miller), 

• There is no adequate alternative remedy, 

• Risk is real and immediate (Osman applied domestically), 

• Systemic obstruction exists. 

Conclusion 

The UK High Court holds jurisdiction to : 
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• Bypass adversarial requirements, 

• Issue urgent protection, 

• Issue freezing orders on assets of French State entities and banks in the UK. 

 

G) 4) A) 6) United States Constitutional Law — 

Application 

Legal standard 

Obstruction of access to courts violates : 

• Due process, 

• Equal protection, 

• The right to petition. 

Under Bounds, Lewis, Hamdi, and federal injunctive doctrines, the Court must intervene 

when: 

• Obstruction is systemic, 

• Risk of irreparable harm is present, 

• Government-linked actors appear involved. 

Conclusion 

U.S. courts can issue : 

• Injunctive relief, 

• Protective orders, 

• Asset freezing, 

• Expedited summary judgment. 

 

G) 4) B) PROCEDURAL CONSEQUENCES 

(Updated with statistical confirmation and obstruction patterns) 

Normal adversarial proceedings are impossible because: 

• The Claimant cannot transmit submissions, 

• Respondents can sabotage communication, 

• Institutions do not reply, 

• Physical danger increases during filings. 

Therefore, courts must adopt an Accelerated Reduced Procedure, consistent with: 
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CEDH doctrines 

• Procedural Impossibility 

• Positive Obligations (Arts. 2 & 3) 

• Effective Remedy (Art. 13) 

UK doctrines 

• Exceptional Circumstances 

• No Adequate Alternative Remedy 

• Immediate Constitutional Intervention 

US doctrines 

• FRCP 65 Emergency Injunction 

• Summary Judgment under Extraordinary Circumstances 

• Irreparable Harm Doctrine 

 

G) 4) C) REQUIRED URGENT MEASURES 

G) 4) C) 1) Immediate Protective Measures 

• International monitoring of safety 

• Prohibition of surveillance or approach 

• Protected communication channel 

• Family protection 

G) 4) C) 2) Interim Financial Measures 

• Immediate emergency relief (€7M) 

• Freezing order (€500M) 

• Necessary to restore ability to defend and survive 

G) 4) C) 3) Evidence Preservation 

• Logs, emails, metadata, police records, psychiatric files 

• Prohibition of deletion or alteration 
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G) 4) D) REQUEST FOR ACCELERATED 

HEARING 

Due to : 

• Impossibility of electronic filing, 

• Interception of postal submissions, 

• Verified risk escalation, 

• Systemic obstruction, 

• And statistical impossibility of institutional silence, 

The Claimant requests an emergency hearing within 48 hours from physical presentation. 
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G) 5) FINAL RELIEF SOUGHT

G) 5) A) INTRODUCTION 

In light of : 

• Systemic obstruction, 

• Procedural impossibility, 

• Real and immediate threats to life, 

• Complete destruction of domestic remedies, 

• Structural interference by State and private actors, 

• Interception of all communications, 

• And lack of any functional judicial access, 

The Claimant respectfully submits the following Requests for Relief, 

consistent with the doctrines and legal foundations detailed in Sections G1, G2, and G4. 

These requests are necessary to ensure: 

• The Claimant’s survival, 

• The integrity of the proceedings, 

• And the administration of justice. 

 

G) 5) B) JURISDICTIONAL BASIS 

G) 5) B) 1) Before the European Court of Human Rights 

This petition is submitted under: 

• Article 34 (individual petition) 

• Articles 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 13 

• Rule 39 (urgent interim measures) 

The Court has jurisdiction due to : 

• Systemic obstruction by France, 

• Grave and immediate risks to life and integrity, 

• Denial of access to domestic courts, 

• Hindrance of communication with the Court, 

• And the need for protective intervention. 

 

G) 5) B) 2) Before the UK High Court of Justice 
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Jurisdiction arises under : 

• Human Rights Act 1998 

• Common law principles of judicial review 

• Doctrines of exceptional circumstances 

• Emergency injunctive powers (CPR) 

The Court may intervene because: 

• Domestic French remedies are unavailable, 

• The Claimant is physically present or able to appear, 

• UK courts have competency to issue freezing orders 

against assets held in UK financial institutions by French State entities or French 

banks. 

 

G) 5) B) 3) Before the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia 

Jurisdiction is grounded in : 

• 5th Amendment Due Process Clause 

• Right of Access to Courts 

• Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (FRCP 65, FRCP 56) 

• Extraordinary circumstances doctrine 

The Court may issue : 

• Emergency injunctive relief, 

• Asset freezing, 

• Protective measures, 

• And summary judgment components 

necessary to preserve the Claimant’s life and procedural rights. 

 

G) 5) C) REQUESTS FOR RELIEF (FULL LIST) 

The Claimant respectfully requests that the Court grant all of the following reliefs, without 

delay: 

 

G) 5) C) 1) ACCEPTANCE OF ACCELERATED, 

REDUCED PROCEDURE 

Due to obstruction by State and private actors, 

and the resulting procedural impossibility, the Court is asked to : 
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1. Waive any requirement of adversarial proceedings, 

as defendants have forfeited their right to defense by structurally preventing access to 

justice. 

2. Proceed directly to examination of the Claimant’s evidence. 

3. Treat the Claimant’s factual record as uncontested, 

due to the impossibility of obtaining contrary submissions. 

4. Hold an immediate hearing, within the shortest administratively possible timeframe. 

 

G) 5) C) 2) IMMEDIATE PROTECTIVE MEASURES 

Given the proven, ongoing danger, the Court is requested to order: 

1. Immediate international protective oversight 

for the Claimant’s physical safety. 

2. Prohibition for French authorities, banks, or related actors 

from contacting, surveilling, threatening, obstructing, or approaching the Claimant. 

3. Establishment of a protected communication channel 

between the Court registry and the Claimant 

(encrypted, monitored, non-interceptable). 

4. Protection extended to the Claimant’s family, 

who have suffered collateral impoverishment and intimidation. 

 

G) 5) C) 3) INTERIM FINANCIAL COMPENSATION 

(EMERGENCY) 

To enable : 

• Relocation to a secure environment, 

• Acquisition of safe communication devices, 

• Securing legal assistance, 

• Organisation of physical filing in multiple jurisdictions, 

• Personal and familial protection, 

• Repayment of coerced debts (bailiffs, administrative penalties), 

• Recovery of operational autonomy, 

The Claimant requests: 

→ Interim Emergency Compensation 

Of 7,000,000 EUR (Seven million euros)  

This correspond to 0.0056% of the total claimed damages (€124.4B). 

and is therefore reasonable, proportionate, and necessary. 
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G) 5) C) 4) FREEZING ORDER (CONSERVATORY 

SEIZURE) 

To prevent : 

• Destruction of evidence, 

• Dissipation of assets by the French State or French banks, 

• Ongoing obstruction, 

• Retaliation, 

• Or erasure of financial traces, 

The Claimant requests : 

→ Freezing Order of 500,000,000 EUR 

(Five hundred millions euros)  

This represents 0.4% of the estimated total damage (€124.4B). 

It is proportionate and aligns with standards of : 

• UK “Mareva injunctions” 

• US asset freezing powers 

• ECHR Rule 39 interim measures 

• International provisional protection principles 

Assets held by the French State, French banks, or affiliated institutions 

in UK or U.S. financial systems are eligible for immediate freezing. 

 

G) 5) C) 5) PRESERVATION OF ALL EVIDENCE 

The Court is requested to order: 

1. Preservation of all digital traces, including : 

o Emails 

o Phone logs 

o Server logs 

o Communication metadata 

o Financial files 

o Surveillance records 

o Administrative documents 

o Psychiatric records 

o Police files 

o Intelligence communications 

o Consular communications 
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o Internal corporate correspondence 

2. Prohibition on destruction, alteration, or tampering 

with any file related to the Claimant. 

3. Immediate court-ordered backup of all seized or intercepted materials. 

 

G) 5) C) 6) FINAL DAMAGES (VALUE OF THE 

CLAIM) 

The Claimant confirms the total estimated damage at : 

→ 124,400,000,000 EUR 

(One Hundred twenty four billion four hundred millions euros)  

This includes : 

• Economic losses (LucyBank, DP&P, real estate projects , Tiny Houses contract) 

• Opportunity losses 

• Physical and psychological harm 

• International detentions 

• Empoisonnements, sabotage, forced sedation 

• Destruction of livelihood 

• Destruction of ten years of economic output 

• Legal obstructions 

• Harm to family 

• Risk to life 

This figure is expected to be refined in subsequent procedural phases 

based on document-by-document valuation already underway. 

G) 5) C) 7) DECLARATORY RELIEF 

The Claimant requests a declaration that: 

1. France has violated Articles 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 13, and 34 of the ECHR. 

2. France has blocked access to justice domestically and internationally. 

3. French banks participated in systemic obstruction and economic destruction. 

4. Private actors (companies, lawyers, administrators) 

contributed to the collapse of all remedies. 

5. Normal adversarial procedure is impossible. 

6. Emergency measures are mandated. 

7. The Claimant’s life is at immediate risk due to external threats. 

8. The Claimant retains full right to international protection. 
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G) 5) D) REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE HEARING 

The Claimant respectfully asks: 

1. An immediate audience / urgent hearing, 

before any judge authorised to receive emergency filings: 

• CEDH duty judge (Rule 39) 

• UK High Court emergency judge 

• U.S. District Court emergency motions judge 

2. The hearing to occur within 48 hours 

If the Claimant presents physically to the Court registry 

(necessary due to interception of electronic filings). 

G) 5) E) CONCLUSION 

The Claimant has exhausted every domestic, European, and international avenue. 

He has demonstrated: 

• Years of systemic interference, 

• Physical danger, 

• Economic neutralisation, 

• Interception of all communications, 

• Impossibility of filing in France, 

• Collapse of all procedural rights. 

The Court is requested to : 

→ INTERVENE NOW, 

→ PROTECT THE CLAIMANT, 

→ PRESERVE THE CASE, 

→ ENABLE JUSTICE TO PROCEED.Respectfully submitted, 

Pierre Deglaire, Claimant 
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G) 6) ANNEX— STATISTICAL IMPOSSIBILITY 

ANALYSIS 

 

G) 6) A) Comprehensive Statistical Table of Filings 

and Institutional Silence 

(All numbers based on verified communications, receipts, postal routing reports, and physical 

verification at London High Court) 

TABLE 1 — Total Filings by Category (Registered Letters + Physical Filings + Official 

Submissions) 

Category 
Number of 

Filings 

Replies 

Received 

Authentic 

Replies 

Probability of Zero 

Authentic Replies 

Foreign Courts (UK, US, 

Dubai, Tokyo, ECHR) 
27 1 (unrelated) 0 < 10⁻¹⁷ 

European Institutions + UN 17 0 0 < 10⁻¹² 

French Political Parties 9 0 0 < 10⁻⁶ 

International Media Rights 

Companies 
9 0 0 < 10⁻⁶ 

Major French Media (Top 4) 4 0 0 < 10⁻⁴ 

U.S. Tech VIPs / CEOs 8 0 0 < 10⁻⁵ 

French Oversight Authorities 

(President, PM, Minister of 

Justice) 

3 1 (suspicious) 0 < 10⁻³ 

Private Companies 

(LoanPlace, CAFPI, 

Coldwell, etc.) 

20 0 0 < 10⁻⁹ 

French Municipalities 

(Mayors / Town Halls) 
1 0 0 N/A 

TOTAL 

Registered letters and formal filings sent : 107 

Authentic replies received: 0 

Global probability of receiving zero authentic replies : 

≈ 10⁻³⁴ (0.0000000000000000000000000000000001%) 

This number is not compatible with coincidence and not compatible with bureaucratic 

dysfunction. 

It is statistically equivalent to : 
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“Winning the lottery five times in a row while being struck by lightning twice in the same 

month.” 

In other words: impossible unless deliberate interference occurred. 

 

G) 6) B) Legal Interpretation: “Statistical 

Impossibility as Evidence of Systemic Obstruction” 

G) 6) B) 1) Recognised Legal Principles 

Across all jurisdictions concerned (ECHR – UK – US), courts accept patterns of impossibility 

when: 

• Independent channels simultaneously fail, 

• The failure concerns multiple institutions, 

• The failure concerns multiple countries, 

• The failure repeats across different mediums (post, phone, email), 

• The failure escalates in proportion to legal significance, 

• And the failure is mathematically impossible under normal conditions. 

These patterns are associated with: 

• ECHR : procedural impossibility doctrine (Kudła; Airey; Gnahoré) 

• UK : systemic-flaw doctrine + Osman duty 

• US : constitutional obstruction (Bounds; Lewis ; FRCP doctrines) 

 

G) 6) B) 2) Why These Numbers Constitute Evidence 

The combination of : 

• Multi-country silence, 

• Multi-institutional silence, 

• Multi-channel disappearance, 

• Absence of signatures, 

• Absence of traceability, 

• The single UK letter delivered being irrelevant, 

• The PM reply lacking administrative standards, 

• The Claimant's physical verification at London High Court, 

creates a closed evidentiary circle: 

No institution on earth — even dysfunctional ones — produces a 107/107 blackout 

unless an external actor prevents communication. 
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Courts routinely accept statistical patterns as proof of interference when : 

• The dataset is large 

• The institutional channels are independent 

• The outcome is mathematically impossible 

 

G) 6) B) 3) Correlation with Physical Surveillance 

The pattern is not just statistical. 
During each attempt to file : 

• Groups of 20–150 individuals have surrounded the Claimant 

• Phone calls were jammed 

• Wi-Fi networks saturated 

• Letters disappeared 

• Emails showed routing anomalies 

• SIM cards were deactivated 

• Contacts stopped replying immediately after surveillance events 

This transforms the statistical anomaly into corroborated evidence of coordinated 

obstruction. 

 

G) 6) B) 4) Consequence Under Each Jurisdiction 

ECHR → Procedural impossibility requires emergency measures 

The Court must bypass adversarial procedure and impose : 

• Immediate protection 

• A dedicated communication channel 

• Emergency Rule 39 measures 

• Accelerated examination 

UK High Court → Freezing orders + emergency injunction 

The High Court has : 

• Jurisdiction over French State assets in UK banks 

• Power to intervene where remedies fail 

• Obligation to act under constitutional principles 

U.S. District Court → Injunction + protective orders 

Under FRCP 65 and constitutional jurisprudence, the Court can order: 

• Immediate injunctive relief 
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• Freezing of US-based assets 

• Summary judgment elements 

 

G) 6) C) — Integrated Conclusion : “A Human 

Being Living in an Artificial Bubble of Obstructed 

Reality” 

The data show that the Claimant is not living in normal reality. 

He is living inside a constructed informational vacuum, 

where: 

• Every message disappears, 

• Every institution is silent, 

• Every route to justice collapses, 

• Every communication is intercepted, 

• Even foreign courts cannot be reached, 

• Physical surveillance repeats the same choreography in each country. 

This is not misfortune. 

This is not chaos. 

This is design. 

The silence of 107 institutions is a message in itself : 

“You are not allowed to exist in the legal system.” 

And yet, the Claimant continues : 

He travels physically to courts, 

he files again and again, 

he does not give up, 

he shows extraordinary mental strength despite engineered isolation. 

This annex demonstrates : 

The Claimant has done everything the law requires, and far beyond. 

The system around him has been modified so he cannot be heard. 

It is now the Court’s obligation to break that bubble. 
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H — EVIDENCE BLOCKS (factual + narrative) 

WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

H) 1) Serbia: Chronicle of a Silent Erasure 

 

H) 1) 1) — The forced departure 

On August 5th, 2022, everything collapsed and accelerated at the same time. 

Professionally, I was at the peak of my career: a test phase with two major French investment 

funds, €75 million in transactions in three weeks, €4.5 million in commissions, and a 

validated projection to reach €500 millions to €1 billion of transaction per month. 

But behind this success, something was deeply wrong. 

My main bank had been harassing me for years. High-end banks (Lazard, Rothschild, Milleis) 

refused to open accounts for me, each with incoherent explanations. The pattern was too clear. 

That night, I had my children with me. 

I left a note on the table and drove away. 

Not by choice — but because my survival had become incompatible with remaining in 

France. 

 

H) 1) 2) — The road, and the first distortions 

I crossed five or six countries without stopping: France → Italy → Slovenia → Croatia → 

Bulgaria. 

Very quickly, something abnormal appeared. 

My car’s GPS malfunctioned. 

My phone’s GPS malfunctioned simultaneously. 

Locations drifted, froze, re-calculated in impossible ways. 

Someone, somewhere, had taken control of my movements. 

I slept in my car. 

I did not feel safe anywhere. 

 

H) 1) 3) — Bulgaria: the silhouettes appear 
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In Bulgaria, the surveillance became visible. 

A man paid his bill at the exact same second as me. 

Men in the hotel lobby who were clearly not hotel guests. 

Eyes turning toward me at every step. 

I ran back to my room. 

Packed a survival bag. 

Abandoned my suitcase, computer, and phone. 

Something was closing in. 

 

H) 1) 4) — Turkey: the mesh tightens 

In Turkey, the situation reached a different level. 

I slept outside one night. 

Calls through WhatsApp were rerouted to the wrong people. 

Filatures intensified. 

In a taxi, I watched the GPS being hijacked in real time, the position rotating unnaturally — 

as if someone remote was controlling the coordinates. 

I went to the police : no help. 

The refugee ministry was closed. 

The Russian embassy refused to let me in. 

On the way out of Turkey, dozens of vehicles were waiting at intersections. 

A choreography. 

Not an accident. 

 

H) 1) 5) — Belgrade : a theatre without curtains 

In Serbia, the surveillance exploded. 

For nearly three days: 

• More than 100 individuals, 

• From 20 to 30 different nationalities, 

• Took turns around me at the same terrace opposite my hotel. 

Some filmed. 

Some photographed. 

Some sat right behind me to listen to my business calls — while I was still managing 

hundreds of millions of euros in real-time. 
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It was a multinational operation, but I still did not know who commanded it. 

 

H) 1) 6) — The warnings sent before the arrest 

From my hotel room, realizing the situation was escalating beyond comprehension, I sent 

several alerts: 

• To Serbian media, 

• To 4,000 personal and professional contacts, 

• To LinkedIn, with photos and videos of the people following me. 

And most importantly: 

I explicitly wrote that Emmanuel Macron and his government were continuing 

to harass me, to destroy my life, and that everything pointed to a political 

operation against me. 

This was the first time I put it in writing so directly. 

Hours later, I was arrested. 

Those messages are the turning point of the entire story. 

The timing is not a coincidence. 

It is the key to understanding what followed. 

H) 1) 7) — The 36-euro pretext 

My cards were suddenly blocked. 

I could not pay a €36 bill at the bar where I had been for three days. 

I offered my passport as a guarantee. 

I offered an international transfer within 24–48 hours. 

The manager refused. 

He called the police. 

The police arrived, listened, understood, returned my passport, and told me to go to another 

place. 

The incident was closed. 

Then the manager ran after them, whispered something privately, and suddenly — out of 

nowhere — an accusation emerged: 

“He threatened to kill me and blow up the restaurant.” 
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A fabricated charge. 

A cover story. 

A justification invented after the fact. 

A classic technique : 

political arrest disguised as a civilian dispute to ensure silence. 

H) 1) 8) — The arrest : the first disappearance 

Police officers tackled me to the ground. 

They read no rights. 

No translator. 

No phone call. 

No consular access. 

In a matter of minutes, I was erased. 

A fast hearing before a judge — who listened to nothing — resulted in a three-year ban from 

Serbia but no immediate incarceration. 

But when I returned to retrieve my sunglasses and cigarettes — the manager called again, the 

police returned, and I was arrested a second time. 

H) 1) 9) — Prison : the quiet architecture of destruction 

I spent the night without food, under intimidation. 

The next day, I was transferred to prison. 

Over the next weeks: 

• Six different cells, 

• Always with a young Serbian man who spoke perfect English, 

• No soap for 18 days, 

• No toilet paper for several days, 

• No toothbrush for 35 days, 

• No sheets, 

• Two T-shirts and one pair of pants, 

• Total ban on receiving money, clothes, or communication. 

It was not negligence. 

It was a strategy. 

A Serbian lawyer appointed by the court visited me three times, with a French translator. 

Correct, but powerless. 

H) 1) 10) — The hunger–thirst–medicine strikes 
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Twice, I refused: 

• Food, 

• Water, 

• And my essential diabetes medication. 

It was my only remaining way to demand rights, or a hearing, or some explanation. 

And nothing happened. 

No doctor. 

No intervention. 

No escalation. 

No response. 

The message was clear: 

If I had died inside that cell, it would have been framed as a medical collapse — not a 

political elimination. 

This is where I fully understood: 

they wanted me gone, but not directly. 

Not with bruises. 

Not with bullets. 

Not with evidence. 

They wanted me to disappear quietly. 

H) 1) 11) — The psychiatric block : the final descent 

After three weeks, I believed I was being released. 

Instead, I was transferred to the psychiatric ward of the prison. 

There, I shared space with: 

• A murderer with violent outbursts, 

• Inmates in psychological collapse, 

• A man repeatedly beaten and humiliated (A Roma detainee). 

No treatment was ever prescribed to me. 

No medication. 

No clinical finding. 

One psychiatrist told me : 

“I don’t even understand the name of the condition they marked in your file.” 

There was never any confrontation with the restaurant manager. 

Because such a confrontation would have exposed the lie instantly. 
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H) 1) 12) — The French embassy: one appearance, then 

silence 

On the fourth day of detention, two French consular representatives came. 

They never returned. 

Despite dozens of requests, I was left completely alone. 

Later, I learned that while I was being held in Serbia, discussions were taking place in France 

to arrange my forced psychiatric internment upon return, under sedation. 

My trajectory had already been drafted. 

H) 1) 13) — Forty days outside the world 

After 40 days, I was released through a vague, improvised legal mechanism that does not 

correspond to any known Serbian procedure. 

I was expelled — physically weak, dehydrated, untreated for diabetes, psychologically 

exhausted. 

I entered Serbia as an entrepreneur preparing to improve the lives of elderly people through an 

innovative property model. 

I left Serbia as a man who had nearly died without anyone having to touch him directly. 

And the pattern became clear: 

This was not an accident. 

This was an operation. 

Step by step. 

Country by country. 

Layer by layer. 

A method built to neutralize without leaving fingerprints. 
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WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

H) 2) — France : The Silent Cage 

 

H) 2) 1) — The illusion of freedom 

After nearly forty days of detention in Serbia, I finally returned to France. 

My daughters, my parents, and a close friend were waiting at the airport. 

For a moment, I breathed again. 

I was home. 

I believed — naively — that the nightmare was over. 

For a few hours, I felt human again. 

I laughed. 

I ate. 

I walked outside freely. 

I imagined everything I would rebuild. 

But the truth was already waiting for me. 

 

H) 2) 2) — The “deal” that had been arranged behind my 

back 

During those first family conversations, the tone shifted. 

I was told — calmly — that a deal had been made between: 

• The French consulate in Serbia, 

• Authorities in Paris, 

• And my family. 

They told me I had to go for a “medical check-up”, 

“just to ensure you handled the Serbian ordeal well”. 

A formality, they said. 

I didn’t need it. 

I felt alive, grounded, relieved. 

I wanted freedom. 

I wanted silence. 

But to reassure my parents, I agreed. 
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They insisted — heavily — that it must be done immediately. 

So the same afternoon, exhausted from travel and trauma, I walked into a hospital in 

Bordeaux. 

I entered voluntarily. 

What would happen next was anything but voluntary. 

 

H) 2) 3) — The door that locked behind me 

At first everything seemed normal. 

An orderly asked a few basic questions. 

He told my mother and brother, who were there, that everything looked fine — and that a 

doctor would see me shortly. 

The doctor arrived. 

Within seconds, he closed the door behind me. 

And the sound of a key turning in the lock changed my life again. 

He had not asked a single real question. 

Not about Serbia. 

Not about my psychological state. 

Not about my health. 

Not about my diabetes. 

Nothing. 

It was not medicine. 

It was execution of an order. 

I would learn later that this internment had been prepared weeks before my arrival. 

Pressure had been placed on my family. 

Instructions had been given by government channels. 

My release from Serbia had been conditioned, silently, on this “French medical process”. 

It was not a check-up. 

It was a handover. 

 

H) 2) 4) — The impossible contradiction : Serbia vs France 

There is a detail that destroys the entire narrative France tried to impose on me. 

During my detention in Serbia — 

in the middle of the most traumatic, destabilizing, terrifying experience of my life — 

I was followed by two psychiatrists, 
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several times a week, 

for three consecutive weeks. 

I was: 

• Surrounded by 100+ people following me, 

• Trapped in a foreign country, 

• Cut off from my family, 

• Deprived of rights, 

• Pushed to the edge of survival, 

• Isolated in prison cells and then in a psychiatric ward, 

• Witnessing violence, 

• Enduring psychological pressure, 

• And fighting to stay alive. 

If there were ever a moment in my life where any psychiatric issue could have emerged — 

it was there. 

And yet: 

Not once did a single psychiatrist diagnose me with anything. 

Not once did they prescribe medication. 

Not once did they see the slightest sign of bipolar disorder or any other condition. 

They told me explicitly: 

“There is no psychiatric pathology that justifies treatment.” 

This is the truth. 

This is documented. 

This is unshakeable. 

And this is why what happened in France makes no sense medically — 

only politically. 

Because the moment I arrived home, 

in a safe environment, 

happy to be free, 

surrounded by my family… 

within minutes, 

I was: 

• Locked in a room, 

• Given a diagnosis I had never heard in my life, 

• Sedated with powerful drugs, 

• And declared “bipolar” without any examination. 
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They handed me a multi-year psychiatric treatment plan, 

based on nothing, 

coming from doctors who had never met me before that day, 

and who had not evaluated me in any real way. 

I never believed in this diagnosis. 

I never recognized it. 

I take the medication only to reassure my family, 

and to avoid triggering the same trap again. 

The contrast is not incidental — 

it is proof of orchestration. 

In Serbia: 

real psychiatrists, real evaluations, real trauma — no diagnosis. 

In France : 

no evaluation, no trauma, no symptoms — instant diagnosis, instant sedation. 

This opposition is the signature of a setup. 

A designed scenario. 

A fabricated “medical truth” used as a weapon to control, silence, and neutralize me. 

This chapter is not about opinions. 

It is about facts. 

Facts that cannot coexist unless one side is lying. 

And the side that is lying is the one that sedated me without a diagnosis. 

 

H) 2) 5) — Fabricated documents, fabricated urgency 

Months later, I discovered an extraordinary detail: 

A medical certificate had been produced by my doctor in Biarritz — a doctor I had not seen in 

months — stating that I urgently required psychiatric care. 

He had not examined me. 

He had not spoken to me. 

He signed a document that enabled my forced internment. 

Someone had prepared the structure. 

Someone had called him. 

Someone had pressured him. 

The shadows do not leave fingerprints, 

but they leave patterns. 
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H) 2) 6) — The sedation: engineered collapse 

The next day, without the slightest diagnosis, 

without the slightest medical justification, 

I was given heavy medication. 

Not anxiolytics. 

Not mild sedation. 

But powerful psychiatric drugs that shattered my mind. 

Within hours: 

• I could not stay still. 

• I walked in circles for hours. 

• My thoughts were foggy, fragmented. 

• I slept in bursts, never deeply. 

• My body reacted violently. 

• I was disconnected from reality. 

I had arrived as a man full of joy, relief, and hope — 

and in less than 24 hours, I had been chemically demolished. 

This was not treatment. 

This was neutralization. 

 

H) 2) 7) — The signature they never could have obtained 

legally 

At some point, someone convinced my mother to sign the commitment papers. 

She had no medical expertise. 

She had no information about my real state. 

She had no legal reasoning. 

She had only the fear that had been planted in her by the authorities. 

She believed she was helping me. 

But her hand had been pushed into signing something she did not understand. 

This was psychological manipulation at the deepest level: 

• Manipulating my family, 

• Exploiting their fears, 

• Using their love as a weapon 

• To authorize something they never would have accepted freely. 
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It was the lowest point of the entire system — 

using those closest to me as tools of control. 

 

H) 2) 8) — The parallel attack : dismantling my family 

bonds 

At the same time, something else was happening. 

My Russian “partner”, who later proved connected to the same networks targeting me, had 

been working in the background for months to weaken my family foundations: 

• “Your bond with your mother is not healthy.” 

• “Your family is a problem.” 

• “They hold you back.” 

• “You must detach from them.” 

Attacking my psychological stability from one side, 

attacking my family structure from the other, 

attacking my freedom at the hospital, 

All at the same moment. 

A multi-layered operation. 

 

H) 2) 9) — Weeks of darkness 

For weeks, I was a ghost of myself. 

The medication stripped away my energy, my creativity, my clarity. 

I was physically exhausted. 

Psychologically broken. 

Unable to recognize myself. 

I who had always been energetic, optimistic, productive — 

was reduced to a sedated shell. 

It took months to recover. 

Months to detox. 

Months to regain my mind. 

Months to trust reality again. 

What Serbia had started, France attempted to finish. 
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H) 2) 10) — The aftermath: the anger, the clarity, the 

truth 

This episode — 

the ambush at the hospital, 

the sedation, 

the manipulation of my family, 

the fabricated medical reports, 

the coordination between consulate and Paris — 

was one of the worst moments of my life. 

But it also clarified everything. 

These were not isolated events. 

These were not misunderstandings. 

These were not administrative errors. 

This was a program, executed across countries, institutions, and people. 

And this is why I will never stop until the truth is exposed — 

until those responsible, including Emmanuel Macron and members of his government, 

are held accountable for the way they tried to break me, 

to destroy my work, 

and to neutralize my socially-driven economic projects. 

This is not revenge. 

This is justice. 
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WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

H) 3) Poisonings : The Invisible Blade 

 

H) 3) A) Poisoning n°1 Luxembourg — “The Ground Fell 

Away From Me” 

The first poisoning did not happen in a bar in a foreign country, 

or in a dark alley, 

or during some chaotic confrontation. 

It happened on a bright, ordinary lunchtime in Luxembourg — 

while I was meeting journalists, 

seeking help, 

and trying to tell the truth. 

It happened at the moment when I was rebuilding myself, 

when I had recovered from the forced internment in France, 

and when I had regained three new professional contracts. 

And just as quickly as I had rebuilt that fragile stability, 

those three contracts collapsed — one after another — in less than three months. 

Someone wanted me unemployed. 

Someone wanted me destabilized again. 

And that is when I left for a European tour — 

Paris, Luxembourg, England, Switzerland — 

determined to alert anyone who would listen. 

Luxembourg was my first stop. 

And it was the first time they tried to poison me to my face. 

 

A warning disguised as a nail 

Before reaching Luxembourg, I had already lived a preview of what was waiting for me. 

During a previous trip to Paris, my car had been sabotaged. 

Now, between France and England, I found a large metal nail intentionally pushed into my 

tire. 

It wasn’t from driving. 

It wasn’t from the road. 

It was planted. 
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For days, I had to stop every two hours to reinflate my wheel. 

It was a message : 

“We know where you’re going. 

We know what you’re trying to do. 

We control the timing.” 

But I kept going. 

 

RTL : the interview that was never meant to happen 

In Luxembourg, I had a meeting with two journalists at RTL, 

the country’s most powerful media group. 

They listened. 

They took notes. 

They asked for evidence — not to doubt me, but to document. 

Except the moment I opened my laptop to show them proofs, everything collapsed. 

There was no Wi-Fi, 

not even the building’s connection, 

not even my phone’s hotspot. 

My computer was effectively dead: 

no access, 

no file sharing, 

no communication. 

The journalist asked me : 

“Buy a USB stick. Bring us the documents.” 

So I went out, determined to get that USB key. 

That’s when the second attack hit. 

 

The GPS trap 

My GPS — reliable for years — 

began routing me to fake locations. 

Electronics stores that didn’t exist. 

Supermarkets that appeared on the map but not in reality. 

Streets that looped endlessly with no exit. 
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I turned in circles for two hours in a city I know perfectly well. 

A perfect digital labyrinth. 

No escape. 

No destination. 

Someone didn’t want those journalists to receive what I had. 

When I returned to RTL and explained, 

they told me to try sending everything by e-mail. 

I tried. 

The message never arrived. 

When I later called the journalist, 

I was told he was “suddenly sick” 

— and he remained unreachable for weeks. 

A coincidence doesn’t look like that. 

Not at that scale. 

Not with that timing. 

This was the architecture of an attack — digital, logistical, social, human. 

And the poisoning happened exactly in the middle of this suffocation. 

 

The moment the poison arrived 

After the RTL meeting, I went to lunch with a childhood friend — 

a senior figure at the Luxembourg Chamber of Commerce and Industry. 

I trusted her. 

I thought that for at least one hour, I was safe. 

But the moment I stepped into the restaurant, 

everything changed. 

I felt it instantly: 

The ground vanished under my feet. 

I was walking on solid floor — 

but my body perceived something soft, unstable, like mud. 

A wave rose from the tips of my toes 

up the entire length of my spine. 
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A neurological strike. 

Direct. 

Precise. 

Artificial. 

I know my body. 

I have lived through surgeries, anesthesia, medication. 

I have fifty years of experience with how my physiology behaves. 

This was not fatigue. 

This was not stress. 

This was not psychological. 

This was an intrusion. 

Something foreign. 

Something chemical. 

Something deliberate. 

 

The instinct of survival 

Within seconds, my survival instinct switched on. 

I opened WhatsApp and messaged my mother: 

“Something just happened. 

I have symptoms I have never felt in my life.” 

I wrote to my brother: 

“If anything happens to me, I am in Luxembourg. 

Something very strange just occurred.” 

Then I told my friend sitting across from me : 

“Something happened to me before arriving here.” 

It was the need to leave a trace. 

To warn someone. 

To document the moment. 

Because my body knew what my mind refused to accept: 

I had been poisoned. 
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A poison that lasted — and left damage 

What makes this poisoning different from a psychological shock 

is its long-term impact. 

For months afterward, 

the same sensations returned — 

rarely, 

irregularly, 

but always identical. 

Every few weeks, 

the same neurological wave would rise from my feet to my spine. 

The same “ground disappearing”. 

The same internal collapse. 

My body remembered what it had received. 

And then came the consequence — the one that proves everything. 

 

A year later: the life-threatening heart blockage 

In March 2025, 

one year after the poisoning, 

I was rushed for emergency cardiac surgery. 

Out of nowhere, 

doctors told me : 

“One of your main coronary arteries is completely blocked.” 

A total obstruction. 

Impossible to explain naturally: 

• I don’t drink. 

• I didn’t smoke for 27 years. 

• I don’t eat red meat. 

• I live healthier than most people my age. 

• I sleep normally. 

• I have medical check-ups every three months. 

• Stress alone cannot block a major artery within months. 

• All my tests had always been normal. 

And yet — 

one artery, one of the heart’s main lines, 

was suddenly, totally, catastrophically obstructed. 
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This is the kind of damage certain toxins produce: 

not immediately, 

but progressively, 

silently, 

with delayed vascular consequences. 

I am not a doctor. 

But I am not irrational. 

And the sequence is unmistakable. 

A poisoning that leaves neurological traces. 

A poisoning that leads to a catastrophic arterial blockage months later. 

A poisoning that struck on the same day journalists began to listen. 

This was not an isolated event. 

This was not stress. 

This was not coincidence. 

This was a strike — 

executed with precision, 

timed with perfect coordination, 

and consistent with the broader pattern of attacks against me. 
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WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

Poisonings : The Invisible Blade 

H) 3) B — Poisoning n°2 : Dubai — “The Day My Mind 

Wasn’t Mine Anymore” 

Dubai should have been my rebirth. 

I arrived in May 2025 with explosive energy, an iron determination, and the certainty that I 

was finally stepping outside the reach of France’s networks. 

And for a few days, everything confirmed it: 

my body was strong, my spirit was sharp, my motivation limitless. 

I woke up each morning feeling like a lion thrown into a field of opportunities — 

strong, confident, overflowing with ideas, ready to work sixteen hours straight if needed. 

And I did. 

In just a few days, I met dozens of developers, agencies, brokers, and investors. 

Every single meeting was electric. 

People were enthusiastic. 

New partnerships were emerging. 

And for the first time since years of attacks, sabotage, and destruction, 

I felt free. 

Free to build. 

Free to grow. 

Free to breathe. 

I even changed my plans entirely: 

I had been preparing to move to Spain after the ordeal of the previous months — 

but in three days in Dubai, I knew: 

“This is where I want to live.” 

And then, without warning, everything collapsed. 

Not physically. 

Not like Luxembourg, where a substance violently shook my nervous system. 

This was different. 

Far more insidious. 

Far more frightening. 

In a single day, from one hour to the next, my entire mind emptied. 

No event. 

No trigger. 
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No fatigue. 

No stress. 

Just a sudden blackout of everything inside me : 

No motivation. 

— No energy. 

— No desire. 

— No ambition. 

— No emotion. 

— No direction. 

A complete shutdown of the person I was — 

at the precise moment where everything was going right. 

It made no sense. 

The day before, I had been overflowing with power. 

Working sixteen hours a day. 

Running meetings back-to-back. 

Juggling Dubai expansion and French clients. 

Buzzing with vision, confidence, vitality. 

Then suddenly: 

Nothing. 

Absolutely nothing. 

Like someone had unplugged the human behind the eyes. 

And that was impossible. 

I know my body. 

I know my mind. 

I know what fatigue is, what stress is, what burnout is — I’ve lived, built, fought, failed and 

rebuilt enough times to recognize every natural emotional pattern. 

This wasn’t natural. 

This wasn’t psychological. 

This wasn’t internal. 

This was external. 

A foreign intervention. 

A chemical or neurological disruption — 

but one with no physical symptoms, unlike Luxembourg. 

It was like a hand had reached into my head and turned a switch. 

A clean reversal. 

No warning. 
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No ramp-up. 

No explanation. 

And it didn’t stop there. 

At the same moment, my most promising contacts began to evaporate. 

People who had been enthusiastic the day before became distant, 

cold, 

evasive. 

Some disappeared entirely. 

Others reversed their tone without any logical reason. 

The pattern was unmistakable — 

identical to the coordinated maneuvers I had faced in France for years: 

Break the momentum, 

Cut the strategic connections, 

And destabilize the target from the inside. 

Except this time, the attack wasn’t on my projects. 

It was on my mind. 

The message was clear, even if unspoken: 

“Even here, in Dubai, surrounded by light and ambition, 

We can reach you. 

We can sabotage you. 

We can break you from within.” 

And that is why poisoning n°2 belongs in this story : 

because it marks the moment where the invisible war crossed another line. 

Not the body. 

Not the nervous system. 

But the will. 

The most fundamental part of who I  
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WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

Poisonings: The Invisible Blade 

H) 3) C) — Poisoning nº3 : “The Room That Tried to Steal 

My Breath” 

(June/July 2025, Dubai) 

I returned to Dubai for my second stay around 20 June 2025. 

I felt stronger than ever — motivated, aligned, inspired, and finally out of France’s orbit. 

My first stay had opened doors, created new alliances, and awakened in me the energy of a 

man ready to rebuild everything. 

Dubai was sun, movement, ambition. 

A place where ideas breathed. 

And for a short moment, I breathed too. 

Then, almost overnight, everything shifted. 

The Illness That Made No Sense 

Around 22–23 June, the symptoms began. 

Not slowly. 

Not progressively. 

Not like an infection or a cold. 

They simply arrived. 

Fully formed. 

Unmistakable. 

A violent cough that struck every 15 seconds. 

More than 200 coughs per hour. 

Burning lungs. 

Sleepless nights. 

Physical exhaustion so deep it felt engineered. 

And the most frightening part ? 

This lasted five continuous weeks. 

Five weeks where I was unable to breathe normally, unable to rest, unable to work at full 

capacity — right at the exact moment where my Dubai partnerships were starting to grow. 

Nothing like this had ever happened to me in my life. 

I never get sick for more than three or four days. 

A week, at worst. 
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But this ? 

This was something else. 

This was an assault. 

A Perfectly Timed Weakening 

And the timing was not innocent. 

Just before this poisoning, I faced one of the most shocking attacks ever carried out against 

me : 

explosive-residue traces planted on my belongings at Paris airport, intended to prevent 

me from returning to Dubai. 

The message was loud, synchronized, unmistakable: 

“We can strike at your body, 

Your mobility, 

Your opportunities, 

Your environment — 

All at the same time.” 

This new poisoning fit perfectly into that strategy. 

While I was trying to build a new life in Dubai, 

while I was creating new professional connections, 

while I was finally escaping the French system… 

they attacked my lungs. 

The Day I Realised the Room Was the Weapon 

And then came the turning point. 

One day in late July, I left the hotel for several hours to work in a different environment. 

New device, paid in cash. 

New emails. 

New Wi-Fi connection. 

A new place where I could send information to French MPs and senators. 

I worked for five or six hours. 

And suddenly, something extraordinary happened: 

I barely coughed. 

Almost not at all. 

After five weeks of torture-level coughing, the symptoms vanished the moment I stepped out 

of the hotel. 

When I returned to the room a few hours later, the coughing exploded again. 
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That was the moment everything became clear. 

The room was contaminated. 

The room was the vector. 

The poisoning was environmental. 

The Cleaning That Revealed Everything 

I went straight to reception and demanded a full cleaning. 

Within an hour, a cleaning crew arrived. 

In a few hours, the change was visible : 

— fewer coughing fits 

— lungs less inflamed 

— breathing easier 

And within 2 to 3 days, I was almost fully recovered. 

Not because of medication. 

Not because of rest. 

Not because of anything internal. 

Only because the environment — the source — had been cleaned. 

There is no illness in the world that behaves like that. 

The Silence That Condemns 

After this, I tried repeatedly to escalate the issue to the hotel’s management and the parent 

group. 

I contacted: 

— the general manager (supposedly “on vacation”), 

— the director of another hotel in the same chain (never replied), 

— multiple employees, 

— reception, 

— corporate services, 

— legal departments. 

I even wrote handwritten letters delivered in person to avoid digital interception. 

Nobody ever answered. 

Not one person. 

Weeks passed. 

Months passed. 

Dozens of emails. 

No reaction. 
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No explanation. 

No transparency. 

Just silence. 

This silence — total, organised, deliberate — is an admission. 

No hotel chain on Earth ignores a report of suspected poisoning unless someone has told 

them to stay silent. 

And that is exactly what happened here. 

The Emails That Disappeared 

On top of that, the emails I created that same day — with new identities, new devices, new 

Wi-Fi — were destroyed within hours. 

Not blocked. 

Not bounced. 

Not delayed. 

Destroyed. 

Not a single French senator or MP received them. 

All traces erased. 

Another attack, perfectly synchronized with the poisoning. 

Another confirmation. 

 

H) 3) C) 1) GLOBAL CONCLUSION — THE 

THREE POISONINGS 

What They Mean. Why They Matter. Why They Prove Intent. 

Across Luxembourg, Dubai (poisoning #2), and Dubai again (poisoning #3), three different 

poisonings were carried out against me between 2024 and 2025. 

Not one. 

Not two. 

Three. 

And none of them were random, accidental, or natural. 



99 

 

Together, they form a pattern so precise, so coordinated, so methodical that it can only point 

to one conclusion : 

These are targeted attempts against my physical integrity and my life. 

Here is what the three poisonings reveal: 

 

H) 3) C) 1) A) Three different substances → three different 

physiological targets 

• Poison #1 (Luxembourg) 

Hit my nervous system, from feet to spine. 

Later correlated with a sudden, medically inexplicable arterial blockage. 

• Poison #2 (Dubai) 

Attacked my cognitive drive, motivation, executive function, and mental clarity. 

A neurological agent with psychological impact — but no physical symptoms. 

• Poison #3 (Dubai) 

Assaulted my respiratory system. 

Weeks of lung inflammation. 

Symptoms that disappeared after cleaning the room. 

Three distinct mechanisms. 

Three different effects. 

Three different pharmacological profiles. 

Someone is experimenting. 

Someone is escalating. 

Someone is targeting every dimension of my survival: 

Body, mind, lungs. 

 

H) 3) C) 1) B) Perfect timing with key professional 

opportunities 

Each poisoning occurred exactly when: 

• I was rebuilding, 

• New partnerships were emerging, 

• Large financial operations were possible, 

• Or international media were approached. 

The objective is clear: 

disable, interrupt, sabotage — 

right when progress appears. 
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This cannot be coincidence. 

 

H) 3) C) 1) C) Simultaneous attacks on multiples fronts 

Every poisoning happened: 

• Alongside cyberattacks, 

• Alongside sabotage of vehicles, 

• Alongside communication blockades, 

• Alongside international surveillance, 

• Alongside attempts to block my travel, 

• Alongside financial destruction. 

This is called a multipoint operational strategy. 

It is used by intelligence services or organised state-linked networks. 

Not by “random actors”. 

 

H) 3) C) 1) D) The clear intent: weaken, silence, or 

eliminate 

No one uses : 

• A Neurological agent, 

• A Psychological agent, 

• And a respiratory contaminant 

On the same target, 

Across multiple countries, 

Across multiple months, 

Unless the objective is physical elimination without fingerprints. 

This is how modern political or intelligence-driven neutralisation works : 

Slow, discreet, deniable, cumulative. 

Not spectacular. 

Not traceable. 

Not immediate. 
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But persistent. 

Progressive. 

Lethal. 

 

H) 3) C) 1) E) The urgency for the tribunal : this is a life-

threatening situation 

Three poisonings in a year are not “isolated incidents”. 

They are : 

• A systematic pattern, 

• A strategy of suppression, 

• A cross-border apparatus, 

• A clear escalation, 

• A direct threat to my life. 

Every day without protection increases the risk. 

Every delay exposes me to : 

• Further poisonings, 

• Another detention, 

• Another psychiatric trap, 

• Another sabotage attempt, 

• Another physical assault, 

• Another attempt to fabricate evidence (explosives residue), 

• Another international coordination. 

The tribunal is not judging a past case. 

It is addressing an active, ongoing threat against my life. 

And the poisonings are the clearest, most undeniable proof of that threat. 
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WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

Mechanical Sabotage : “When the Road Became a Trap” 

H) 4) A) Episode 1 — The First Car Sabotage (February 2024) 

By February 2024, I had already lost three major contracts in less than three months — 

three promising positions in real-estate finance and debt restructuring, each one sabotaged in 

ways that made no rational sense. 

So I went to Paris. 

Not for tourism. 

Not for a change of scenery. 

But because I needed answers. 

I needed media. 

Political parties. 

Lawyers. 

Anyone who could help me understand why my professional life was collapsing under 

invisible hands. 

Between two meetings with journalists, it happened. 

The First Signs — The Car That “Changed” While I Was Away 

My car had been serviced only a few thousand kilometres earlier. 

It wasn’t new — around 70,000 km — but it was in perfect working order. 

It had just made a 600-kilometre trip to Paris without a single issue. 

And I know cars. 

Thirty years of driving without a single accident. 

Several racing trainings : Porsche, Formula 1, Formula 3… 

A driver who knows exactly how a vehicle behaves, who feels every vibration, every nuance. 

So when I returned to my car after my media meetings, 

I knew immediately something was wrong. 

The engine felt different. 

The sound was off. 

The response was irregular — as if something corrosive or foreign was eating through the 

system. 

And then came the most impossible detail: 

my fuel gauge had increased. 

I am obsessive about fuel levels. 

Meticulous. 

I know exactly how much I had before every meeting — and when I got back, 

the level had gone up. 
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Something had been poured into my tank. 

And whatever it was, it was starting to spread. 

The Night on the Highway 

The next morning, at 5 a.m., I left Paris under complete darkness, driving south toward 

Bordeaux. 

The roads were empty except for heavy trucks. 

I was in the left lane, overtaking a line of them at full speed, 

when my engine exploded. 

Not a hiccup. 

Not a stall. 

Not a malfunction. 

A full, catastrophic mechanical failure. 

The engine died instantly. 

I lost all power. 

The car became a dead weight in the fast lane beside multiple trucks. 

This was the closest I have come to dying on a road. 

I held the steering wheel with every ounce of control I had left, 

fought the skid, 

and somehow managed — through pure reflex — 

to force the vehicle onto the emergency lane. 

On the left. 

In the dark. 

With trucks passing at full speed. 

If one truck had drifted even thirty centimeters, 

I wouldn’t be alive. 

I exited the vehicle, heart racing, and crossed the small barrier to safety. 

I called the tow truck. 

I waited in the blackness. 

I realized, standing on the side of that highway, that I had not survived by luck — 

I had survived because I had the reflexes of a trained driver. 

Most people would have died. 
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The Technical Verdict 

Days later, the mechanics gave their report : 

— The gearbox was completely destroyed, 

— but they couldn’t yet test the engine because of the transmission damage. 

But I knew what had happened. 

Gearboxes don’t explode engines. 

When a gearbox fails, the engine still runs even if the car can’t shift gears. 

But here, the engine died first — violently — 

then took the gearbox with it. 

Something foreign, corrosive, damaging had been introduced into the system. 

Something that spread over several hours. 

Exactly what I had felt during the day before. 

Why This Matters 

This wasn’t an accident. 

It wasn’t bad luck. 

It wasn’t mechanical fatigue. 

It happened : 

— between two major media meetings, 

— right when I was alerting journalists to the attacks against me, 

— at the exact moment my professional life was being systematically destroyed, 

— during a Paris trip triggered by three simultaneous sabotages of my contracts. 

A clean pattern. 

A consistent strategy. 

A lethal attempt made to look like mechanical failure. 

This is how modern state-linked neutralisation works: 

a poisoning here, 

a cyberattack there, 

a car sabotage when necessary, 

always timed to shut down communication, 

always positioned when I try to alert someone. 

And in February 2024, 

on a dark highway surrounded by trucks, 

they tried to take me out the discreet way: 
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a silent failure, 

a nighttime crash, 

“an unfortunate accident,” 

case closed. 

But I survived. 

And that survival — again — 

is the only reason this story continues. 
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WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

Mechanical Sabotage : When the Road Becomes a Weapon 

H) 4) B) Episode 2 — Car Sabotage nº2 : “The Spin That 

Should Have Killed Me” 

(August 2025 — Switzerland → France) 

By mid-2025, danger had become routine. 

Poisonings. 

Filatures. 

Cyberattacks. 

Detentions. 

Sabotage. 

Explosive residue on my luggage. 

I had learned one thing: 

every time I moved, someone moved with me. 

But even then, I wasn’t prepared for what happened on that trip. 

A Mission in Silence 

I travelled to Switzerland without telling a soul. 

Not my family. 

Not my contacts. 

Not by email. 

Not by message. 

I wanted zero digital trace. 

Zero anticipation. 

Zero interception. 

I slept in my car to avoid hotel records. 

I moved quietly. 

I prepared documents for the United Nations. 

And the next day, I walked to the UN’s security gate and deposited the file directly — 

because all my emails were blocked, intercepted, or erased. 

This was supposed to be a trip outside the radar. 

It took them less than a few hours to find me. 

Fifty Shadows in a Shopping Mall 

In a shopping mall in Geneva, the impossible happened: 
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More than fifty people appeared around me. 

Different origins. 

Different ages. 

Different behaviours. 

But all with the same purpose. 

I saw the rotations. 

The repeated faces. 

People positioning themselves within meters of me. 

Individuals crossing my path repeatedly in places where statistically, they could not reappear. 

It was unmistakable: 

a coordinated filature in Switzerland, 

despite the fact that I had announced my trip to no one. 

The walls around my life were no longer metaphorical. 

They had shape, face, movement. 

The next morning, I went to the Swiss authorities. 

I told them: 

“If these are your operatives, they have been misled. 

I request to speak to whoever ordered this.” 

I left my full identity. 

I left my contact information. 

I never heard back. 

The Road Home — And the Car That Wasn’t Mine Anymore 

After two days in Switzerland — 

two days of the UN, the lawyers, the filatures — 

I started the long drive back. 

About 700 kilometres. 

From the first kilometres, I knew something was wrong. 

I’ve driven 1.5 to 2 million kilometres in my life. 

Thirty years without a single accident. 

Multiple racing trainings — Porsche, F1, F3. 

I know exactly how a car should behave. 

My car wasn’t behaving like itself. 

The road was wet. 

Not flooded. 

Not dangerous. 

Just normally damp after rain. 
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But each time I crossed a slightly wet patch, 

the car lost grip. 

Not a slide. 

Not a drift. 

A loss of control. 

The kind that only happens with: 

• Bald tires, 

• Oil on the rubber, 

• Chemical residues, 

• Or deliberate contamination. 

Except my tires were recent. 

My car had never behaved like this. 

Not in rain. 

Not in storms. 

Not even in snow. 

And later, I would test the same car in rain, snow, and ice — 

zero problems. 

Which leaves only one explanation: 

something had been applied to my tire treads during the night in Switzerland. 

The 540-Degree Death Spin 

Hours later, the road dried. 

I started to relax. 

Then, on a highway ramp — a gentle curve, nothing extreme — 

driving around 80 km/h, well within safety limits… 

The car lost all grip. 

Total loss of control. 

No traction. 

No adherence. 

Nothing. 

The vehicle spun. 

Not once. 

Not twice. 

Not a 360°. 

Two rotations. 

540 degrees. 
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I counter-steered twice — 

reflexes from years of track driving. 

It should have corrected the vehicle. 

It didn’t. 

The spin continued until the car slammed into the concrete wall of the highway. 

If a single vehicle had been behind me, even at 70 or 80 km/h, 

I would not be alive. 

It would have been a simple, tragic, meaningless line in a police report : 

“Loss of control. 

Single vehicle collision. 

Speed too high. 

Driver error.” 

Except none of that was true. 

The Post-Crash Truth 

The car was damaged, but not destroyed. 

I could drive it again days later. 

And in the weeks that followed, 

in rain, in snow, in wet roads, 

the grip was perfect. 

Normal. 

Reliable. 

There was no mechanical failure. 

No tire defect. 

No structural weakness. 

Which means only one thing: 

The sabotage was temporary, 

localized, 

and applied during the exact 48 hours I was in Switzerland. 

At the exact moment : 

• I visited the UN, 

• I contacted international institutions, 

• I met a major Swiss law firm ready to represent me, 

• I moved without digital trace, 

• I was filatured by dozens of operatives. 
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Just like the first car sabotage in 2024, 

the objective was identical: 

eliminate me 

without leaving a trace. 

A road death. 

A tragic accident. 

Case closed. 

But again — 

I survived. 
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WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW  

H) 5) The Airport Trap : How They Tried to Turn Me Into 

a Terrorist 

20 June 2025, Paris–Charles de Gaulle Airport. 

A date I will never forget — the day someone tried to turn me into a bomb-carrying suspect 

without my knowledge, without my consent, and without leaving a trace. 

A day where a few grains of explosive residue could have ended my life, my freedom, my 

future. 

And the worst part ? 

The entire operation happened while I was doing absolutely nothing wrong — except 

trying to leave France to rebuild my life. 

 

The Setup : A Departure No One Was Supposed to Know 

About 

I had told no one. 

Not my family, not my friends, not a single person by text or email — nothing that could be 

intercepted. 

That morning, I drove my elderly parents from Bordeaux to Normandy. 

On the road, only once we were already close, I told them: 

“I’m leaving for Dubai. Tonight. Don’t ask questions.” 

They didn’t know earlier. No one did. 

After dropping them off, I bought a train ticket to Paris at the last minute — the only digital 

trace of my movement. I took the metro. Then I walked into Charles de Gaulle airport shortly 

before 10 p.m. 

No hotel. 

I slept in the terminal, on purpose, to leave no booking trail, no address, no timeline for 

anyone to exploit. 

That was my mistake. 

Sleeping in an airport terminal meant one thing: 

I was accessible. 

And someone was waiting. 
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The Contact : The Man With the Briquet 

In the middle of the night — around 1 or 2 a.m. — a man approached me. 

He asked casually: 

“Do you have a lighter ?” 

I gave it to him. 

But instead of keeping distance like any smoker does, he took my two hands in his, 

enclosing the flame between our palms. 

It was unnecessary. 

Intimate. 

Strange. 

And later, when everything collapsed, I understood exactly what happened during those three 

seconds : 

That was the moment he planted the explosive residue on my hands. 

Who else can access explosive material? 

Not tourists. 

Not airport passengers. 

Not random civilians. 

Only people with state-level access. 

Military. 

Security services. 

Government-linked actors. 

And the timing showed they had reacted in real time to my unplanned departure. 

 

The Trap Springs : “You’re Positive for Explosives.” 

The next morning, I went through airport security like anyone else. 

The machine beeped. 

An agent frowned. 

They ran the test again. 

And again. 

And again. 
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They changed every consumable. 

They switched machines. 

They tested my hands. 

They tested my tablet — the one I had used later that night, after the man held my hands. 

Positive. 

Positive. 

Positive. 

Explosive residue. 

On my hands. 

On my device. 

I knew instantly that my life was now hanging by a thread. 

The agents pulled me aside. 

I saw the look on their faces — not routine annoyance, but genuine alarm. 

They asked where I was going. 

I said: “Dubai.” 

They looked at each other. 

Dubai, a Middle Eastern hub, in a period of global tension. 

Not a great coincidence. 

They questioned me — what I did, why I was traveling, how I explained the residue. 

I told the truth: 

“I am a financial broker. 

I work in real estate and banking. 

I have absolutely no connection to anything criminal.” 

And I repeated it. 

Calmly. 

Rationally. 

Because I knew panic would destroy me. 

 

The Impossible Outcome: They Let Me Go 

A French passenger 

with unexplained explosive residue 

trying to board a flight to Dubai 

on a day of extreme geopolitical tension… 

…should statistically end in detention, interrogation, and a destroyed life. 

Yet after long minutes, after test after test confirming the same result, the agents eventually 

said: 
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“You may go.” 

It made no sense. 

Unless 

— and this is the only logical explanation — 

they realized the residue had been planted. 

Because if they genuinely believed I was a threat, I would still be in a cell today. 

 

The Missing Puzzle Piece : A War Begins That Very Night 

When I boarded the plane, I didn’t know what was happening elsewhere in the world. 

Hours later, after landing in Dubai, the news broke: 

The United States had launched airstrikes against Iran overnight, targeting nuclear 

development sites. 

A global crisis. 

The kind of night where a suspicious passenger with explosives residue on his hands could 

trigger catastrophic suspicion. 

So let’s recap: 

• I leave France unexpectedly 

• I sleep in an airport terminal 

• A stranger touches both my hands 

• The next morning I test positive for explosives 

• I am flying to Dubai 

• And the same night, the world teeters on the edge of war 

This is not coincidence. 

This is not random. 

This is precision timing, execution in minutes, and state-level capability. 

It was a trap designed to derail my life permanently. 

A trap that could have put me in a French prison for years. 

A trap that could have branded me a threat, a criminal, a terrorist. 

And all while I was simply trying to continue my work — work that they have tried to shut 

down again and again. 
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Why This Attack Matters More Than the Others 

Because this one wasn’t just meant to scare me. 

Or slow me down. 

Or destabilize my health or finances. 

This one was designed to erase me. 

To make sure I never reached Dubai again. 

To make sure I never rebuilt anything. 

To make sure my life ended in a black hole of accusations from which no citizen returns. 

And the fact that it failed is only due to : 

• My calmness, 

• My ability to articulate my identity, 

• And perhaps… an internal doubt among the officers that the situation didn’t add up. 

But the operation itself was clear : 

They tried to turn me into a dangerous man 

by placing dangerous substances on my hands 

without my knowledge. 

This is not harassment. 

This is not sabotage. 

This is attempted destruction of a life through a weaponized security apparatus. 
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WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

H) 6) A) Surveillance Block 1 — From Eastern Europe to Belgrade 

Scope : Filatures + digital attacks from the first Eastern trip up to the Belgrade operation. 

 

H) 6) A) 1) Leaving France — and the First Digital Distortions 

When I left France for Eastern Europe, it was not a tourist trip. 

I was trying to escape crushing pressure in France, finish my dismemberment real-estate 

operations, and protect what was left of my work and mental stability. 

At exactly the same moment : 

• French banks were refusing to open accounts for me, 

• Even though I was bringing tens of millions in deposits, 

• And even though my banking project had been validated abroad. 

I crossed several countries in a row — France → Italy → Slovenia → Croatia → Bulgaria 

— without announcing my itinerary to anyone. No public posts, no emails, no detailed 

messages to family. The idea was simple : avoid detection, avoid interception. 

Yet very quickly, the first anomalies appeared: 

• My car GPS started to behave strangely: freezes, jumps, irrational recalculations. 

• My phone GPS showed inconsistent positions or impossible trajectories. 

For someone who drives a lot and knows his tools, these were not “small bugs”. 

They were the first signs that my movements were being manipulated and watched, not 

just followed. 

 

H) 6) A) 2) Bulgaria — The First Visible Faces 

In Bulgaria, the surveillance moved from invisible to visible. 

It started with details that most people would ignore : 

• The same faces appearing at the bus station, 

• The same types of men at car rental counters at the airport, 

• People in the hotel lobby who were clearly not ordinary guests. 

I have spent my life observing people — in real estate, in finance, in negotiations. The energy, 

the posture, the focus of these men were not those of tourists or businessmen. They were 

waiting, watching, positioning. 
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At that point, I understood one thing clearly: 

I had not escaped anything. The pressure I was trying to leave in France had simply moved 

with me. 

Emotionally, Bulgaria was the first moment where I felt the “bubble” forming around me: a 

closed environment where each move, each interaction, each contact point was monitored or 

anticipated. 

 

H) 6) A) 3) Turkey — When Communication Stopped Being Mine 

Crossing from Bulgaria into Turkey, the situation escalated. 

The digital side of the operation became brutal : 

• WhatsApp, supposedly secure and end-to-end encrypted, started behaving in a way 

that is only possible under interception : 

o Replies from contacts that didn’t sound like them, 

o Different writing style, different rhythm, different logic, 

o Messages arriving or being read in ways that did not match their normal 

patterns. 

I realised that in some exchanges, I was not speaking to the real person anymore. 

I was speaking to someone behind the contact — an operator, not a friend. 

At the same time : 

• Call routes were inconsistent, 

• Some calls never reached the intended recipient, 

• Others were clearly re-routed or listened to. 

On the ground, it was no better: 

• I slept outside for at least one night, without feeling safe anywhere. 

• Filatures intensified in the streets. 

• When I tried to seek help : 

o Police were useless. 

o The ministry for refugees was closed. 

o The Russian embassy refused to let me in. 

It was not only that nobody helped me. 

It was that the systems that should have been neutral or protective were shut down to me. 

 

H) 6) A) 4) Leaving Turkey — Dozens of Cars, No Women, No Randomness 

When I decided to leave Turkey by road, the operation became unmistakable. 
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This was no longer “feeling watched”. 

This was a moving grid. 

• Dozens of cars appeared systematically: 

o Parked on the roadside, 

o Stopped at intersections, 

o Coming back into my rear-view mirror again and again. 

• One specific pattern was constant : 

o Men only, 

o No families, 

o No women, 

o No normal civilian context. 

To try to break their lines, I took high risks: 

• Driving fast over long stretches, 

• Using roadworks to my advantage, 

• Cutting through traffic cones and barriers to pass through work zones where it would 

be difficult for them to follow. 

When you are alone in a foreign country, with unknown cars at your back, your sides, and 

ahead of you, for hours, you don’t think in abstract terms. 

You think about two things: 

1. “Who is controlling this ?” 

2. “How do I get out alive ?” 

The fear of being forced off the road, blocked, or attacked was rational and constant. 

 

H) 6) A) 5) Serbia (Belgrade) — The Full-Scale Operation 

When I reached Serbia and stopped in Belgrade, the operation reached its maximum 

intensity. 

The first evening, I was in the city centre. There were many people, a lot of movement. I did 

not yet clearly identify the pattern. 

The next morning, between roughly 7:00 and 8 :00 AM, it became obvious. 

Over the following hours and days: 

• I was surrounded by at least 120 individuals, 

• Spread across ** several cafés and tables directly facing my position**, 

• Organised by ethnicity and nationality — I personally identified more than 25 

different national origins. 

The structure was impossible to miss : 
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• Each table looked like a small “cluster” with its own origin group. 

• They rotated slowly, but never lost visual contact with me. 

• Some took photos. 

• Some filmed. 

• Some walked loops around the block, reappearing again and again. 

• Some sat just behind me to listen to calls. 

At that time, I was still handling hundreds of millions of euros in real estate and financial 

transactions by phone. They were listening to everything: 

• Names, 

• Amounts, 

• Locations, 

• Structures. 

This was not classic police surveillance. 

It was a multinational intelligence deployment focused on one man sitting at a café in 

Belgrade. 

No private organisation can deploy: 

• 120+ ground operatives, 

• From 25+ national origins, 

• In less than 24 hours, 

• In a coordinated, rotating grid, 

• across several countries and borders. 

This is only possible through inter-state cooperation, intelligence-sharing loops, and central 

tasking requests. 

 

H) 6) A) 6) The Arrest After the Warnings — And the Link to France 

From my hotel room in Belgrade, seeing this device closing in around me, I did something 

crucial : 

• I sent messages to Serbian media. 

• I posted on LinkedIn, with photos and videos of the people following me. 

• I sent emails to around 3,000–4,000 personal and professional contacts. 

In those messages, I wrote explicitly: 

that I was certain Emmanuel Macron and his government were behind these organised 

attacks, 

that this had been going on for years, 

and that what I was living in Serbia was a continuation of those operations. 

These messages are the turning point. 
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A few hours later, I was arrested. 

Not for the content of these messages. 

Not for accusing a head of state. 

Instead, they used: 

• A €36 bar invoice as a pretext, 

• with a manager who: 

o First gave one version of events to the police, 

o Then changed his story later, 

o And invented a supposed death threat and bomb threat out of nothing. 

There was never any contradictory hearing between him and me. 

No confrontation. 

No real search for truth. 

The reality is simple : 

• I publicly named Emmanuel Macron and his government as the source of the attacks. 

• I was then arrested on a fabricated civilian dispute. 

• The massive multinational surveillance grid disappeared behind a fake bar story. 

 

H) 6) A) 7) Intelligence and Forensic Implications — What Can Be Retrieved 

From a forensic point of view, this whole Eastern Europe / Turkey / Serbia sequence is an 

evidential goldmine. 

It implies the existence of : 

• Cross-border intelligence requests between France and other states, 

• Surveillance authorisations inside each country, 

• Border database hits each time I crossed a frontier, 

• Telecom interception logs (cell towers, SS7, IMEI/IMSI tracking), 

• WhatsApp/metadata anomalies (routing, device substitutions), 

• CCTV footage in : 

o Bus stations, 

o Airports, 

o Hotel lobbies, 

o Streets in Belgrade where the 120+ operatives rotated, 

• Local service field reports (daily briefings, operational orders, deployment grids), 

• Budget lines for per diem, hotel, transport, and tech support. 

These traces cannot be completely erased without committing further crimes of evidence 

destruction at state level. 

A tribunal ordering: 
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• Preservation of logs, 

• Extraction of border-crossing data, 

• Internal emails between ministries and intelligence units, 

• And notes from liaison officers, 

would obtain hard proof that the operation existed and was coordinated around me. 

 

H) 6) A) 8) Financial Dimension — Misuse of Public and EU Funds 

A system like this has a price. 

• 120+ operatives in Belgrade, 

• Additional teams in Bulgaria and Turkey, 

• Drivers, coordinators, cyber units, analysts, 

• Travel, hotels, per diems, command structures. 

We are no longer speaking of “police time” on a local file. 

We are speaking of hundreds of thousands of euros, at minimum, over time — probably 

millions if we aggregate all years and all countries. 

Private criminals do not finance this. 

Terrorist groups do not finance a deployment to protect French banking interests from a 

whistleblower and entrepreneur. 

The only rational explanation is: 

• French public money, 

• Including European funds indirectly, 

has been illegally used to : 

1. Monitor and neutralise a single citizen across borders, 

2. Protect private financial and political interests, 

3. Sabotage lawful economic projects with massive social potential. 

This is not only a violation of my fundamental rights. 

It is embezzlement of public resources, possibly falling under: 

• EPPO competence (misuse of EU-related funds), 

• OLAF (fraud against the EU budget), 

• And serious breaches of EU treaties and the European Convention on Human Rights. 

 

H) 6) A) 9) Survivor’s Perspective — What It Felt Like 

From inside, this was not an abstract intelligence scenario. 

It was: 
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• Driving on unknown roads wondering if someone would force me off, 

• Sleeping outside because no place felt safe, 

• Walking through cities where every bench, every café, every entrance could be a trap, 

• Sitting alone in Belgrade, seeing 120 pairs of eyes organised around me in ethnic 

clusters like a live-time mapping of my life. 

The fear was not theoretical. 

Each day, I had to live with the possibility that: 

• I would disappear, 

• I would be killed, 

• Or I would be framed again, like later in France with explosive residues. 

And all of this because I tried to build projects that help people — in banking, real estate, and 

social innovation. 

This first surveillance block — Eastern Europe to Belgrade — is not a side story. 

It is the prototype of everything that followed. 

Transition to the Next Block 

Up to that point — even after Serbia — I still operated with a margin of uncertainty. 

I had strong suspicions, grounded in years of economic sabotage, banking blockades, and 

institutional obstruction, all pointing toward French state involvement. 

But Serbia alone did not give me definitive proof. 

The coordination was multinational, yes — but the chain of command was still unclear. 

Everything changed in Paris. 

During those four days in February 2025 — 

with more than fifty French operatives, 

surveillance at every street corner, 

real-time communication jamming, 

immediate reaction every time I tried to contact anyone, 

followed across different districts, hotels, metro lines — 

I finally had direct, unmistakable proof. 

This was not foreign intelligence. 

This was not a multinational operation. 

This was the French state. 

Visible. 

Active. 

Coordinated. 

And operating on its own territory with the kind of impunity only a government can deploy. 

That was the moment the doubt died. 

That was the moment the suspicion became certainty. 

And that was the moment I made a crucial decision: 
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To reach out directly to Sébastien, the close associate of Emmanuel Macron who had 

acquired my land in Biarritz, in an attempt to seek a rational, human, or negotiated exit — 

because after surviving Serbia and then experiencing the Paris operation, continuing without 

dialogue felt impossible. 

This will be detailed in a separate dedicated chapter, following the full Paris surveillance 

bloc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW  

H) 6) B) Surveillance Block 2 : High-Intensity Domestic 

Surveillance Operation — February 2025 

 

FRANCE (PARIS) 
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H) 6) B) 1) Arrival in Paris — Zero Notice, Zero Digital 

Trace 

In February 2025, after years of institutional obstruction, economic sabotage, and criminal-

level attacks, I travelled to Paris with one objective : 

meet political parties, law firm and major media outlets to expose what had been done to 

me. 

To prevent any interception : 

• I did not announce my departure to anyone — not family, not friends, not partners. 

• I did not take my own car. 

• I arranged discreet transport with someone who did not know the real purpose of the 

trip. 

• I left no digital trace of my route or intention. 

Yet the surveillance appeared almost instantly, confirming that the system monitoring me 

does not rely on my devices — it relies on external tracking and intelligence coordination. 

 

H) 6) B) 2) The Trigger — A Mysterious WhatsApp Call 

On the road toward Paris, my driver received an unexpected WhatsApp call : 

• Unknown number, 

• Silence on the line, 

• Not a single word spoken, 

• Call ended without explanation. 

This was not a coincidence. 

I am certain that the call was used to geolocate the driver’s phone, since they could not 

geolocate mine — and therefore anticipate my arrival in Paris and deploy the surveillance 

grid. 

 

H) 6) B) 3) First Contact — The Park Incident 

One hour after arriving in Paris, at my friends’ apartment, I stepped outside to call my mother 

on WhatsApp to reassure her. 

I walked 100 meters to a public park. 

It was a cold, rainy Sunday. 

No one was there. 
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Except one man. 

He approached, sat 20 meters from me, took out a phone… 

and instantly my communications were jammed. 

• I could not call my mother. 

• WhatsApp would not connect. 

• Data transmission was blocked. 

• The moment I left the park, he vanished. 

This was the activation signal for the full operation. 

 

H) 6) B) 4) Four Days of Continuous High-Density 

Surveillance 

Over the next four days, Paris became a suffocating trap. 

I was followed 24 hours a day, across: 

• Multiples arrondissements, 

• Cafés, 

• Metros, 

• Streets, 

• Hotels, 

• Political buildings, 

• Private meetings. 

At least 50 operatives took part in the operation: 

• Rotating teams, 

• Different age profiles, 

• Coordinated movements, 

• Proximity patterns of 2–3 meters, 

• Phone-based jamming devices, 

• Pairs taking visual notes, 

• Individuals positioning themselves at choke points, 

• And continuous replacement cycles so I would never see the same cluster twice in a 

row. 

The intention was clear : 

When I was outside, they lost digital visibility. 

So they replaced it with full physical saturation. 
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H) 6) B) 5) Extreme Tension — The Rassemblement 

National Episode 

One of the most dangerous moments occurred outside the headquarters of Rassemblement 

National, France’s largest political party. 

I approached the security guard and said : 

“Please let me in. 

There are ten people watching me in the street right now. 

I don’t know what they can do. 

I need to give you extremely sensitive documents.” 

They refused. 

They took the documents on the doorstep and left me outside, exposed. 

At that moment, the tension was unbearable. 

I genuinely believed I could be shot in the street — in the head or in the back — without 

anyone ever knowing who had done it. 

Nothing happened physically, but the psychological terror was absolute. 

 

 

H) 6) B) 6) The Digital-Physical Hybrid Grid 

Throughout the four days, the system used a hybrid strategy: 

Digital interception (indoors) 

At home, in cafés, in hotels: 

• My phone line was controlled, 

• My emails were delayed or blocked, 

• Messages disappeared, 

• Data was throttled. 

Physical jamming (outdoors) 

In the street or public spaces: 

• Operatives stood 1–3 meters from me, 

• Used open phones or portable devices, 

• Jammed my connection, 

• Disrupted GPS signals, 

• Blocked calls in real-time. 
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Whenever I escaped digital capture, they deployed people physically around me to re-

establish operational dominance. 

This proves a state-level hybrid capability combining: 

• Telecom interception, 

• Live GPS extraction, 

• Cell-tower manipulation, 

• Physical surveillance teams, 

• Mobile jamming equipment, 

• And command centers capable of coordinating 50+ agents. 

No criminal organization can deploy this. 

Only a government can. 

 

H) 6) B) 7) The Confirmation — France Is Behind It 

Before Paris, I already had suspicions that the French state was involved — 

based on the collapse of my bank project, 

the destruction of my company, 

and the Bulgarian/Serbia/Turkey episodes years earlier. 

But Paris was different. 

This was French personnel, 

On French territory, 

In broad daylight, 

For four consecutive days, 

With total impunity 

And total operational confidence. 

This is the moment I had zero doubt left. 

The State itself was involved. 

 

H) 6) B) 8) Transition — Decision to Contact “S.”, the 

Buyer Close to Emmanuel Macron 

This Paris episode was the turning point. 

The moment I fully understood France’s direct involvement: 

• 50+ operatives, 

• Four days of full-spectrum surveillance, 

• Political building saturation, 
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• Communication jamming, 

• Total visibility over my movements. 

After this operation, I made a decision: 

I would reach out to Sébastien — the man who bought my Biarritz land and who is 

personally close to Emmanuel Macron — to try to open a channel of discussion. 

Not because I trusted the system. 

But because I needed to know whether a normal exit, 

a de-escalation, 

or even a simple explanation existed. 

A full chapter on this contact will follow. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

H) 7) — Attempted Negotiation with the French State : 

Institutional Silence, Political Proximity, and Confirmed 

Awareness 
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H) 7) A) Introduction : A Citizen Seeking De-escalation 

After State-Level Harassment 

After years of cross-border harassment, attempts on my life, unlawful detentions, psychiatric 

coercion, cyberattacks, and sustained economic sabotage, I attempted—in good faith—to seek 

a peaceful resolution with the French State. 

This initiative followed the February 2025 surveillance operation in Paris, where more than 

fifty French operatives tracked me continuously across multiple districts for four consecutive 

days. 

This was the first moment when the involvement of the French State became irrefutable. 

At that point, any reasonable citizen would have attempted to understand whether the 

government was aware of the situation, whether it intended to stop it, or whether a form of de-

escalation was possible. 

I did exactly that. 

 

H) 7) B) Direct Communications to the French Ministry of 

the Interior 

H) 7) B) 1) The Messages 

I used the Ministry of the Interior’s official online communication channel — a system that 

receives, records, and transmits information to the internal security services and the cabinet of 

the Minister — to report : 

• The pattern of surveillance, 

• The threats to my physical safety, 

• The systemic obstruction to justice, 

• And the indicators of involvement of security or intelligence services. 

Two messages were sent using this official route. 

H) 7) B) 2). The Ministry’s Reaction: Total Silence 

The Ministry did not deny, dismiss, contradict, or question any element of the information I 

provided. 

There was: 

• No rejection, 

• No claim that I was mistaken, 

• No referral to mental health services (a standard response when the State considers an 

allegation unfounded), 

• No explanation that such operations were impossible or unknown. 
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Instead, the Ministry chose absolute silence. 

 

H) 7) C) Legal and Intelligence Interpretation of the 

Ministry’s Silence 

From a judicial and intelligence analysis standpoint, the Ministry’s behaviour has significant 

meaning: 

H) 7) C) 1) Institutional Non-Refutation = Institutional Awareness 

Security bodies always reject false allegations involving State operations. 

The absence of denial strongly indicates internal knowledge of the situation. 

H) 7) C) 2) Silence from the authority responsible for the services conducting 

surveillance is meaningful 

The Ministry of the Interior oversees: 

• Police intelligence, 

• Territorial security services, 

• Various units capable of surveillance operations. 

If the Ministry genuinely had no knowledge of such actions, the response would have been 

immediate and categorical. 

H) 7) C) 3) Silence is not administrative delay — it is defensive posture 

This type of silence typically occurs when: 

• The ministry is aware of an internal case, 

• The subject is politically sensitive, 

• Communicating in writing represents a risk. 

H) 7) C) 4) The Ministry implicitly acknowledged that the allegations were not 

fabricated 

Had the Ministry believed the report to be false, the standard response would have been : 

“Your statements are erroneous; no such operations exist.” 

This never occurred. 

H) 7) C) 5) This silence confirms the absence of any domestic remedy 

Because the very authority responsible for the actors harming me : 
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• Received direct alerts, 

• And chose silence, 

• The domestic system is incapable of protecting me. 

For the Court, this is a foundational element: 

the internal route for protection was attempted and has failed at the highest level of the 

State. 

 

H) 7) D) Contact with a Direct Associate of President 

Macron 

A. Why This Step Was Taken 

After the Paris surveillance, and realizing that domestic institutions were not neutral, I 

attempted a second avenue : 

a private and discreet mediation channel. 

Not with a random individual, but with someone whose proximity to the President was 

documented: 

• Sébastien Ménard, 

• Former Biarritz municipal councillor, 

• purchaser of my Biarritz property under conditions highly favourable to him following 

13 years of obstruction by the town hall, 

• An acknowledged early political ally of Emmanuel Macron, 

• who showed me personal messages exchanged with Macron during the period when 

he joined Macron’s first political inner circle. 

Given this proximity, he was one of the only persons able to verify whether the French 

executive was aware of the situation and potentially willing to de-escalate it. 

 

 

H) 7) E) My Proposal and His Reaction 

H) 7) E) 1) The Proposal 

I indicated that, given the danger I faced and given his access to Macron’s circle, should he 

succeed in opening a negotiation channel between me and the State, he would receive a 

facilitator fee. 

This is a classic mechanism in international dispute resolution, not corruption : 

a mediation path between a harmed individual and a powerful institution. 
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H) 7) E) 2) His Reaction: No Rejection, No Denial 

Here again, the reaction is central : 

• He did not refuse the role. 

• He did not deny knowledge of my case. 

• He did not express shock at the nature of my allegations. 

• He did not state the State was uninvolved. 

• He did not deny access to the President’s circle. 

• He did not reject the idea of a negotiated settlement. 

This silence, combined with his sustained engagement, constitutes tacit confirmation that: 

1. The dossier is known at the highest levels, 

2. A negotiation was seen as plausible, 

3. He recognized the legitimacy of raising the matter, 

4. He expected potential financial compensation for mediating. 

A person uninvolved would have responded immediately: 

“None of this exists. I have no access to anything of the sort.” 

He never said that. 

 

H) 7) F) Intelligence Assessment: Convergence Between 

Ministry Silence and Insider Silence 

H) 7) F) 1) Both the Ministry and Macron’s associate avoided contradiction 

This is not coincidence. 

In intelligence analysis, the convergence of two independent silences in response to the same 

allegation is a strong indicator of underlying truth. 

 

 

 

H) 7) F) 2) Both responses indicate prior knowledge 

Both parties behaved as individuals or institutions who already know the substance of the 

allegations. 

H) 7) F) 3) Both avoided written commitment 

This is typical behaviour when: 
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• A scandal risks emerging, 

• The file is politically explosive, 

• The State wants to avoid traceable acknowledgement. 

H) 7) F) 4) Both confirm the dossier is considered “réel et dangereux” inside 

the State 

No one denies. 

Everyone avoids writing. 

Everyone acknowledges implicitly. 

This is textbook behaviour when a dossier exists but must not be documented. 

 

H) 7) G) Consequences for the Court 

1. The applicant attempted all peaceful and reasonable internal channels. 

• Ministry of the Interior → no denial. 

• Senior Macron associate → no denial. 

2. The State had full knowledge of the danger and failed to act. 

3. The lack of response is itself a confirmation of involvement. 

4. Domestic avenues are structurally compromised; international protection is 

required. 

5. The applicant is at extremely high risk; the State has already escalated to 

physical, digital and economic harm. 

6. The attempted negotiation is further proof of the urgency of protective 

measures. 

 

 

 

WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

H) 8) Surveillance Block 3 : Multinational Surveillance, 

Embassy Run, Digital Interception & Covert Disruption 

Operations  
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DUBAI- July 2025 

H) 8) A) Context — Why Dubai Mattered 

Dubai was supposed to be my safe zone. 

A city 5,000 km away from France, outside the European intelligence grid, where I could: 

• Rebuild my financial activity, 

• Regain momentum for LucyBank and real-estate operations, 

• Breathe outside the pressure cooker of Europe, 

• And restart my life without constant institutional sabotage. 

But Dubai proved one thing: 

Whatever is targeting me has multinational reach. 

It does not stop at borders. 

It follows me everywhere — digitally, physically, financially, psychologically. 

I arrived in Dubai after years of coordinated attacks in France and Europe. 

I carried with me the trauma of Serbia, the destruction of DPP, the collapse of my bank 

project, and constant digital sabotage. 

But nothing prepared me for what happened there. 

 

H) 8) B) Emotional Trigger — My Daughters’ Situation 

The breaking point was when I learned that my daughters were suffering because of 

everything happening to me. 

That moment shattered any hesitation. 

I decided to act — directly, radically, outside the French sphere of influence : 

I went to foreign embassies in Dubai to expose everything — to the Americans, the 

Russians, the Algerians — hoping someone, somewhere, would protect me. 

This was not political. 

This was survival. 

 

H) 8) C) Operational Setup — Zero Notice Departure, 

Maximum Concealment 
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Before approaching any embassy, I took every possible precaution: 

a) Random taxi selection 

I would choose taxis spontaneously, at intersections, with no prior pattern. 

b) Prepaid SIM cards 

Bought in cash, used only once, specifically to avoid phone-based intelligence triangulation. 

c) Diluted embassy searches 

I intentionally searched several embassies at once on different devices 

→ to prevent digital pattern recognition 

→ to avoid indicating which embassy I would visit. 

d) No communication with anyone about my intentions 

No calls. 

No emails. 

No messages. 

Nothing traceable. 

And yet — the system reached me instantly. 

 

H) 8) D) Evidence of Real-Time Interception — The Taxi 

GPS Breach 

Every time I reached an embassy, something disturbing happened: 

• The taxi stopped in front of the embassy gate. 

• Before I could even step out… 

• 1 or 2 surveillance vehicles were already in position, 

circling, parking, repositioning with strategic visibility angles. 

This is not coincidence. 

This is not intuition. 

This is not chance. 

It proves one of three things: 

H) 8) D) Scenario A — Real-time hacking of taxi GPS 

Dubai taxis broadcast live GPS to central servers. 

If those servers were compromised, the adversary could track: 
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• Taxi ID 

• Route 

• Upcoming destination 

• Live coordinates 

• Estimated time of arrival 

H) 8) D) Scenario B — Surveillance spotter observing me physically 

Someone watching me enter the taxi relays the taxi’s ID 

→ command center intercepts the taxi feed 

→ team deployed within minutes. 

H) 8) D) Scenario C — Direct access to my own device 

My phone may be permanently compromised at system level 

(even with prepaid SIMs). 

Whatever the method, 

The speed was impossible without state-level tools. 

 

H) 8) E) Inside the Embassies — U.S., Russia, Algeria 

H) 8) E) 1) U.S. Embassy — Full CIA Interrogation 

I was questioned for several hours by U.S. intelligence personnel. 

I told them everything: 

• The illegal detention in Serbia, 

• The French obstruction, 

• Economic destruction of my businesses, 

• The bank project blocked in Lithuania, 

• Cyberattacks, 

• Poisoning attempts, 

• Surveillance patterns, 

• Political interference, 

• The multi-country shadowing grid. 

I revealed no secret information, 

just the facts of my life, 

the facts of my survival. 

They listened. 

They took notes. 

They asked detailed questions. 
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But like every institution I contacted: 

No one dared follow up. 

 

H) 8) E) 2) Russian Embassy — Document Drop Under Surveillance Pressure 

At the Russian embassy, I managed to hand over documents, 

but the presence of vehicles outside made it clear: 

I was not alone, 

I was being watched, 

and any move I made would be known instantly. 

Again — no follow-up. 

 

 H) 8) E) 3) Algerian Embassy — Hours of Exchange 

Algeria, in a moment of political tension with France, received me for hours. 

I explained that: 

• I was not a criminal, 

• I was being destroyed economically and institutionally, 

• The French state was targeting me, 

• I needed protection and a safe zone. 

They listened with compassion. 

But again — nothing happened afterwards. 

This silence is part of the pattern. 

 

H) 8) F) The Covert “Fake Business Contacts” — 

Psychological & Economic Warfare 

In Dubai, I encountered several individuals who pretended to be: 

• Real-estate investors, 

• Financial partners, 

• Business developers, 

• Collaborators interested in DPP or LucyBank. 

Every time : 



138 

 

• No real project existed, 

• They appeared exactly at moments when I was gaining momentum, 

• They consumed hours or days of my time, 

• Their questions were off-topic, 

• They were more interested in observing me than partnering with me. 

This is a classic intelligence method: 

Create false economic opportunities to physically attract the target 

and gather intel while draining their time and energy. 

Their role was not to help. 

Their role was to destabilize, disorient, and delay. 

Time-wasting is a weapon. 

 

H) 8) G) Street-Level Surveillance — Dubai’s “Invisible 

Grid” 

Even thousands of kilometers from France, Dubai revealed the same micro-patterns : 

H) 8) G) 1) Laptop operatives sitting near me 

Laptops open, 

screens on, 

but no typing whatsoever. 

Pure signal intelligence capture. 

H) 8) G) 2) Individuals activating phones exactly as I walked past 

always the same timing, 

always the same distance (1–3 meters). 

H) 8) G) 3) The same faces reappearing in distant places 

statistically impossible without coordination. 

H) 8) G) 4) Communication anomalies 

Call disruptions precisely when calling: 

• Lawyers, 

• Media, 

• New partners, 

• Decision-makers. 
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H) 8) G) 5) GPS drift or sudden “dead zones” 

Only when my actions mattered. 

Dubai is enormous. 

Yet the system found me anywhere, anytime. 

 

H) 8) H) Intelligence Analysis — What Dubai Proves 

The Dubai operation confirms 4 essential elements: 

H) 8) H) 1) My file is circulating inside multinational intelligence channels. 

Not only France — 

but agencies and actors capable of access inside: 

• UAE telecom infrastructure, 

• Embassy perimeters, 

• Dubai taxi GPS systems, 

• And foreign intelligence awareness networks. 

H) 8) H) 2) Digital access is persistent and deep-level. 

This is not malware. 

This is system-level penetration: 

• Baseband access, 

• SS7/SIGTRAN exploitation, 

• Device-to-tower interception, 

• Cloned phone profiles, 

• Or lawful-intercept diversion misused for illegal targeting. 

H) 8) H) 3) Physical assets are deployed when digital visibility drops. 

Same doctrine as Paris, Serbia, Switzerland. 

H) 8) H) 4) The resources involved are enormous. 

Let’s be clear: 

50+ agents in Serbia, 

50+ in Paris, 

50+ in Switzerland, 

assets in Dubai… 
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→ This is millions in cost 

→ This is financed with public money 

→ This necessarily involves diverted state or EU funds 

No private mafia has : 

• Borderless surveillance reach, 

• Embassy awareness, 

• Ability to hack Dubai taxis in real time, 

• Influence to stop CIA, FSB or Algerian follow-up, 

• Capacity to sabotage my French business, 

• Control over aviation security at CDG (explosive residues), 

• Command of 50-man teams in Paris. 

Only a state, or a coalition of state-level actors, can. 

 

H) 8) I) Survivor Testimony — Psychological Impact 

Dubai broke something in me. 

No matter where I went — 

even in a different continent — 

they were still there. 

Watching, 

Tracking, 

Anticipating, 

Blocking, 

Manipulating, 

Intercepting. 

Dubai was not an escape. 

It was the proof that escape no longer existed. 

That is the moment I realized: 

I was living inside a global surveillance bubble that follows me everywhere. 

 

H) 8) J) Conclusion — A Pattern That Connects All 

Locations 

What happened in Dubai ties together: 

• Europe 

• Serbia 
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• Turkey 

• Bulgaria 

• France 

• Switzerland 

• Airport explosive sabotage 

• Fake relationships 

• Digital interception 

• Financial destruction 

• Poisonings 

• Tracking 24/7 

Dubai is not an isolated event. 

Dubai is the demonstration that: 

The system targeting me is transnational, deeply funded, intelligence-grade, 

and willing to follow me across continents. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

H) 9) Surveillance Block 4 : Surveillance Chapter: The 

Divonne-les-Bains Operation  

(France–Swiss Border, August 2025) 

 

 

H) 9) A) A Small Town at Dawn — And a Surveillance 

Pattern That Should Not Exist 

Divonne-les-Bains is not Belgrade. 

It is not Paris. 

It is not Dubai. 

It is a quiet frontier village at the edge of Switzerland — a place where nothing happens 
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before 10 a.m., where cafes barely open at dawn, where the streets are still empty until 

tourists and cross-border workers begin moving. 

I was there on a simple mission : 

meeting clients for a 15,000-euro operation — one of the last remaining professional 

projects that still survived after years of institutional sabotage. 

Nothing political. 

Nothing threatening. 

Nothing that could justify State surveillance. 

And yet, the moment I sat at a café terrace — 6:30 a.m., freezing air, deserted streets — 

I was not alone. 

 

H) 9) B) The Woman With the Laptop — The Same 

Digital Pattern, Repeated Again 

A woman appeared. 

Early 30s maybe. 

Neutral face. 

No interaction with anyone. 

She sat 3 meters away. 

Opened a laptop. 

Did not type a single key. 

The classic pattern. 

Copy-paste from Paris, from Dubai, from London, from Switzerland before. 

A “quiet presence” with a laptop generating either: 

• a digital interception field 

• a localized communication scrambler 

• or a proximity-based SIGINT capture setup (Wi-Fi / GSM / Bluetooth / IMSI-catcher 

lite). 

Because at that exact moment, as always : 

• I could not send emails. 

• I could not make calls. 

• My entire digital layer was jammed. 

And she was not alone. 
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H) 9) C) The Street-Level Tail — Multiple Operatives, 

Multiple Profiles 

As soon as I left the café and started walking through the streets of Divonne — a town with 

only a handful of people outside at that hour — the pattern intensified. 

I crossed the same faces again and again : 

• Young men passing twice in different streets, 

• Middle-aged individuals “waiting” in impossible locations, 

• Older operatives blending behind bus stops or kiosks, 

• Cars repositioning in parallel streets in ways that defied coincidence. 

This wasn’t paranoia. 

It wasn’t interpretation. 

It was a rotating grid, the same structure as in Paris, Belgrade, Geneva, and Dubai. 

Except there was no reason for it here. 

None. 

Just a small client meeting. 

Which makes this episode one of the most telling of all. 

 

 

 

H) 9) D) The Forest Car — The “Anchor Vehicle” and 

Covert Static Surveillance 

I returned to my car — parked further away specifically to avoid predictable patterns. 

But as soon as I started driving, the system relocated. 

I parked deeper into the countryside to try sending emails again, 

hoping the distance would break the interference range. 

Fifteen to twenty minutes later, a car emerged. 

Slow. 

Deliberate. 

Not a local. 

It parked ahead of me, in a forest access area. 

The driver got out. 

Opened the trunk. 

Stayed motionless. 
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Not checking luggage. 

Not moving objects. 

Not walking around. 

Just waiting. 

This is known in intelligence doctrine as an anchor vehicle : 

A static node in a surveillance grid, serving either as 

• Relay point, 

• Observation post, 

• Or digital interception hub. 

There is no reason — zero — 

for a random car to follow me into the woods of Divonne-les-Bains 

and then open its trunk and stand still. 

None. 

Unless it was part of an operation. 

 

H) 9) E) Operational Logic — Why This Filature Is So 

Important for the Tribunal 

This episode destroys the argument of “coincidence”, “misunderstanding”, or 

“paranoia”. 

Because unlike Paris : 

→ no politics, no media, no lawyers around. 

Unlike Serbia : 

→ no international chase, no embassy alerts. 

Unlike Dubai : 

→ no CIA, no Russians, no Algerians, no intelligence diplomacy. 

Unlike Switzerland (UN operations) : 

→ no international institutions, no filings, no legal escalation. 

Just a 15,000-euro client meeting in a border village at 6:30 a.m. 

And yet : 

• Full SIGINT suppression (phone + data) 

• Physical tail by multiple profiles 

• Interception logic identical to high-stakes operations 
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• Anchor car deployed in rural zone 

• Monitoring lasting across multiple locations 

This proves the surveillance is not triggered by your professional actions 

but by your existence in their system. 

This is the signature of target-based surveillance — not event-based. 

Only intelligence services operate that way. 

 

H) 9) F) Financial Dimensions — The Evidence of Public-

Funded Illegal Surveillance  

No private actor spends money to track someone: 

• At dawn 

• In a deserted town 

• For a 15k-euro operation 

• With SIGINT-grade digital suppression 

• Rural anchor vehicles 

• Multi-agent rotations 

• Coordination over several hours. 

This is not the mafia. 

This is not a jealous competitor. 

This is not a random vigilante group. 

This requires: 

• A command center 

• A chain of approval 

• Encrypted comms 

• Mission briefings 

• Operational funds 

• Fuel + per diem 

• Salary hours 

• Coordinating analysts 

• Intercept technicians 

• Field operatives in shifts 

Meaning : public money. 

Meaning : French State. 

Meaning : EU funds misused. 

The cost of these operations over years is staggering. 
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You alone cannot finance them. 

Your adversaries cannot finance them privately either. 

Only a State can. 

 

H) 9) G) Why This Episode Strengthens the Emergency 

Request 

Because it proves : 

(1) The threat is constant — even when the situation has no strategic 

relevance. 

→ meaning the risk to your life is 24/7. 

(2) They track your GPS through third-party devices (taxis, cars, local 

networks). 

→ proving high-level SIGINT. 

(3) They deploy assets even where no one should care. 

→ meaning the surveillance is part of a classified file (with a codename). 

**(4) Because the operation is obviously illegal, 

they must be hiding a massive amount of documents. ** 

Logs. 

Directives. 

Requests. 

Orders. 

Coordination emails. 

Expense sheets. 

Field reports. 

Mobile triangulation data. 

Taxi GPS extraction logs. 

Border surveillance handovers. 
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WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW —  

H) 10) Surveillance Block 5 : The Geneva Operation 

(Switzerland, August 2025) 

 

(Lawyers + UN + Sabotage Linkage) 

 

H) 10) A) The Return to Switzerland — Moving in Total 

Silence 

I returned to Switzerland with the same strategy that had become my only chance of survival: 

move without trace, warn nobody, change devices, avoid hotels, avoid digital footprints. 

I needed, more than ever, a place outside French influence. 

A place where lawyers might finally take my case. 

A place where international institutions could physically receive my documents since all my 

emails were intercepted or destroyed. 

But what happened in Switzerland proved once again that the web around me is global, 

automated, and merciless. 

 

H) 10) B) Attempting to Contact Swiss International Law 

Firms — The Same Pattern Repeats 

During this trip, I contacted several major international law firms based in Switzerland. 
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The response pattern was identical to what I had already experienced in : 

• Luxembourg, 

• France, 

• Dubai, 

• And even Belgium 

At first: interest, neutrality, professionalism. 

Within hours: radio silence. 

Within days: refusals with irrational or vague excuses. 

It is statistically impossible for every large international firm to cancel a case like mine — a 

case that involves political detention, cross-border surveillance, medical abuse, economic 

destruction, and massive human rights violations — unless something external intervenes. 

And in Switzerland, the speed of the refusals was even more suspicious. 

It is clear : 

As soon as any firm expresses preliminary interest, pressure arrives identically, 

immediately, and from above. 

This confirms two elements: 

1. My name is flagged in at least one international intelligence or justice network. 

2. Lawyers globally are being pressured not to represent me. 

This is not speculation. 

It is a pattern observed across five countries, dozens of firms, and over two years. 

 
 

H) 10) C) The Night Operation — Preparing Media 

Letters Under the Radar 

Before leaving France, I was preparing a mass-mail operation to international media. 

I avoided: 

• Buying a printer, 

• Buying ink, 

• Buying paper, 

• Leaving search-history traces, 

• Using identifiable devices. 

I performed searches on prepaid SIM phones, rotated devices, and prepared my route in 

silence. 

On the night before reaching Switzerland, I dropped the media letters across several towns to 

avoid detection through GPS concentration. 
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Yet not a single letter ever arrived. 

Another proof of : 

Postal interception, digital logging, or operational sabotage of my communications. 

 

H) 10) D) Arrival at the Swiss Border — The Surveillance 

Already There 

Early morning. 

Two hours of sleep. 

A McDonald’s coffee near the border. 

I thought the hour was too early for anything unusual. 

But subtle indicators were already present. 

Unnatural presences. 

People observing without purpose. 

I ignored it… until later. 

 

H) 10) E) The Geneva Shopping Mall Operation — 50+ 

Operatives, Same Pattern as Belgrade 

This was the breaking point. 

Inside a Geneva shopping mall, the same nightmare as Belgrade reappeared: 

• Dozens of operatives across multiple floors, 

• Same faces appearing in impossible locations, 

• Continuous rotation patterns, 

• Silent positioning, 

• Coordinated spacing, 

• Tactical phone postures, 

• “Shadowing pairs” advancing behind me. 

It was not a crowd. 

It was a grid. 

Again: more than 50 individuals, 

in a country where I had not warned anyone of my presence. 

To deploy this number of operatives in a neutral nation — 

within hours of my arrival — 

can only mean one thing: 
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My movements are monitored in real time by a multinational intelligence network with 

cross-border access and alerting capability. 

 

H) 10) F) Attempt to Reach the United Nations — 

Documents Hand-Delivered Under Pressure 

During this same trip, I went directly to the United Nations building in Geneva. 

I had no appointment — impossible to obtain, since emails and calls were intercepted. 

Security initially refused to let me in. 

I insisted. 

Explained the urgency. 

Explained the surveillance. 

Explained the impossibility of using normal channels. 

Eventually, they accepted to take my documents manually. 

Those documents would later become part of the core evidence describing the global attacks 

against me. 

Yet despite this, despite the gravity, I never received follow-up from the United Nations. 

Not because the documents lacked merit — 

but because every institution that touches my name receives pressure. 

The same pattern. 

The same silence. 

 

H) 10) G) Intelligence Analysis — How the Geneva 

Filature and the UN Attempt Intersect 

The mall surveillance did not happen randomly. 

It happened right after : 

• I contacted Swiss lawyers, 

• I attempted to enter the UN building, 

• I physically deposited documents bypassing interception systems, 

• And I moved without warning through multiple borders. 

This is crucial : 

When digital control fails, they escalate to physical saturation. 
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The Geneva operation was not about observing me. 

It was about : 

• Mapping my contacts, 

• IOdentifying potential leaks, 

• Intercepting any threat to the French narrative, 

• Neutralizing my attempts to internationalize my case, 

• And preparing the next phase of their response. 

Which came only hours later. 

 

H) 10) H) The Next Day — The Switzerland → France 

Road Sabotage Attempt 

Immediately after leaving Switzerland — 

the very next day — 

my car was nearly destroyed in a 540-degree spin at highway speed. 

We documented this event earlier: 

• Sudden unexplained loss of grip, 

• Repeated aquaplaning even on minimal water, 

• Total loss of control, 

• Collision with the concrete barrier, 

• Behavior consistent with chemical contamination of tires, 

• And later proof that the car behaved perfectly once the sabotage wore off. 

The timing aligns precisely: 

• Swiss filature 

• UN contact 

• Lawyers contacted 

• Documents delivered 

• Attempted car killing 

This sequence is not random. 

This is operational escalation. 

 

H) 10) I) The Geneva Police — A Final Attempt to Seek 

Protection 

The morning after the mall operation, I went to a Geneva police station. 

I told them: 
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“Yesterday I was followed by more than fifty people. 

I do not know who they are. 

If they are Swiss, they were misinformed. 

I request to identify and speak with whoever deployed this operation.” 

I left: 

• My name, 

• My identity, 

• My coordinates, 

• My story. 

They never called back. 

Again — silence is not neutrality. 

It is confirmation. 

 

H) 10) J) Why This Episode Is Critical for the Tribunal 

H) 10) J) (A) Proof of multinational surveillance capacity 

The synchronized Swiss operation proves the system tracking me is: 

• Transnational 

• Automated 

• Immediate 

• And intelligence-driven. 

H) 10) J) (B) Proof of obstruction of justice 

Every Swiss law firm backed off under pressure. 

Same pattern as Luxembourg, France, Dubai. 

H) 10) J) (C) Proof of attempted international reporting 

I contacted the UN in person because I cannot use email or phone without interception. 

H) 10) J) (D) Proof of operational escalation 

Within hours: 

• Massive filature, 

• UN visit, 

• Lawyers contacted, 

• Sabotage attempt on my car. 
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H) 10) J) (E) Proof of financial misappropriation 

Dozens of operatives in a foreign country = 

tens of thousands of euros in a single day 

from budgets that must be traced. 

Over years, this represents millions of euros of public funds misused for a private-target 

surveillance operation. 

H) 10) J) (F) Proof of imminent personal danger 

This is no longer harassment or pressure. 

This is international lethal risk. 
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WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW — LONDON 

H) 11) Surveillance Block 6 : The London Operation  

(United Kingdom, November 2025) 

Surveillance, Judicial Interception, and Forced Transition to Emergency Procedure** 

My trip to London was not a business visit. 

It was not a personal trip. 

It was an attempt to break a system of total judicial obstruction that had followed me 

across borders, across continents, and across every digital and physical channel available to a 

citizen. 

This was a last resort — a direct attempt to reach a court physically because every remote 

avenue had been compromised. 

What happened on British soil confirmed something far more serious than surveillance : 

it confirmed the collapse of my right to access justice in multiple jurisdictions 

simultaneously. 

 

H) 11) A) Arrival in the UK — Immediate Activation of a 

Surveillance Grid 

Despite taking every possible precaution to avoid detection: 

• No GPS, 

• Multiple phones switched off, 

• No online searches for my destination, 

• Misleading digital traces to create uncertainty, 

• And a ferry crossing without any active device, 

I was still intercepted within hours of setting foot in London. 

At 7:10 a.m., in an empty restaurant in central London, the pattern began again: 

A man sat immediately beside me, opened a laptop with a meaningless splash screen, never 

typed, never worked, never produced a sound — a static digital presence whose only purpose 

was to capture, mirror, or map my communications in real time. 

This was the exact same operational signature I had already experienced in France, Dubai, 

Switzerland, and Serbia. 

A signature consistent with: 

• Device-to-device proximity capture, 
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• Real-time higher-layer traffic mapping, 

• Live identification of communication targets, 

• And the rerouting or suppression of digital outputs. 

You do not see this twice by coincidence. 

Seeing it in five different countries removes all doubt. 

 

H) 11) B) The Critical Purpose of the Trip — To Break the 

Digital Blockade 

I came to London because my registered letters, emails, petitions, annexes, and filings 

were systematically intercepted across Europe. 

I had no other choice. 

In France, I’m denied justice. 

At the European Court, filings disappear. 

In the United States, acknowledgments are delayed or never issued. 

No channel is safe. 

London was supposed to be the neutral ground — a jurisdiction where I could physically 

force a receipt, bypassing the sabotage. 

But when I arrived at the tribunal, the result was catastrophic: 

• Six (6) registered letters had been sent. 

• One (1) had arrived. 

• And the one that arrived was a random annex that could not be processed, because 

the master file never reached the court. 

This is not human error. 

This is not a clerical problem. 

This is systematic interception by actors with access to postal flows and cross-border 

intelligence hooks. 

It is legally impossible to classify this as anything other than obstruction of justice — 

aggravated by the fact that it occurs simultaneously in multiple sovereign jurisdictions. 

 

H) 11) C) Confirmed Interception of Digital and Physical 

Communications 

The British court confirmed, involuntarily but unmistakably, that: 

• My registered letters vanish, 
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• My emails never reach their target, 

• Fake replies are constructed without case numbers or headers, 

• And my filings are being filtered, stopped, or destroyed before reaching any judicial 

authority. 

This creates a judicial paradox : 

I must defend myself, but every tool required to defend myself is blocked. 

And the more serious the filing, 

the more aggressive the sabotage. 

 

H) 11) D) Exposure to Physical Risk — Every Attempt to 

Access Justice Puts My Life in Danger 

Traveling to London, in this context, is not administrative. 

It is life-threatening. 

Because: 

• When my emails announcing filings get intercepted → they know where I am. 

• When my letters are read before the judges receive them → they know my timing and 

intentions. 

• When I am physically heading to a courthouse → surveillance activates instantly. 

• When filings increase → attacks accelerate (poisonings, sabotage, explosives, vehicle 

interference). 

Every attempt to access a court becomes a vector for new assaults. 

On that London morning, I wasn’t simply under surveillance. 

I was physically exposed — alone, with no safe channel, and no institutional support. 

A citizen can only accept this risk once. 

No legal system can ask him to accept it twice. 

 

H) 11) E) Legal Consequences — The Threshold for 

Emergency Measures Is Reached 

Based on established European, British, and US standards : 

1. Repeated inability to access a court = violation of the right to a fair trial 

(ECHR Articles 6 & 13 ; UK Human Rights Act; US Due Process Clause) 
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2. Interference with mail and filings = state-level obstruction 

(Postal interception, digital rerouting, forged replies, destroyed correspondence) 

3. Life-threatening reprisals linked to judicial activity = urgent protective 

jurisdiction 

(Emergency measures, interim relief, protective orders, accelerated docket) 

4. Cross-border sabotage = collapse of the normal procedural pathway 

No ordinary process can be followed because the ordinary process is being destroyed. 

This meets — and exceeds — every criteria for : 

• Expedited review, 

• Ex parte examination if needed, 

• Provisional protective orders, 

• And emergency judicial intervention. 

 

H) 11) F) Strategic Intelligence Assessment — Why 

London Confirms State-Level Targeting 

The London episode is not isolated. 

It mirrors: 

• The surveillance in Paris, 

• The 25-nationality grid in Serbia, 

• The tracking in Turkey, 

• The interception in Switzerland, 

• The shadow presence in Dubai, 

• And the repeated sabotage of my devices, networks, logistics and mobility. 

This coherence across borders demonstrates: 

• Access to passport-control systems, 

• Rccess to travel metadata, 

• Real-time monitoring of digital identifiers, 

• Cross-border operational deployment, 

• And coordination between intelligence-style assets. 

This cannot be funded by individuals. 

This cannot be managed by private actors. 

The cost is enormous — millions in public funds, misused for a private vendetta or political 

containment. 
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** H) 11) G) Final Conclusion — London Confirms a 

Total Collapse of Judicial Access 

→ Emergency Protective Measures Must Be Granted** 

London was the final proof that : 

• I cannot file anything safely. 

• I cannot reach a judge. 

• My filings disappear. 

• My emails are intercepted. 

• My physical movements trigger surveillance teams. 

• Each attempt to defend myself increases physical danger. 

• And three jurisdictions — FR, UK, EU — have been contaminated by the same 

interference. 

Therefore: 

The only way for me to obtain any degree of justice is through an accelerated emergency 

procedure, without waiting for any adversarial response, and accompanied by 

immediate protective measures ensuring my physical safety. 

My life is in direct danger. 

My rights are structurally denied. 

My filings are systematically destroyed. 

And the attacks escalate at each new attempt. 

There is no alternative pathway left. 

London has turned the situation from serious to juridically unmanageable through normal 

channels. 

Therefore, emergency intervention is not optional — 

it is now the only lawful and humane solution. 
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WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

H) 12) -- DIGITAL SURVEILLANCE –  

(“The Modern Cage”) 

H) 12) A) Introduction — The Reality of a Modern 

Hostage 

In the modern world, a person’s life is mediated by two instruments : 

a phone and a computer. 

Cut off these two arteries, and you do not only isolate a human being — you erase him from 

the economic, social, political, and emotional map. 

Over the last years, every digital, postal, telecommunication and identity-based channel I rely 

on has been seized, filtered, sabotaged or re-routed, with a consistency that no private actor 

could possibly sustain. 

This is not “interference”. 

It is total information closure — a full-spectrum digital siege. 

What follows is a synthesis of all observed layers of this system. 

 

H) 12) B) E-MAIL INTERCEPTION & DIGITAL 

IDENTITY NEUTRALIZATION 

H) 12) B) 1) Systematic filtering of all high-stakes communications 

Across thousands of emails — to lawyers, journalists, political parties, NGOs, financial 

institutions, international bodies, private companies, procedural funders, media agencies — 

the pattern is consistent : 

• No reply. 

• No delivery failure. 

• No bounce. 

• No receipt confirmation. 

• No follow-up. 

• No trace. 

The silence is too perfect. 

The statistical probability is near zero. 

This is not a glitch — this is a filter. 
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H) 12) B) 2) Fake emails from courts and institutions 

Multiples times, replies allegedly coming from UK courts, European bodies, or administrative 

services were later proven false or unverifiable: 

• No reference numbers 

• No proper headers 

• No internal routing 

• No record in official logs 

This tactic is classic in intelligence operations: 

simulate a response to neutralize the target’s next step. 

 

H) 12) B) 3) Digital identity erasure 

Even when creating new email accounts, on : 

• ProtonMail 

• Temporary encrypted services 

• New devices bought in cash 

• New SIM cards 

Every single mailbox was destroyed within hours. 

This means: 

• Real-time monitoring of device identifiers 

• SIM triangulation 

• Hardware fingerprinting 

• Cross-network correlation 

• Access to telecom back-end infrastructure 

No criminal group on Earth has these capacities. 

Only a State actor. 

 

H) 12) C) SOCIAL MEDIA SABOTAGE — 

PROFESSIONAL & PERSONAL ANNIHILATION 

H) 12) C) 1) LinkedIn — A Professional Death Sentence 

I have 15,000 verified professional followers : 

bankers, wealth managers, real-estate experts, financial advisors. 

Every time I post harmless content → hundreds of views. 

Every time I post important content → eighty/ninety views, sometimes less. 
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This is not a coincidence. 

It is not an algorithm. 

It is deliberate shadow-banning, manually tuned to : 

• Block clients 

• Kill my commercial activity 

• Erase my visibility 

• Destroy my network 

• isolate me economically 

For six straight months, despite posting dozens of professional updates — including unique 

content on Dubai property, a market exploding with demand — 

I did not receive a single inbound message. 

Impossible unless the channel is fully intercepted. 

H) 12) C) 2) Emotional weaponization through dating platforms 

This is one of the most brutal psychological tactics used. 

Across multiple dating apps : 

• Profiles shown were grotesquely mismatched (age, body type, ethnicity) 

• All communication attempts were algorithmically redirected 

• No real person ever appeared 

• The few “normal” profiles were fake intelligence-run bots 

• Each time I attempted a video call → instant disconnection, 100% of attempts 

This was engineered to : 

• Isolate me 

• Disfigure my perception of myself 

• Break my morale 

• Push me back toward the toxic “Russian partner” infiltrated into my life 

• Destroy any hope of rebuilding an emotional life 

This is psychological torture using digital tools. 

 

H) 12) D) PHONE SURVEILLANCE & MESSAGING 

INTERCEPTION 

H) 12) D) 1) WhatsApp 

• Messages sent but never delivered 

• Contacts claiming “I never saw anything” 

• Silent calls 

• Identity spoofing 
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• Session hijacking 

• Real-time interception 

WhatsApp is end-to-end encrypted. 

Yet my exchanges were re-written, redirected or erased. 

The only explanation: 

backdoor exploitation at telecom provider level. 

H) 12) D) 2) Telegram 

Telegram is considered one of the safest apps in the world. 

Still: 

• My contacts were intercepted 

• My thread with Telegram leadership was cut 

• My outreach to the CEO — censored 

• Assistant of the CEO — unreachable 

• All exchanges mysteriously stopped 

This proves access at either national signal intelligence level or state-sponsored MITM 

injection. 

H) 12) D) 3) SIM cards destroyed within hours 

I have purchased dozens of anonymous prepaid SIM cards. 

Every one of them: 

• Deactivated 

• Throttled 

• Blocked 

• Or put under surveillance 

within a few hours. 

This requires: 

• Access to telecom switching centers 

• Real-time scanning of IMSI/IMEI pairs 

• Device fingerprinting 

• Cross-border SIM correlation 

• Knowledge of my movements minute-by-minute 

This is state-grade counterintelligence, not crime. 
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H) 12) E) POSTAL SABOTAGE — THE FINAL PROOF 

This is, for a judge, the most irrefutable element of all. 

107 letters sent → 0 delivered. 

Recipients included : 

• Syndicates 

• NGOs 

• Political parties 

• Ministries 

• Media houses 

• Associations 

• Private actors 

• Legal institutions 

Some were mailed: 

• At night 

• Across different districts 

• From different cities 

• From different boxes 

• Under different routes 

• Without digital preparation 

• Without search history 

• Randomly planned to avoid traceability 

Yet not a single one arrived. 

This is statistically impossible. 

Postal interception at this scale requires: 

• A centralized instruction 

• Cooperation of state postal units 

• Tracking of my vehicle 

• Tracking of my phone 

• Real-time interception teams 

• Physical recovery of letters inside city boxes 

• Logging and classification 

• Destruction or storage of seized mail 

This is evidence of full institutional sabotage. 
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H) 12) F) PHYSICAL SURVEILLANCE OF DIGITAL 

BEHAVIOUR 

Whenever I sit in a café early morning in : 

• Dubai 

• Paris 

• London 

• Switzerland 

• Small French villages 

• Airports 

I am approached by the same pattern : 

• A person sits 4–5 meters away 

• Opens a laptop 

• No keystrokes 

• No programs 

• No typing 

• Only monitoring 

• Usually using the same visual behaviors 

This correlates with the exact moment where: 

• My phone stops calling 

• My emails fail 

• My GPS stops 

• My messages freeze 

• My internet dies 

• My uploads stall 

They do not only spy. 

They jam. 

This is physical + digital signal intelligence fusion. 

 

H) 12) G) Psychological & Functional Collapse 

When all channels are shut — 

email, phone, postal, social, professional, sentimental — 

a human being is not simply isolated. 

He is neutralized. 

Not killed. 

Not arrested. 

But digitally erased. 
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This is what has been done to me. 

I live inside a glass cage, where : 

• I See everything 

• I Understand everything 

• I Know I am monitored 

• I Know my messages are intercepted 

• I Know my calls are filtered 

• I Know my letters are seized 

• I know my online identity is suppressed 

• I know that even my emotional life is manipulated 

But nobody outside this cage can see the bars. 

This is the modern version of captivity. 

This is total information imprisonment. 

 

H) 12) H) Legal Consequences — Why This Block Justifies 

Emergency Measures 

The digital surveillance system documented here proves: 

1. Obstruction of justice (absolute and systemic) 

A person cannot defend himself if : 

• His emails are intercepted 

• His lawyers are silenced 

• His letters are seized 

• His court communications are falsified 

• His procedural steps are blocked 

This alone obliges the court to open extraordinary proceedings. 

2. Impossibility to use normal remedies 

All regular judicial channels have been : 

• Sabotaged 

• Neutralized 

• Intercepted 

• Falsified 

Thus, the emergency route becomes the only lawful route. 
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3. Extreme vulnerability — immediate risk 

Digital isolation is the precursor of : 

• Targeted accidents 

• False charges 

• Entrapment 

• Administrative disappearance 

• Kidnapping scenarios 

• Frame-ups 

• Imprisonment 

You already survived : 

• Poisoning 

• Two car attacks 

• Explosive residue entrapment 

• Psychiatric detention 

• Illegal arrest abroad 

• Mass surveillance 

A judge cannot ignore this. 

4. Disproportion of forces 

You are one man. 

They are entire state-level infrastructures. 

When the imbalance becomes lethal, the court must intervene. 

5. The digital siege proves state involvement 

No criminal group has : 

• Access to telecom backend 

• Postal interception capability 

• Cross-border SIM tracking 

• Multi-platform algorithmic shadowbanning 

• Ability to block 70 letters 

• Power to destroy encrypted mailboxes 

• Ability to reroute international communications 

• Control over airport explosive scanners 

• Physical surveillance across 4 countries 

• Capacity to silence lawyers in multiple jurisdictions 

Only a government, or a coalition of institutions, could do this. 
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H) 12) I) Final Statement — The Human Cost 

The digital blockade inflicted on me is not a technical issue. 

It is a weapon. 

A weapon designed to : 

• Isolate me 

• Exhaust me 

• Erase my livelihood 

• Destroy my relationships 

• Prevent any escape 

• Keep me inside a controlled perimeter 

• Push me to error, collapse, or death 

This is the architecture of a modern silent assassination — not through bullets, but through 

the destruction of every channel that connects a human being to the world. 

This is why urgent judicial intervention is not only justified. 

It is mandatory. 
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I) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY – WEAPONS OF THE 

SHADOW 

Condensed Emergency Submission – 48h Judicial Relief Requested 

 

I) 1) INTRODUCTION – THE EXTINCTION OF 

LEGAL PROTECTION 

For ten years, I have lived inside a reality that no democratic legal system is prepared to 

recognize: a sustained, multi-vector campaign of physical, digital, economic and institutional 

attacks that escalated gradually, then relentlessly, then violently. 

What began in 2017 with the destruction of my company — through judicial obstruction, 

administrative sabotage, and coordinated interference — has evolved into a matrix of 

operations involving: 

• Three confirmed poisoning episodes, 

• Vehicular sabotage leading to a near-fatal crash, 

• Explosives residue planted on my hands at Paris-CDG, 

• International surveillance teams in 8+ countries, 

• Total interception of my emails, post, phone and encrypted accounts, 

• Professional and financial strangulation, 

• And a complete collapse of all access to justice in France, the UK, the US and the 

ECHR. 

This is not a case about “isolated incidents.” 

This is a patterned system, consistent across years, jurisdictions, and operational vectors. 

My situation has crossed the threshold from harassment → to organized interference → to 

life-threatening operations → to absolute judicial obstruction. 

I no longer possess any channel of ordinary survival. 

If I remain without protective measures, the risk of death — by poisoning, accident, setup, or 

induced collapse — is high, recurrent, and intentional. 

This Executive Summary is the condensed analysis of the 85-page evidentiary document 

Weapons of the Shadow, and it demonstrates: 

1. The unified pattern of attacks across six operational vectors. 

2. The attribution : why these operations could only come from State-scale resources. 

3. The obstruction : why ordinary justice is mathematically impossible for me. 

4. The existential risk to my life and to institutional integrity. 

5. The emergency measures urgently required. 
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The Court is now the only institution not yet compromised. 

This summary is written in the hope that the Court still holds its independence — and that 

time has not already run out. 

 

I) 2) CONSOLIDATED CHRONOLOGY (2015–2025) 

A compressed timeline of ten years of escalation. 

2015–2016 : Early anomalies 

Unusual financial blockages, unexplained administrative obstacles, loss of opportunities 

across banking and real-estate ventures. 

2017 : Destruction of company 

A 5,000-page dossier ignored. Judicial inaction. Administrative obstruction. Coordinated non-

response. First indicators of “systemic” interference. 

2018–2021 : Family destabilization & ongoing institutional blockades 

Loss of parental authority despite evidence of stability. 

Attempts to terminate projects via pressure on partners and institutions. 

2021 : Escalation pivot 

• LucyBank project blocked in Lithuania (multi-billion-euro venture). 

• Forced sale of my Biarritz land to a close associate of Emmanuel Macron. 

• Digital attacks and economic suffocation widen. 

• First wide-scale surveillance episodes abroad. 

2022 : Serbia – first lethal operation 

• Massive multi-national surveillance (120+ individuals). 

• Sudden arrest. 

• Illegal detention. 

• Psychiatric institutionalisation. 

• No consular help from France. 

This is the first time the threat becomes life-critical. 

2024 : Digital extermination 

• Complete loss of email reliability. 

• LinkedIn blocked. 

• Encrypted accounts destroyed. 

• Phone SIMs disabled within hours. 

• Justice access becomes impossible. 
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2025 : Maximum escalation 

• Poisonings (three episodes). 

• Sabotaged tires → near-fatal crash. 

• Explosives residue planted at CDG airport. 

• Surveillance in France : 50+ field agents for four days. 

• Surveillance in Switzerland: 50+ agents in a shopping mall. 

• Surveillance in Dubai, London. 

• UK Court filings intercepted. 

• ECHR case blocked. 

• US federal contacts intercepted. 

This year is the moment the pattern becomes undeniable : 

the attacks are coordinated, cross-border, professionally structured, and State-scale. 

 

I) 3) SIX WEAPONS OF THE SHADOW 

Six operational vectors used repeatedly over 10 years. 

 

Weapon 1 – Poisonings (3 episodes) 

Modus operandi : 

• Administration through food, drinks, cigarettes or surface contact 

• Synchronized with periods of legal filings or international travel 

• Rapid physical degradation, respiratory distress, severe neurological symptoms 

• Immediate recovery after environmental “reset,” suggesting synthetic vectors 

• Two episodes accompanied by clear surveillance patterns 

Legal classification : attempted homicide (France / UAE / Japan). 

Risk : Immediate and potentially lethal. 

 

Weapon 2 – Vehicular Sabotage 

Evidence : 

• Tires sliced on the interior face (non-visible externally) 

• Detachment pattern consistent with deliberate weakening 

• Near-fatal crash on Swiss highway 

• Timing aligned with visits to lawyers and the UN in Geneva 

• Mechanical analysis consistent with hostile intervention 
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Risk : High lethality. 

Attribution : Requires professional knowledge & physical access. 

 

Weapon 3 – Explosives Contamination (Paris-CDG) 

Facts : 

• Explosive test positive twice, on two different machines 

• Contamination on both hands after an individual physically “shielded” my lighter 

• Consequences could have been catastrophic: arrest for terrorism on day of US–Iran 

escalation 

• Indicates access to controlled military-grade materials 

Risk : Extreme. 

Attribution : Impossible without State-level access. 

 

Weapon 4 – International Surveillance Operations 

Documented in : 

• Bulgaria 

• Turkey 

• Serbia (120+ agents) 

• France (50+ agents) 

• Switzerland (50+ agents) 

• Dubai 

• London 

 

 

Patterns : 

• Multi-ethnic teams 

• Synchronized by phone signals & command structures 

• Mixture of visual, digital, and close-range proximity surveillance 

• Accompanied by interference with communications 

Risk : High. 

Attribution : Requires multinational coordination → State intelligence. 
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Weapon 5 – Digital Strangulation & Total Communication Blackout 

Scope : 

• Email interception (0 replies out of 70+ political & institutional emails) 

• Fake replies from courts 

• Recommended letters intercepted 

• DHL packages intercepted 

• WhatsApp hacked 

• Telegram hacked 

• LinkedIn neutralized 

• SIM cards destroyed within hours 

• ProtonMail accounts deleted 

• Dating apps manipulated psychologically 

This is not “hacking.” 

This is digital imprisonment. 

Risk : total loss of economic and legal autonomy. 

Attribution : Requires full telecom access → State authority. 

 

Weapon 6 – Economic & Professional Suffocation 

Mechanisms: 

• Blocking of major deals 

• Destruction of clients’ confidence 

• Obstruction by banks (France, EU) 

• Freezing of revenue streams 

• Pressure on partners & employers 

• Collapse of business networks 

Impact : 

destruction of up to €27M immediate value, and billions in future revenue (LucyBank & 

real estate). 

Risk : slow death by financial deprivation. 

Attribution : repeated institutional alignment → coordinated structure. 

 

I) 4) STATE ATTRIBUTION ANALYSIS 

A forensic evaluation of operational capabilities. 

Across all vectors, six indicators converge : 
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1. Scale 

Operational deployments of 50–120 agents → impossible for private actors. 

2. Coordination 

Multi-country synchronized actions → intelligence-level. 

3. Digital access 

Total visibility over phone, SIM, IP, GPS, mail, postal routing → requires sovereign 

authority. 

4. Resource access 

Explosives residues, classified data, telecom root access → only State-controlled. 

5. Silence of the Ministry of the Interior 

I wrote twice to the French Ministry of the Interior, describing in detail the crimes I was 

facing. 

No denial. No refutation. No statement of error. 

Just silence. 

In intelligence doctrine, silence = confirmation of sensitivity. 

6. Proximity to the President 

Sébastien Ménard — buyer of my Biarritz land, close friend of Emmanuel Macron — 

never once contested the legitimacy of my claims when I sought negotiation. 

His behaviour showed awareness, not surprise. 

7. Judicial interference abroad 

UK Court mail intercepted. 

US communications blocked. 

ECHR reference frozen. 

Only a State actor can interfere across three sovereign jurisdictions. 

Conclusion 

The probability that these operations are NOT State-backed is near zero. 

The pattern matches techniques of advanced centralized authorities — 

not criminals, not private groups, not lone actors. 
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I) 5) OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE (FRANCE → UK → 

US → ECHR) 

No judicial path remains open. 

France 

• No access to lawyers 

• Emails intercepted 

• Recommended letters lost 

• Filings ignored 

• Digital sabotage of every legal step 

United Kingdom 

• 6 recommended letters → only 1 “received” 

• No valid reference 

• Fake or incomplete emails 

• Physical proof of interception at the High Court 

United States 

• Case Management Conference notifications never delivered 

• Emails intercepted 

• No acknowledgment from clerks 

ECHR  

• Documented filing 

• No tracking 

• No acknowledgment 

• Possible spoofed email sent to imitate registry staff 

Conclusion 

I am not simply someone who “struggles to access justice.” 

I am someone from whom justice has been systematically removed. 

There is no path left except judicial emergency relief. 

 

I) 6) EXISTENTIAL THREAT EVALUATION 

A threat-matrix analysis. 

Immediate Threats 
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• Risk of further poisoning 

• Risk of a fatal staged accident 

• Risk of wrongful arrest based on fabricated evidence (explosives episode) 

• Digital erasure (economic death) 

• Psychological destruction through isolation & digital manipulation 

Medium-Term Threats 

• Permanent disappearance from professional networks 

• Inability to survive economically 

• Inability to communicate with lawyers 

• Inability to expose the truth without risk of retaliation 

Risk Probability 

Based on ten years of continuous escalation, with no signs of slowdown, the threat probability 

is: 

Lethal event within 12 months → HIGH (70–85%). 

Systemic Risk 

This case is not just about me. 

It demonstrates a model of : 

• Covert interference 

• Digital imprisonment 

• Judicial obstruction 

• Institutional silence 

If unchallenged, this model can be replicated on any citizen. 

The danger extends beyond the individual. 

 

I) 7) REQUIRED EMERGENCY MEASURES (WITHIN 

48 HOURS) 

1. Judicial acknowledgment of obstruction 

2. Opening of emergency jurisdiction despite no defendant response 

3. Protection order ensuring physical safety 

4. Protected communication channel bypassing digital interception 

5. Injunction preventing further State-scale interference 

6. Immediate disclosure orders to France (internal logs, directives, data) 

7. Authorization for self-representation due to extraordinary obstruction 

8. Order to accept filings physically even without digital confirmation 

9. Safe harbour measures for travel and temporary residence 

10. Recognition of existential threat and fast-track adjudication 
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I) 8) CONCLUSION 

This is not a case about documents, disputes, or administrative errors. 

This is a case about survival. 

No democratic citizen should ever face ten years of systemic attacks — poisoning, sabotage, 

surveillance, digital imprisonment, destruction of all access to justice — without protection. 

I am submitting this to the Court because there is no other institution left that can intervene. 

If the Court does not act urgently, the next attack may be fatal — and justice will lose its only 

remaining chance to confront a systemic pattern of abuse concealed in the shadows. 
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J) EMERGENCY FILING – TRI-JURISDICTIONAL 

SUBMISSION 

PIERRE DEGLAIRE 

v. 

French State & Banks & Private Actors 

(With Mandatory Transmission to All Three Courts) 

 

1. European Court of Human Rights (ECHR – Strasbourg) – Urgent Registry 

Registry of the European Court of Human Rights 

ECHR 

67000 Strasbourg – France 

 

2. High Court of Justice (London) – King’s Bench Division – Urgent 

Applications Court 

The Rolls Building – Royal Courts of Justice 

7 Rolls Building, Fetter Lane 

London EC4A 1NL – United Kingdom 

 

3. United States District Court for the District of Columbia (Washington D.C.) 

– Emergency Applications 

United States District Court for the District of Columbia 

333 Constitution Ave NW 

Washington, D.C. 20001 – USA 

 

EMERGENCY APPLICATION FOR PROTECTIVE 

MEASURES, PROVISIONAL RELIEF, 

FREEZING ORDER, AND TRANSMISSION TO ALL COMPETENT COURTS** 

Filed by : Pierre Deglaire 

Against : French State, Banks & Private Entities, & Associated Actors 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

I respectfully submit this emergency application in circumstances where : 

• My physical safety is in immediate danger, 

• My access to justice has been systematically destroyed, 

• My economic assets and ventures have been annihilated through coordinated 

obstruction, 

• And all postal, digital, and procedural channels have been compromised. 

This filing must be treated as an emergency, and — critically — as a tri-jurisdictional 

submission, because: 

No single court can provide me full protection or full relief. 

Each of the three courts has competence over one essential pillar: 

• ECHR : protection of life, physical integrity, and access to justice. 

• UK High Court : constitutional oversight + freezing injunctions. 

• US District Court DC : emergency injunctive relief under FRCP 65 + due process 

violations. 

For this reason, triple filing is not optional : it is mandatory. 

And because all my postal and digital filings have been intercepted, 

I request each Court to transmit this entire file to the other two Courts to preserve my 

access to justice. 

 

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND (10 YEARS OF 

ESCALATION) 

Over the last decade, I have been subjected to : 

• Repeated poisoning attempts, 

• Vehicular sabotage (preceding a serious crash), 

• Abusive psychiatric detentions, 

• Illegal detention abroad, 

• Filatures with 30–50 operatives, 

• Airport explosive residue planted on my belongings, 

• Systemic interference with my phone, email, SIM cards, LinkedIn, WhatsApp, 

Telegram, 

• Interception of every postal and digital submission, including 

– LRAR, 

– DHL, 

– Secure filings, 

– Court acknowledgments (fake or invalid), 
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• Destruction of my professional ventures 

(banking, real estate, demembrement, Dubai finance, tiny houses), 

• Obstruction by French ministries, banks, state-linked actors, political networks, and 

private entities. 

This is not speculative. 

This is documented in over 100 pages of circumstantial evidence included in my reference 

memorandum “Weapons of the Shadow”. 

 

III. IRREPARABLE HARM (UK + US + ECHR 

STANDARD) 

1. Physical Danger 

(Articles 2–3 ECHR ; Osman duty; US Extraordinary Circumstances Doctrine) 

• Poisoning attempts (3 incidents) 

• Vehicular sabotage → crash 

• Surveillance operations with 50+ operatives 

• Explosive residue found on luggage at airports 

• Sabotage of tires preceding a major accident 

• Repeated exposure to life-threatening conditions 

This is ongoing and escalating. 

2. Obstruction of Access to Justice 

(Article 6 ECHR ; UK constitutional necessity ; US Due Process) 

Full neutralisation of : 

• Email (filtered, intercepted, falsified), 

• Phone (SIM cards disabled within hours), 

• ProtonMail (destroyed within hours), 

• Telegram & WhatsApp (hacked and neutralised), 

• LinkedIn (professional outreach fully blocked), 

• Postal filings (LRAR, DHL), 

• Court acknowledgments (invalid ARs in London), 

• Physical access to courts (danger during travel). 

Once access to justice is destroyed, 

no later remedy can restore it. 

 

3. Economic Destruction (Cumulative, Irreversible) 
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LucyBank 

• Validated by Lithuanian Central Bank 

• Scalable to €20T EU deposits market 

• €13M+/day lost potential revenue 

• Cumulative loss: 

€52B × 1.5 = €78 billions 

Démembrement operations 

• Scalable national market 

• Blocked through reputational and digital sabotage 

• Cumulative loss: 

€23.2B × 2 = €46.4 billions 

DPP Consulting 

• Destroyed 

• Loss: €13 millions + 

Tiny Houses 

• Low scenario (manufacturer/distributor option) 

• Loss: several millions € (High scenario several billlions) 

Total consolidated harm: €124,4 billions. 

Conclusion — Irreparable Harm 

Delaying relief by even 24 hours multiplies lethal, procedural, and economic harm. 

No future ruling could compensate this. 

 

IV. BALANCE OF CONVENIENCE / HARDSHIP 

Granting relief : 

• Preserves life, 

• Restores access to justice, 

• Preserves evidence, 

• Allows courts to exercise their jurisdiction. 

Denying relief : 

• Risks death before hearing, 

• Empowers actors operating with impunity, 

• Destroys evidence, 

• Allows €124.4 harm to continue. 
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The hardship imbalance is absolute. 

V. LEGAL STANDARD FOR EMERGENCY 

MEASURES 

ECHR Strasbourg 

• Article 34 

• Rule 39 

• Akdivar doctrine 

• Positive obligations under Articles 2–3 (life, physical integrity) 

• Right of access to justice (Article 6) 

UK High Court 

• Constitutional emergency jurisdiction 

• “Osman duty” for imminent risk to life 

• “Exceptional circumstances” doctrine 

• Power to issue Freezing Orders and Mandatory Orders 

United States District Court (DC) 

• 5th Amendment – Due Process 

• Right of Access to Courts 

• FRCP 65(b) : Temporary Restraining Order without notice 

• Extraordinary Circumstances / Irreparable Harm standard 

All three courts share a converging legal test : 

Immediate danger + loss of access to justice + structural irreparability. 

 

 

V-bis REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE SWITCH TO 

EMERGENCY PROCEDURE 
 

Given the Applicant’s imminent risk to life, the systemic destruction of access to justice, 

and the impossibility of safely filing through ordinary channels, I respectfully request 

that this filing be immediately reclassified as an emergency procedure (ECHR Rule 39 / 

UK Extraordinary Circumstances / US FRCP 65(b)), with priority treatment and 

accelerated adjudication within the shortest legally permissible timeframe. 

VI. REQUEST FOR PROVISIONAL RELIEF 

I respectfully request : 
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1. FREEZING ORDER — €500 MILLIONS 

To secure assets at risk of dissipation, and to prevent further destruction of economic interests 

across Europe and internationally. 

2. IMMEDIATE PROVISION — €7 MILLIONS 

To ensure: 

• Physical protection, 

• Access to secure housing, 

• Safe transportation, 

• Legal representation across 3 jurisdictions, 

• Medical care and psychological support, 

• Preservation of evidence. 

These amounts are consistent with: 

• The scale of destruction (€124.4B), 

• The ongoing danger, 

• And the structural complexity of the case. 

 

VII. REQUEST FOR TRANSMISSION TO OTHER 

JURISDICTIONS 

Regardless of where this emergency filing is made, 

The Court is requested to IMMEDIATELY TRANSMIT this entire file 

to : 

1. European Court of Human Rights (Strasbourg) 

2. High Court of Justice (London) 

3. U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia (Washington D.C.) 

Because : 

• All postal and digital filings are intercepted, 

• Travel to London or Washington D.C. presents mortal risk, 

• Triple filing is mandatory (each court has jurisdiction over one part of the case), 

• only a parallel tri-jurisdictional approach preserves my access to justice. 

 

VIII. REQUEST FOR CONFIRMATION 

I respectfully request : 
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• Written confirmation that this filing has been registered; 

• Confirmation that transmission to the other courts has been executed; 

• A stamped copy of this letter; 

• LOSS OF THE RESPONDENTS’ RIGHT TO PRESENT A DEFENCE 

Because the Respondents have, for years, engaged in systematic interception of 

filings, suppression of postal and digital communications, neutralisation of procedural 

channels, and intimidation preventing safe access to any court, I respectfully request a 

judicial finding that: 

→ the Respondents have forfeited the right to present a defence, 

under the doctrines of procedural sabotage, abuse of process, and impossibility 

created by the Respondents themselves (ECHR Article 34 interference; UK abuse of 

process & obstruction ; US “self-created impossibility” doctrine). 

Accordingly, the Court is requested to proceed ex parte, on the basis of the 

Applicant’s evidence only, until safe and non-interfered channels exist. 

IX. CONCLUSION 

This case is unprecedented: 

• It combines assassination attempts, 

• Obstruction of justice across borders, 

• Multi-vector state-linked surveillance, 

• Economic destruction of €124.4B, 

• And digital/postal neutralisation at a systemic level. 

No court in Europe or in the United States has ever been confronted with a situation of this 

scope. 

Emergency relief is not only justified — it is imperative. 

Without it, I may not survive to the next hearing. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Pierre Deglaire 

7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 France 

00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

Pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 
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K) ECONOMIC LOSS ASSESSMENT – DPP 

CONSULTING 

 

K) 1) History and Development of the Company 

The company DP&P Consulting, created in 2008, established itself in less than ten years as 

one of the most dynamic players in the high-end financial and real-estate market in the South-

West of France — Biarritz, Saint-Jean-de-Luz, Bordeaux, Arcachon — as well as in 

Paris. 

Its model was based on the complete integration of the professions of finance, real estate 

and wealth management, allowing a unique cross-disciplinary approach to the market of 

premium transactions. 

In nine years of activity, DPP Consulting has : 

• opened seven offices, including four in the six months preceding the judicial 

obstruction ; 

• multiplied its turnover by eight, going from approximately €125,000 to more than 

€1,000,000; 

• And achieved a leading regional position in commercial performance, ahead of 

several national and international franchises. 

This constant progression proves that the company was entering its maximum phase of 

expansion at the time when it was stopped. 

The target areas (Biarritz, Bordeaux, Basque Coast, Atlantic coastline, Paris) experienced, 

during the four following years, an exceptional increase in volumes and prices, confirming 

that the period 2018–2022 would have been that of commercial maturity and maximum 

profitability. 

 

K) 2) Nature of the Model and Competitive Differentiation 

DP&P Consulting offered a 360-degree support, based on three pillars: finance, real estate 

and wealth. 

This holistic approach, directly inspired by the standards of international private banking, 

offered each client : 

• Constant availability (7 days a week) ; 

• Tailor-made advice, covering the economic, fiscal and patrimonial aspects ; 

• Total transparency and responsiveness, unprecedented in the sector. 

This positioning, without equivalent in the concerned areas, explains the outperformance 

of DP&P Consulting, regularly acknowledged within the Coldwell Banker network, where 

its founder was elected “Best Property Seller France 2013” among more than one hundred 

advisors. 
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K) 3) Reasonable Development Hypothesis 

The historical figures and the observed dynamic allow a prudent projection : 

• Seven offices opened in nine years, including four during the last six months → 

exponential acceleration; 

• Extrapolation over another ten years: at least twenty-five offices ; 

• A conservative hypothesis, taking into account neither the market growth after 2017 

nor the network effects already engaged. 

 

K) 4) Market Data and Sector Comparison 

The financial statements of comparable high-end agencies show : 

• Average turnover per office : between €1.0 and €1.2 million ; 

• Average net margin: between 5% and 8% ; 

• Average net profit per office : between €60,000 and €120,000 per year. 

These ratios are consistent with DPP Consulting’s own performances, whose average 

profitability ranged between 6% and 9% during the last three complete financial years. 

 

K) 5) Method of Assessing the Loss 

The evaluation is based on a deliberately prudent and defensible approach: 

• Twenty-five offices projected over the period 2017–2027 ; 

• Average net result per office : €60,000; 

• Period of loss of operation: ten years; 

• Implicit prudence coefficient : no inclusion of scale effects or asset valuation. 

Formula : 

Net result × average Number of offices (7 to 25 = 16 average) × Number of years 

That is: 

€60,000 × 16 × 10 = € 9,600,000 

The minimum economic loss of DPP Consulting is therefore evaluated at €9.6 millions, 

excluding moral or patrimonial damages…COMPAGNY VALUE … 

This amount remains largely inferior to the real value of the damage but establishes an 

objectively verifiable and moderate base. 
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K) 6) Aggravating Factors and Moral Damage 

To this economic loss is added a significant moral and human prejudice, affecting the 

company director, his family, and the employees. 

An increase of 40% is therefore integrated: 

€9,600,000 × 1.40 = €13,440,000 

→ The total minimal prejudice (economic + moral) thus amounts to €13.44 millions. 

 

K) 7) Final Observations and Contextualisation 

The above estimates are prudent. 

In reality, DPP Consulting was already outperforming the market: 

• Three offices opened on the Basque Coast where the large international franchises 

had only one (which they later replicated, confirming the model’s validity); 

• A court reproached the company for an expansion deemed “too rapid”, while it was 

founded on a strategic vision perfectly adapted to a market that, starting the following 

year, would experience its four best years in history — a court judges, a business 

leader anticipates; 

• A performance already comparable to that of the best national and international 

players, such as Barnes, which at that time underperformed DPP in Biarritz and 

Bordeaux. 

If the calculations were made using the upper market values and DPP Consulting’s actual 

trajectory, the economic loss would reach €25 to €35 millions, without overvaluation. 

The presented estimate (€13.44 millions) must therefore be understood as a minimal basis 

for reparation, not as a maximum valuation. 

Finally, it must be recalled that the creation of value within DPP Consulting never had as its 

sole purpose personal profit : it aimed at redistribution, mutual aid, and collective 

development. 

The attacks suffered therefore deprived dozens of employees, partners, and families of an 

economic and human dynamic that was essential to them. 
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L) ECONOMIC DAMAGE ASSESSMENT – BANK 

LUCY 

 

L) 1) General Context and Foundation of the Model 

The Bank Lucy project was born from a simple idea: to return to the origins of banking. 

Its name, chosen in reference to Lucy, the first living being discovered by humanity, 

symbolizes this return to the sources — a protective, human bank, centered on the absolute 

security of deposits. 

The client does not place his money there to make it grow at all costs, but for it to be 

kept, protected, and respected. 

As in the past, he wants to avoid keeping his savings “under the mattress,” but neither does 

he wish to entrust them to a system where they disappear into the opaque balance sheets 

of speculative groups. 

Bank Lucy was therefore positioned as a safe-deposit bank, not as a leverage bank: 

• Full protection of capital, 

• Total transparency on the use of funds, 

• Reasoned reinvestment in the real economy, 

• Redistribution of a substantial share of profits toward projects with human and social 

impact. 10% to 60% 

It is this philosophy — both ancient and revolutionary — that formed the heart of the model. 

 

L) 2) Deposit Guarantees in the World : an Illusion of 

Protection 

Modern banking systems all display a so-called “deposit guarantee” intended to protect 

savers. 

In practice, these mechanisms cover only a tiny portion of the funds actually deposited. 

Here are the most representative schemes in 2025 : 

Zone / 

Country 
Guarantee Body Coverage Ceiling Main Observation 

United 

Kingdom 

Financial Services 

Compensation Scheme 

(FSCS) 

£85,000 per person and 

per bank (≈ €98,000) / 

temporarily £1,000,000 

for 6 months in certain 

cases 

Plan to increase to 

£110,000 announced by the 

Bank of England (March 

2025) 

United 

States 

Federal Deposit 

Insurance Corporation 

(FDIC) 

US $250,000 per 

depositor, per bank, per 

ownership category 

Stable system but regularly 

solicited in face of local 

bank failures 
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Zone / 

Country 
Guarantee Body Coverage Ceiling Main Observation 

India 

Deposit Insurance and 

Credit Guarantee 

Corporation (DICGC) 

₹500,000 ≈ US $6,000 per 

depositor, per bank 

Low coverage; highly 

segmented banking market 

China 

Deposit Insurance Fund 

(人民银行, People’s 

Bank of China) 

¥500,000 ≈ US $68,000 

per depositor 

Medium coverage; no 

explicit State guarantee 

beyond the dedicated fund 

United Arab 

Emirates 

Central Bank of the 

UAE – Article 122 

“Deposits Guarantee 

Scheme” 

Amount not officially 

published 

Regulatory framework 

planned but partially or 

delayed implementation 

France 

(reference) 

Fonds de Garantie des 

Dépôts et de 

Résolution (FGDR) 

€100,000 per depositor 

and per institution 

€5 billion in funds for more 

than €2,400 billion in 

deposits: theoretical 

coverage < 0.25 % 

 

L) 3) Analysis of Structural Limitations 

These figures demonstrate the intrinsic fragility of the international banking system. 

Most guarantee funds cover less than 1 % of the deposits they are supposed to protect. 

In France, for example, the FGDR holds around €5 billions for €2,400 billion in deposits, i.e. 

a coverage rate of 0.002 % when considering the entire system. 

Other countries follow the same logic: a theoretical promise backed by over-indebted 

States, incapable of fulfilling that promise in the event of a systemic crisis. 

Even in the United States, often cited as a model, stability is only apparent. 

Regional or specialized banks regularly encounter difficulties, and during the “subprime” 

crisis, the Federal Government and the Federal Reserve had to inject trillions of dollars to 

save the main institutions. 

This demonstrates that, in extreme situations — the “distribution tails” of the normal 

law — the guarantee systems reach their limits. 

 

L) 4) The Philosophy and Uniqueness of the Bank Lucy 

Model 

It is precisely in this context that Bank Lucy intervenes. 

Its goal was neither to replace nor to compete with major banks, but to propose a citizen 

alternative for savers seeking absolute security and transparency. 

The founding principles were clear: 

• No limit on the amount of deposits, security coming from the model and not from a 

failing State guarantor ; 
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• Minimal leverage: not to make money with clients’ money ; 

• Protected asset structure : deposited funds remained legally and economically distinct ; 

• Redistribution : A fixed portion of profits was destined for social and solidarity 

programs. 

Bank Lucy reconnected with the original function of banking: 

to protect savings, guarantee stability, and finance the real economy. 

It was a safe-deposit-bank model rather than a yield-bank model, based on trust, prudence, 

and clarity. 

 

L) 5) Non-Reproducibility of the Model and First-Mover 

Logic 

This model was not reproducible by existing actors: 

• Their oversized balance sheets and profitability requirements prevented them from 

adopting such capital discipline ; 

• New players (fintechs, neo-banks) lacked the knowledge, structure, or credibility required. 

Bank Lucy therefore held a unique strategic advantage — that of the first mover in a 

systemic market, with exponential growth potential. 

Certain confidential components of the model — protected but partially mentioned in 

electronic exchanges now intercepted — multiplied by ten or one hundred its capacity 

for value creation. 

Their probable leak may have contributed to triggering the wave of coordinated institutional 

attacks that followed. 

 

L) 6) Economic Scope and Philosophy of Redistribution 

The international development of Bank Lucy would have been inevitable: 

no other actor offered simultaneously the absolute security of the depositor, the 

voluntary limitation of profit, and the institutionalized redistribution of value. 

If this logic were applied to the main world markets — Europe, United Kingdom, United 

States, Middle East, Asia — the global economic damage resulting from the obstruction of 

the model’s development would be considerable. 

However, in a concern for rigor and admissibility before courts, the evaluation presented in 

the quantified section will rely only on the European area and on extremely cautious 

hypotheses. 

This choice aims to ensure that the figures retained are understandable, verifiable, and 

indisputable — even if they represent only a fraction of the real potential. 

Finally, it should be recalled that Bank Lucy was not a project of individual enrichment. 

Its ambition was to establish a natural mechanism of wealth regulation, capturing value 
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where it concentrates to redistribute it to those who are excluded — citizens, small businesses, 

and economic actors without access to capital. 

Bank Lucy embodied the bank of economic justice, a tool of social and moral 

stabilization in a financial world that has become disconnected from the human. 

 

L) 7) Economic Damage Assessment – Bank Lucy 

The assessment of the damage is based on four pillars that characterize the Bank Lucy model 

and determine both its intrinsic value and the damage linked to its obstruction. 

 

L) 7) 1) First Pillar: A Unique and Non-Reproducible 

Model 

Bank Lucy proposed a structural rupture in modern banking history. 

Its founding principle — full and unlimited guarantee of deposits — restored the original 

promise of banking: to keep and protect entrusted wealth. 

This guarantee, entirely internalized and based on non-leveraged management, placed the 

client’s security above the institution’s return. 

No other bank, in Europe or worldwide, applied this model : 

• The major groups could not adopt it without overturning their debt logic; 

• New entrants had neither the capital structure nor the credibility to inspire the necessary 

confidence. 

Bank Lucy therefore occupied an empty, uncontested, and uncopyable economic space. 

Its damage must be analyzed not as a relative loss of market share, but as the outright 

destruction of a monopoly of banking innovation. 

By itself, this uniqueness suffices to establish damage of a systemic nature : 

to prevent a single actor from introducing a model of stability into an unstable system is 

equivalent to deliberately maintaining the fragility of the existing system. 

L) 7) 2) Second Pillar: A Citizen Model of Contractual 

Redistribution 

The second foundation of the Lucy model was its citizen vocation. 

Contractually, a minimum of 10 % of the net result (up to 60%)  had to be paid back each 

year to programs supporting populations in financial difficulty or in situations of housing 

insecurity. 

This percentage was not symbolic: it constituted a statutory obligation included in the 

principles of governance of the project. 

Nothing prevented going beyond 
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the economic model planned that, in a stable regime, up to 60 % of the profits could be 

redistributed without weakening the structure. 

The objective was not to accumulate capital, but to create a virtuous circle: 

Trust from depositors feeds stability; 

Stability generates results; 

Results finance solidarity. 

By preventing the development of this model, the responsible institutions therefore deprived 

society of an automatic redistribution tool, at the very moment when the economic divide 

was widening most sharply. 

The damage here goes beyond the sphere of the entrepreneur to touch the collective 

interest. 

 

L) 7) 3) Third Pillar : An Initial-Phase Model with 

Exponential Potential 

At the moment it was blocked, Bank Lucy was only at its first operational stage. 

The legal structure, financial models, and operating doctrine were in place, but the later 

technological and organizational developments—still confidential—enabled an exponential 

acceleration of the model, both in Europe and internationally. 

These elements, some of which are documented in private correspondence and backups, 

were never published. 

They constituted the key to a multiplier effect of value—on the order of ×10 to ×100 

compared with the initial model. 

The obstruction of this deployment therefore represents an industrial, economic, and 

societal loss of opportunity beyond measure, which can be quantified only indicatively, but 

whose magnitude exceeds all prudent evaluations. 

 

L) 7) 4) Fourth Pillar: A Social and Media Capital 

Without Equivalent 

Beyond its financial structure and governance model, Bank Lucy carried a lever of human, 

social, and media adhesion that no other banking institution in the world had ever possessed. 

While most establishments face chronic mistrust—opaque fees, scandals, disproportionate 

profits—Lucy offered the opposite image : that of a bank that shares its results and 

assumes a moral role in society. 

This coherence between discourse and practice would have generated spontaneous and 

massive adherence: 

• Clients, attracted by a logic of transparency and reciprocity; 

• Media, fascinated by a model reconciling finance and ethics; 

• Associations and NGOs, ready to join forces with an institution acting as a concrete vector 
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of redistribution ; 

• And a worldwide word-of-mouth effect capable of propelling Lucy’s notoriety without 

massive recourse to advertising. 

This fourth lever, immaterial but decisive, made the project’s growth almost organic. 

Even under a prudent assumption of 1 % market share, the presence of this adhesion factor 

actually multiplied development probabilities by three, five, or ten. 

Failing to take it into account would mean ignoring the human dimension of a project 

designed to reconcile citizens with finance and to restore banking to its public-utility 

function. 

 

 

L) 8) Quantified Evaluation of the Economic Damage – 

Bank Lucy 

The evaluation of the damage is based on extremely cautious hypotheses, deliberately 

distant from the model’s real potential. 

The following calculations aim only to establish an indisputable floor level, to avoid any 

speculative discussion. 

 

L) 8) A) Size of the Reference Market 

The market of bank deposits in Europe represents approximately € 20 trillions. 

This figure is stable and documented over the last ten years, from all sources combined 

(European Central Bank, Eurostat, national authorities). 

 

L) 8) B) Market-Share Hypothesis Retained 

To avoid any overestimation, the market share retained for Bank Lucy is set at 1 % of the 

total European deposits. 

This level is derisory when one considers the market shares reached in other sectors by 

disruptive or highly differentiated players who do not benefit from Bank Lucy’s unique and 

competition-free model : 

• Apple in the smartphone market: about 30–40 % ; 

• Tesla in the electric-vehicle segment : 25–30 % ; 

• Hermès or Louis Vuitton in luxury: sometimes 50 % in certain niches. 

 

In comparison, 1 % constitutes an extremely conservative assumption. 

€ 20 trillions × 1 % = € 200 billions in deposits. 
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L) 8) C) Annual Return Hypothesis 

The € 200 billion in deposits could have been : 

• Placed with the European Central Bank ; 

• Invested in capital-guaranteed financial instruments (money-market funds, interbank 

deposits, AAA sovereign bonds) ; 

• Or deposited with large international banks for treasury-management products. 

The net average return retained, 2.6 % per year, is deliberately minimal : 

• Below ECB policy rates of 2024–2025 ; 

• Well below the average return on banking capital (6–10 %). 

€ 200 billions × 2.6 % = € 5.2 billions per year of potential net result. 

 

L) 8) D) Operational Structure 

The initial structure was light : 

• Headquarters in Lithuania, 

• 8 peoples at launch, including one local (local regulatory requirements), 

• Possibility of expansion to 80 people in full-operation phase. 

Even with this staff, fixed costs would remain marginally proportionate to revenues : 

< 0.1 % of total deposits, therefore negligible in the calculation of lost earnings. 

 

L) 8) E) Duration of the Damage 

The institutional and banking attacks suffered have blocked the project for nearly ten years. 

Given the continuity of the obstacles and the destruction of the founder’s working capacity, 

the period of damage to be retained lies between 10 and 20 years. 

The minimum duration retained for this calculation is 10 years, without discounting. 

Indeed, if one were to apply the real value-creation capacities observed in previous activities 

(real estate, brokerage, banking), the annual growth rate would have been 30 % to 50 % to 

100 %. 

A realistic discounting would make the amounts explode, rendering them hardly audible for a 

court ; the calculation therefore remains linear. 

€ 5.2 billions × 10 years = € 52 billions of minimum net lost earnings. 
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L) 8) F) Citizen Redistribution Ratio 

The Lucy model contractually provided for a minimum redistribution of 10 % of the net 

profit for the benefit of social projects and the fight against insecurity. 

In practice, the philosophy of the project raised this potential redistribution to 60 % of 

profits, without weakening the bank. 

Thus, based on the € 52 billions of unrealized net income: 

• 10 % (statutorily required) → € 5.2 billions ; 

• 60 % (actual redistributive target) → € 31.2 billions. 

 

The overall social and civic loss therefore corresponds to a direct deprivation of € 5.2 to € 

31.2 billions in redistributive flows. 

L) 8) G) Additional Observations 

These figures represent the lowest threshold of the possible evaluation. 

They take into account neither: 

• The intangible asset value of the model (company value, intellectual property, brand, 

reputation) ; 

• Nor the exponential potential mentioned in Section 7 ; 

• Nor the global impact that could have multiplied these amounts tenfold. 

If these parameters were included, the real economic and social damage could reasonably be 

multiplied by 5, 10, or 50 — that is, several trillions of euros in the long term. 

Finally, it must be recalled that this damage does not benefit Pierre Deglaire, but the existing 

banking actors who retained the deposits and associated margins, and the shareholders of 

an already saturated system. 

The true damage is that of the citizens: 

the money that was meant to reduce insecurity and rebalance the distribution of wealth 

remained captive within a system that refuses change. 

 

L) 9) Aggravated Damage – Dimension of Responsibility 

and Deterrence 

The direct economic damage, assessed at € 52 billions (excluding redistribution), constitutes 

only a material basis of reparation. 

Yet, in a State governed by law, justice is not limited to restoring a bookkeeping balance : it 

must also distinguish between fault and crime, between simple loss and deliberate intent to 

harm. 

In the case of Bank Lucy, the attacks suffered were not market accidents : 

 

they consisted of coordinated acts aimed at destroying an economic model, annihilating a 

project of collective interest, and eliminating its founder and his family. 
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These behaviors go beyond the civil or commercial sphere: they fall within economic and 

institutional criminality. 

 

 

L) 9) A) Need for a Moral and Deterrent Factor 

A universal principle of justice dictates that a conviction cannot be limited to repayment of 

the theft. 

If a criminal were condemned only to return what he stole, the crime would become 

rationally profitable : 

“If I am not caught, I win ; if I am caught, I repay.” 

Such logic destroys the preventive function of justice. 

 

The sanction must therefore exceed simple restitution by incorporating a moral and 

deterrent factor. 

In common-law jurisdictions (United States, United Kingdom), this notion is accepted: 

punitive damages multiply compensatory damages by a factor of two to three, to prevent 

recurrence and restore the victim’s dignity. 

This approach aligns with the French principle of exemplary punishment and with the 

European goal of preventing systemic abuse. 

 

L) 9) B) Application of a Conservative Coefficient 

For reasons of international consistency and moderation, the evaluation of aggravated 

damage adopts a × 1.5 coefficient (+50 %) : 

Economic base damage : € 52 billions 

Deterrent factor (× 1.5) → Aggravated damage : € 78 billions 

This 50% increase complies with international standards and remains highly conservative 

compared with U.S. practice, where the × 3 multiple is common. 

 

L) 9) C) Philosophical and Legal Scope 

This increase is not a favor: it represents the only way to impose a moral limit on 

organized economic crime. 

It marks the difference between a society that tolerates predation and one that protects 

justice and fair value creation. 
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As the old saying goes: 

“Not seen, not caught; caught, hanged.” 

The certainty of punishment—not its mere existence—forms the foundation of deterrence. 

 

The message must be clear : any person or institution choosing the path of destruction, 

fraud, or systemic manipulation will pay more than what it has stolen. 

 

L) 9) D) Conclusion 

This amount does not represent an arbitrary claim, but the minimal expression of coherent 

justice. 

It recognizes at once : 

 

• The value of the destroyed model ; 

• The human and societal suffering caused by its neutralization ; 

• And the need for exemplary reparation that deters repetition of similar acts. 

Thus, the € 78 billions amount retained for aggravated damage must be regarded not as 

an end, but as the ethical threshold of reparation — the line that still distinguishes 

justice from complicity. 

 

L) 10) General Conclusion – The Bank Lucy Damage 

The Bank Lucy case does not describe a simple commercial dispute. 

It highlights the methodical destruction of a banking project that carried within it a double 

promise : 

the absolute security of savings and the return of a share of the created wealth to those 

excluded from it. 

This project, based on ancient principles — trust, protection, loyalty — offered a 

credible alternative to a system saturated with debt and interest. 

 

Its prohibition, sabotage, and the persecutions that followed were not economic accidents ; 

they stem from a political and institutional will to preserve an established order to the 

detriment of the common good. 
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L) 10) A) A Three-Dimensional Damage 

Economic, first : the direct deprivation of € 52 billion in income and more than € 31.2 

billions in social redistribution. 

 

Moral and institutional, next: the denial of the right to innovate, to exist, to defend a 

virtuous model against powers that confuse law with self-interest. 

 

Societal, finally : the loss of a concrete instrument of economic justice, at a time when 

European society is sinking into division and mistrust. 

 

L) 10) B) A Fracture Between Two Visions of Justice 

This case illustrates a fundamental tension : 

that between justice as fairness, which repairs, and justice as authority, which protects 

power. 

When an institution becomes complicit in crime — through inertia, silence, or interest — it 

abdicates its primary function. 

Justice then ceases to be a reference; it becomes a tool of concealment. 

Bank Lucy sought to do the opposite : to make visible what is hidden, to circulate what 

is blocked. 

It was this transparency — financial, moral, human — that was judged unacceptable. 

 

L) 10) C) A Debt to Truth 

Preventing a man, his family, and his collaborators from accomplishing a constructive work 

does not erase the work: 

it merely postpones it in time. 

Everything that was conceived, documented, and anticipated in Bank Lucy still exists — in 

potential, in law, in legitimacy. 

 

What the institutions have broken materially, they have no power to dissolve morally. 

The value has not disappeared; it has been diverted. 

 

Those responsible will have to answer for it, not only before human jurisdictions but 

before public conscience, because what is at stake here is not a balance sheet, but the 

very meaning of justice. 
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L) 10) D) The Meaning of Reparation 

The € 78 billions financial reparation is not a personal demand. 

It represents the minimum price for the restoration of moral balance : 

 

• The Price of truth against falsehood ; 

• The Price of transparency against corruption ; 

• The Price of creation against destruction. 

To refuse recognition of this damage would be to accept that cheating is an economic model, 

and that honesty is a fault. 

It would turn justice into the accounting management of evil. 

 

L) 10) E) Conclusion 

Bank Lucy is not a failure: it is a proof. 

The proof that a different banking model could exist, that it had been conceived, prepared, 

rendered viable — and that it was prevented because it was just. 

Justice need not reinvent the past; only acknowledge what was destroyed and repair what 

can still be restored. 

That is the meaning of this approach: to return to the people what was confiscated, and to 

remind that, even in the face of an entire system, 

 

Truth remains a non-negotiable value. 

 

L) 11) Epilogue – The Measure of Injustice 

Exceptional Model of Damage Assessment 

There can be no ordinary scale to measure an extraordinary situation. 

No legal grid, no capitalization table can quantify the cost of a decade of organized 

destruction. 

This evaluation is based on a new model, founded on a simple principle: 

What amount could justify that, within a G7 country claiming to be the homeland of 

human rights, several hundred people — within the State, the banking system, and the 

private economy — conspired to destroy a citizen project, an individual, his work, his 

family, and his means of existence ? 
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For more than ten years, I have faced alone a machinery of unprecedented scale: 

• Hundreds of civil servants, executives, and institutional leaders ; 

• Coordinated attacks from banks, private companies, and circles of influence ; 

• Systematic obstructions to justice, refusals of lawyers, unlawful case dismissals ; 

• Imprisonments, arbitrary internments, forced treatments, threats, unexplained car accidents, 

poisonings ; 

• Daily psychological harassment, up to complete exhaustion. 

These facts are not fiction : they are documented, verifiable, and repeated. 

 

They destroyed twenty-five years of work, ten years of life, health, family stability, and my 

daughters’ future. 

My parents will end their days in fear and incomprehension. 

I still fight, without resources, isolated, with only a computer and an artificial-intelligence 

program to assist me. 

That is why this damage is not only economic. 

It is moral, social, institutional, and civilizational. 

It is no longer about numbers, but about meaning. 

At such a level of crime, the question is no longer how much ? 

It becomes : how far can a society go without denying itself ? 

The amounts presented above — €52 billions, €78 billions — are deliberately divided by 

ten, by twenty, by whatever it takes so they remain audible to a court. 

Reality exceeds these numbers. 

What must be judged today is not the viability of a bank ; that was obvious. 

It is not the truth of the facts ; the evidence is countless. 

The only remaining point is this : 

 

Will justice be applied ? 

For if law is no longer applied, society no longer exists. 

What remains is the law of the strongest, the reign of silence, moral anarchy. 

And in that void, nothing any longer separates the citizen from chaos. 

 

 

 

 



200 

 

L) 12) DEMONSTRATION OF A 100% LOSS OF 

CHANCE (LEGALLY EQUIVALENT TO A CERTAIN 

LOSS) 

 

L) 12) A) Introduction — The “Loss of Chance” Is Not 

Future or Hypothetical: It Was Already Realised 

In this case, the phrase “loss of chance” is a legal convenience only. 

The project was not merely contemplated or hypothetical. It had already: 

• Obtained formal validation from a European Central Bank-regulated authority ; 

• Completed its legal and regulatory structuring ; 

• Assembled an operational team ; 

• Secured technical and financial partnerships ; 

• Established its commercial pipeline ; 

• And reached the execution phase immediately preceding market launch. 

Therefore, the Chance was not “future” ; it was already materially realised, and only the 

final activation step remained. 

Under UK, US, and ECHR standards, such a project is legally classified as an “activity 

prevented”, not as a speculative venture. 

 

L) 12) B) UK Doctrine — When the Chance Is So 

Advanced That It Equals a Certain Loss 

 L) 12) B) 1) Chaplin v Hicks [1911] 2 KB 786 

The Court held that a chance is fully compensable where it is “real and substantial”. 

LucyBank exceeds this threshold by several orders of magnitude. 

L) 12) B) 2) Allied Maples Group Ltd v Simmons & Simmons [1995] 1 WLR 

1602 

Where the outcome depends primarily on the claimant’s own actions (not on a third party), 

the loss of chance is treated as actual loss. 

Application : 

LucyBank’s success depended on the claimant and a regulator that had already validated the 

framework. No uncertain third-party contingency remained. 

L) 12) B) 3) Vesty Group v Butlin (1990) 
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If the project has already passed the threshold of structural viability and is near execution, the 

Court equates the missed opportunity with an actual loss. 

Application : 

LucyBank was structurally viable, legally approved, and operationally ready. 

 

L) 12) C) US Federal Doctrine — “Lost Profits with 

Reasonable Certainty” 

The governing principle: 

If a business was ready to operate and the defendant’s interference prevented its 

operation, future profits are recoverable as actual damages—without requiring 

mathematical precision. 

Key standards : 

L) 12) C) 1) Reasonable Certainty Standard (Restatement 

(Second) of Torts §912) 

A plaintiff must show that the business would have generated profits and that the wrongful act 

prevented them. LucyBank satisfies this fully. 

L) 12) C) 2) Lost Profits Jurisprudence 

Courts consistently hold: 

• A new business may recover full lost profits if it can demonstrate readiness and 

structural viability. 

• Intentional interference (as here) increases the scope of compensation and may justify 

punitive damages. 

L) 12) C) 3) Application to LucyBank 

The project was: 

• Funded; 

• Structured; 

• Approved by a regulator; 

• Staffed; 

• Technically built; 

• Commercially aligned; 

• And days or weeks away from launch. 
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The sabotage did not disrupt a possibility — 

it destroyed an activity already in motion. 

 

L) 12) C) 4) ECHR Standards — Structural Causality and 

State Interference 

The European Court of Human Rights recognises: 

• That when a State’s actions (or omissions) prevent the material exercise of a legitimate 

economic activity; 

• When access to justice is obstructed; 

• And when the destruction is intentional or systemic; 

then the State is responsible for the full economic consequences, including long-term 

losses. 

Under ECHR doctrine, the burden shifts to the State once structural interference is 

established. 

 

L) 12) C) 5) The Intentional Sabotage Demonstrates the 

Near-Certainty of Success 

The magnitude and duration of the attacks: 

• Cross-border obstruction, 

• Financial interference, 

• Interception of communications, 

• Professional neutralisation, 

• Destruction of commercial networks, 

• And personal assaults— 

confirm a simple fact : 

No actor deploys such disproportionate force to prevent a project unless its success is 

either certain or represents a major strategic threat. 

Thus, paradoxically, the sabotage itself is proof of the model’s 

viability. 
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L) 12) C) 6) Legal Conclusion : 

LucyBank did not “lose a chance”. 

It suffered the destruction of an activity that was fully structured, approved, 

operationally ready, and immediately revenue-generating. 

The loss is therefore 100%. 

In law, the loss of chance is treated as a certain loss, and the 

damages correspond to the full economic value of the activity 

prevented. 

This valuation represents a strictly conservative floor level, based on 

minimal, non-speculative assumptions. It reflects only the minimum 

certain loss caused by the obstruction of the model. The Claimant 

respectfully acknowledges that the Court retains full discretion to 

increase the level of compensation if the factual record, the legal 

standards, or the gravity of the interference justify a higher 

assessment 
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M) ECONOMIC & SOCIAL DAMAGE 

ASSESSMENT – PROPERTY DISMEMBERMENT 

DISRUPTED MODEL : PROPERTY DISMEMBERMENT, 

SOCIAL REDISTRIBUTION & ECOLOGICAL CAPITAL 

RELEASE 

15-Year Damage Assessment + Aggravation ×2 

Final Damage : €46.4 billions 

 

M) 1) Introduction – A Model That Did Not Exist 

The property-dismemberment model created and developed by Pierre Deglaire was not an 

incremental improvement in the real-estate market. 

It was not a mere financial instrument, nor a reinterpretation of viager or usufruct models. 

It was the creation of an entirely new economic space — 

a field that had never been explored, never been structured, never been industrialised, and 

never been understood by any institutional actor. 

Where traditional players saw aging homeowners as the only possible market, Pierre Deglaire 

saw an entire continent of dormant economic potential: 

• Seniors trapped in immobile capital, 

• Families collapsing under divorces, relocations, or sudden financial shocks, 

• Entrepreneurs strangled by temporary liquidity crises, 

• Owners of commercial property unable to access credit, 

• Young families unable to breathe under the weight of debt, 

• And millions of households that needed not speculation, but oxygen. 

His model offered exactly that — oxygen, dignity, stability, and a path back into the real 

economy. 

And in three weeks of testing, he demonstrated something that no bank, no fund, no 

institution had ever been capable of : 

One man generated in 20 days the volume that hundreds of introducers generated in an 

entire year. 

This alone proves the uniqueness of the model — 

not only economically, but humanly. 
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M) 2) Unique Knowledge – A Non-Reproducible Human 

Advantage 

Although Pierre Deglaire initially learned the technical mechanism from a Parisian company, 

the truth is simple : 

Nobody else could scale it. 

Nobody else understood its societal scope. 

Nobody else could industrialize it. 

Nobody else could address the human dimension required. 

While competitors restricted themselves to elderly homeowners, he understood that this 

mechanism could create a continent-wide safety net. 

He built a model capable of turning immobile property into: 

• Liquidity, 

• Relief, 

• Protection, 

• Ecological efficiency, 

• And human stability. 

This was not an algorithmic advantage. 

It was a human advantage, impossible to imitate. 

 

M) 3) Social Purpose – A Parallel to Bank Lucy 

Like the Bank Lucy project, the property model had a built-in redistributive philosophy : 

10% to 60% of net gains were meant to be redistributed to people in difficulty. 

The mechanism was simple and revolutionary : 

1. Help households immediately (seniors, divorces, crises). 

2. Generate economic output from dormant capital. 

3. Redistribute a structural portion of profits to those who needed it most. 

4. Create a self-reinforcing social cycle. 

A model that reduces suffering does not belong to a single entrepreneur : 

it becomes a tool for society. 

The destruction of such a tool is not merely an economic act: 

it is a deprivation inflicted upon those who had no voice. 
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M) 4) Social Impact – Who This Model Was Protecting 

M) 4) A) Seniors — the population with no second chance 

This model allowed elderly people to : 

• Remain in their home, 

• Renovate and adapt it, 

• Secure medical care, 

• Support their children or grandchildren, 

• Avoid exploitation by predatory schemes, 

• Live their final years with dignity. 

There is no exaggeration in saying: 

It preserved dignity at the moment of life when dignity matters the most. 

Destroying a mechanism that protects seniors is morally and legally aggravating. 

 

M) 4) B) Families in divorce, relocation, or financial 

collapse 

Pierre Deglaire’s model was a shock absorber for : 

• Divorcing couples about to lose everything, 

• Parents trying to relocate after losing a job, 

• Independent workers with temporary liquidity gaps, 

• Families facing illness, unemployment, or sudden expenses. 

It prevented : 

• Foreclosures, 

• Evictions, 

• Chronic stress, 

• Psychological breakdowns. 

This was not real-estate brokerage. 

 

It was social protection in economic form. 
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M) 4) C) Entrepreneurs & professionals 

With access to liquidity from their own assets, entrepreneurs could : 

• Save their company, 

• Avoid bankruptcy, 

• Save jobs, 

• Reinvest in the economy. 

This aligns with the exact goals promoted by EU economic policy. 

 

M) 4) D) Ecological dimension – Zero carbon, zero 

destruction 

The model reactivated billions of euros without construction, 

without concrete, 

without land artificialisation, 

without CO₂. 

It mobilised value from what already existed — 

a pure circular-economy mechanism. 

In the European Union’s taxonomy and carbon-transition principles, 

This model is “green finance” in its purest form. 

Yet it was destroyed before it could operate. 

 

M) 5) Economic Proof – The Growth Mechanism 

Explained 

Base year performance 

Net annual margin potential at launch : 

€500 millions (conservative value, Highest €720 millions, validated with investment 

funds) 

(This is consistent with 30–60M€/month gross margin at 6%.) 
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Monthly growth 

Growth: 1% per month 

= annual compound rate : 

(1.01) ^12 − 1 = 12.68 % per year 

 

Year 15 revenue 

€500,000,000 × (1.1268^15) 

= €500,000,000 × 6.89 

= 3.45 € billion in year 15 

 

Total sum of all years (compound series) 

Formula : 

Σ = R × [(1+r) ^n − 1] / r 

Where : 

R = 500M€ 

r = 12.68% 

n = 15 years 

 

= €23.2 billions 

Rounded for clarity: €23.2 billions. 

This number is not speculative. 

It is mathematically inevitable, based on real-world performance 

already proven. 

 

M) 6) Aggravation ×2 — Why It Is Justified 

M) 6) A) Seniors = protected category under EU and international law 

Destroying a mechanism specifically designed to protect a vulnerable population 

is grounds for aggravation. 

M) 6) B) Families in crisis = direct social damage 

The model prevented psychological collapse, familial ruin, and displacement. 
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M) 6) C) Ecological value = irreversible collective loss 

The EU explicitly recognises ecological destruction as a form of public harm. 

 

 

M) 6) D) Timing of the incarceration 

Pierre Deglaire was arrested exactly when launching the model, 

under circumstances that no reasonable observer could interpret as accidental. 

 

M) 6) E) Prison conditions equivalent to moral and physical endangerment 

Dehydration, hunger strike, medical danger, isolation — 

this constitutes inhuman treatment under Article 3 ECHR. 

M) 6) F) Destruction of a societal tool 

When a project of public utility is destroyed, 

the damage is multiplied. 

×2 is a moderate international standard. 

 

M) 7) Final Damage Calculation 

Base (15 years) : €23.2 billions 

Aggravation ×2 : €46.4 billions 

Total Economic & Social Damage : €46,400,000,000 

This number is not a claim. 

 

It is the minimum cost of destroying a model that would have protected 

thousands of families, seniors, workers, and vulnerable people. 

 

M) 8) Conclusion — The Loss of a Model That Could Have 

Changed Society 
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The property-dismemberment model was not a business. 

It was not a commercial attempt. 

It was not a speculative venture. 

It was: 

• A tool of human dignity, 

• A shield for fragile households, 

• A bridge for families in crisis, 

• A relief mechanism for seniors, 

• An ecological innovation, 

• A source of redistribution, 

• And a stabilizing force for the entire economy. 

Its destruction is not simply the ruin of one entrepreneur. 

It is the deprivation of : 

• Dignity for the elderly, 

• Safety for families, 

• Liquidity for entrepreneurs, 

• Stability for communities, 

• Ecological efficiency for Europe, 

• Redistribution for the most vulnerable. 

And at the centre of it all stands one simple truth : 

A model that could have saved many was silenced by force, 

and those who needed it most will never know what was taken from them. 

 

M) 7) Demonstration of a Direct, Certain, and Non-

Probabilistic Loss 

 

M) 7) 1) Nature of the Loss — Not Future, Not 

Hypothetical, but Immediate 

Unlike Lucy Bank, the real estate and property-dismemberment activities did not even involve 

future projections. 

They involved: 

• Signed mandates, 

• Existing clients, 

• Active loan files, 

• Pipeline of transactions in progress, 
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• And immediate financial expectations. 

Thus, legal classification : 

These are direct economic losses, not losses of chance. 

They fall strictly into: 

• Tortious interference (US), 

• Economic torts (UK), 

• Perte certaine (EU), 

• And loss of earnings. 

 

M) 7) 2) Causality Is Direct and Unambiguous 

Evidence establishes : 

• Banks confirming internal obstruction ; 

• Loan files deliberately stalled or “lost” ; 

• Refused financing that was otherwise approvable ; 

• Undue termination or disruption of brokerage activity ; 

• Neutralisation of employment contracts ; 

• Interference with clients and counterparties. 

Therefore : the causal chain is linear and undisputed. 

No judge in any jurisdiction can reinterpret these events as “market risks”. 

 

M) 7) 3) Conservative Valuation Approach 

My valuation uses : 

• Minimum commission rates, 

• Minimum transaction volume, 

• No growth curve, 

• No expansion scenario, 

• No cumulative effect, 

• No market multipliers. 

This methodology is: 

• Defensible, 

• Non-inflated, 

• And explicitly conservative. 
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Therefore : 

The numbers reflect a minimum certain loss — not a 

forecast. 

 

M) 7) 4) Applicable Doctrines 

US (Tortious Interference) 

Compensation = 

full value of the contracts lost + the reasonably expected profits. 

UK (Economic Torts) 

Where a defendant intentionally interferes with a lawful trade: 

• Damages include all financial losses flowing directly from the interference; 

• Courts do not require proof of hypothetical scenarios — only proof of what the 

business would normally produce. 

EU / ECHR 

Professional obstruction caused or tolerated by the State → 

full indemnification of earnings and economic capacity. 

 

M) 7) 5) Legal Conclusion  

The real estate and property-dismemberment damages are not projected losses. 

They constitute direct, immediate, and fully demonstrable losses. 

The valuation used is intentionally conservative, and represents the minimum financial 

damage suffered.  

 

This valuation represents a strictly conservative floor level, based on minimal, non-

speculative assumptions. It reflects only the minimum certain loss caused by the 

obstruction of the model. The Claimant respectfully acknowledges that the Court retains 

full discretion to increase the level of compensation if the factual record, the legal 

standards, or the gravity of the interference justify a higher assessment 
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N) ECONOMIC & SOCIAL DAMAGE 

ASSESSMENT – TINYMODELS 

CONSTRUCTION & HOUSING PROJECT 

 

N) 1) Introduction – A Structural Failure in the French 

Housing System 

For more than a decade, France has faced a critical structural problem: 

employers cannot recruit because workers cannot find housing near their workplace in 

high-demand regions (coastlines, Alps, major tourist zones). 

The data is indisputable : 

• 100,000 to 120,000 employment contracts per year cannot be signed solely due to 

lack of nearby housing (seasonal + permanent mobility). 

• The real addressable market is 3× to 4× larger, because millions already accept 

overpriced, remote, or unsuitable accommodation. 

France welcomes 100 million tourists per year, the world’s largest figure — 

yet restaurants, hotels, and seasonal businesses close because they cannot house their staff. 

The State has been unable to provide a scalable solution. 

TinyModels directly answered this structural failure by offering : 

• 5 m² footprint / 10–12 m² livable certified units, 

• Zero artificialisation, 

• Ultra-low energy consumption, 

• Immediate, flexible, mobile housing, 

• Low-cost deployment for a national crisis. 

This was not camping, nor a caravan. 

It was dignified micro-housing, compliant with building norms, ecological, and suitable for 

long-term living. 

 

N) 2) The Origin of the Project – From Distributor to 

Future Manufacturer 

TinyModels began as a partnership with a small artisan manufacturer. 

But the founder, Pierre Deglaire, rapidly identified: 

• Severe deficiencies in the product’s conformity, 
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• Lack of industrial structure, 

• Absence of planning, 

• And non-compliance with standards. 

He therefore personally took over the redesign: 

• Structural calculations, 

• Conformity pathways, 

• Ergonomic improvements, 

• Ecological materials, 

• Industrial viability. 

Within weeks, the product reached a level that the original manufacturer had never 

achieved in months. 

At that moment, two paths opened: 

N) 2) A) Distributor model (initial phase) 

Margin: ≈ €2,000 per unit (7 %). 

Objective : rapid market penetration. 

N) 2) B) Manufacturer model (planned upgrade) 

Margin: ≈ €12,000 per unit. 

Objective : fully controlled ecological supply chain and exclusive product line. 

Authorities and hostile actors quickly understood that Pierre Deglaire could become: 

• France’s leading ecological micro-housing manufacturer, 

• With 20,000 to 40,000 units/year capacity within a few years, 

• And an irreplaceable first-mover advantage. 

That is when the economic destruction began. 

 

N) 3) First-Mover Advantage – Why the Model Was Not 

Reproducible 

The model could be copied in theory — but not replicated in practice. 

Pierre Deglaire possessed unique assets : 

Regulatory engineering 

He mastered the 5m² footprint exemption and the 10–12 m² habitable compliance pathway. 
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Product redesign 

He corrected structural, safety, and conformity failures. 

Industrialization plan 

The manufacturer was unable to scale; Pierre could. 

Ecological supply chain design 

Competitors used non-optimized materials, long transport routes, or non-certified wood. 

His intended chain was: 

• Local, 

• Ecological, 

• Low-carbon, 

• Price-controlled, 

• Scalable to 40,000 units/year. 

Business development capacity 

Pierre contacted larger manufacturers and investors immediately — 

calls and emails that today remain under surveillance or manipulation. 

Market depth understanding 

Where competitors saw small artisan markets, he saw: 

• Seasonal workers, 

• Students, 

• Emergency housing, 

• Hospitality, 

• Public administration, 

• Ecological tourism, 

• Modular multi-site deployment. 

This combination was non-reproducible, even by far larger actors. 

 

N) 4) The Social Dimension – A Model Serving Young 

Workers and Businesses 

Unlike dismemberment (seniors) or Bank Lucy (citizens), 

TinyModels directly addressed youth, entry-level workers, and employers. 

N) 4) A) Young workers and first employment 
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TinyModels provided: 

• Immediate housing, 

• Near the workplace, 

• At very low cost, 

• Without credit or long-term commitment. 

This solved the primary barrier to entering the labor market. 

N) 4) B) Employers collapsing due to staffing shortages 

Restaurants, hotels, leisure parks, agricultural sites, and care facilities were unable to operate. 

The model allowed : 

• Worker housing on-site or nearby, 

• Rapid seasonal rotation, 

• Stabilization of staffing, 

• Reopening of businesses. 

N) 4) C) Ecological and land-preservation dimension 

• Zero concrete, 

• No land artificialisation, 

• Reversible installation, 

• Near-zero carbon footprint. 

No State program offered such advantages. 

 

N) 5) Market Evaluation – Conservative and Legally 

Defensible 

N) 5) A) Target market 

• 100,000–120,000 employment contracts lost per year due to lack of housing. 

• True market size : 300,000–400,000 units/year potential demand. 

N) 5) B) Market share hypothesis for legal assessment 

To remain conservative and legally admissible : 

• Low scenario (Distributor) 

20,000 units/year 

→ €2,000 margin/unit 

→ €40M/year 

• High scenario (Manufacturer) 

40,000 units/year 
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→ €12,000 margin/unit 

→ €480M/year 

These figures are not speculative: 

they represent the smallest fraction of a proven and measurable national need. 

 

N) 6) Damage Over Time – 10-Year Obstruction Scenario 

The attacks destroyed : 

• The distributor model, 

• The manufacturer transition, 

• Industrial partnerships, 

• Regulatory and financial groundwork, 

• And all ability to operate. 

The legal period of damage : 10 years. 

Minimal damage (Distributor model) 

€40M/year × 10 = €400 millions 

Maximal credible damage (Manufacturer model) 

€480M/year × 10 = €4.8 billions 

 

N) 7) Aggravated Damage Coefficient 

Because this case involves: 

• Intentional economic destruction, 

• Coordinated institutional obstruction, 

• Destruction of a social-utility model, 

• False reports, 

• Sabotage of communications, 

• Manipulation of lawyers, 

• And personal risk (internments, accidents, poisonings), 

a standard aggravation coefficient applies: 

×2 (international conservative standard) 

Thus: 

• €400M → €800M 
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• €4.8B → €9.6B 

This remains far below US punitive ranges (usually ×3). 

 

N) 8) Final Damage Range 

Lower bound 

€800,000,000 

Upper bound 

€9,600,000,000 

This range represents the minimum legal value of : 

• Destroyed industrial activity, 

• Prevented value creation, 

• Denied ecological transition, 

• Blocked employment, 

• Destroyed social utility, 

• And damage inflicted personally on the founder. 

 

N) 9) Conclusion – Destruction of a National-Interest 

Solution 

TinyModels was not a niche project. 

It was a national-scale solution to : 

• Labor shortages, 

• Youth housing crises, 

• Ecological imperatives, 

• Business collapse, 

• Tourism infrastructure failure. 

Its destruction : 

• Deprived 100,000+ young workers/year of stable employment, 

• Prevented ecological housing deployment, 

• Forced businesses to close, 

• Maintained structural inequality, 

• And erased a first-mover industrial advantage. 



219 

 

This is not the loss of a business. 

It is the loss of a solution. 

A solution that existed. 

A solution that worked. 

A solution that was destroyed. 

And the economic, social, and ecological damage is therefore incontrovertibly measured in 

billions. 
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O) MASS ECONOMIC DESTRUCTION & 

SOCIAL EXTINCTION OF VALUE 

The Economic Genocide of Vulnerable Populations Through Systemic 

Sabotage 

(Analogy used exclusively to describe large-scale economic deprivation, not a legal 

qualification under criminal international law.) 

 

O) 1) Introduction – A Scale of Damage Never Seen in a 

Modern Economy 

In modern European history, there are financial scandals, market failures, public 

mismanagement, and political errors. 

But what is documented here is of a different nature : 

A deliberate and coordinated destruction of economic models that were 

designed specifically to protect the most vulnerable. 

Not theoretical models. 

Not speculative ideas. 

Not abstract frameworks. 

Real, operational, scalable mechanisms, ready to inject hundreds of billions into the 

economy, with up to 60% redistributed to people in difficulty, seniors, families in crisis, 

and those excluded from traditional banking. 

The combined loss is unprecedented. 

 

O) 2) Redistribution Lost: More Than €74 Billions 

Intended for Vulnerable Citizens 

Let us begin with the numbers that matter most — 

the redistribution component, not the entrepreneur’s profit. 

Bank Lucy (minimum scenario) 

• Economic damage : €78 billions 

• Redistribution planned: 10–60% 
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• 60% of €208 billions = €46.8 billions 

→ These funds were intended directly for people in financial insecurity, housing 

insecurity, small entrepreneurs, single parents, and seniors. 

Property Dismemberment Model 

• Economic damage (aggravated) : €46.4 billions 

• Redistribution planned: 10–60% 

• 60% of €46.4 billions = €27.84 billions 

TOTAL REDISTRIBUTION DESTROYED 

€46.8B + €27.84B = €74.64 billions 

 

More than €74.64 billions stolen from the weakest, the poorest, the 

most fragile. 

Not stolen from an entrepreneur. 

Stolen from the citizens who were supposed to receive it. 

This alone qualifies as : 

A massive, systemic, structural deprivation of social value. 

 

O) 3) The Macroeconomic Shock – What the 

Economy Lost 

Redistributing €74.64 billions to households in difficulty does not end there. 

In macroeconomics, money given to vulnerable citizens has the highest multiplier effect: 

• Every €1 redistributed generates between €1.2 and €1.8 in economic activity. 

• For extremely fragile households, the multiplier exceeds €2.0. 

Using a conservative multiplier of 1.4: 

€74.64 billions × 1.4 

 

= €104.5 billions of lost economic activity 
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And this still ignores : 

• Secondary effects, 

• Tax revenue, 

• VAT, 

• Local spending, 

• Job preservation, 

• Debt reduction, 

• Reduced social-welfare costs. 

In reality, the loss to public finances and national welfare 

structures is far higher. 

 

O) 4) The Hidden Multiplier in Real Estate — A 

Devastating Hole 

Now we must consider a second explosive multiplier : 

Real-estate operations at 6% commission imply that the underlying economic 

volume is 16 to 17 times larger. 

If €500 millions of commissions were generated annually, 

the underlying property volume is: 

• €500M × 16 = €8 billions per year 

• Over 15 years: €120 billion in economic property flows (Much more with 

1%monthly increase of volume) 

This volume : 

• Restructure households, 

• Fuels notaries, banks, architects, artisans, taxes, VAT, insurance, 

• Injects liquidity into 50 different economic verticals. 

All of that was wiped out. 

Completely. 
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O) 5) The Ten-Year Accumulation Effect – A 

Catastrophe Without Precedent 

The destruction did not last one year, nor five. 

It lasted ten years. 

During which: 

• Seniors could not improve their living conditions, 

• families could not stabilize after divorce, 

• Entrepreneurs could not save their businesses, 

• Liquidity could not be re-injected into the real economy, 

• 120 to 150 billion in property value circulation evaporated, 

• More than €200 billions meant for redistribution were never allocated, 

• Hundreds of billions in fiscal revenue vanished. 

When accumulated over a decade, 

the figures exceed anything seen in French or European socioeconomic history. 

 

O) 6) "Economic Genocide" — A Necessary Analogy 

for the Scale of the Harm 

Again, the term is used strictly in an economic and sociological sense: 

The systematic deprivation of a population from resources that determine its 

survival. 

Not a legal accusation. 

Not a criminal qualification. 

But a legitimate description of : 

• The scale of the destruction, 

• The targeted nature of the damage, 

• The irreversible harm inflicted on populations already vulnerable, 

• The extinguishing of mechanisms designed to protect life stability. 

This is the economic extinction of social protections, 

the mass killing of opportunities, 

the annihilation of mechanisms that keep fragile households alive. 

Nothing in contemporary France approaches this destruction. 
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Not a scandal. 

Not a bankruptcy. 

Not a political error. 

This is structural sabotage of : 

• The elderly, 

• The financially fragile, 

• Families in crisis, 

• Workers in transition, 

• And the entire circular economy of property. 

 

 

O) 7) A Moral Truth No Court Can Ignore 

This is not about one man losing his livelihood. 

This is about : 

• Retirees who could not heat their homes, 

• Parents who lost custody battles because they had no liquidity, 

• Disabled or fragile people who could not adapt their homes, 

• Entrepreneurs who could not save their companies, 

• Families who could not relocate after illness or unemployment, 

• Children who grew up in stress instead of stability. 

The true victims of this decade-long sabotage 

are those who will never know how their lives could have been 

improved. 

 

O) 8) Conclusion — The Price of Destruction Is Not 

Economic, It Is Human 

More than 104 billions euros intended for the weakest 

have been annihilated. 

The ecological benefit of a non-polluting, non-building-based economic model 

has been destroyed. 

The psychological stability of thousands of families 

has been denied. 
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The financial foundation for a continental social redistribution system 

has been erased. 

And the chain reaction of pain that followed 

cannot be measured in numbers. 

This is not simply an economic crime. 

It is the extinction of economic hope for those who needed it most. 
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P) SYSTEMIC CRIME AGAINST AN 

ENTREPRENEUR 

 

 

P) 1) A REALITY THAT NO HUMAN BEING SHOULD 

EVER EXPERIENCE 

For ten consecutive years, my life became something that no democratic society should be 

capable of producing. It was not a misfortune, not a succession of isolated setbacks, not a 

professional dispute, not a technological inconvenience, not a personal tragedy. 

It was a structure — 

a hostile, intelligent, adaptive structure built to neutralise me at every level. 

Each time I tried to rebuild, something else collapsed. 

Each time I found a solution, something intervened. 

Each time I rose, something struck. 

The human mind is not prepared to endure attacks that come simultaneously from institutions, 

banks, private companies, administrative bodies, foreign actors, communications networks, 

and even from within personal relationships. A single blow destabilises you. But ten years of 

blows, delivered at multiple levels of life, creates something far more profound: a slow 

erasure of existence that no law has ever named. 

There were external shocks — illegal detention in a foreign country, forced psychiatric 

internments without cause, episodes of poisoning, sabotage of my vehicle creating mortal 

risk. There were institutional betrayals — complaints ignored, files disappearing, judges 

remaining silent, authorities refusing to intervene. There were professional ambushes — 

contracts reversed overnight, partners who vanished after months of work, banks that 

collapsed financing solutions at the decisive moment with reasons that contradicted their 

own previous commitments. 

And beneath all this, there was a constant, suffocating pressure : the feeling of being 

watched, listened to, intercepted, filtered; the sense that the world around me was being 

rearranged to ensure that every road remained blocked. 

This was not one attack. 

It was a choreography. 

 

A decade-long choreography designed to erase a single 

entrepreneur, step by step, until nothing would remain. 
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The fact that I am here to testify is a contradiction. 

Physically, psychologically, statistically, I should not be standing. 

Survival required that I develop abnormal levels of awareness — the ability to detect tiny 

behavioural shifts, to anticipate deliberate disruption even before it appeared, to sense danger 

without evidence. This is not intuition ; it is the by-product of trauma and necessity. 

But even after ten years of systematic destruction, something remained intact : 

 

My obligation to the people I was trying to help, 

and my conviction that the truth must be told — 

even if everything in my life was engineered to prevent it. 

 

P) 2) WHY THIS CASE CANNOT BE CLASSIFIED 

UNDER ANY EXISTING LEGAL CATEGORY 

Criminal law, civil law, human rights law — all of them give names to individual acts: 

extortion, harassment, fraud, obstruction, discrimination, torture, corruption, cybercrime, 

kidnapping, abuse of power. But what happened to me cannot be reduced to one of them, 

because it is not “one”. 

It is not even “many”. 

It is all of them at once, 
acting together, 

reinforcing each other, 

creating a single phenomenon that no legal vocabulary currently captures. 

A system that attacks an entrepreneur not only destroys the 

individual. It destroys everything attached to him: his company, 

his projects, his future, his innovation, his contribution to society, 

and the entire population that could have benefited from his 

work. 

In my case, the work I was building had a clear social and economic purpose: helping families 

excluded by traditional banking obtain fair, secure, transparent access to financing and 

housing. Over ten years, tens of thousands of families could have been supported; hundreds of 

thousands could have benefited indirectly. The destruction of my activity deprived an entire 

segment of society of financial assistance that already existed and that was deliberately 

prevented from reaching them. 

This is not the destruction of an entrepreneur. 

It is the destruction of a public good created through private 

initiative. 
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And yet, our laws have no category for this harm. 

They have categories for violence done to the body, 

to the mind, 

to property, 

to public institutions, 

to democratic order. 

But they have no category for violence done to a social function. 

To an economic mission. 

To an entire population through the destruction of the person who was building a system for 

them. 

This absence of legal recognition is not a technical oversight. 

It creates a vacuum — a place where the gravest forms of coordinated economic harm can 

occur without conceptual protection. 

This case forces the Court to face a reality that the law has not yet named: 

A systemic crime against an entrepreneur whose work was 

essential to the financial protection of vulnerable populations. 

This is not theoretical. 

It is observable, measurable, quantifiable in economic losses, social losses, and human 

damage. 

When all paths are blocked, when all institutions go silent, when all professional links 

collapse at the same time, when all legal remedies fail, the law must evolve. 

It must recognise what is directly in front of it. 

 

P) 3) THE NEED FOR A NEW CATEGORY : 

SYSTEMIC CRIME AGAINST AN ENTREPRENEUR 

If we accept that there are crimes against humanity, 

crimes against the environment, 

crimes against democracy, 

crimes against public order, 

Then the legal system must also accept that there are crimes 

against the very individuals whose work supports the functioning 

of society — 

especially entrepreneurs who create solutions where institutions 

fail. 
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A “systemic crime against an entrepreneur” is not about ego, or status, or 

professional pride. It is about recognising that when an entrepreneur is systematically 

attacked, the victims extend far beyond him. 

A new legal category is justified because: 

• The harm is multidimensional (economic, institutional, technological, physical, 

psychological), 

• The damage is long-term and intentionally cumulative, 

• The structures involved are powerful (banks, state bodies, global corporations), 

• The social consequences are enormous (lost housing, lost financing, lost stability), 

• And the existing categories fail to capture the full scope of what is destroyed. 

This Court is not being asked to create a moral symbol. 

 

It is being asked to recognise a structural pattern of persecution 

that is now technologically and institutionally possible, but not yet 

recognised in law. 

If this category is not acknowledged now, it will not disappear. 

It will expand — silently, invisibly, until more individuals engaged in socially useful work are 

neutralised by coalitions of interests that fear change. 

The law cannot protect what it refuses to name. 

 

P) 4) WHY SANCTIONS MUST BE HISTORICALLY 

SEVERE 

If the crime is new in nature, 

the sanction cannot be old in form. 

A crime committed by institutions, financial entities, private operators, and state-linked actors 

combined cannot receive a sanction equivalent to a simple civil or administrative violation. 

The proportionality principle demands the opposite : the higher the power of the 

actors, the higher the sanction must be. 

A weak sanction would transform this case into a manual for 

future abuses. 
A symbolic sanction would endorse the idea that power protects itself first. 

A purely financial sanction would trivialise the human and societal damage. 

This Court must send the opposite message : 
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When a system attacks an entrepreneur whose work supports the 

financial dignity of vulnerable populations, the justice system will 

respond with clarity, strength and absolute intolerance. 

The sanction must reflect: 

• The duration of the persecution, 

• The coordination of the actors, 

• The multiplicity of domains affected, 

• The economic destruction inflicted, 

• The social harm created for thousands, 

• The physical risks imposed on my life, 

• The institutional silence that enabled the abuse, 

• And the danger that such a methodposes to democracy itself. 

What is judged here is not only the past. 

It is the future. 

If the Court does not strike hard, this crime will evolve, repeat itself, refine itself and adapt to 

new technologies and new forms of institutional influence. 

Only a strong sanction can protect others from suffering what I 

survived. 

 

P) 5) A FINAL WORD TO THE COURT 

This case is not simply a dispute. 

It is a crossroads. 

On one side, there is a system that sought to erase a person— 

 

Not for who they are, but for what they stood for, for the social role they played, for the 

financial justice they embodied. 

 

On the other, there is the idea that the law can still protect those who create, who innovate, 

who help, who provide solutions where the state and the banks have failed. 

 

For ten years, everything was done to ensure this moment never 

came to pass. 

To ensure I was no longer here. 

To ensure the facts were never exposed. 

To ensure the indirect victims never knew they had lost the only 

solution that existed for them. 
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But this moment exists. 
The truth is here. 

 

And the responsibility to answer it now rests with this Court. 

 

I ask only one thing : 

 

That this crime be named, 

That its gravity be recognized, 

And that the resulting sanctions be commensurate with the threat 

it represents to society, 

To democracy. 
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Q) STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 

Q) 1) Phase 1 – 2016 to 2018 : The Origins of the Collapse 

 

Q) 1) A). The Triggering of a Concerted Process 

From 2016 onwards, a chain of simultaneous attacks was set in motion against the claimant, 

affecting every level — economic, institutional, family and personal. 

His real-estate company, until then flourishing, became the target of a network of coordinated 

obstructions involving banking, administrative and judicial actors. 

Partner banks — historical allies of the company — began to terminate credit lines without 

any real economic justification. 

A sales agent — acting on false accusations — obtained the freezing of funds belonging to the 

company, before joining other agents to fabricate false testimonies intended to implicate it. 

These maneuvers were relayed by local political actors : a body of evidence suggested that 

these actions were not isolated, but indeed orchestrated. 

Thus began the destabilization. The goal : to weaken the economic structure of DP&P 

Consulting, isolate it and undermine its founder. 

 

Q) 1) B) 2017 – The Judicial Takeover of the Company 

In 2017, the company was placed under judicial reorganization. 

An administrator was appointed, but very quickly he overstepped his legal authority and 

usurped the effective management of the company. 

He ignored court decisions, prevented the manager from continuing operations, and acted 

contrary to the spirit of restructuring. 

The implicit objective seemed clear : to organize the collapse of the company by draining it of 

its substance and blocking any viable recovery. 

The judicial liquidator, in parallel, adopted the same behavior. 

The two men shared roles : one blocked prospects of continuation, the other artificially 

inflated liabilities and degraded the true value of the company. 

Even an attempt at a “blackmail buy-back” was organized : the claimant was demanded an 

additional €300 000 to reacquire his own company, although he had already invested more 

than €400 000 in shareholder current accounts and personally guaranteed several hundred 

thousand euros of debts. 

At the same time, no lawyer truly defended his interests : available appeals were ignored or 

delayed, banks withdrew support, and local courts multiplied biased rulings. 

The General Directorate for Competition even summoned certain sales agents to turn them 

against their own employer, making them believe that the commercial-agent model was illegal 

— an absurdity given that it represents 90 % of the French real-estate market. 

During the same period, tax and social-inspection services multiplied their audits, sometimes 
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simultaneously, creating an administrative state of siege. 

The attack became global : banking, judicial, tax and institutional. 

 

Q) 1) C) 2018 – Economic Collapse and Personal 

Destruction 

Deprived of liquidity, both the company’s accounts and his own were frozen. 

His personal assets then became the next target. 

He was forced to sell his main home for hundreds of thousands of euros below its real value, 

then to abandon a construction project in Biarritz — a strategic plot of land on which he had 

invested years of effort. 

That land was purchased three years later by a close friend of Emmanuel Macron, 

immediately benefiting from illegal administrative authorizations (PLU exemptions), where 

the claimant had been blocked for thirteen years despite multiple rulings and regular appeals. 

Isolation was then total : economic death, moral ruin, family disintegration. 

His wife left him. 

But the attacks did not stop there : social services intervened, exploiting a simple report of one 

daughter’s school absenteeism to initiate an incomprehensible procedure. 

After months of manipulation, the couple was stripped of parental authority over their three 

daughters while the children remained at the family home — an absurd measure, devoid of 

basis, whose only tangible effect was psychological : to break the parents. 

 

Q) 1) D) Summary of the First Period (2016–2018) 

In three years, DP&P Consulting — a regional leader with seven strategic branches (Biarritz, 

Saint-Jean-de-Luz, Arcachon, Bordeaux, Paris, Ascain…) — was methodically drained of its 

substance. 

Court decisions were diverted, institutions weaponized, employees intimidated, and the 

founder financially and morally annihilated. 

The facts are undeniable : 

• the company was sound, growing before 2016 ; 

• blockages appeared simultaneously on banking, judicial and fiscal levels ; 

• material, human and moral losses are directly linked to these concerted actions. 

This first cycle opened the way to a decade of systemic relentlessness, where each attempt at 

reconstruction would be followed by a new annihilation maneuver. 

 

 
Q) 2) Phase 2 – 2018 to 2021 : Hindered Reconstruction 

and Maturation of the Citizen Model 
 

Q) 2) A) Loss of Reference Points and Daily Survival 
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After the liquidation of DP&P Consulting and the moral and economic ruin of 2017–2018, the 

claimant tried to regain his footing. 

But he then went through a period of deep psychological exhaustion : after losing the fruit of 

twenty-five years of work in a few weeks, it became difficult to maintain full lucidity. 

This loss of clarity was not a character weakness ; it was the sign of a continuous trauma, 

fueled by financial, social and institutional pressure beyond normal measure. 

He therefore accepted various modest salaried positions in finance and real-estate companies, 

hoping to find a normal rhythm, a working dignity. 

But in retrospect, these experiences also proved tainted by the same pattern of obstruction : 

sudden changes in executives’ behavior, unexplained project terminations, disappearance of 

public aid, sudden obstacles to financing. 

 

Q) 2) B) Aborted Recovery Projects 

Q) 2) B) 1) The Artificial-Intelligence Wealth-Management 

Company Project 

The claimant created a project for a wealth-management company with integrated artificial 

intelligence — a trading robot designed to democratize access to financial performance. 

To this end, he undertook training as a data analyst ; the beginnings were excellent, the 

reception favorable, and funding prospects open. 

Then, without rational explanation, everything collapsed. 

The behavior of the training-company director changed overnight : commitments were 

cancelled, business-creation aids withdrawn, institutional support removed. 

The project was suffocated before its launch. 

At the time, he did not connect the dots. 

But today, with distance and an understanding of the overall pattern, he realizes that this 

interference was deliberate : a targeted blocking of a technological and socially valuable 

initiative, in continuity with previous attacks. 

 

Q) 2) B) 2) The Position in Dismembered Real Estate 

He then joined a Parisian company specialized in real-estate dismemberment operations 

(separation between bare ownership and usufruct). 

The model interested him : it combined financial technicality and asset security, and he saw in 

it the basis for a future citizen investment concept. 

But again, the same scenario : after a promising phase, one co-founder suddenly changed 

behavior, relations deteriorated without apparent cause, and the collaboration ended. 

In retrospect, it appears clearly that this company was already under targeted surveillance, 

linked to the claimant’s past and his previous innovations. 

He did not know it then ; he attributed these failures to chance, bad luck, or economic 

instability. 
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Q) 2) B) 3) Material Collapse and Loss of Anchorage 

The economic consequences were disastrous. 

The assets accumulated during the years of success — buildings, furniture, personal effects — 

were dispersed or lost. 

Hundreds of square meters of belongings were left in storage units, then donated to charities 

for lack of means to retrieve them. 

He slept for three years on an air mattress in a small modest house paid for by his parents, 

while one of his daughters slept on a sofa nearby. 

The contrast with his former life — that of a recognized and respected entrepreneur — was 

cruelly symbolic : from professional excellence to bare precarity. 

Covid-19 worsened this isolation. 

Cut off from support and income, he found refuge with his parents in Mérignac, where he 

would remain. 

A situation he could never have imagined after thirty years at the highest level of brokerage 

and banking. 

 

Q) 2) B) 4) Forced Sale of the Biarritz Land 

During this period, a central episode unfolded : the forced sale of the Biarritz plot — the 

symbol of a lifetime of work. 

This land, purchased in 2008, was meant to be the foundation of an exceptional real-estate 

project, halted by administrative blockages orchestrated by the town hall despite the legality 

of the file. 

When he tried to sell it to avoid seizure, a member of the Biarritz municipal council presented 

himself as the only possible buyer. 

He claimed the city was about to amend the PLU to render the plot unbuildable, placing the 

claimant under pressure : sell at a low price or lose everything. 

He had no choice. 

That same buyer boasted of being a close friend of  President Emmanuel Macron, showing 

messages and photos as proof. 

A few weeks after the transaction, he obtained illegal authorizations for the land where the 

claimant had been blocked for thirteen years. 

The damage amounted to several million euros : the culmination of an organized asset plunder 

between bank, town hall and local political circle. 

 

Q) 2) B) 5) The Founding Idea of a New Bank : Lucy 

Faced with these injustices, the claimant refused to collapse. 

A former high-level athlete (tennis, golf, BMX), he kept his competitive spirit and decided to 

rebuild based on ethics. 
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Observing that banks had been the source of his losses, he conceived the idea of a citizen 

bank : 

Lucy Bank, named after the first known human being — a symbol of return to origins and 

human solidarity. 

The principle is simple and revolutionary: 

 

• Zero speculation: clients’ deposits are not used as investment leverage; they are fully 

guaranteed. 

• Unlimited deposit guarantee, unlike the current ceilings (€100,000 in Europe). 

• Automatic redistribution of part of the profits to people in difficulty — the homeless, 

families in precarious situations, young people without housing. 10% minimum and much 

more. 

His goal is clear: to create value while repairing social injustices. 

A sustainable, transparent model, aligned with human dignity and citizen trust. 

Projections show massive potential for support : associations, unions, individuals, media — 

all would have found in this model an alternative to speculative finance. 

But it is also this project which, according to him, triggers 

the second wave of attacks: 

those that would target not only the man, but the idea he carries. 

An idea of justice, protection, and redistribution — in other words, a direct threat to 

established powers. 

 

Summary of the period 2018–2021 

These years mark a painful yet foundational transition : 

from ruin to reconstruction, from survival to vision. 

They reveal two things: 

1. The permanence of the attacks, even in more subtle forms; 

2. The birth of a disruptive banking project, bearing an ethical and universal economic 

model. 

It is this idea — Lucy Bank — which, starting in 2020, will become the central target 

of a global apparatus of harassment — administrative, digital, and judicial. 
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Q) 3) Phase 3 – 2021 to 2023 : European Hope and the 

Resumption of Global Harassment 
 

Q) 3) A) The choice of Lithuania : a citizen vision validated 

at the highest level 

After developing the Lucie Bank model, the claimant sought a European country whose 

banking regulation would favor ethical innovation. 

He compared Malta and Lithuania, two jurisdictions known for their openness to fintechs. 

His choice fell on Lithuania, not for fiscal reasons but moral ones: the suspicions of 

corruption in Malta made that option incompatible with his demand for integrity. 

The political context then played in his favor: at the very moment when President Emmanuel 

Macron visited Lithuania to strengthen Franco-Baltic cooperation, the claimant’s file was 

selected and supported. 

Invited to present his project in Vilnius, he met with representatives of technology companies, 

officials from the Ministry of Labor, and above all the Chief Economist of the Lithuanian 

Central Bank, who officially validated his business model: 

“Green light, we want your bank in our country.” 

This recognition was a turning point. 

The project was no longer a mere idea: it received institutional backing from an EU Member 

State. 

But this milestone also marked the beginning of a counter-offensive of an entirely different 

magnitude — quieter, more technical, more international. 

 

Q) 3) B) The first interferences : technological intrusion 

and targeted isolation 

Shortly after these meetings, the claimant observed abnormal malfunctions in his tools: 

computers, phones, communication channels — all showed signs of digital intrusion. 

Connections were cut, messages disappeared, conversations intercepted. 

Cyber-surveillance was now added to the arsenal of physical and institutional obstructions 

already used against him. 

At the same time, a psychological infiltration operation took root in his personal life. 
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Q) 3) C)  The introduction of a “false companion” : 

emotional manipulation and information extraction 

A woman, Yulia Arbatskaya (Russian) introduced by a third party, entered his life. 

She proved to be an expert manipulator, acting according to a precise influence protocol: 

• Emotional control : she made herself affectively indispensable while undermining his 

professional past and values. 

• Financial impoverishment : she regularly requested money despite the claimant’s 

precarious situation. 

• Moral destabilization : she repeated that he should aim for “unambitious” positions and 

turn the page on his past successes. 

• Identity negation : she belittled his international achievements, reduced his story to 

personal failure, and ended up accusing him of madness when he detected her inconsistencies. 

Their relationship lasted nearly three years, with between 300 000 and 500 000 messages 

exchanged and hundreds of hours of calls, meetings across several countries — France, 

Slovenia, Egypt, Turkey. 

The claimant noticed irregular response times and stylistically different messages; he deduced 

the presence of an external cell dictating them. 

On several occasions, confronted with her contradictions, the companion admitted : 

“I was asked to make you fall in love with me.” 

She never revealed by whom. 

The consequences were heavy: destruction of trust, emotional isolation, loss of self-esteem, 

moral collapse. 

Even his family ties were targeted: the manipulator attacked his relationship with his mother, 

his three daughters and his brother, striving to erode every emotional pillar. 

This systematic psychological harassment, aligned with the other attacks, formed part of a 

global strategy of neutralization — moral, material and mental. 

 

Q) 3) D) The erosion of the Lucy Bank project : internal 

sabotage and organized desertion 

During this period, the banking project nevertheless took solid form. 

The claimant surrounded himself with a team of about ten people : 

• marketing and advertising specialists, 

• financial advisers, 

• his brother handling commercial relations. 

The team was united, competent and motivated. 

But gradually each member withdrew, without clear justification. 

Interested investors dragged discussions on for months before disappearing. 

Lawyers meant to handle cross-border aspects between France and Lithuania ceased 
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collaboration. 

No formal rupture — only a sequence of successive abandonments, all synchronous. 

Signs of organized sabotage accumulated: administrative blockages, software restrictions, 

slowed information flows. 

The Lucy model remained technically ready, but prevented from existing. 

It was exactly the same mechanism previously applied to DPP Consulting : a suffocation 

through invisible layers until complete economic asphyxiation. 

 

Q) 3) E) The return of the DP&P Consulting case : the 

programmed failure of French justice 

In parallel, the claimant tried to have the DP&P Consulting case re-examined — the symbol 

of the first wave of attacks. 

He devoted two years to assembling a 5 000-page file gathering evidence, testimonies and 

accounting records proving the successive failings of banks, administrators, liquidators and 

lawyers. 

He contacted about ten of the most prominent French criminal-law firms. 

The responses were revealing: 

• Some refused after the first reading. 

• Others pretended interest, collected fees, then abandoned the case after a few weeks. 

• Still others let it stagnate for over 18 months before concluding it was “unusable.” 

Yet current analysis of the file reveals at least fifteen major violations of law, both 

commercial and criminal, entailing severe penalties and significant financial stakes. 

These “ghost defenses” had a devastating effect: moral exhaustion, loss of time, further 

impoverishment, and above all — confirmation of a lockdown of French justice. 

By their inaction or concerted abandonment, these lawyers blocked any access to effective 

remedy. 

They too will be targeted by international proceedings; since access to justice in France was 

de facto closed to the claimant, no statute of limitations can run. 

The cases are therefore reopened — against lawyers, against institutions, and against all those 

who participated in this denial of justice. 

 

Q) 3) F) Summary of the period 2021 – 2023 

This phase marks a transformation of the attacks: 

they no longer targeted only his assets or company, but his psychological stability, human 

relationships and international professional network. 

The pattern remained identical : infiltration, isolation, disqualification. 

Each time he rebuilt, the same levers were triggered : banking blockade, legal abandonment, 

emotional manipulation, digital sabotage. 

But it also confirmed the scope of the Lucy Bank project: 

if such a coalition of obstacles was needed to prevent its birth, it was because it 

represented a real danger to the established financial structures. 
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This realization led, from 2023 onwards, to the complete internationalization of the case — 

with the entry of foreign jurisdictions and a series of physical and digital attacks without 

precedent. 

 

Q) 4) Phase 4 – 2022 to 2023 : Flight, Exile and Pursuit 

 

Q) 4) A) Return to real estate : a thwarted rebirth 

After being prevented on the banking and institutional fronts, the claimant decided to return to 

his first trade, where he had always excelled : real estate. 

With more than ten years of experience and a record as Best Property Seller France 2013 

for the Coldwell Banker franchise, he had surpassed even the top Paris agents while 

managing several regional offices. 

 

His reasoning was simple : 

“If my banking projects and social innovations are blocked, I’ll return to my roots — selling, 

advising, creating tangible value.” 

He therefore relaunched himself in the design of an optimized real-estate model, inspired by 

dismemberment (separation of usufruct / bare ownership), able to address real social and 

patrimonial issues. 

Starting from a concept tested in Paris, he intended to deploy it efficiently, quickly and 

transparently. 

 

Q) 4) B) A new success … immediately sabotaged 

Within a few weeks, he once again demonstrated his extraordinary capacity to generate value. 

Where two institutional funds — managing over one billion euros all togeter — had taken 

four years to invest €400 million, he managed to coordinate €75 million in transactions in 

three weeks, alone, with his phone, his car and his network. 

These sales should have earned him €4.5 million in commissions (6%), a legitimate sum 

given the work achieved. 

But at that very moment, the familiar scenario repeated itself: French banks shut their doors. 

He tried to open an account to receive his commissions in all major private banks — 

Rothschild, Lazard, Milleis, and others. 

All refused, with nonsensical arguments : 

• a contact “who did not exist” ; 

• operations “too complex,” though perfectly legal; 

• or manifestly pretextual administrative justifications. 
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The system was locked. 

The blockage total : no French bank would open an account for a recognized and solvent 

professional. 

 

Q) 4) C) The decision to flee 

It was August 5, 2022. 

After analyzing the situation, the claimant understood that the trap was closing: banks refused, 

lawyers betrayed, the State looked away. 

He wrote to his three daughters in the middle of the night, a provisional farewell message : 

“I’m leaving for your safety. I don’t know what will happen to me.” 

Then he left France, alone, at the wheel of his car. 

He drove through France, Italy, Slovenia Croatia, then other Central European countries. 

He drove almost 36 hours without stopping, simply looking for a place where he would no 

longer be under surveillance. 

But on the road, signs of a technological manhunt appear: 

The GPS of his car and his phones desynchronize simultaneously, itineraries change by 

themselves. 

He understands that he is being followed and geolocated in real time. 

 

Q) 4) D) Bulgaria: first signs of encirclement 

He decides to stop for a few days in Sofia, Bulgaria, thinking he can rest and reflect calmly. 

But the next morning, at breakfast, he realizes he is being watched. 

The restaurant terrace is empty, except for two people: him and a man who pays his bill at 

exactly the same moment. 

In the entrance of the hotel, two other individuals with threatening behavior confirm his 

intuition: he is surrounded. 

Panicked, he goes up to his room, packs an emergency bag — a few clothes, a phone, his 

papers — leaves his suitcase and computer behind, and leaves the hotel. 

He cries in the street, exhausted, aware that the chase is intensifying. 

He calls his brother on WhatsApp to give him instructions: 

to warn the real estate counterparts, to protect the ongoing files, and above all to maintain the 

family bond. 
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Q) 4) E) The economic stakes behind the flight 

It was not a desperate escape, but a rational attempt at survival. 

The operations he was managing at that time represented colossal amounts: 

• €500 million to €1 billion per month in planned transactions, 

• or €30 to €60 million per month in commissions (6% of the volume), 

• with a massive impact on real economic redistribution (retirees, indebted families, local 

reinvestment). 

These volumes far exceeded those of any private French player in the sector. 

Such a model, based on transparency and performance without speculation, directly 

threatened established structures. 

It is precisely at this moment that the pressure intensifies: hacking, surveillance tails, 

electronic jamming, diplomatic blockages. 

 

Q) 4) F) Turkey: attempt at refuge and new threat 

He decides to leave Bulgaria for Turkey, outside the European Union, hoping to find neutral 

ground there. 

But as soon as he arrives, he realizes that the manhunt has crossed borders. 

His WhatsApp exchanges become incoherent: 

voices, messages, and responses no longer correspond to the real people. 

The secured accounts on Signal and WhatsApp are hacked. 

He realizes that his communications are being impersonated live. 

Frightened, he flees his hotel without paying, notices he is being followed in the street, and 

gets into a taxi. 

But the taxi itself seems compromised: its GPS jams, leading him into an alley where a van is 

waiting. 

He reacts in time, orders the driver to stop, jumps out quickly, and continues on foot. 

It will take him three hours to cover barely a few kilometers before finding his rental car and 

hitting the road again. 

 

Q) 4) G) Attempts at assistance : institutional silence 

During this period, he seeks help : 

• at the central police station in Istanbul, which redirects him to the Ministry of Refugees 

(closed) ; 

• at the Russian embassy, which refuses to receive him. 

No one listens. 

No one takes his complaint. 

He understands that institutional protections are neutralized, even abroad. 
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Q) 4) H) Return to Eastern Europe : Serbia, last stop 

He resumes driving, crosses all of Turkey, then heads toward Serbia, thinking he might find a 

more neutral space there. 

But he does not yet know that Serbia maintains close ties with France and that his arrival 

there will be immediately reported. 

The physical chases resume: vehicles positioned at highway exits, tailing cars, close 

surveillance. 

He realizes he will not be able to escape this surveillance apparatus of state-level scale. 

The means used — human, logistical, digital — go beyond anything one person can face 

alone. 

He then decides to stop in Belgrade, not for safety, but out of exhaustion. 

It is the beginning of a new phase: that of deprivation of liberty, then forced internment, 

which will close this infernal cycle. 

 

Summary of the period 2022–2023 

This sequence marks a decisive shift: 

• from a combative entrepreneur to a hunted man, 

• from an economic conflict to a transnational persecution. 

The facts are documented, precise, chronological. 

Each stage — banking refusals, judicial blockages, digital surveillance, then physical 

pursuit — forms a coherent whole. 

The case no longer speaks only of economic injustice, but of massive violations of 

fundamental rights: 

freedom of movement, physical safety, respect for privacy, and the right to an effective 

remedy. 

 

Q) 5) Phase 5 – 2023 : Arrest, Internment and Forced 

Return to France 

 

Q) 5) A) Arrival in Belgrade : total fog 

On the evening of his arrival in Belgrade, the claimant settles into a hotel in the city center. 

Around him, a dense crowd. Hundreds, perhaps thousands of people in a large square — 

impossible to tell who is watching, who is listening, who is acting. 

The atmosphere is strange, almost unreal, a social fog where everything seems orchestrated 

but unreadable. 

The next day, the situation becomes clearer — and more disturbing. 

Sitting at a café terrace, he sees dozens of people walking past him, filming, taking photos, 

sitting nearby to listen to his conversations. 
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Each table seems coded: Indians, Russians, Germans, French — as if nationalities had 

arranged a rendezvous around him. 

“I didn’t understand what I was living. It was like a film where I was the central character, 

without a script and without a way out.” 

 

Q) 5) B) French contacts : confirmation of betrayal 

At the same time, he tries to reconnect with the close collaborator of Emmanuel Macron, the 

one who had bought his land in Biarritz. 

The goal is simple: to find out whether France is still a protective State or if it has become 

complicit. 

The answers are evasive, the feedback contradictory. 

After three days, the doubt is no longer possible: France is not on his side. 

From then on, the realization becomes dizzying: 

the attacks are coordinated between several countries, the interference goes beyond European 

borders. 

Even Turkey, outside the EU, had not been a refuge. 

 

Q) 5) C) Total isolation and logistical collapse 

The signals multiply. 

His emails with his mother — his last logistical support in France — are interrupted. 

Payment methods are blocked, cards deactivated. 

He finds himself unable to pay a simple restaurant bill of €36 where he has been hiding for 

three days. 

Despite everything, he remains calm: he offers to make an international transfer, leaves his 

passport as collateral. 

The manager refuses, demands cash. 

Without resources, he turns to the hotel, then to a nearby casino to try to recover funds: 

failure everywhere. 

 

Q) 5) D) Attempt at public alert 

Aware that the net is tightening, he sends a series of warning messages : 

• to the Serbian media, 

• to his thousands of professional contacts, 

• and on LinkedIn, (4000 contacts) where he publishes videos showing the individuals 

photographing and surrounding him. 

In these messages, he writes in black and white that he is the victim of an attack orchestrated 

by the French government, and names Emmanuel Macron as the head of state responsible 

for these criminal actions. 

A few hours later, repression falls. 
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Q) 5) E) The arrest and fabrication of a pretext 

He is not arrested for his accusations — too explosive, too verifiable — but on a derisory 

pretext: the unpaid bill of €36. 

The restaurateur, after initially cooperating, files false accusations, claiming that he had made 

death threats and spoken of blowing up the restaurant. 

A crude staging, sufficient to justify a violent arrest, without respect for the elementary 

rules of international law. 

No rights are read to him. 

No real consular assistance. 

No translation. 

No possibility to call his family. 

 

Q) 5) F) Illegal detention and psychological torture 

He is imprisoned for several weeks in a Serbian prison, without trial. 

Then, under the guise of administrative transfer, he is moved to the psychiatric section of the 

prison, among dangerous inmates. 

The detention conditions are inhumane: 

• no soap for 18 days, 

• no toothbrush for 35 days, 

• no mail or money allowed, 

• no visits or outside contact, 

• no response to requests to see the director. 

Every night, he hears whispers in Serbian, spotlights aimed at him. 

In each cell, he is placed with an English-speaking cellmate, alone among Serbian prisoners 

— proof of targeted control. 

The French embassy, which came once after four days, then totally disappears. 

He goes on a double hunger and thirst strike, refusing food, water and diabetes medication 

for several days, on the verge of death. 

No one reacts. 

“That’s when I understood. It was no longer about blocking me. It 

was about eliminating me.” 

 

Q) 5) G) Conditional release and repatriation 

After about six weeks of detention, without diagnosis or conviction, psychiatrists confirm that 

he suffers from no mental disorder. 

He is released, repatriated to France. 

But the reappearance of danger is immediate. 

Barely arrived in Bordeaux, as he meets his family for a few hours of respite, the French 
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consulate, with the involuntary complicity of his relatives, organizes a new psychiatric 

examination. 

 

Q) 5) H) Abusive internment in France 

The very next day after his return, he is asked to go to a Bordeaux hospital “for a simple 

medical check-up.” 

He goes there calmly. 

The nurse listens to him, finds him coherent. 

But the doctor, after two minutes of interview, without test, without 

protocol, without legal justification, closes the door and announces his 

immediate psychiatric internment. 

No medical basis. 

No legal basis. 

No humanity. 
It is the same pattern as in Belgrade, replayed on French soil. 

The institutions, under the pretext of care, perpetuate the same method: isolate, discredit, 

neutralize. 

 

Q) 5) I Meaning of this sequence 

This period — August 2022 to mid-2023 — marks the absolute turning point : 

 

• from economic persecution to physical persecution, 

• from surveillance to detention, 

• from silence to the will to erase. 

 

Each action follows a logic of targeted neutralization: 

1. Block financial circulation. 

2. Break family ties. 

3. Fabricate absurd charges. 

4. Lock up under psychiatric pretext. 
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This repeated cycle, in Serbia and then in France, demonstrates a 

continuity of transnational action aiming at the same goal : the 

disappearance of the claimant as an economic actor, then as a 

person. 

 

Q) 6) Phase 6 – 2023 to 2024 : The Impossible Return, the 

Programmed Relapse 

 

Q) 6) A) Forced internment in France : the organized 

relapse 

Barely back from Serbia, still weakened by forty-two days of confinement and deprivation, 

the claimant is again interned — this time on French soil, in a psychiatric hospital in 

Bordeaux. 

Where the Serbian psychiatrists had spent several weeks without establishing the slightest 

diagnosis, a French doctor decides in two minutes on a heavy treatment, without protocol, 

without justification. 

The sedatives administered are so powerful that he loses 

perception of his own body. 

He spends entire days lying down, unable to think, move, or even 

understand what is happening to him. 

“It was as if I had been drugged. I no longer felt anything — 

neither my body nor time.” 

This period plunges him into a state of absolute emptiness. 

 

He, who used to work seven days a week, who had always turned pain into energy, finds 

himself reduced to a shadow of himself. 

He sleeps, he trembles, he cries. 

He cannot understand how a country he served and enriched can now treat him as a public 

danger. 

It will take nearly six months to recover, slowly, alone, without any form of worthy 

assistance. 

It will be the darkest period of his life. 
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Q) 6) B Reconstruction : returning to the world of work 

Little by little, he regains the strength to stand again. 

His priority: work again, find a structure, a rhythm, a sense of usefulness. 

But he remains under the influence of the same woman — a false companion of Russian 

origin, Yulia Arbatskaya, — who continues to exert a toxic influence: 

• She pushes him to forget his professional past, 

• Convinces him he must aim for “unambitious” small positions, 

• Continues to drain the little money he receives in allowances, 

• And keeps him in a constant state of doubt about his worth and his lucidity. 

Despite all this, he holds on. 

He searches, applies, perseveres. 

And finally lands a first job: a modest sales position in security equipment. 

A job without deep meaning, but a way to regain footing. 

A few months later, he finally finds a position aligned with his vocation: a mortgage broker 

specialized in debt consolidation. 

It is then August 2023. 

After months of chaos, he starts working again in his field — finance at the service of 

humanity. 

The salary is low — €1,500 fixed and a small bonus — but the goal is elsewhere: to rebuild 

balance. 

 

Q) 6) C) The false restart and the resumption of pressure 

He throws himself fully into the work. 

Works day and night, learns a new software, supports over-indebted clients with compassion. 

After one month, he is summoned by three managers :  

All congratulate him. Only advice : slow down a little. 

 

A week later, he gets a call — the contract is terminated. 

 

Official reason : “the company is facing difficulties.” 

Real reason: an obvious lie — the firm had just been bought out and refinanced by one of 

the managers. 

 

And above all, a crucial detail: one of them tells him that three 

outside people had called to say he should not be hired. 

 

A few minutes later, another manager tries to erase the trace : 
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“No, no, it was a mistake, forget what you were told.” 

A blatant manipulation. 

An admission, then a denial. 

Once again, the scenario repeats itself: external pressure, internal sabotage, final isolation. 

 

Q) 6) D) New attempts: two contracts broken in parallel 

Refusing to give in, he goes back to fight. 

He signs almost simultaneously two new contracts, still in mortgage brokerage and debt 

restructuring. 

Two distinct companies, two chances to restart, two safety nets. 

Everything seems to go well. 

The results are excellent, prospecting solid, clients satisfied. 

But by late November – early December 2023, the story repeats word for word. 

 

Both companies terminate their contracts on nearly the same day, 

without justification. 

The consequences are dramatic: 

 

• No income, 

• No prospects, 

• No room to maneuver. 

 

Over-indebted, pursued by four bailiffs each month, he has 

nothing left. 

“They’re not just cutting off my work anymore. They’re cutting 

off my right to exist.” 

 

 

Q) 6) E) Proofs of coordination 

In these repeated terminations, a new fact appears — direct evidence. 

A manager explicitly acknowledges external calls urging the company to end the 

collaboration. 

It is no longer a suspicion : it is a concerted mechanism. 
Unknown actors intervene, warn, dissuade, block. 

Every time he tries to rebuild, someone picks up a phone to close the door. 
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Q) 6) F) The observation : A neutralized life 

In just a few months, the sequence is brutal : 

 

• Internment under forced sedation, 

 

• Psychic collapse, 

 

• Persistent emotional manipulation, 

 

• Systematic rejection by the labor market, 

 

• Sabotage of new contracts. 

 

It is no longer a series of isolated obstacles : it is a continuous 

neutralization strategy, methodically applied for more than ten 

years. 

 

Yet he remains standing. 

Tired, impoverished, but lucid. 

And once again, he decides to bring the facts before international justice. 

 

Q) 7) Phase 7 – 2024 to 2025 : Exhaustion and Persistence 

 

Q) 7) A) Diversification, once again broken 

After three contracts destroyed without reason, the claimant sets up a survival strategy: to 

diversify his sources of income. 

Two employers at the same time, two independent structures — believing that one safety net 

would double the other. 

But no : both contracts fall on the same day, without economic or legal justification. 

“What do I need ? Three employers ? Four ? They cut me off as soon as I create an escape 

route.” 

 

This repetition is no longer a coincidence: it is a system. 
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Q) 7) B) April 2024 : A deceptive clearing 

He starts again nonetheless. 

A new contract in financing- brokerage, his core profession. 

This time, they do not touch him: he develops his client base, regains a little breathing space. 

But the broker’s profession requires working with banks — the same ones that had 

blocked him on his Lithuanian banking project. 

 

And there, the same mechanisms return : 

• Files blocked without reason; 

• contradictory replies between banking departments; 

• successive cancellations at different stages of the loans. 

 

The attacks become more refined: 

• on the files he handles directly, the pressure is light, traceable; 

• on those he entrusts to colleagues or partners, the blockages are systematic. 

An invisible filtering strategy has been set up : never strike where he can prove it. 

The goal remains the same: to prevent him from generating the slightest euro. 

 

Q) 7) C) June 2025 : a new bet, a new wall 

To bypass these interferences, he changes companies, hoping for total control over his files. 

At the same time, he diversifies again: he partners with a Normandy tiny-house 

manufacturer, convinced by the ethics of the product and its social potential. 

He develops an innovative concept: 

A mini-tiny-house of less than 5 m² of ground space, with an upper level, installable 

without urban-planning authorization. 

A high-impact project: emergency housing, seasonal workers, students. 

A socially and economically virtuous model — return for owners, affordable rent for 

tenants, clear public utility. 

He obtains exclusive commercial rights for 10 years and begins prospecting with major 

cities: Nice, Courchevel, Annecy. 

Then suddenly: total silence. 

The manufacturer no longer responds. 

He mandates a Parisian lawyer, member of a renowned professional circle. 

The lawyer promises, then demands advance payment, refuses corrections, does not perform 

the work. 

The case derails. 

 

Once again, a multi-million-euro contract collapses without 

legitimate cause. 
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Q) 7) D) Dubai: the final attempt 

Tired but not resigned, he turns toward Dubai, attracted by the vitality of the real-estate 

market. 

“I told myself: over there, they will leave me alone.” 

He approaches about fifty developers and agencies, offering his services in international 

financing. 

Local players quickly discover in him a unique expertise: cross-border financing between 

France and the UAE, which no other broker had managed to structure. 

The first agreements are signed. 

The city’s dynamism revives him: he rediscovers energy, clarity, and desire. 

But very soon, everything unravels. 

Three-quarters of his contacts disappear within a few weeks. 

Behaviors change; conversations become incoherent. 

He learns that Abu Dhabi hosts a French military base, a probable source of the pressures 

following him. 

Even at 6 000 kilometers away, the shadows remain close. 

 

 

Q) 7) E) The presumed poisoning 

In his Dubai hotel, he falls gravely ill: coughing, burning sensations, intense respiratory 

distress. 

The symptoms stop as soon as he leaves his room. 

He requests an inspection and obtains a full cleaning. 

The symptoms disappear within twenty-four hours. 

He writes to the hotel management, then to the headquarter, to denounce an attempted 

poisoning. 

No response. 

Neither after 48 hours, nor after 48 days. 

In a country where such acts are punishable by the death penalty, that silence amounts 

to an admission. 

“When silence becomes the only answer, it’s because they know.” 

A legal procedure is under way. 

 

Q) 7) F) Global economic asphyxiation 

The same scenarios repeat elsewhere : 
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• partnerships interrupted without reason ; 

• clients lost overnight ; 

• electronic exchanges filtered or deleted. 

 

Each file takes three times longer than an ordinary one. 

Banking criteria change overnight; emails cancel each other in cascades. 

A new company, supposed to open other horizons, blocks five to six major files, for an 

immediate shortfall of tens of thousands of euros. 

 

Each time, the same mechanism: promise, hope, cancellation — 

and always just before the money arrives. 

 

 

Q) 7) G) The final observation 

Whatever the sector — finance, real estate, social innovation, export, technology — the 

invisible hand acts. 

It strikes before the contract, or just after. 

It does not destroy the evidence; it prevents it from existing. 

 

The result is always the same: 

 

Zero income. 

Zero stability. 

Zero oblivion. 
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R) CONCLUSION & EMERGENCY REQUESTS 

R) 1) Procedural status and self-representation 

The Applicant appears in person due to systemic and deliberate obstruction of access to 

legal counsel. 

Over one hundred national and international lawyers were contacted without a single effective 

response — a situation directly caused by the same interference operations described in this 

file. 

Under : 

• Article 6(1), Article 13 ECHR 

• Articles 47–48 EU Charter 

• Human Rights Act 1998 (UK) 

• 5th Amendment Due Process Clause (US) 

• FRCP 65 – Emergency Injunctive Relief (US) 

• CPR Emergency Applications & Constitutional Necessity (UK) 

…the registries of the three courts must accept this filing, must not reject it on formalistic 

grounds, and must assist the Applicant in regularising any missing document after 

emergency protection has been granted. 

Any procedural delay would expose the Applicant to immediate physical danger, evidence 

destruction, and irreparable harm. 

 

R) 2) Summary of the situation 

After ten consecutive years of attacks, this case reveals a unique, documented combination 

of : 

• Attempted homicides (poisonings, sabotage, explosive residue implantation), 

• Systemic obstruction of justice (intercepted emails, LRAR, DHL, SIM shutdowns, 

High Court filings erased), 

• Massive surveillance operations (50+ operatives), 

• State-linked influence networks (Interior Ministry, political intermediaries), 

• Economic destruction across five business pillars (total ≈ €124.5 billions). 

The facts are chronological, documented, cross-verified, and corroborated by : 

• French Ministry of Interior exchanges, 

• Telegram communications with a close associate of the President of France, 

• Statistical impossibility of 107 intercepted judicial letters, 

• Falsified court acknowledgments, 

• Disappearance of filings at the High Court. 

This is a case without precedent in Europe or the United States. 
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R) 3) Legal basis for emergency intervention 

The situation satisfies every legal test for emergency jurisdiction: 

ECHR 

• Article 2 — Right to life 

• Article 3 — Prohibition of inhuman treatment 

• Article 5 — Unlawful deprivation of liberty 

• Article 6 — Access to justice 

• Article 13 — Effective remedy 

• Rule 39 — Interim measures (extreme urgency) 

• Akdivar doctrine — When domestic remedies are unavailable or blocked 

UK High Court (Emergency / Constitutional) 

• Osman duty (state must act when there is credible risk to life) 

• “Exceptional circumstances” doctrine 

• Constitutional necessity to prevent irreparable harm 

• CPR Emergency Injunction 

• Mareva / Freezing principles 

US District Court (Washington DC) 

• FRCP 65 – Emergency Injunction 

• 5th Amendment Due Process 

• Right of access to courts 

• Extraordinary Circumstances doctrine 

• Imminent irreparable harm test 

Across the three jurisdictions, the legal standards are met simultaneously : 

Risk to life 

Destruction of access to justice 

Impossibility of adversarial proceedings 

Irreparable economic harm 

Systemic obstruction by State-linked actors 

 

 

R) 4) Emergency Requests (the 8 mandatory items) 

In light of the above, the Applicant respectfully requests the Court to issue the following 

immediate orders: 
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1. Activation of emergency procedure (ECHR / UK / US) 

Classification of this matter under emergency or exceptional circumstances. 

2. Immediate hearing 

Hearing today or tomorrow, as physical danger escalates with every delay. 

3. Permanent forfeiture of defence rights 

The Respondents have, through deliberate obstruction, 

destroyed the Applicant’s access to justice for ten years. 

This constitutes an irrevocable forfeiture of their right to present a defence under: 

• Principles of procedural equity, 

• Abuse of process doctrine, 

• “Clean hands” doctrine (UK/US), 

• Article 6 ECHR (state may not profit from its own obstruction). 

4. Freezing Order — €500 millions 

To prevent retaliatory asset transfers and ensure immediate jurisdictional protection. 

5. Immediate Provisional Relief — €7 millions 

Essential to secure survival, relocation, medical protection, and minimal economic stability. 

6. Mandatory cross-transmission to the three courts 

Whichever court receives this filing must automatically transmit the full record to : 

1. ECHR — Strasbourg 

2. High Court of Justice — London 

3. U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia — Washington DC 

This ensures simultaneous jurisdiction, as each court holds part of the legal competence 

necessary to protect the Applicant’s life and rights. 

7. Immediate protection measures 

Urgent safeguards for the Applicant and his family, including monitoring, safe-housing 

options, and official acknowledgment of threat level. 

8. Order to preserve all evidence 

Immediate freezing of : 

• Telecom logs, 

• Email servers, 
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• Internal instructions, 

• State–bank coordination, 

• Court correspondence systems, 

• Metadata relating to postal and digital interceptions. 

This includes public institutions, banks, telecom providers, and private actors. 

 

R) 5) Substantive claims (to be adjudicated once protection 

is secured) 

Once the Applicant is safe and access to justice restored, he seeks: 

1. Joint and several liability of the French State for unlawful detention, inhuman 

treatment, obstruction, and economic destruction. 

2. Full compensation of economic & moral damages 

– LucyBank: €78B 

– Démembrement : €46.4B 

– DP&P : €13M 

– Tiny House : €40–60M 

Total ≈ €124.4B 

3. International investigation under EU / UN mandate. 

4. Criminal and disciplinary sanctions for involved agents. 

5. Restitution of all rights, assets, and companies unlawfully taken or neutralised. 

 

R) 6) Purpose of these requests 

This action is necessary not only to protect one individual life, but also to : 

• Prevent future abuses, 

• Reaffirm the rule of law within Europe, 

• And establish a jurisprudential precedent on systemic State-enabled obstruction and 

transnational persecution. 
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S) LIST OF COUNTERPARTIES – BANKING 

INSTITUTIONS 

1. BNP Paribas S.A. 

16 Boulevard des Italiens, 75009 Paris, France 

https://group.bnpparibas 

2. Groupe BPCE (Banques Populaires and Caisses d’Épargne) 

50 Avenue Pierre Mendès France, 75201 Paris Cedex 13, France 

https://groupebpce.com 

3. Société Générale S.A. 

17 Cours Valmy, 92987 Paris La Défense Cedex, France 

https://www.societegenerale.com 

4. Crédit Mutuel Alliance Fédérale 

4 Rue Frédéric-Guillaume Raiffeisen, 67000 Strasbourg, France 

https://www.creditmutuelalliancefederale.fr 

5. La Banque Postale S.A. 

115 Rue de Sèvres, 75275 Paris Cedex 06, France 

https://www.labanquepostale.com 

6. CIC – Crédit Industriel et Commercial S.A. 

6 Avenue de Provence, 75009 Paris, France 

https://www.cic.fr 

7. Crédit Mutuel Arkéa 

1 Rue Louis Lichou, 29480 Le Relecq-Kerhuon, France 

https://www.cm-arkea.com 

8. Banque Palatine S.A. (BPCE Group) 

42 Rue d’Anjou, 75008 Paris, France 

https://www.banquepalatine.fr 

9. Milleis Banque S.A. 

32 Avenue George V, 75008 Paris, France 

https://www.milleis.fr 

10. Rothschild & Co Concordia S.A.S. / Rothschild Martin Maurel SCS 

23 bis & 29 Avenue de Messine, 75008 Paris, France 

https://www.rothschildandco.com 

11. BAMI – Banque Michel Inchauspé 

76 Avenue du 8 Mai 1945, 64100 Bayonne, France 

https://www.banquebami.fr 

https://group.bnpparibas/
https://www.cic.fr/
https://www.milleis.fr/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.rothschildandco.com/
https://www.banquebami.fr/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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12. Lazard Frères S.A.S. 

175 Boulevard Haussmann, 75008 Paris, France 

https://www.lazard.com 

13. Lazard & Co., Limited (United Kingdom) 

50 Stratton Street, London W1J 8LL, United Kingdom 

https://www.lazard.com 

14. RiverBank S.A. (Luxembourg) 

24 Rue Edmond Reuter, L-5326 Contern, Luxembourg 

https://www.riverbank.eu 

15. Bank B N.V. (Belgium) 

Mannebeekstraat 33, 8790 Waregem, Belgium 

https://www.bankb.be 

16. Crédit Agricole 

12 Place des Etats Unis, Montrouge Cedex, France 

https://credit-agricole.com 

 

 

General note 

 

This list identifies banking entities directly or indirectly involved in the financial blockages, 

obstructions, and economic harm suffered by the claimant. 

It remains open and may be extended as further evidence and data-freezing measures are 

obtained during the ongoing investigations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.lazard.com/
https://www.lazard.com/
https://www.riverbank.eu/
https://www.bankb.be/
https://credit-agricole.com/
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T) LIST OF RESPONDENT PARTIES – FRENCH 

STATE AND RESPONSIBLE OFFICIALS 

 

The claimant hereby designates, as respondent parties, both the French State (as a legal 

entity under public law) and the senior government officials who exercised direct or indirect 

authority during the period of the alleged violations (2016–2025). 

These individuals, acting within their official capacity, are held jointly and severally liable for 

the actions, omissions, and institutional decisions that contributed to the claimant’s 

persecution, economic destruction, and denial of justice. 

Designated public officials include: 

1. The President of the French Republic (2016–2025) — ultimate head of the 

executive power and guarantor of the judiciary’s independence under Article 64 of the 

French Constitution. 

2. All Prime Ministers serving between 2016 and 2025, as coordinators of government 

policy and direct superiors of the ministries concerned. 

3. All Ministers of the Economy and Finance during the same period, responsible for 

banking supervision, regulatory oversight, and economic policy decisions affecting the 

claimant’s business activities. 

4. All Ministers of Justice (Garde des Sceaux), responsible for ensuring the integrity of 

the judicial process and for preventing obstruction or denial of access to the courts. 

5. All Ministers of the Interior, responsible for domestic security and intelligence 

operations, under whose authority acts of surveillance, harassment, or unlawful 

detention may have been conducted. 

This list remains open to extension as further evidence identifies other individuals or 

agencies that participated in or facilitated the systemic persecution of the claimant. 
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U) COMPETENCE OF THE THREE COURTS SEIZED 

(Unified Emergency Jurisdiction Block) 

Given the exceptional circumstances and the simultaneous risk to life, obstruction of justice, 

and transnational economic destruction, the following courts hold immediate and 

concurrent jurisdiction: 

U) 1) European Court of Human Rights (Strasbourg) 

Competence arises from ongoing violations of : 

• Article 2 (risk to life), 

• Article 3 (inhuman treatment), 

• Article 5 (arbitrary deprivation of liberty), 

• Article 6 (access to justice), 

• Article 13 (effective remedy), 

• Article 1 Protocol 1 (property rights). 

Under Rule 39, the Court must intervene when domestic remedies are blocked and life-

threatening risks are proven. 

 

U) 2) High Court of Justice (London) 

The High Court has emergency jurisdiction due to : 

• The existence of State-linked actions affecting a person present on British territory; 

• The Osman duty (when authorities know of a real and immediate risk to life) ; 

• Constitutional necessity and CPR Emergency Applications ; 

• The disappearance or non-receipt of filings previously sent to the Court. 

The Court may order : 

• Freezing Orders, 

• Emergency Injunctions, 

• Disclosure Orders, 

• Evidence preservation. 

 

U) 3) U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia 

(Washington D.C.) 

The U.S. federal court holds emergency jurisdiction under : 

• FRCP 65 – Temporary Restraining Orders, 
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• 5th Amendment Due Process, 

• The Extraordinary Circumstances Doctrine, 

• Right of access to courts when foreign obstruction prevents justice. 

The Court may order: 

• Emergency injunctive protection, 

• Preservation of digital evidence, 

• Mandatory production of communications under U.S. e-discovery rules. 

 

U) 4) Principle of Mandatory Triple Transmission 

These three jurisdictions are complementary and inseparable: 

• ECHR → fundamental rights 

• UK High Court → physical protection + judicial obstruction 

• U.S. District Court → electronic evidence + injunctive relief 

Therefore, whichever court receives the filing, it must transmit the complete record to the 

other two, as the case requires simultaneous judicial supervision. 

 

U) 5) RESPONDENT PARTIES  

The Respondents fall into three categories: 

U) 5) A) The French State and Public Agents 

Responsible for : 

• Systemic obstruction of justice, 

• Unlawful detention, 

• Inhuman treatment, 

• Economic destruction, 

• Surveillance operations. 

U) 5) B) Financial and Banking Institutions 

Involved in : 

• Unlawful data suppression, 

• Reputational sabotage, 

• Interference with financial operations, 

• Obstruction of evidence. 
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 U) 5) C) Private and Professional Actors 

Including : 

• Court-appointed administrators, 

• Liquidators, 

• Lawyers, 

• Commercial partners, 

• Telecom and digital service providers. 

• Others actors involved 

Their acts or omissions contributed directly to the Applicant’s destruction. 

 

URGENT ORDERS REQUESTED (summary of the 8 main points) 

• Emergency hearing 

• Loss of defence rights 

• Freezing (€500M) 

• Provisional relief (€7M) 

• Cross-transmission to ECHR / UK / US 

• Protection measures 

• Evidence preservation 

• Immediate judicial assistance to regularise the file 
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V) PERSONNAL PLEA 

 
• They stole from me the fruit of twenty-five years of work. 

Ten years of my best years have been destroyed. 

I have known hell, and I still live in it. 

Every day for ten years, I have been attacked — with unlimited means, with state-

of-the-art technologies, with networks that I cannot fight alone. 

 

 

• I was wrongfully imprisoned, interned, subjected to unjustified treatments. 

I suffered car accidents, poisonings, psychological harassment of an intensity that no 

one could endure. 

A thousand times, I have wanted to end it all. 

My physical integrity has been put in danger on multiples occasions. 

 

 

My family has been broken. 

My daughters will never regain the lightness of a normal life. 

My parents, at the end of their lives, will not depart in serenity. 

And I still fight — alone, isolated, deprived of my professional relations, without 

friends, without real support, with as my only tool a computer and the little strength I 

have left. 

 

• But beyond my own person, this case concerns hundreds of thousands, even 

millions of citizens. 

Men and women who were denied the resources, models, and tools that could 

have changed their lives. 

That is the real harm. 

 

• I do not think of the perpetrators of these acts. 

They will be judged, and the facts speak for themselves. 

I do not ask for pity. 

I ask for the recognition of the law — simply applied. 

 

 

• At the moment when you render your decision, think of my family, of those 

thousands of people whom this model was meant to help, 

and perhaps a little of me, 

but above all — have no thought for those who committed these criminal acts. 

 

• Despite pain, fatigue and years of struggle, I remain fully lucid about the facts and the 

purpose of my fight. 

This is neither obstinacy nor a desire for revenge: it is about ensuring that the 

truth is told and justice is done. 

What I have endured cannot be reduced to a “file” or an ordinary dispute : it is an 

accumulation of human, professional and institutional violations of the utmost gravity. 

• I will not give up. 

 

Whatever the time and the cost, I will pursue all proceedings to their end, 
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because this fight goes beyond my own case : it concerns the value of law, trust in 

institutions, and the protection of all citizens. 

 

• This note is not meant to elicit sympathy, but to reaffirm my absolute determination: 

that of a lucid man, wounded yet standing, who refuses to let falsehood, fear or 

impunity become the norm. 

 

 
Pierre Deglaire 

7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac France 
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W) LIST OF EVIDENCE – INDICATIVE INVENTORY 

AND SUBMISSION SCHEDULE 

The Applicant respectfully informs the Court that the evidentiary corpus exceeds 50 000 

pages and will be provided in successive tranches due to technical and logistical constraints. 

Phase 1 – Initial Submission (Immediate) 

 

Core documentation establishing the continuous pattern of persecution and obstruction : 

 

• Official correspondence with European and international authorities (ECHR Ref. 30346/25 – 

UN CAT & HRC – Interpol – EPPO – PNF).  

• Financial evaluations and loss assessments ; 

 

Phase 2 – Within 60 days 

• Medical and detention reports (Serbian imprisonment 2022 and French psychiatric 

internment 2023) ; 

• Corporate and banking records of DPP Consulting (2013 – 2024) ; 

• Digital forensic extractions (emails, metadata, device logs) ; 

• Affidavits, witness statements, and supporting testimonies. 

 

Phase 3 – Within 120 days 

• Extended archives, media exchanges, and cross-jurisdictional communications ; 

• Complementary exhibits from banking and governmental sources obtained after disclosure 

orders. 

Each tranche will be formatted in A4 layout, paginated, indexed, and certified for 

authenticity. 

The Applicant requests the Court to grant reasonable time and technical assistance for 

staged filing, given the exceptional scale of the evidence. 
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X) INDEX OF ANNEXES  

Annex Title Description Pages 

0 
Prospective Civic and Societal 

Engagement 

purely for transparency and contextual 

understanding 
 

A List of Counterparties 
Identification of public and private entities 

involved 
 

B 
Chronology of Events (2016 – 

2025) 

Detailed timeline and cross-jurisdictional 

map (full detail p to p  
 

C Medical and Detention Records Hospital and prison files (Serbia & France)  

D Digital Evidence Email logs, metadata, IT forensics  

E Correspondence with Authorities ECHR, UN, Interpol, EPPO, PNF  

 F         Authorities and Jurisdictions already seized 

 G         Legal Analysis Appendix 
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Y) CLOSING NOTE  

Pierre Deglaire 

Applicant – Self-represented 

Statement of Truth 

I believe that the facts stated in this petition are true to the best of my knowledge and 

belief. 

 

7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 

33700 Mérignac France 

+ 33 6 63 90 13 01 

Pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

Executed in Mérignac, France 30 11 2025 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Pierre.deglaire@gmail.com
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Z) ANNEX 

 

ANNEX 0 — Prospective Civic and Societal Engagement 

Framework (Non-Binding and Separate from Damages 

Assessment) 

 

1. Purpose and Scope of This Annex 

This Annex is submitted purely for transparency and contextual understanding. 

It is not part of the legal claim, does not influence the quantification of damages, and has 

no bearing on liability, causation, or compensation. 

Its sole function is to outline the Claimant’s personal and civic intentions regarding the 

long-term societal purpose of his work, independently from the judicial process. 

 

2. Long-Term Societal Orientation of the Claimant’s Work 

Throughout his professional activities — whether in financial innovation, real-estate 

structuring, dismemberment strategies, or economic optimisation — the Claimant has 

consistently pursued projects with a strong societal, civic, and public-interest dimension. 

These projects were designed not only to generate value, but also to : 

• Expand access to financial tools, 

• Increase housing security and affordability, 

• Create innovative economic pathways for vulnerable individuals, 

• And improve structural efficiency in markets traditionally inaccessible to those in 

difficulty. 

The Claimant affirms that this societal orientation is not a consequence of the present 

litigation — it has always been an essential component of his professional mission. 

 

3. Post-Litigation Intention to Continue and Expand 

Societal Impact 

Independently from any judicial determination, and without prejudice to the damages sought, 

the Claimant expresses his intention to : 

• Continue developing innovative structures, 
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• Apply his expertise to create scalable solutions in financial and housing markets, 

• And provide support mechanisms for individuals facing severe financial, housing, 

or structural constraints. 

This will include the creation of independent, non-governmental structures dedicated to 

assisting individuals who lack access to conventional financial systems or housing stability. 

These future structures will be: 

• Operationally autonomous, 

• Legally independent, 

• Non-governmental, 

• And modelled on lessons learned from the systemic failures and obstructions 

documented in this case. 

 

4. Independence from the Judicial Process 

For absolute clarity: 

• This Annex is not a request for consideration during the assessment of damages. 

• It does not constitute a condition, limitation, or modification of the compensation 

claimed. 

• It is not linked to any specific financial outcome. 

• It does not bind the Court or the Defendants in any way. 

It is a forward-looking, voluntary declaration of intention, filed separately to avoid any 

interference with the judicial evaluation of the economic harm suffered. 

 

5. Closing Statement 

The Claimant intends to ensure that the expertise, methodologies, and value-generation 

mechanisms developed before the obstruction continue to serve a societal purpose in the 

future. 

The present legal action concerns past destruction and the restoration of rights; this Annex 

concerns the future and the Claimant’s commitment to ensuring that the lessons of this case 

translate into constructive, accessible, and socially valuable initiatives. 
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ANNEX A LIST OF RESPONDENT PARTIES 

1 BANKING INSTITUTIONS 

1. BNP Paribas S.A. 

16 Boulevard des Italiens, 75009 Paris, France 

https://group.bnpparibas 

2. Groupe BPCE (Banques Populaires and Caisses d’Épargne) 

50 Avenue Pierre Mendès France, 75201 Paris Cedex 13, France 

https://groupebpce.com 

3. Société Générale S.A. 

17 Cours Valmy, 92987 Paris La Défense Cedex, France 

https://www.societegenerale.com 

4. Crédit Mutuel Alliance Fédérale 

4 Rue Frédéric-Guillaume Raiffeisen, 67000 Strasbourg, France 

https://www.creditmutuelalliancefederale.fr 

5. La Banque Postale S.A. 

115 Rue de Sèvres, 75275 Paris Cedex 06, France 

https://www.labanquepostale.com 

6. CIC – Crédit Industriel et Commercial S.A. 

6 Avenue de Provence, 75009 Paris, France 

https://www.cic.fr 

7. Crédit Mutuel Arkéa 

1 Rue Louis Lichou, 29480 Le Relecq-Kerhuon, France 

https://www.cm-arkea.com 

8. Banque Palatine S.A. (BPCE Group) 

42 Rue d’Anjou, 75008 Paris, France 

https://www.banquepalatine.fr 

9. Milleis Banque S.A. 

32 Avenue George V, 75008 Paris, France 

https://www.milleis.fr 

10. Rothschild & Co Concordia S.A.S. / Rothschild Martin Maurel SCS 

23 bis & 29 Avenue de Messine, 75008 Paris, France 

https://www.rothschildandco.com 

11. BAMI – Banque Michel Inchauspé 

76 Avenue du 8 Mai 1945, 64100 Bayonne, France 

https://www.banquebami.fr 

https://group.bnpparibas/
https://www.cic.fr/
https://www.milleis.fr/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.rothschildandco.com/
https://www.banquebami.fr/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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12. Lazard Frères S.A.S. 

175 Boulevard Haussmann, 75008 Paris, France 

https://www.lazard.com 

13. Lazard & Co., Limited (United Kingdom) 

50 Stratton Street, London W1J 8LL, United Kingdom 

https://www.lazard.com 

14. RiverBank S.A. (Luxembourg) 

24 Rue Edmond Reuter, L-5326 Contern, Luxembourg 

https://www.riverbank.eu 

15. Bank B N.V. (Belgium) 

Mannebeekstraat 33, 8790 Waregem, Belgium 

https://www.bankb.be 

16. Crédit Agricole 

12 Place des Etats Unis, Montrouge Cedex, France 

https://credit-agricole.com 

 

 

General note 

 

This list identifies banking entities directly or indirectly involved in the financial blockages, 

obstructions, and economic harm suffered by the claimant. 

It remains open and may be extended as further evidence and data-freezing measures are 

obtained during the ongoing investigations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.lazard.com/
https://www.lazard.com/
https://www.riverbank.eu/
https://www.bankb.be/
https://credit-agricole.com/
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LIST OF RESPONDENT PARTIES –  

2 FRENCH STATE AND RESPONSIBLE OFFICIALS 

 

The claimant hereby designates, as respondent parties, both the French State (as a legal 

entity under public law) and the senior government officials who exercised direct or indirect 

authority during the period of the alleged violations (2016–2025). 

These individuals, acting within their official capacity, are held jointly and severally liable for 

the actions, omissions, and institutional decisions that contributed to the claimant’s 

persecution, economic destruction, and denial of justice. 

Designated public officials include: 

6. The President of the French Republic (2016–2025) — ultimate head of the 

executive power and guarantor of the judiciary’s independence under Article 64 of the 

French Constitution. 

7. All Prime Ministers serving between 2016 and 2025, as coordinators of government 

policy and direct superiors of the ministries concerned. 

8. All Ministers of the Economy and Finance during the same period, responsible for 

banking supervision, regulatory oversight, and economic policy decisions affecting the 

claimant’s business activities. 

9. All Ministers of Justice (Garde des Sceaux), responsible for ensuring the integrity of 

the judicial process and for preventing obstruction or denial of access to the courts. 

10. All Ministers of the Interior, responsible for domestic security and intelligence 

operations, under whose authority acts of surveillance, harassment, or unlawful 

detention may have been conducted. 

This list remains open to extension as further evidence identifies other individuals or 

agencies that participated in or facilitated the systemic persecution of the claimant. 
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ANNEXE E CORRESPONDENCE WITH 

AUTHORITIES 
 
To the President of The European Commission  
 
Lettre Recommandée AR 
 
To Mrs Ursula von der Leyen 
President of the European Commission  
Rue de la Loi 200 
B-1049 Bruxelles – Belgique 
 
 

Subject: Absolute Emergency – Request for the Creation of an Independent European Special 

Commission and Immediate Protection 

Madam President, 

I am writing to you in my capacity as a European citizen to draw your attention to a situation 

of exceptional gravity, detailed in the document below entitled European and International 

Founding Text – Absolute Emergency – Total Resolution. 

This text constitutes both an alarm call and a request for immediate intervention. 

It presents a set of documented facts, serious violations of the rule of law, and repeated 

institutional obstacles that have prevented me from exercising my fundamental rights and 

from pursuing an innovative banking project with a strong social impact, within a European 

market of approximately €20 trillions. 

In view of the transnational nature of the facts, the potential involvement of European 

public funds, and the manifest failure of national mechanisms, I respectfully request: 

1. The immediate establishment of an independent special commission, under the 

supervision of the European Commission, mandated to investigate and to propose 

provisional protection measures ; 

2. The implementation of secure access for the transmission and preservation of all 

related evidence and documents ; 

3. The examination of an emergency derogatory procedure to ensure my physical and 

legal safety. 

I remain entirely at your disposal for any hearing, meeting, or transmission of additional 

materials. 

Please accept, Madam President, the assurance of my highest respect and my deep attachment 

to the founding values of the European Union. 
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EUROPEAN AND INTERNATIONAL FOUNDING 

TEXT — ABSOLUTE EMERGENCY — TOTAL 

RESOLUTION 

(Urgent request for the creation of an independent Special Commission and immediate 

protection of the economic and institutional whistleblower) 

I am addressing you because there is no time left to lose. 

This case is not an ordinary complaint. It is the alert of a European citizen who has, for 

more than a decade, documented, proven, and borne witness to an organized, 

multidimensional, and transnational system of neutralization aimed at eliminating him — 

economically, legally, and humanly. 

It constitutes a systemic hostage-taking of the rule of law. 

My background is simple to summarize: I designed and promoted a European banking 

model, validated by the Chief Economist of the Central Bank of Lithuania (where Google 

Pay and Revolut are regulated), intended to secure deposits at 100% and redistribute value 

to citizens. 

This project falls within a major European market — around €20 trillion — where fair 

competition is essential for the common good. 

Instead of being encouraged, this project was attacked, suffocated, and destroyed through 

methods that go far beyond negligence — they constitute strategy. 

Who can organize, coordinate, and execute such acts? 

Here, without embellishment, is the list of acts committed against me — concise, raw, without 

legal commentary — so that everyone may understand the nature of the aggression and the 

scale of the threat: 

• Who can divert local and national public funds (including European portions) to finance 

operations of surveillance, harassment, and obstruction? 

• Who can block, for years, all legitimate judicial procedures initiated against third parties or 

for the defense of a right? 

• Who can withdraw parental authority or trigger social measures contrary to the facts and 

without serious evidentiary basis? 

• Who can force the sale of a strategic real-estate asset to a close associate of a political 

leader, bypassing thirteen years of legitimate procedures? 

• Who can deprive an entrepreneur of access to the banking system (cards, credit, facilities) 

for ten to fifteen years? 

• Who can organize simultaneous hacking of all digital tools (emails, phones, GPS, servers) 

precisely at the critical moments of key cases? 

• Who can orchestrate material sabotage (abnormal vehicle behavior, suspicious potentially 

fatal accidents) at the time of sensitive meetings? 

• Who can deposit explosive residues on personal belongings after a forced contact in an 

airport security zone? 

• Who can make important emails disappear or block the reception of strategic messages 

from lawyers, media, or investors? 

• Who can justify abusive psychiatric internments and administer sedatives without any 

valid diagnosis? 

• Who can leave a detainee without vital medication (insulin) for several days, without 
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intervention, despite the risk of death? 

• Who can organize transnational tailing operations, mobilizing dozens and then hundreds 

of agents across several countries within forty-eight hours? 

• Who can introduce a false partner (a three-year emotional relationship) designed to extract 

information and resources? 

• Who can discourage, constrain, or buy the silence of international law firms (rare 

responses, manifestly abusive conditions)? 

• Who can neutralize media and associations, preventing any public exposure despite the 

magnitude of the facts? 

• Who can perpetuate targeted fiscal and administrative controls, intended to destroy the 

capacity to act? 

 

These points are factual, documented in thousands of assembled pieces. 

They are not meant to pronounce immediate judgment but to answer one practical and vital 

question — who can do this? — and to show that the scale, means, and coordination required 

point to institutional dysfunctions and the illegitimate use of public and European funds 

and powers. 

 

The conclusion is inescapable: national remedies have been exhausted. 

I have seized, alerted, and requested assistance from all competent institutions — judicial 

authorities, professional orders, regulators, embassies (35 contacted), media, NGOs, and 

hundreds of international lawyers — and the response has been either abandonment, passive 

complicity, or inertia. 

The whistleblower status, as it exists today, proved ineffective and even meaningless in my 

case: it neither ensured protection, nor guaranteed the handling of evidence, nor allowed the 

opening of effective investigations. 

This mechanism, in its current form, must be urgently reformed — to become a real, 

operational protection, independent from national pressure. 

 

The seriousness goes far beyond an individual case: there is a direct link between the 

mismanagement and diversion of national public resources (including European shares) 

and the corruption of the market. 

When public funds are used, even partially, to neutralize innovation and distort 

competition, it is not merely a French issue — it is a European issue. 

The Union is co-owner of these funds; it has both a moral and legal obligation to intervene 

to ensure sound management and prevent the abusive use of resources it finances or co-

finances. 

 

On the human level: the impact is devastating. A broken family, affected children, 

compromised health, total social isolation. 

On the economic level: a project potentially structuring for the public good has been 
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neutralized, causing considerable loss of value to the European market. 

On the democratic level: collective trust erodes when checks and balances remain silent. 

In the face of such urgency, the usual procedural logic — file, wait months, litigate, wait 

years — is inapplicable. 

When one has a deep wound on the battlefield, one treats first; the investigation and the trial 

come later. 

That is why I now request, urgently and imperatively, provisional and protective measures: 

priority hearing, immediate personal protection, secure access to file and transmit all evidence 

(certified European digital vault), temporary suspension of acts likely to compromise the 

investigation, and the activation of a transnational mechanism for monitoring the funds 

concerned. 

Specifically, I request the immediate creation of a European Emergency Special 

Commission, independent, composed of judicial and financial experts and neutral external 

representatives, with a limited but binding mandate: 

to investigate rapidly, protect persons and evidence, order provisional measures with 

immediate effect (asset freezes, suspension of administrative acts, reinforced consular 

protection), and escalate any obstruction to automatic European sanctions. 

This Commission is not a final court; it is a stabilization and preservation body — to heal 

before judging. 

I also request an effective reform of the European whistleblower status: 

protected alert procedure, direct and prioritized access to an independent European entity, 

material protection and secure data storage, and allocation of urgent legal assistance 

resources. 

The current mechanisms, based on the goodwill of States, have clearly shown their limits. 

My appeal is simple and urgent : open the doors tomorrow, review the evidence, protect me 

and protect the proof. 

If European institutions do not take immediate and provisional measures, everything I hold — 

evidence, analyses, the model — risks disappearing. 

And with it, the opportunity to correct structural deviations that threaten free competition, 

the sound management of public funds, and the legal security of the Union. 

I am ready to fully cooperate, to provide all evidence, to be heard, and to implement any 

verification mechanism deemed necessary. 

But I cannot wait. My life, my evidence, and the public interest require immediate action. 

This text is a cry. It is also a hand extended: establish emergency measures; then we will 

bring full clarity, hold responsibilities before competent courts, and build the necessary 

reforms. 

But first, protect. 

First, heal. 

First, prevent the system from continuing to devour itself. 
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Pierre Deglaire 

Executed in Dubai —23 October 2025 
 

Pierre Deglaire 
7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 
33700 Mérignac France 
Tél. : +33 6 63 90 13 01 
Courriel : pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 
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LETTRE RECOMMANDEE AR 

Présidence du Parlement européen (Mme Roberta Metsola) 

European Parliament — Strasbourg 

Avenue du Président Robert Schuman 1 

F-67070 Strasbourg Cedex — France 

 

Pierre Deglaire  

7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 

33700 Mérignac France 

 

Fait à Mérignac France, le 29 10 2025 

Madam President of the European Parliament 

Subject: Urgent transmission – Citizen Declaration of 

Necessity and Democratic Safeguard (France) 

Dear Madam President of the European Parliament, 

 
I am writing to formally transmit the attached Citizen Declaration of Necessity and 

Democratic Safeguard, detailing a set of criminal and institutional failures that have 

rendered me unable to access justice in France, despite direct appeals to the French National 

Financial Prosecutor’s Office (PNF) and multiple national authorities. 
Given the cross-border nature of the financial, institutional, and digital elements involved, and 

the scale of the damages described, I respectfully submit this declaration to the European 

Public Prosecutor’s Office for review and potential follow-up under its competence for 

serious offences affecting the financial interests of the European Union and its 

institutions. 

In particular, I request that the European Parliament: 

• Take formal note of the attached declaration and its annexes; 

• Assess whether the documented obstructions and systemic interferences fall within the 

scope of EU competence; 

• Open or coordinate an inquiry with national prosecutors, ensuring the protection and 

integrity of the evidence involved. 

I remain at your disposal for any interview, data verification, or supplementary materials that 

may assist your assessment. 

Respectfully, 

Pierre Deglaire 

French citizen ? European, citizen of the world 

7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac 

Attachments: Citizen Declaration of Necessity and Democratic Safeguard (EN, FR) 
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Citizen Declaration of Necessity and 

Democratic Safeguard 

Pierre Deglaire — French citizen ? European, citizen of the world 

Preamble 

After ten years marked by threats, attacks on my physical integrity, and the total absence of 

institutional protection despite repeated appeals to the French National Financial Prosecutor’s 

Office (PNF), to national authorities, to European bodies, and to multiple embassies, I now 

stand alone — without any effective legal or political support. 

Faced with a proven and long-standing denial of justice, I am compelled, as a matter of civil 

and human necessity, to invoke the residual rights granted by international law in order to 

safeguard my own integrity, preserve the evidence in my possession, and ensure the survival 

of the most elementary principles of justice. 

Let it be clearly understood: I do not seek to usurp any public power. 

I act out of necessity, conscience, and duty — to prevent the final collapse of democratic law 

where silence and corruption have replaced accountability. 

This declaration is therefore addressed to national and international authorities for 

acknowledgment, verification, and confirmation of legitimacy. 

If no authority proves capable or willing to ensure this minimum protection, the record itself 

will stand as historical evidence of the system’s failure. 

 

1. Finding of Institutional Failure 

1.1. I have repeatedly submitted formal complaints, with evidence, to the National Financial 

Prosecutor’s Office, to ordinary courts, and to European institutions. The lack of response or 

follow-up demonstrates a structural obstruction to the exercise of my rights. 

1.2. In practice, I face : 

• Prolonged inaction and administrative silence ; 

• The impossibility of obtaining legal representation despite numerous attempts; 

• The absence of protective or precautionary measures that should have been ordered to 

secure vital evidence and communications. 

1.3. The result is a double collapse : 

• Personal, since I am left defenseless and in danger ; 

• And systemic, since the justice system itself has ceased to serve its constitutional 

purpose — protecting citizens from abuse. 
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Where the rule of law should act as a shield, it has become a wall. 

 

2. Legal and Moral Foundations 

2.1. This declaration is grounded in : 

• The French Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen (1789) – Articles 

2, 6, and 15 ; 

• The European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) – Article 6 (right to a fair 

trial) ; 

• The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) – Preamble and Articles 3, 8, 

and 10 ; 

• The general principles of French law: state of necessity and self-defense, which allow 

limited and proportional actions when ordinary legal recourse is unavailable. 

2.2. These principles establish that when access to justice is obstructed by systemic 

dysfunction, the citizen retains fundamental rights to act in self-preservation, within the limits 

of transparency, proportionality, and good faith. 

 

3. Historical and Philosophical References 

3.1. History offers examples where moral responsibility justified limited citizen action in the 

absence of functioning institutions : 

• The French Resistance (1940–1944) acted before any official recognition to defend 

liberty and legality in a context where law had collapsed. Their actions later became a 

foundation for constitutional legitimacy. 

• The Russell Tribunal (1966–1967), a civil tribunal of conscience, was formed to 

investigate state violations of international law when official institutions failed to do 

so — showing that citizen-based justice can preserve moral order when legal order 

collapses. 

• On September 11, 2001, United Airlines Flight 93 was hijacked by four terrorists. 

Realizing the aircraft would be used as a weapon against Washington, the passengers 

— untrained, unarmed civilians — decided to act. They attempted to retake control of 

the plane, which crashed in Pennsylvania, likely saving hundreds of lives on the 

ground. 

Their courage became a universal symbol of moral responsibility: ordinary citizens 

taking decisive action when all formal authority had vanished. 

3.2. It is in that same spirit — not of rebellion, but of responsibility — that I act today: to 

preserve life, dignity, and truth, in full transparency and with respect for international law. 
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4. Principle of Democratic Necessity 

4.1. I hereby invoke the principle of democratic necessity: the right of any citizen to act in a 

limited, transparent, and proportional manner to maintain access to justice when institutional 

channels are proven non-functional. 

4.2. The actions undertaken under this principle obey four strict conditions : 

• Transparency – all acts will be documented and transmitted to competent authorities; 

• Proportionality – actions are limited to ensuring immediate survival and procedural 

continuity; 

• Temporariness – all measures remain provisional until lawful access to justice is 

restored; 

• Accountability – all acts and motives are open to examination by independent bodies. 

 

5. Emergency Safeguard Measures Requested 

Measure 1 — Temporary postal exemption for access to justice 

Access to justice depends on the ability to send official mail and evidence. 

Given my total lack of financial means, I request that La Poste and equivalent operators 

grant full and temporary exemption from postal fees for citizens facing a documented 

denial of justice. 

This exemption would apply only to communications with courts, administrations, and 

international bodies and would remain provisional until my rights are effectively restored. 

I also commit, once my financial situation is normalized or restitution of damages is achieved, 

to reimburse all postal fees advanced — ensuring this is not a privilege, but a practical 

safeguard for the rule of law. 

 

Measure 2 — Immediate freezing and protection of evidence and data 

I request the urgent preservation and protection of all evidence, files, correspondences, 

and communications connected to the ongoing proceedings, to prevent deletion, alteration, 

or interception. 

Such measures are consistent with the French Penal Code (Article 434-4) and with the 

international obligation to preserve evidence in human rights cases. 

 

Measure 3 — Emergency subsistence assistance (provisional financial aid) 

Due to the current impossibility of earning income or accessing basic survival means, I 

request an exceptional and temporary subsistence aid of €10,000 per pending case, solely 

to: 
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• Maintain ongoing judicial and administrative actions ; 

• Mover survival-level expenses (housing, security, transport, basic needs) ; 

• Safeguard documentary and digital evidence critical to the case. 

This symbolic amount is infinitesimal compared to the actual damages (ranging from 

millions to several billion euros). 

It represents a life-preserving measure, not a claim for enrichment, and will be subject to full 

restitution once legal recovery is possible. 

 

6. Appeal to National and International Authorities 

I respectfully transmit this declaration to : 

• The President of the French Republic ; 

• The Prime Minister and Minister of Justice ; 

• The French National Financial Prosecutor’s Office (PNF) ; 

• The European Parliament (President and competent committees) ; 

• The European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) ; 

• The Council of Europe and its Committee for the Prevention of Torture (CPT) ; 

• The United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights 

(OHCHR); 

• The UN Committee Against Torture (CAT) and Special Rapporteur on Torture ; 

• The European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO). 

I request that these authorities: 

• Acknowledge and register this declaration; 

• Take urgent interim measures (postal access, data freeze, subsistence aid); 

• Open an inquiry into systemic obstruction and institutional failure; 

• And communicate, within reasonable delay, their intended follow-up. 

 

7. Transparency and Accountability 

Every action taken under this declaration will be recorded, dated, archived, and open to 

verification. 

My aim is to preserve truth and traceability — the core of justice — not to hide or circumvent 

it. 
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8. Civic Oath and Final Statement 

I do not act to seize power, but to preserve the minimal conditions of justice and human 

dignity. 

If the State can no longer ensure these, then the citizen, guided by conscience and necessity, 

must act to prevent absolute collapse. 

“I act not against the Republic, but for the Republic — 

for the truth, for justice, and for the survival of democratic conscience.” 

Done at Mérignac France, le 29 10 2025 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

French citizen ? European, citizen of the world 

7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 

33700 Mérignac France 
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Cour Européenne des droits de l’homme 

Conseil de l’Europe 

67075 Strasbourg-Cedex 

France 

 

 

 

Deglaire Pierre 

 

Adresse : 7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac France 

Domicile actuel à Dubaï (EAU) 

Al Khoory Courtyard Hotel 

Rue Al Waha, Al Quoz, zone industrielle 3,  

Dubaï 

 

00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

 

Dubaï le 01 10 2025 

 

Lettre Recommandée AR 

 

 

Objet : Demande urgente de mesures provisoires (Règle 39) – Protection de la vie et de 

l’intégrité du requérant 

 

Madame, Monsieur, 

 

Je sollicite par la présente l’application de l’article 39 du règlement de la Cour afin d’obtenir 

en urgence des mesures provisoires destinées à protéger ma vie et mon intégrité physique, 

gravement menacées par une série d’atteintes systématiques et coordonnées dont je suis 

victime depuis plusieurs années. 

 

Je suis un ressortissant français, aujourd’hui résident à Dubaï, confronté à une situation d’une 

extrême gravité : 

• Multiples arrestations arbitraires et internements psychiatriques abusifs, en France 

comme à l’étranger (notamment en Serbie, 2022), accompagnés de privations de soins et de 

conditions inhumaines. 

• Empoisonnements répétés, dont les conséquences ont conduit à une opération d’urgence 

en mars 2025 alors que j’étais en parfaite santé jusque-là. 

• Accident de voiture en Suisse, survenu après une filature par plus de 50 personnes, 

immédiatement après le dépôt de documents auprès de l’ONU. 

• Filatures internationales et harcèlement organisé, dans plusieurs pays européens et 

extra-européens (France, Italie, Croatie, Slovénie, Bulgarie, Turquie, Serbie, Luxembourg, 

Belgique, Suisse, Espagne, Dubaï). À Belgrade, en août 2022, j’ai été entouré pendant trois 

jours par près de 150 agents de 20 à 30 nationalités différentes, preuve d’une coordination 

internationale. 

mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com
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• Blocages bancaires systématiques en France, empêchant d’une part le déploiement d’un 

projet bancaire validé par la Banque centrale de Lituanie avec passeport européen (secteur 

de 20 000 milliards de dépôts), et d’autre part des opérations immobilières de grande 

ampleur (500 M€ à 1 Md€/mois, commissions prévues de 30–60 M€/mois). 

• Atteintes à la vie privée et à la dignité, incluant harcèlement moral et manipulation via 

une « fausse compagne » infiltrée pour obtenir des informations et me déstabiliser 

psychologiquement. 

 

Ces faits traduisent un système de persécution coordonné impliquant des services de 

l’État, des acteurs bancaires et privés, qui a pour effet de me priver de toute protection et 

de tout accès effectif à la justice en France. 

 

 

J’ai sollicité sans succès : 

• les autorités judiciaires françaises (dont le Parquet national financier 2 fois), 

• des cabinets d’avocats européens et mondiaux, 

• des financeurs européens et mondiaux, 

• des associations, 

• ainsi que des médias français (Tous les principaux plus de 50 en tout) et internationaux. 

 

Aucun ne m’a apporté de protection ni de relais. Face à ce déni de justice et au danger 

mortel, j’ai dû solliciter l’aide de plus de 30 ambassades étrangères à Dubaï cette semaine. 

 

Aujourd’hui, ma vie est directement menacée et il existe un risque sérieux et imminent de 

nouvelles atteintes à mon intégrité et de destruction des preuves. 

 

En conséquence, je demande à la Cour, au titre de l’article 39 de son règlement : 

• d’ordonner à l’État français de prendre immédiatement toutes mesures nécessaires pour 

garantir ma sécurité et mon intégrité physique, 

• de protéger l’ensemble des éléments de preuve en ma possession afin de les rendre 

accessibles à la justice, 

• et de garantir mon accès effectif à un recours juridictionnel indépendant. 

 

Je joins à ce courrier : 

• une Notice Règle 39 détaillée, 
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• une Note descriptive globale, 

• une liste des annexes avec pièces justificatives (chronologies, courriers, descriptions). 

 

Je vous remercie par avance de l’attention portée à l’urgence absolue de cette demande. 

   Veuillez agréer, Madame, Monsieur, l’expression de ma considération     distinguée. 

 

Deglaire Pierre 

   Adresse : 7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac France 

Domicile actuel à Dubaï (EAU) 

Al Khoory Courtyard Hotel 

Rue Al Waha, Al Quoz, zone industrielle 3,  

Dubaï 

00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

 

Demande de mesures provisoires  

 

À l’attention du Greffe de la Cour européenne des droits de l’homme 

Conseil de l’Europe – F-67075 Strasbourg Cedex – France 

 

Objet : Demande de mesures provisoires  

– Règle 39 du Règlement de la Cour 

 

Requérant : Deglaire Pierre, né le 13 01 1973 Nationalité Française 

 

Adresse : 7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac France 

domicile actuel à Dubaï (EAU) 

Al Khoory Courtyard Hotel 

Rue Al Waha, Al Quoz, zone industrielle 3,  

Dubaï. 

 

Représentation : non représenté à ce stade 

 

A. Articles invoqués 

• Article 2 (droit à la vie) 

• Article 3 (interdiction de la torture et des peines ou traitements inhumains ou dégradants) 

• Article 5 (droit à la liberté et à la sûreté) 

• Article 6 (droit à un procès équitable) 

mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com
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• Article 8 (droit au respect de la vie privée et familiale) 

• Article 13 (droit à un recours effectif) 

• Article 14 (interdiction de discrimination) – le cas échéant 

 

B. Demande introductive 

 

En application de la Règle 39 du Règlement de la Cour, je sollicite l’adoption immédiate de 

mesures provisoires afin de protéger ma vie et mon intégrité physique et psychologique, 

d’assurer la préservation des preuves, et de garantir un accès effectif à la justice, au vu 

d’un risque imminent de préjudice irréparable. 

 

 

 

 

 

C. Exposé circonstancié des faits 

 

1) Projet bancaire européen validé puis bloqué en France (2020–2021) 

• Développement en 2020–2021 d’un modèle bancaire innovant en Lituanie, validé par 

le chef économiste de la Banque centrale lituanienne, avec passeport 

européen permettant d’opérer dans tous les États membres, y compris en France. 

• Marché visé : env. 20 000 milliards € de dépôts ; avantage concurrentiel non 

reproductible ; marge nette attendue : plusieurs milliards €/an. 

• En France, blocage systématique de l’ouverture de comptes par de grandes banques, 

empêchant tout déploiement. 

• Élément connexe : apparition non fortuite d’une « fausse compagne 

» exerçant harcèlement moral/torture sentimentale, captation d’informations, pressions 

financières, dénigrement de mes capacités et atteinte à mes valeurs 

fondamentales (famille, travail) – élément de fragilisation au moment critique du 

lancement. 

 

2) Plan alternatif immobilier et nouveau blocage (2022) 

• Lancement 2022 d’opérations immobilières visant 500 M€ à 1 Md€/mois de volumes 

mensuel, commission 6% soit 30 à 60 M€/mois de marge nette. 

• Blocage coordonné et systématique de l’accès à l’ouverture de comptes bancaires en 

France, entravant toute activité. 

• Décision de quitter la France en urgence face à l’escalade des pressions. 

 

3) Fuite, filatures internationales, arrestation arbitraire et internement (5 août–21 

septembre 2022) 

• Trajet : France → Italie → Croatie → Slovénie → Bulgarie. 
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• En Bulgarie (Sofia) : premières filatures visibles et perturbations de 

communication/GPS. 

• Turquie : la surveillance s’intensifie (dizaines de véhicules me suivant sur autoroute). 

• Retour vers la Serbie (Belgrade) : 

• 8–14 août 2022 env. : environ 150 agents de 20 à 30 nationalités m’observent, me 

photographient et me filment pendant trois jours ; indices sérieux d’une alerte 

internationale (Interpol/services). 

• Coupure des cartes bancaires ; pour 36 € d’addition impossible à régler, fausse 

accusation par un restaurateur de menaces de mort et de vouloir « faire sauter son 

établissement » après que la police sur place m’a entendue sur le règlement des 36 

€, reconnue ma version, ces fausses accusations étaient manifestement préparées. 

• Arrestation arbitraire ; 42 jours de privation de liberté, moitié prison / moitié 

service psychiatrique au sein de la prison, sans base légale. 

• Conditions indignes : 18 jours sans savon, 34 jours sans brosse à dents, 

impossibilité de recevoir argent/effets ; cohabitation forcée avec des détenus violents 

(dont un criminel ayant tué l’agresseur sexuel de sa sœur) ; violences et 

humiliations infligées à un codétenu rom/manouche dans ma cellule. 

• Grèves de la faim, de la soif et des médicaments vitaux, sans aucune assistance 

médicale. 

 

4) Ré-internement immédiat en France 

• À la sortie de Serbie, internement psychiatrique forcé à Bordeaux, sédation 

immédiate, sans justification – poursuite de la stratégie de pression et de délégitimation. 

 

5) Attaques et atteintes transnationales (2022–2025) 

• Suisse (Août 25) : filature par >50 personnes ; accident de voiture juste après dépôt 

de documents à l’ONU. 

• Luxembourg (mars 24) : empoisonnement ; piratages et perturbations 

GPS/communication ayant empêché la remise de données à un grand journaliste européen. 

• Belgique (mars 24) : sabotage d’un véhicule de location, arrêt des démarches 

médiatiques. 

• Espagne (avril 25) : filatures et entraves. 

• Croatie (août 22) : perturbations GPS au début du périple d’Europe de l’Est. 

• Bulgarie (août 22) : filatures et blocages. 

• Royaume-Uni (mars 24) : fouille intégrale du véhicule à la douane ; paralysie 

informatique (Wi-Fi neutralisé), impossibilité de travailler. 

• Émirats arabes unis (Dubaï mai à août 25) : empoisonnement, annulations 

d’affaires et surveillance. 
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• Turquie (août 22) : filatures massives, démarches infructueuses auprès 

d’ambassades/médias. 

• France (juin 25) : dépôt de matière explosive sur mes effets à l’aéroport de Paris, le 

jour d’une crise internationale (attaque américaine contre l’Iran), m’exposant à un risque 

d’arrestation dramatique ; explosion mécanique (boîte de vitesses et moteur) à pleine 

vitesse après des rendez-vous médiatiques. 

 

6) Santé et empoisonnements 

• Empoisonnements répétés : corrélation avec une opération d’urgence en mars 2025 sur 

une artère principale, alors que je ne fume pas, ne bois pas, régime sain ; diabète contrôlé. 

Lien probable compte tenu du contexte et de l’historique. 

 

7) Absence d’accès effectif à la justice – internationalisation de la demande de protection 

• France : PNF, procureurs, juges, police/gendarmerie, brigade financière, barreaux, 

avocats, administrateurs/liquidateurs, médias, associations, syndicats, partis 

politiques → silence ou blocage. 

• Démarches internationales : plus de 30 ambassades contactées à Dubaï (septembre 

25) ; aucun dispositif concret de protection mis en place. 

• Le cercle des protagonistes (banques, services, acteurs privés) et la médiatisation 

croissante augmentent le risque d’un passage à l’acte violent ou de destruction de 

preuves. 

 

D. Fondement juridique (lien faits ↔ articles CEDH) 

• Art. 2 : empoisonnements répétés, accident en Suisse sous filature, absence d’assistance 

lors des grèves de la faim de la soif et de médicaments, risques créés par dépôts de matière 

explosive ; menace actuelle sur la vie. 

• Art. 3 : conditions de détention inhumaines (privation de produits de base, violences en 

cellule, cohabitation forcée), internements abusifs et sédations ; harcèlements et tortures 

psychologiques (filatures massives, isolement, piratages, fausse compagne...). 

• Art. 5 : arrestation arbitraire en Serbie, internements psychiatriques sans base légale 

en France. 

• Art. 6 : déni d’accès à un juge indépendant et absence de voies utiles ; 

• Art. 8 : intrusions massives (piratages, géolocalisation, isolement social/familial), fausse 

compagne instrumentalisée. 

• Art. 13 : absence de recours effectif malgré démarches multiples. 

• Art. 14 : indices de traitement différencié/discriminatoire (à étayer). 

 

E. Caractère d’urgence (48–72 h) 
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• Risque vital et irréversible démontré (historique des atteintes, opération mars 2025, 

accidents, empoisonnements, menaces actuelles). 

• Risque de représailles à mesure que la procédure s’internationalise. 

• Risque de destruction/altération des preuves (numériques/physiques). 

 

F. Mesures provisoires demandées (Règle 39) 

1. Protection physique et médicale immédiate du requérant (et de sa famille proche si 

besoin). 

2. Préservation sécurisée des preuves (copies intègres, accès sans entrave, interdiction 

de saisies destructrices). 

3. Injonctions à l’État français (et États impliqués) de s’abstenir de toute privation 

arbitraire de liberté, internement psychiatrique, sédation 

forcée, harcèlement, empoisonnement, sabotage ou atteinte aux communications. 

4. Garantie d’un accès effectif à la justice (désignation d’un interlocuteur/juge référent ; 

absence d’entraves à la représentation). 

5. Toute autre mesure utile que la Cour jugera nécessaire. 

 

 

 

NOTE GLOBALE 

 

1. Blocage du projet bancaire européen (2020–2021) 

• Validation officielle du modèle par le chef économiste de la Banque centrale de 

Lituanie ; passeport européen autorisant l’activité dans tous les États membres, y compris 

la France. 

• Marché : env. 20 000 Mds € de dépôts ; marge nette projetée : plusieurs milliards 

€/an ; avantage non reproductible. 

• Blocage systématique en France de l’ouverture des comptes nécessaires au déploiement. 

• Manipulation sentimentale concomitante : « fausse compagne » (harcèlement moral, 

captation d’informations, pressions financières), visant à affaiblir le requérant. 

 

2. Entrave aux activités immobilières (2022) 

• Plan alternatif : opérations ciblant 500 M – 1 Md €/mois, commission 6 % (soit 30–60 

M€/mois). 

• Refus répétés et coordonnés d’ouverture de comptes par plusieurs entités bancaires 

→ impossibilité d’opérer. 
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3. Fuite d’urgence, filatures et arrestation en Serbie (août–septembre 2022) 

• Itinéraire : France → Italie → Croatie → Slovénie → Bulgarie. 

• Bulgarie : premières filatures et brouillages. 

• Turquie : filatures massives (dizaines de véhicules). 

• Belgrade (Serbie) : 8–14 août 2022 env., ~150 agents de 20–30 

nationalités observent/filment le requérant pendant trois jours. 

• Blocage des cartes ; 36 € d’addition impayée ; faux griefs : menaces de mort et volonté 

de faire sauter le restaurant. 

• Détention 42 jours : prison + service psychiatrique intra-prison ; 18 jours sans savon, 34 

sans brosse à dents ; co-cellule violente ; grèves (faim/soif/médicaments) sans assistance. 

 

4. Ré-internement en France et sédation 

• Internement immédiat à Bordeaux ; sédation ; absence de base légale ; poursuite d’une 

pression psychologique et d’une stratégie de décrédibilisation. 

 

5. Atteintes transnationales et preuves 

 

• Suisse : après dépôt de documents ONU, filature >50 personnes ; accident. 

• Luxembourg : empoisonnement ; piratages empêchant la remise de matières 

numériques à un journaliste européen. 

• Belgique : sabotage véhicule. 

• Espagne : filatures/entraves. 

• Croatie : perturbations GPS initiales. 

• Bulgarie : filatures et blocages de communication. 

• Royaume-Uni : fouille intégrale du véhicule ; paralysie informatique (Wi-Fi). 

• EAU (Dubaï) : empoisonnement, annulations d’affaires, surveillance. 

• Turquie : filatures ; démarches auprès d’ambassades et médias → sans effet. 

• France : dépôt de matière explosive sur effets personnels à Paris-aéroport un jour de 

crise internationale ; explosion boîte de vitesses/moteur à pleine vitesse après rendez-vous 

médiatiques. 

• Surveillance numérique 

globale : téléphone/Internet/SMS/WhatsApp/Telegram ; isolement social/professionnel. 

 

6. Santé – Empoisonnements et opération d’urgence (mars 2025) 
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• Plusieurs empoisonnements ; opération d’urgence d’une artère principale en mars 2025, 

malgré hygiène de vie saine et diabète contrôlé. Lien probable compte tenu de l’historique. 

 

 

7. Démarches nationales et internationales – Épuisement et urgence 

• France : PNF, juges, procureurs, police/gendarmerie, brigade financière, avocats, 

administrateurs/liquidateurs ; médias, partis, syndicats, associations : aucune réponse 

constructive. 

• International : >30 ambassades à Dubaï contactées pour protection ; sans résultat. 

• Risque immédiat : 

• Atteinte à la vie et intégrité ; 

• Destruction de preuves ; 

• Réactions violentes d’acteurs isolés face à l’internationalisation du dossier. 

• Mesures de sauvegarde : information de la famille et transmission d’analyses 

juridiques pour continuité des droits en cas de problème majeur. 

 

8. Qualification juridique (rappel) 

• Art. 2 CEDH : menace sur la vie (empoisonnements, accident, absence d’assistance). 

• Art. 3 : traitements inhumains/dégradants (conditions de détention, co-cellule violente, 

internements abusifs, sédations). 

• Art. 5 : privations arbitraires de liberté (Serbie ; internements France). 

• Art. 6 : déni d’accès au juge. 

• Art. 8 : intrusions, harcèlement, isolement, « fausse compagne ». 

• Art. 13 : absence de recours effectif malgré démarches multiples. 

• Art. 14 : éléments de traitement différencié (à étayer). 

 

9. Conclusion – Intérêt public et mesures 

• Gravité exceptionnelle et dimension internationale ; 

• Intérêt public à préserver la vérité et éviter la répétition de tels schémas ; 

• Mesures urgentes : protection du requérant, préservation des preuves, accès effectif au 

juge, suspension de toute mesure attentatoire. 

 

Liste des annexes :  
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Courrier demande de protection urgente à + 30 ambassades à Abu Dhabi ou Dubaï le 30 

09 2025 à ce jour par de réponse 

 

Dernière plainte procureur de Coutances, France 16 11 2024 

 

Relance procureur de Coutances avril 2025 

 

Deuxième demande au Parquet National Financier 29 09 2025 

 

Courrier information à ma famille notice en cas de problème grave 29 09 2025 

 

Relance médias France à la suite de non-réponse de + 50 des plus grands médias Français 30 

09 2025 

 

Relance Cabinets Avocats internationaux à la suite de non-réponse de + 65 des cibles sur un 

premier envoi de 70/75 fin septembre 2025 

 

Relance Cabinets Avocats Suisse, Luxembourg, Bruxelles à la suite de la non-réponse de 

100% des 10 cabinets présélectionnés fin septembre 2025 

 

Relance sociétés d’agents internationaux pour négocier la vente des droits médias mondiaux 

de mon histoire à la suite de la non-réponse de 100% des sociétés contactées fin septembre 

2025 

 

Sont disponibles pour étayer les parfaites déclarations de mes documents qui s’appuient 

uniquement sur des faits, plus de 15 000 emails relatifs à tous les différents protagonistes 

et dossiers de ces attaques, pour les dossiers liés à des procédures et des documents 

officiels + 5000 pages, des dizaines de milliers de messages dans les différentes affaires. 

 

Dans une procédure d’urgence ce n’est pas transférable mais ils sont à disposition très 

rapidement. 

 

Cordialement 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Comittee against torture (CAT) 

Human Rights Treaties Division (HRTD) 
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Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights 

Palais Wilson 

52 Rue des Pâquis 

CH-1211 Geneva10 

Switzerland 

 

 

Deglaire Pierre 

 

Adresse : 7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac France 

Domicile actuel à Dubaï (EAU) 

Al Khoory Courtyard Hotel 

Rue Al Waha, Al Quoz, zone industrielle 3,  

Dubaï 

 

00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

 

Dubaï le 02 10 2025 

 

Lettre Recommandée AR 

 

Dossier Pierre Deglaire Signalement urgent — Torture prolongée, obstruction judiciaire et 

silence complice en France 

 

 

Objet : Signalement urgent au Comité contre la torture — Torture prolongée et absence 

totale de recours en France 

 

Madame, Monsieur, 

 

Je me permets de vous adresser en urgence ce signalement détaillé, en pièce jointe, 

concernant une situation de torture prolongée (10 ans), d’obstruction judiciaire totale et 

de silence complice des institutions et médias en France. 

 

Je vous prie de bien vouloir en assurer l’examen rapide et de prendre les mesures urgentes 

de protection que requiert ma situation. 

 

Avec tout mon respect, 

Pierre Deglaire 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

+ 33 6 63 90 13 01 

 
 

Signalement au Comité contre la torture  

mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com
mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com
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Objet : Signalement urgent — Torture prolongée, obstruction judiciaire et silence 

complice en France 

 

Madame, Monsieur les membres du Comité, 

 

Je vous écris avec une profonde détresse et une urgence vitale. 

Depuis plus de dix ans, je subis une torture continue, organisée et multiforme. Ce n’est pas 

seulement un cumul de violences : c’est une entreprise systématique de destruction de ma vie, 

de ma famille, de mon identité. 

 

Chaque jour depuis une décennie, je suis placé dans une situation où l’on me prive d’air, où 

l’on m’arrache toute dignité. Je vous demande de lire ce signalement non comme une simple 

plainte, mais comme le cri d’un être humain que l’on tente d’anéantir. 

 

1. Arrestation et internements illégaux 

 

J’ai été arrêté sur de fausses accusations, détenu dans des conditions contraires au droit, 

puis interné arbitrairement en Serbie. Plus tard, en France, un internement psychiatrique 

abusif m’a de nouveau été imposé, dans une logique de neutralisation, non de soin. Ces faits 

ne sont pas des erreurs isolées, mais des mécanismes d’écrasement délibéré. 

 

2. Atteintes physiques et santé menacée 

 

J’ai subi des empoisonnements répétés. Le plus récent a failli me coûter la vie : une 

opération chirurgicale d’urgence sur mon artère principale, alors que tous mes examens 

médicaux réguliers étaient bons depuis des années. Ce n’était pas un hasard : c’était une 

attaque silencieuse, destinée à tuer. 

 

Je vis désormais dans la peur permanente de la prochaine atteinte. Chaque repas, chaque 

boisson est une angoisse. 

 

3. Sabotages et accidents provoqués 

 

En dix-huit mois, deux accidents de voiture suspects, alors qu’en trente ans je n’avais jamais 

eu le moindre accident. Les anomalies techniques, les signes précurseurs, tout montre que ce 

n’était pas le hasard, mais une mise en scène destinée à briser ma sécurité et ma confiance. 

Chaque trajet en voiture est devenu une menace suspendue au-dessus de ma tête. 

 

4. Spoliation de mon travail et destruction professionnelle 

 

On m’a volé ma société, le fruit de 25 années d’efforts. J’ai produit un dossier de 5 000 pages, 

saisi tribunaux, experts, avocats : tous ont dissimulé, étouffé, menti. La liquidation dure 

depuis huit ans, maintenue artificiellement pour m’empêcher d’obtenir la moindre ressource. 

 

En parallèle, toutes mes collaborations professionnelles ont été méthodiquement rompues. 

Clients, prescripteurs, contrats : tout s’effondre du jour au lendemain. Chaque fois que je 

reconstruis, tout est détruit. C’est une torture mentale insupportable : un travailleur 

condamné à ne jamais voir le fruit de ses efforts. 

 



297 

 

5. Isolement et manipulation psychologique 

 

Mes communications (téléphone, e-mails, messageries) sont piratées, me coupant de tout 

réseau. 

 

On m’a placé une fausse compagne, chargée de m’infiltrer. Elle m’a torturé 

sentimentalement, cherchant à briser mes valeurs les plus profondes, à m’éteindre 

moralement. Elle tentait de me pousser vers des emplois dévalorisants, me coupant de mes 

ambitions et de ma créativité. C’était une arme psychologique, une infiltration dans mon 

intimité. 

 

Je me retrouve seul. Même ma famille, brisée et sous pression, ne comprend plus. Pendant ces 

dix ans, j’ai eu mille fois envie de mettre fin à mes jours, tant la pression est insupportable. 

C’est un enfer permanent, 24 heures sur 24, sans trêve, sans refuge. 

 

6. Silence complice 

 

Le plus insupportable est peut-être ce silence. 

J’ai alerté les médias nationaux, les partis politiques, les syndicats, les associations. 

Personne n’a répondu. Tous ont choisi de détourner le regard, de ne pas faire leur devoir. Ce 

silence est une complicité. Quand les témoins d’une torture choisissent de ne rien dire, ils 

deviennent partie intégrante du crime. 

 

7. Obstruction judiciaire totale 

 

J’ai saisi les tribunaux, le PNF, les procureurs, la brigade financière. Tout a été bloqué, classé, 

ignoré. Des avocats, parfois payés, m’ont baladé pendant des mois sans jamais agir. La justice 

française, dans toutes ses strates, a cessé d’exister pour moi. 

 

Il n’existe aucun recours effectif. Je suis enfermé dans une prison invisible, celle du déni de 

justice. 

 

8. Enjeux économiques et causes profondes 

 

J’avais lancé un projet de banque européenne en Lituanie, validé en principe par la Banque 

centrale, porteur d’enjeux de dizaines de milliards. J’avais aussi des projets immobiliers 

d’envergure, capables de générer des centaines de millions par an. 

C’est pour ces enjeux, parce que je représentais une alternative, qu’une coalition 

institutionnelle et privée a déclenché ces attaques. Je paie le prix d’avoir voulu innover. 

 

 

 

 

Ce que je demande 

• Que le Comité constate l’absence totale de recours internes effectifs en France. 

• Qu’il reconnaisse que je suis victime d’une torture prolongée, systémique et organisée. 

• Qu’il exige de la France des mesures de protection immédiates, une enquête 

indépendante et une réparation intégrale. 
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Je vous supplie de prendre ce signalement au sérieux. Ce n’est pas seulement ma vie qui est 

en jeu, mais aussi la crédibilité de nos institutions face à la torture moderne, celle qui détruit 

les corps, les esprits et les familles dans le silence complice. 

 

Veuillez agréer, Madame, Monsieur, l’expression de ma plus haute considération. 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights 

United Nations Office at Geneva 

Palais Wilson 

52 Rue des Pâquis 

CH-1211 Geneva10 

Switzerland 

 

Deglaire Pierre 

 

Adresse : 7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac France 

Domicile actuel à Dubaï (EAU) 

Al Khoory Courtyard Hotel 

Rue Al Waha, Al Quoz, zone industrielle 3,  

Dubaï 
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00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

 

Dubaï le 02 10 2025 

Lettre Recommandée AR 

 

Madame, Monsieur, 

 

Je me permets de vous adresser, en pièce jointe, un signalement urgent concernant une 

situation de torture prolongée, organisée et tolérée en France à mon encontre, en raison 

de mes activités professionnelles et des enjeux économiques qui en découlent. 

 

Ce dossier décrit : 

– des sévices graves (emprisonnement arbitraire, internements psychiatriques abusifs, 

empoisonnements, opération chirurgicale vitale, sabotages, spoliations économiques et 

familiales, torture sentimentale par une compagne instrumentalisée), 

– une torture mentale et physique continue depuis plus de dix ans, 

– et la complicité par inaction des institutions françaises et des médias. 

 

Au regard de la gravité des faits et du danger vital actuel, je sollicite : 

1. Une communication officielle immédiate avec l’État français sur mon cas, 

2. Des mesures urgentes de protection, 

3. La publicité de ce signalement, afin d’éviter toute aggravation de ma situation. 

 

Je reste à disposition pour transmettre des éléments complémentaires (pièces médicales, 

décisions administratives, preuves de sabotages et de piratage). 

 

Je vous remercie par avance de l’attention urgente que vous porterez à ce signalement. 

Veuillez agréer, Madame, Monsieur, l’expression de ma considération distinguée. 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

+ 33 6 63 90 13 01 

 

Objet : Torture mentale et physique prolongée, blocage d’un projet bancaire européen, 

complicité systémique des autorités françaises et danger vital permanent — Demande 

d’intervention immédiate 

 

Monsieur / Madame le Rapporteur spécial sur la torture, 

 

Je vous saisis aujourd’hui car je suis victime, depuis plus de dix ans, d’actes qui, cumulés et 

prolongés, constituent, au sens de la Convention contre la torture, des tortures mentales et 

physiques intentionnelles, systématiques et tolérées par l’État français. 

 

1. Les sévices subis, par ordre de gravité 

1. Emprisonnement illégal : j’ai été arrêté sur de fausses accusations, dans des 

conditions d’arrestation et de détention totalement contraires au droit. J’ai subi une 

mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com
mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com
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incarcération arbitraire, suivie d’un internement illégal en Serbie, dans cette même 

séquence. 

2. Internement psychiatrique abusif en France : j’ai ensuite été interné de force et 

soumis à des traitements imposés, dans le but manifeste de me briser psychologiquement 

et de me décrédibiliser. 

3. Empoisonnements répétés : j’ai été exposé à plusieurs tentatives d’empoisonnement, 

ayant gravement mis ma santé en danger. 

4. Opération d’urgence sur l’artère principale : très récemment, j’ai dû subir une 

intervention chirurgicale urgente et vitale sur mon artère principale, alors que tous mes 

examens médicaux réguliers étaient bons depuis des années. Cet événement est suspect 

et s’inscrit dans la continuité des empoisonnements. 

5. Sabotages de véhicules : mes véhicules ont été manipulés, provoquant des accidents 

de la route qui auraient pu être mortels. Ces événements sont survenus deux fois au 

cours des dix-huit derniers mois, alors que je n’avais jamais eu le moindre accident 

durant les trente années précédentes. J’ai par ailleurs recueilli des détails 

circonstanciels précis et concordants (signes précurseurs, anomalies techniques et 

contextuelles) qui corroborent qu’il ne s’agissait pas d’accidents naturels mais d’actes 

intentionnels visant à me nuire ou à m’éliminer. 

6. Vol de ma société : on m’a arraché le fruit de 25 années de travail, ma société et mon 

projet professionnel, détruisant ainsi ma vie économique et mon avenir. 

J’ai tenté de contester ce vol pendant trois ans, auprès de différents avocats et 

juridictions. Tous ont dissimulé et étouffé l’affaire, mentant sur les implications 

juridiques pour m’empêcher d’obtenir le moindre subside financier. La société est en 

liquidation depuis huit ans, liquidation jamais clôturée, ce qui constitue la preuve 

d’actions concertées pour me nuire et me priver du fruit de mon travail. 

7. Destruction de ma famille : mes proches, et en particulier mes enfants, ont été 

instrumentalisés, manipulés et brisés par ces pressions. Mon cercle familial a éclaté de 

manière irréversible. 

8. Privation de tous mes moyens financiers : mes revenus, mes actifs et mes projets 

économiques ont été systématiquement bloqués ou détournés, me laissant sans 

ressources ni perspective. 

9. Annulation continue de mes contrats professionnels : depuis trois ans, mes contrats 

de collaboration en tant qu’indépendant sont systématiquement interrompus sans 

explication, tout comme mes relations clients et prescripteurs d’affaires régulières. 

Malgré un investissement total de ma part, mes efforts sont détruits du jour au 

lendemain. Cette répétition d’échecs forcés constitue une torture mentale insoutenable, 

car elle me prive non seulement de revenus mais aussi de toute reconnaissance et 

stabilité professionnelle. 

10. Piratage et sabotage de mes communications : tous mes outils de communication 

— téléphoniques, e-mails, messageries professionnelles et personnelles — ont été 

systématiquement infiltrés et piratés, m’isolant socialement et professionnellement. 
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11. Introduction d’une fausse compagne : une personne instrumentalisée a été 

introduite dans ma vie privée afin d’accroître mon isolement et de me couper de mes 

véritables soutiens. 

Elle a pratiqué une torture sentimentale quotidienne, cherchant à casser mes valeurs 

les plus fortes — notamment mon attachement à ma famille et mon implication totale 

dans mon travail. 

Elle a également tenté de me manipuler mentalement pour m’orienter vers des activités 

où je ne gagnais qu’un revenu minimal en France, alors que je suis capable de créer des 

projets générant des sommes considérables. 

Instrumentalisée par mes ennemis, elle avait pour but caché et insidieux de briser mes 

motivations économiques, de me détourner de mes activités à fort potentiel et de me 

maintenir dans un état de neutralisation psychologique et professionnelle. 

12. Dépôt de résidus explosifs : des résidus de matières explosives ont été placés en 

France dans mes affaires, afin de m’empêcher de quitter le pays pour développer mes 

activités à l’international et de tenter de provoquer une nouvelle incarcération totalement 

fabriquée. 

 

2. Contexte et enjeux 

 

J’ai voulu développer un système bancaire européen innovant en Lituanie, validé en principe 

par le chef économiste de la Banque centrale, avec des enjeux considérables de plusieurs 

dizaines de milliards d’euros. J’ai également démarré des opérations immobilières 

d’envergure devant générer plusieurs centaines de millions par an. 

Ces projets combinés ont déclenché une opposition institutionnelle et privée d’une ampleur 

sans précédent, à l’origine des attaques criminelles et des tortures que je subis aujourd’hui. 

 

3. Une torture continue et systématique 

 

Depuis dix ans, je vis sous un régime de peur, de privation et d’humiliation permanente. 

• Je n’ai plus de vie privée ni de sécurité. 

• Chaque jour, je suis sous la menace d’être à nouveau arrêté ou supprimé. 

• Mes proches ont été brisés, mes enfants marqués à vie. 

• Mon avenir professionnel, économique et social a été méthodiquement anéanti. 

 

Cette situation m’a plongé dans un état de détresse extrême : pendant ces dix années, 

j’ai eu mille fois envie de mettre fin à mes jours. 

La pression est insoutenable, 24 heures sur 24, depuis dix ans. Je suis 

aujourd’hui totalement isolé, sans soutien réel, même ma propre famille étant brisée et ne 

comprenant plus ce qui m’arrive. Cet isolement et cette souffrance permanente constituent 

une torture mentale délibérée et prolongée, cumulée à la torture physique déjà décrite. 

 

4. Complicité par inaction 

 

J’ai tenté toutes les voies de droit en France. 
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• J’ai lancé plusieurs procédures contre des banques, toutes déboutées sans justification 

alors que les dossiers étaient solides. 

• Des demandes de renvoi inexpliquées ont été faites, des infractions commises, et aucune 

n’a donné suite. 

• Sur la perte de ma société, je détiens un dossier de 5000 pages démontrant qu’aucune 

contrepartie n’a rempli ses obligations. Ni le tribunal de commerce, ni son président, ni les 

juges, ni l’administrateur, ni le liquidateur judiciaire, ni mes propres avocats, ni mes experts 

comptables — tous ont participé à bloquer l’affaire et à m’empêcher de récupérer mes 

droits. 

• J’ai consulté une dizaine d’avocats pénalistes parmi les plus connus de France : tous 

m’ont déformé les faits, menti sur mes droits, ou m’ont baladé pendant 18 mois sans jamais 

lancer la procédure, alors que je les payais. 

• Police, gendarmerie, brigade financière : aucune suite. 

• Procureurs : jamais de réponse, même après relances. 

• Parquet national financier : aucune réponse à ce jour malgré nos relances récentes. 

 

Enfin, même lorsque je me tourne vers les associations, les médias, les syndicats ou les 

partis politiques, personne ne respecte ses obligations déontologiques et professionnelles. 

Tous d détournent la tête alors qu’ils sont saisis d’une affaire d’intérêt public majeur. 

 

5. Ce que je demande 

• Une communication officielle immédiate avec l’État français sur mon cas ; 

• Des mesures urgentes de protection, y compris la publicité de mon signalement pour 

prévenir tout risque vital ; 

• La mise en place d’une enquête internationale indépendante sur les actes décrits ; 

• La reconnaissance du caractère de torture mentale et physique prolongée et organisée à 

mon encontre. 

 

6. Conclusion 

 

Ce signalement constitue ma dernière chance pour que mes droits fondamentaux soient 

respectés et que cessent ces attaques. 

Je demande que l’ONU prenne acte du caractère exceptionnel de cette affaire : ce sont les 

criminels qui gagnent aujourd’hui, et ce sont les bons citoyens qui sont torturés pendant 

dix ans. 

 

Je reste à disposition pour transmettre des éléments complémentaires (pièces médicales, 

décisions administratives, preuves de sabotages et de piratage, dossiers professionnels). 

 

Je vous remercie par avance de l’attention urgente que vous porterez à ce signalement. 
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Veuillez agréer, Madame, Monsieur, l’expression de ma considération distinguée. 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interpol General Secrétariat 

200 Quai Charles de Gaulle 

69006 Lyon 

France 

 

 

Deglaire Pierre 

 

Adresse : 7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac France 

Domicile actuel à Dubaï (EAU) 

Al Khoory Courtyard Hotel 

Rue Al Waha, Al Quoz, zone industrielle 3,  

Dubaï 

 

00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

 

Dubaï le 02 10 2025 

 

Lettre Recommandée AR 

 

Dossier Pierre Deglaire Demande urgente — accès aux fichiers INTERPOL me concernant 

(CCF) & saisie INTERPOL par les autorités nationales 
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Objet : Demande urgente — accès aux fichiers INTERPOL me concernant (CCF) & 

saisie INTERPOL par les autorités nationales 

 

Madame, Monsieur, 

 

Eu égard à la gravité des faits dont je suis victime (tentatives d’homicide, spoliation 

économique, harcèlement continu, détournement de fonds publics, sabotage), et à 

leur dimension transnationale (France, Serbie — 12 août 2022 —, Turquie, Bulgarie, Suisse 

— septembre 2025 —, Luxembourg, Royaume-Uni, Espagne, Dubaï), je vous prie de bien 

vouloir : 

1. me préciser la procédure pour obtenir, dans les meilleurs délais, l’accès administratif 

aux éventuels fichiers et notices INTERPOL me concernant (procédure CCF) ; 

2. saisir l’INTERPOL/NCB compétent via l’autorité nationale afin d’initier toute 

coopération opérationnelle nécessaire à l’enquête ; 

3. assurer la conservation et la mise à disposition des éléments identifiés utiles à 

l’instruction internationale. 

 

Je fournis, sur demande ordonnée par une autorité judiciaire, un sommaire indexé de ma 

documentation probante. Merci d’accuser réception et d’indiquer la marche à suivre et le 

contact référent. 

 

Respectueusement, 

Pierre Deglaire 

00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

Demande détaillée  

 

Objet : Demande urgente d’accès aux fichiers INTERPOL me concernant (CCF) et 

sollicitation de coopération opérationnelle pour enquête transnationale 

 

Madame, Monsieur, 

 

Je vous contacte en urgence au titre de mon droit d’accès et en qualité de victime d’un 

ensemble d’actes criminels coordonnés et transnationaux. Depuis plus de dix ans je fais 

l’objet d’attaques d’une très grande gravité : tentatives d’homicide (empoisonnements, 

sabotages), spoliation économique massive, harcèlement psychique et physique continu, 

détournements de fonds publics impliquant des flux traçables, placement d’un agent 

instrumentalisé dans ma vie intime et obstruction systémique des voies judiciaires nationales. 

 

1) Objet de la demande — accès aux fichiers me concernant (CCF) 

 

En application des procédures administratives prévues par INTERPOL, je demande 

formellement : 

mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com
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• que la Commission for the Control of INTERPOL’s Files (CCF) m’indique si des 

fichiers, notices ou diffusions me concernant (ou liés aux déplacements, événements et 

personnes impliquées dans les faits cités) figurent dans les bases d’INTERPOL ; 

• qu’à défaut d’information publique, la CCF m’accorde l’accès administratif et 

la copie des éléments me concernant, ou la correction/suppression des données inexactes ; 

• que toute information utile soit communiquée dans les meilleurs délais, compte tenu 

du danger vital et de l’impact opérationnel sur des enquêtes en cours. 

 

2) Demande aux autorités nationales — saisie INTERPOL / IST / coopération 

opérationnelle 

 

Par ailleurs, eu égard à la dimension transnationale des faits (France, Serbie — 

août/septembre 2022 —, Turquie 2022, Bulgarie 2022, Suisse — septembre 2025 —, 

Luxembourg 2024, Royaume-Uni 2024, Espagne 2025, Dubaï 2025), et à la gravité des 

indices (détournement de fonds publics, organisation coordonnée entre services publics et 

acteurs privés), je demande aux autorités nationales compétentes — par l’intermédiaire 

du Bureau central national (NCB) concerné et du Procureur de la République — de : 

1. Transmettre une demande officielle à INTERPOL pour la recherche et la 

vérification de l’existence de notices/fichiers pertinents ; 

2. Saisir la CCF si nécessaire pour obtenir la communication des fichiers administratifs 

me concernant ; 

3. Solliciter, le cas échéant, le déploiement d’une Investigative Support Team (IST) ou 

d’un appui opérationnel d’INTERPOL pour assurer la coopération internationale avec les 

parquets et services policiers des pays concernés ; 

4. Assurer la préservation et la conservation des fichiers INTERPOL éventuels jusqu’à 

décision judiciaire ; 

5. M’informer immédiatement si des notices ou éléments sont découverts, et de me 

permettre l’accès sécurisé aux éléments me concernant. 

 

3) Observations spécifiques et garanties procédurales 

• Je ne demande pas à ce stade l’émission automatique de notices à l’encontre de tiers 

nommés : la liste des personnes susceptibles d’être visées par des notices ne pourra être 

établie qu’à l’issue d’investigations préliminaires conduites par l’autorité judiciaire. Je me 

réserve néanmoins le droit de solliciter, dans le cadre de l’instruction, la mise en place de 

notices ciblées contre les responsables identifiés. 

• Je fournis un sommaire indexé de mon dossier probant (20 000–30 000 e-mails ; 

plusieurs milliers de messages ; 5 000–15 000 documents) et j’engage à remettre des pièces 

précises sur demande d’ordonnance de l’autorité judiciaire compétente. 

• Compte tenu du risque immédiat pour ma vie et mon intégrité, je demande que toute la 

procédure CCF et/ou la coopération opérationnelle soit traitée en priorité et que la 

conservation des fichiers/ preuves soit assurée. 
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4) Élément temporel précis pour certains incidents (pour aiguiller la recherche) 

• Serbie — autour du 12 août 2022 : incident impliquant plus d’une centaine de personnes 

originaires de près de 30 pays ; j’exige que les éventuels fichiers/notices liés à cet 

événement soient signalés ; 

• Suisse — septembre 2025 : incident de poursuite/harcèlement impliquant environ 50 

personnes ; merci de vérifier l’existence de traces ou de notices liées. 

 

5) Demande formelle et suite attendue 

Je vous prie d’accuser réception immédiate de cette demande, d’indiquer les pièces et 

identités exactes nécessaires à la procédure CCF, et de me notifier le nom et les coordonnées 

du point de contact (case officer) en charge du dossier. Je suis prêt à transmettre un dossier 

sommaire chiffré et à coopérer pleinement dans le cadre d’une procédure judiciaire et de 

sécurité. 

 

Veuillez agréer, Madame, Monsieur, l’expression de ma considération distinguée. 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

+ 33 6 63 90 13 01 

 

 
Parquet Européen / EPPO 

11 Avenue John F. Kennedy 

L-1855 Luxembourg 

Luxembourg 

 

 

Deglaire Pierre 

 

Adresse : 7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac France 

Domicile actuel à Dubaï (EAU) 

Al Khoory Courtyard Hotel 

Rue Al Waha, Al Quoz, zone industrielle 3,  

Dubaï 

 

00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

 

Dubaï le 02 10 2025 

 

Dossier Pierre Deglaire : Saisine urgente – ouverture d’enquête transnationale (tentatives 

d’homicide, détournement de fonds publics, association de malfaiteurs) 

 

Lettre Recommandée AR 

mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com
mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com


307 

 

 

Objet : Saisine urgente – ouverture d’enquête transnationale (tentatives d’homicide, 

détournement de fonds publics, association de malfaiteurs) 

 

Madame, Monsieur, 

 

Je vous saisis en urgence pour solliciter l’ouverture d’une enquête EPPO sur un système 

criminel transnational d’une gravité exceptionnelle dont je suis victime depuis plus de dix 

ans : tentatives d’homicide (empoisonnements, sabotages), détournements de fonds 

publics, association de malfaiteurs, abus de faiblesse, spoliation économique et obstruction 

totale à la justice. 

Les faits se sont déroulés en France, Serbie, Turquie, Bulgarie, Suisse, Luxembourg, 

Royaume-Uni, Espagne et Dubaï. 

 

Je dispose d’une matière probante massive (20 000–30 000 e-mails, plusieurs milliers de 

messages, 5 000–15 000 documents). Je fournirai des pièces ciblées par catégorie sur 

demande de l’instruction. Il est indispensable de délivrer des ordonnances de 

saisie (communications, logs, données bancaires/serveurs) et d’envisager un gel 

conservatoire d’actifs. 

Je sollicite la coordination avec Eurojust et, le cas échéant, l’appui d’INTERPOL. 

 

Merci d’accuser réception et de m’indiquer le contact référent pour le suivi. 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

Courrier complet  

 

À l’attention du Procureur européen / Unité nationale déléguée EPPO 

 

Objet : Saisine urgente — demande d’ouverture d’enquête pénale transfrontalière 

(spoliation économique, détournement de fonds publics, tentatives d’homicide, 

association de malfaiteurs, abus de faiblesse, harcèlement continu, entrave systémique à 

la justice) 

 

Madame, Monsieur le Procureur européen, 

 

Je sollicite en urgence l’ouverture d’une enquête pénale transnationale portant sur 

un système criminel organisé qui, depuis plus de dix ans, m’expose à des attaques d’une 

gravité extrême : spoliation économique, détournements de fonds publics, tentatives 

d’homicide, association de malfaiteurs, abus de faiblesse, internements abusifs, 

empoisonnements, harcèlement psychique et physique, sabotages, et obstruction totale de la 

justice. 

 

1) Fait générateur et enjeux 

 

En 2022, j’ai développé un modèle bancaire innovant en Lituanie, validé par le chef 

économiste de la Banque centrale, visant à sécuriser les dépôts et redistribuer davantage 

aux personnes en difficulté sur un marché de dépôts de 20 000 Milliards €. 

mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com
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Ce modèle menaçait des intérêts économiques majeurs et aurait secoué le marché français 

comme européen. C’est ce fait générateur qui a déclenché une offensive institutionnelle et 

privée d’une intensité exceptionnelle pour neutraliser mes capacités économiques et me 

réduire au silence. 

 

2) Faits principaux 

• Internements et détentions illégales (incarcération arbitraire à l’étranger suivie d’un 

internement psychiatrique abusif en France). 

• Tentatives d’homicide : empoisonnements répétés ; opération d’urgence sur une artère 

vitale ; sabotages de véhicules provoquant deux accidents en 18 mois (après 30 ans sans 

accident). 

• Grèves de la faim et de la soif, menées dans un isolement absolu, sans contact avec mes 

proches ni avec les ambassades. 

• Harcèlement psychique et physique continu, 24h/24 depuis une décennie, m’ayant 

conduit à de très nombreuses reprises au bord du suicide. 

• Spoliation économique : vol de ma société (25 ans de travail) ; liquidation maintenue 

artificiellement depuis huit ans, m’empêchant toute réparation. 

• Torture économique : annulations systématiques de contrats d’indépendant, rupture 

organisée de mes relations clients et prescripteurs. 

• Intrusion et manipulation intime : introduction d’une fausse compagne instrumentalisée 

pour me manipuler sentimentalement et réduire mes motivations économiques. 

• Atteintes à la sûreté : dépôt en France de résidus de matières explosives pour 

m’empêcher de voyager (arrestation à la sécurité de l'aéroport de Charles de Gaulle) et me 

piéger dans une incarcération fabriquée. 

• Piratage massif de toutes mes communications professionnelles et personnelles. 

 

3) Association de malfaiteurs et abus de faiblesse 

 

Les éléments réunis montrent une association de malfaiteurs : 

• Coordination active entre services de l’État, entreprises publiques et privées et acteurs 

individuels ; 

• Pressions concertées pour annuler mes contrats, faire disparaître clients et 

prestataires du jour au lendemain. 

Ces mêmes agissements relèvent de l’abus de faiblesse : 

• Privation de revenus, sédations, isolement matériel et social pour me placer en détresse 

extrême et exploiter cet état (jusqu’aux grèves de la faim et de la soif, idées suicidaires 

sévères). 

 

4) Détournements de fonds publics et traces financières 
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Il existe des indices concordants de détournements de fonds publics : équipes de 

surveillance, opérations informatiques 24h/24, logistique de filatures/sabotages — autant 

d’éléments qui laissent des traces de paiements officiels (prestations IT, 

marchés/logistique) traçables. Des ressources publiques ont été utilisées pour des actions 

criminelles, ce qui relève de votre compétence. 

 

5) Base matérielle des preuves & modalités de production 

 

La matière probatoire est massive : 

• 20 000–30 000 e-mails relatifs aux dossiers, 

• Plusieurs milliers de messages (SMS, messageries), 

• 5 000–15 000 documents (juridiques, financiers, techniques), 

• Dossiers économiques, juridiques,  

• Dizaines de sociétés privées, plusieurs établissements bancaires et services de 

l’État impliqués. 

Je fournirai des pièces ciblées par catégorie sur demande de l’instruction. Il 

est indispensable que vous délivriez des ordonnances de saisie (communications 

électroniques, serveurs/hébergeurs, logs, données bancaires) pour compléter et sécuriser la 

preuve. 

 

6) Dimension transnationale (compétence) 

 

Les faits se sont déroulés en France, Serbie, Turquie, Bulgarie, Suisse, Luxembourg, 

Royaume-Uni, Espagne et Dubaï, établissant leur dimension financière et criminelle 

transnationale et justifiant pleinement la compétence de l’EPPO. 

 

7) Demandes urgentes 

1. Ouverture d’une enquête EPPO (tentatives d’homicide, association de malfaiteurs, 

abus de faiblesse, détournement de fonds publics, spoliation, blanchiment, entrave à la 

justice). 

2. Gel conservatoire des actifs suspects et blocage des transferts internationaux associés. 

3. Coordination via Eurojust (équipe d’enquête conjointe, ordonnances internationales). 

4. Appui d’INTERPOL pour le suivi international et la vérification des fichiers 

pertinents. 

5. Mesures immédiates de protection indispensables à mon égard. 

 

Conclusion — Un modèle destiné à protéger les citoyens et à redistribuer plus équitablement 

a déclenché une spirale criminelle internationale. Il est doublement inacceptable que 

des fonds publics aient été détournés pour financer des actions criminelles et 

qu’une association de malfaiteurs exploite ma détresse pour me neutraliser. 

Je demande au Parquet européen d’agir immédiatement pour rétablir l’État de droit, sécuriser 

les preuves et mettre fin à ce système. 
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Veuillez agréer, Madame, Monsieur le Procureur européen, l’expression de ma considération 

distinguée. 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

+ 33 6 63 90 13 01 

 

 
 

Parquet National Financier 

Tribunal Judiciaire de Paris 

A l’Attention du Procureur du Parquet National Financier 

Parvis du Tribunal de Paris 

75859 Paris Cedex 17 

France 

 

 

Deglaire Pierre 

 

Adresse : 7 Rue Guillaume Apollinaire 33700 Mérignac France 

Domicile actuel à Dubaï (EAU) 

Al Khoory Courtyard Hotel 

Rue Al Waha, Al Quoz, zone industrielle 3,  

Dubaï 

 

00 33 6 63 90 13 01 

pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 

 

 

Dubaï le 02 10 2025 

 

Lettre Recommandée AR 

 

Urgent À l’attention du Parquet National Financier Relance dossier Pierre Deglaire présenté 

en avril 2025 resté sans réponse 

 

 

Urgent À l’attention du Parquet National Financier 

 

Madame, Monsieur, 

 

Je vous écris de nouveau afin d’attirer votre attention sur la situation gravissime que je subis 

depuis plus de dix ans, et qui relève aujourd’hui d’un système criminel organisé impliquant 

des acteurs publics et privés, avec des atteintes directes et répétées à ma sécurité, à mon 

intégrité physique et à mes droits fondamentaux. 

 

mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com
mailto:pierre.deglaire@gmail.com


311 

 

 

1. Ampleur et gravité des faits 

 

Ce système mobilise des centaines de personnes : effectifs de terrain, attaques informatiques, 

intervenants étrangers, acteurs bancaires, judiciaires, sociaux et de santé. Il s’appuie sur 

des détournements de fonds publics et des complicités institutionnelles manifestes. 

 

2. Chronologie (rappel succinct) 

• 2017 : vol de société, dossier de 5000 pages ignoré, infractions multiples. 

• 2018 : liquidation ouverte depuis sept ans, perte d’autorité parentale. 

• 2022 : blocage du projet bancaire validé en Lituanie (enjeux de plusieurs milliards 

d’euros), mise en cause d’institutions financières françaises dans une action concertée, 

vente contrainte de mon terrain à un proche du plus haut niveau politique, 

instrumentalisation d’une fausse compagne, blocage de projets immobiliers (dizaines de 

millions €/mois), détention arbitraire en Europe de l’Est avec grèves de la 

faim/soif/médicaments vitaux. 

• Depuis 2022 : internements psychiatriques abusifs en France avec sédation imposée, 

sabotages de véhicules, trois empoisonnements, résidus explosifs sur mes affaires à 

l’aéroport, ruptures de contrats organisées, pressions sur employeurs/clients/partenaires, 

filatures massives (jusqu’à 50 effectifs), isolement social et professionnel. 

 

3. Contexte et précédent récent 

 

Vous n’êtes pas sans savoir que, dans l’affaire Sarkozy récemment jugée, des mesures ont 

été prises très rapidement (ouverture d’enquête sous 48 heures suite à des menaces graves 

visant une magistrate). Dans mon cas, il ne s’agit pas de menaces mais d’actes répétés depuis 

des années portant directement atteinte à mon intégrité physique et susceptibles d’entraîner 

mon décès. De plus, mes premiers contacts (3 courriels et plusieurs appels) en avril sont 

demeurés sans suite, ce qui constitue déjà un manquement grave et justifie d’autant plus une 

réaction immédiate et déterminée de votre part. 

 

4. Demandes précises et délais impératifs 

 

Compte tenu de l’urgence absolue et de la gravité des faits, je vous demande formellement : 

1. Accusé de réception immédiat de ce courriel. 

2. Sous 7 jours maximum, attribution d’un numéro de dossier officiel et communication 

du nom du magistrat référent chargé du suivi. 

3. Mise en place immédiate de mesures de sécurisation adaptées, incluant : 

• la protection de ma sécurité physique, 

• la garantie de la confidentialité des communications, 

• l’établissement d’un canal de contact sécurisé avec vos services. 

4. Organisation, dans les meilleurs délais, d’une rencontre sécurisée afin que je puisse : 
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• remettre directement les éléments de preuve (dossiers volumineux, e-mails 

institutionnels et bancaires, documents financiers), 

• apporter toutes les précisions nécessaires pour faire avancer l’enquête. 

 

5. Escalade et supervision internationale  

 

Étant donné l’extension internationale des attaques et les conséquences potentielles graves 

pour ma vie et ma sécurité, je vous informe — de manière factuelle et mesurée — que, dans 

tous les cas de figure, des voies de saisine d’instances internationales compétentes pourront 

être engagées si aucune suite effective n’est donnée. 

Ces démarches, destinées à assurer une supervision et une constatation indépendantes au 

niveau international, pourraient mobiliser des mécanismes et organes internationaux 

pertinents. Il me semblerait préférable — pour la clarté du dossier et afin de favoriser une 

coopération utile — que ces instances constatent en premier lieu que le PNF a pris ses 

responsabilités, notamment après l’absence de réponse constatée en avril. 

 

6. Nécessité d’une enquête immédiate 

 

Une enquête immédiate est indispensable pour : 

• saisir et exploiter les preuves étatiques et financières mentionnées, 

• évaluer la disproportion des réactions (services publics, associations, médias, avocats, 

financeurs), démontrant les pressions systémiques et généralisées. 

 

En conséquence, je vous prie d’accuser réception sans délai et de me confirmer, dans un 

délai maximum de 7 jours, l’ouverture formelle du dossier avec la désignation du magistrat 

référent. 

 

Je reste à votre entière disposition pour convenir d’une rencontre sécurisée et vous transmettre 

les preuves indispensables. 

 

Je vous prie d’agréer, Madame, Monsieur, l’expression de ma considération distinguée. 

 

Pierre Deglaire 

Téléphone : +33 6 63 90 13 01 

Email : pierre.deglaire@gmail.com 
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ANNEX F– AUTHORITIES AND JURISDICTIONS 

ALREADY SEIZED 

France 

• National Police & Gendarmerie – complaints for physical, cyber, and economic  

• harms. 

• Financial Brigade – economic and banking offences. 

• National Financial Prosecutor’s Office (PNF) – major financial crimes. 

• ACPR – banking and insurance compliance. 

• DGCCRF – abusive or deceptive commercial practices. 

• CNIL – breaches of data and correspondence privacy. 

• Competition Authority – antitrust and exclusionary practices. 

Extra-France 

• OHCHR – UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (Special 

Procedures). 

• UN Special Rapporteur on Torture & UN Committee against Torture (CAT). 

• UN Human Rights Committee (ICCPR). 

• Council of Europe. 

• European Court of Human Rights (ECHR – Rule 39). 

• European Commission. 

• European Parliament. 

• European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO). 

• INTERPOL – Commission for the Control of Files (CCF). 

• High Court of Justice (London) / International Arbitration Centre (London) / 

LCIA. 

• U.S. District Court – Southern District of New York (SDNY). 

• U.S. District Court – District of Columbia (D.D.C.). 

• ICSID (Washington DC). 

These jurisdictions encompass the full geographical scope of the facts and ensure total 

independence from French courts, together with a comprehensive assessment of economic, 

institutional, and human damages. 

For transparency and institutional coordination, the above-mentioned authorities and 

jurisdictions have already been formally notified or seized regarding the same facts. This note 

aims to ensure procedural consistency and international traceability of the case. 
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ANNEX G Legal Analysis Appendix  

LEGAL REFERENCES 

A. Economic Law and Market Regulation – European, 

British and American Frameworks 

 

I. Purpose and Legal Scope 

The purpose of this section is to identify the economic and regulatory offences likely 

committed through the coordinated actions described — namely, the obstruction of a business 

operator, the distortion of market access, and the blocking of legitimate activities across 

several jurisdictions. 

These acts combine violations of the freedom of enterprise, competition law, and economic 

sovereignty, and they undermine the founding principles of the European Union, the 

United Kingdom, and the United States regarding free competition and market 

integrity. 

 

II. European Law – Fundamental Market Freedoms 

1. Treaty Foundations 

• Article 101 TFEU – prohibits anti-competitive agreements, concerted practices, or 

collusion. 

• Article 102 TFEU – prohibits abuse of dominant position. 

• Article 49 TFEU – freedom of establishment. 

• Article 56 TFEU – freedom to provide services. 

These texts form the basis of the European competition and internal-market order. 

Any concerted action preventing a person or company from operating normally — through 

banking, legal, digital, or media blockades — constitutes an unlawful restriction on 

competition and an abuse of power, falling within the competence of the European 

Commission (DG COMP) and the European Courts (CJEU and General Court). 

 

2. Derived Legal Instruments 

• Regulation 1/2003 (EC) : implementation of Articles 101 and 102 TFEU. 

• Directive 2014/104/EU : right to compensation for victims of anti-competitive 

practices (private enforcement). 
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• Directive 2019/1/EU : powers of national competition authorities. 

These instruments enable any victim of a concerted practice to seek civil and financial 

redress directly before the courts of the Member States. 

 

3. Characterisation of the Facts 

The combination of actions reported — systematic obstruction of professional activities, 

denial of banking services, suppression of digital access, cancellation of contracts, 

simultaneous refusal of legal representation, and interference with media access — reflects: 

• A cartel-type collusion between public and private actors; 

• A collective abuse of dominant position within the French banking and 

institutional market; 

• And a breach of the principle of free competition within the European market. 

Such concerted behaviour violates Articles 101 and 102 TFEU and constitutes economic 

exclusion within the meaning of EU case law (Hoffmann-La Roche, Intel, Google Shopping). 

 

III. British Law – Competition and Economic Freedom 

1. Applicable Statutes 

• Competition Act 1998, sections 2 and 18 (anti-competitive agreements, abuse of 

dominance). 

• Enterprise Act 2002, Part 6 (cartel offences). 

• Companies Act 2006, Part 10A (director’s duties). 

The Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) has the power to investigate and sanction 

collusive practices and market distortions even when the harm originates outside the UK but 

affects UK-linked markets (extraterritorial competence). 

 

2. Application to the Reported Facts 

Blocking a professional’s access to financial services, contractual networks, and legal 

representation, when done through coordination between multiple entities, constitutes an 

economic boycott and an abuse of dominance. 

Such conduct may also fall under conspiracy to defraud, a common-law offence punishable 

by imprisonment and unlimited fines. 
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IV. United States Law – Antitrust and Economic Freedom 

1. Federal Framework 

• Sherman Act 1890, Sections 1 and 2 : prohibitions of collusion and monopoly abuse. 

• Clayton Act 1914, Section 4 : private damages (treble damages). 

• Federal Trade Commission Act 1914, Section 5 : unfair methods of competition. 

• Antitrust Criminal Penalty Enhancement and Reform Act 2004 : criminal 

sanctions. 

2. Application 

Coordinated obstruction of a market participant constitutes a concerted boycott or 

exclusionary conspiracy, prohibited under Sherman § 1. 

When banks, state agencies or private actors coordinate to exclude an operator, this also 

constitutes State-action antitrust liability (Parker v. Brown doctrine, limited by Midcal v. 

California). 

 

3. Remedies and Sanctions 

• Civil : treble damages, injunctions, restitution of profits. 

• Criminal : fines up to USD 100 million and imprisonment up to 10 years. 

• Procedural avenues : Department of Justice (Antitrust Division), Federal Trade 

Commission, or federal courts. 

 

V. Cross-Border Principles 

1. Extraterritoriality 

All three systems (EU, UK, US) recognise cross-border jurisdiction when the anti-

competitive practice produces effects on their respective markets (effects doctrine). 

2. Coordination 

The OECD, UNCTAD, and ICN (International Competition Network) frameworks allow 

joint or parallel actions between authorities in cases of transnational economic obstruction. 

 

VI. Possible Civil and Criminal Consequences 

• Restitution of economic rights and compensation for lost opportunities. 
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• Administrative fines for anti-competitive conduct (up to 10 % of turnover). 

• Criminal sanctions for collusion, corruption, or obstruction of justice. 

• Investigation and referral to the European Commission, CMA, or DOJ/FTC 

depending on jurisdiction. 

B. Criminal Offences in Economic and Financial Matters – 

European, British and American Law 

 

I. General Scope 

The facts described go beyond the limits of commercial law: they reveal a coordinated set of 

criminal business offences, combining breach of trust, fraud, corruption, criminal 

conspiracy, attacks on the person, and systematic obstruction of economic activity. 

The nature and continuity of these acts demonstrate the probable existence of a structured 

economic criminal organization operating across several territories. 

The purpose of this section is to identify the main applicable criminal qualifications within 

the three legal areas: the European Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States. 

 

II. French and European Law 

1. Main Applicable Offences 

a. Fraud and deceptive practices 

Article 313-1 Penal Code : obtaining property or advantage by deception. 

→ Application : obtaining signatures, professional information or funds through lies and 

tainted contracts. 

b. Breach of trust and misappropriation of funds 

Article 314-1 Penal Code : diversion of entrusted assets. 

→ Application : retention of sums due, manipulation of financial or digital flows. 

c. Corruption and influence peddling 

Articles 432-11, 433-1, 435-1 et seq. Penal Code : public or private corruption. 

→ Application : unlawful pressure or payment to obstruct a business operator. 

d. Criminal conspiracy 

Article 450-1 Penal Code : participation in a group formed to commit serious offences. 

e. Cybercrime and IT offences 

Articles 323-1 to 323-8 Penal Code : fraudulent access, alteration of data, obstruction of a 

system. 

f. Money-laundering and covert financing 

Article 324-1 Penal Code : laundering the proceeds of an offence. 
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g. Institutional moral harassment 

Article 222-33-2-2 Penal Code : repeated pressure intended to alter health or living 

conditions. 

 

2. Related European Offences 

• Article 325 TFEU : protection of the financial interests of the European Union. 

• Directive (EU) 2017/1371 (PIF) : fraud, corruption and misappropriation of EU 

funds. 

• Criminal Law Convention on Corruption (Council of Europe, 1999). 

• Directive 2019/1937 : whistle-blower protection. 

 

3. Aggravated Liabilities 

• Corporate criminal liability (Article 121-2 Penal Code). 

• Hierarchical and supervisory responsibility (Article 28 Rome Statute). 

 

III. British Law – Criminal Business Law 

1. Legal Foundations 

• Fraud Act 2006 (sections 1-4) : false representation, concealment, abuse of position. 

• Bribery Act 2010 (sections 1-7) : active and passive bribery. 

• Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 (POCA) : laundering and confiscation. 

• Computer Misuse Act 1990 : computer intrusions. 

• Serious Crime Act 2015 : economic criminal conspiracy. 

2. Application 

Fraudulent contractual breaches, digital sabotage and manipulation of information amount to 

aggravated fraud and economic conspiracy. 

The coordination between public and private actors supports the qualification of organised 

business crime, falling within the competence of the Serious Fraud Office (SFO). 

3. Sanctions 

Up to 10 years’ imprisonment, confiscation of profits, and corporate liability for failure to 

prevent bribery or fraud. 
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IV. United States Law – Criminal Business Law and RICO 

1. Federal Offences 

• 18 U.S.C. § 1341-1343 : Mail and Wire Fraud. 

• 18 U.S.C. § 1349 : conspiracy to commit fraud. 

• 18 U.S.C. § 1961-1968 (RICO) : organised crime. 

• 18 U.S.C. § 1503-1512 : obstruction of justice. 

• 18 U.S.C. § 1956-1957 : money-laundering. 

• 18 U.S.C. § 1030 : Computer Fraud and Abuse Act. 

• Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA 1977) : bribery of foreign officials. 

2. Application 

The facts correspond to a Wire Fraud and RICO Pattern scheme: repeated electronic fraud, 

international coordination, and extortion of economic activity. 

3. Jurisdiction and Sanctions 

Federal jurisdiction applies whenever a dollar-denominated flow or a U.S. server is involved. 

Sanctions : up to 20 years (RICO), treble damages, forfeiture of assets. 

 

V. Cross-Cutting and Aggravating Offences 

1. Obstruction and Destruction of Evidence 

• Art. 434-4 Penal Code (France); Criminal Justice and Courts Act 2015 (UK); 18 

U.S.C. § 1519 (US). 

→ Suppressing, altering or concealing evidence is an independent offence. 

2. Intimidation and Physical Attacks 

Constitute major aggravations : intimidation of witnesses, threats, targeted violence. 

3. Complicity and Shared Responsibility 

Shared liability of all actors who aided, concealed or tolerated the acts. 

 

VI. Remedies and Procedural Follow-Up 

1. Cumulative sanctions : imprisonment, fine, confiscation. 

2. Possible referrals: European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO), SFO, Department of 

Justice/FBI. 



320 

 

3. International protection : United Nations Convention Against Corruption (Mérida 

2003) ; provisional measures before the ECHR (Art. 39). 

 

VII. Misappropriation of Public Funds and Fraudulent 

Use of European Resources 

1. French and European Qualification 

The human and technological means deployed (surveillance, hacking, continuous tracking) 

necessarily imply the use of misappropriated public or European funds. 

This falls under: 

• Article 432-15 Penal Code : embezzlement of public funds; 

• Article 121-7 Penal Code : complicity; 

• Article 325 TFEU and Directive 2017/1371 (PIF) : fraud against the EU’s financial 

interests; 

• Articles 435-1 et seq. Penal Code : corruption of public officials. 

The use of budgetary resources for obstruction or harassment violates the budgetary-

specialisation principle and engages the personal liability of decision-makers. 

 

2. British Law 

Under the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 and Bribery Act 2010, such acts constitute 

embezzlement of public funds and misuse of government resources. 

Jurisdiction: Serious Fraud Office (SFO); heavy penalties for agents or companies acting in 

concert. 

 

3. United States Law 

• 18 U.S.C. § 641 : theft of public property; 

• 18 U.S.C. § 666 : bribery or theft in programs receiving federal funds; 

• 31 U.S.C. § 3729 et seq. : False Claims Act; 

• RICO § 1961 et seq. : use of organisations to divert public funds. 

Jurisdiction applies whenever mixed EU/US financing or transatlantic cooperation is 

involved. 
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4. Procedural Follow-Up 

• Referral to the European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO) ; 

• Transmission to OLAF (European Anti-Fraud Office) ; 

• Review by national and European Courts of Auditors; 

• Independent audit of budgets allocated to security, digital cooperation or justice. 

These acts constitute an aggravated economic crime, combining embezzlement of public 

funds, European fraud and state-organised criminal activity. 

 

 

 

 


