Ms. Katalin Baranyi and Mr. Herman J Berge
665, rue de Neudorf
L-2220 Luxembourg

Luxembourg

Phone : +352 43 12 65

Fax 1 +35226 4312 11

Tribunal d’Arrondissement Luxembourg February 7 2011

Cité Judiciaire
Batiment TL, CO, TJ
1-2080 Luxembourg

Att : President Pierre Gehlen, or to whom it may concern

Re : Criminal complaint: Illegal covert surveillance - illegal cover-up of
the act

Case # :

Your reference
Our reference

Posting by : Mail and fax

Your fax # 147 59 81 421

Numbers of pages : 8

Attachment :3(7p)

Copy : Ombudsman; Commissioner V. Reding; ECJ; Eurojust; OLAF
Message :

On August 27 2010 Cardoso & Fils, one of the largest constructing firms in Luxembourg,
was caught in the act of carrying out covert surveillance on us. A criminal complaint
against this firm was filed with the local police at Cents on August 30 2010. As previously
demonstrated, cf. transcript of a phone conversation between us and the police on
September 1 2010, the police subsequently attempted to cover up this crime, which is
the reason why we petition the Court to take all necessary steps to protect us, and to
have these crimes investigated and the perpetrators - including those who have
participated in the subsequent cover-up of illegal covert surveillance - prosecuted.

In this regard please find enclosed; 1) 300810 Criminal complaint against Cardoso & Fils;
2) 130910 Petition for access to case file and seized photos, and 3) 170910 Criminal
complaint against Cardoso & Fils and others. Note that the police have refused to
respond to any of our requests/petitions, hence protecting the offenders and deliberately
precluding a proper investigation.

The crime committed is regarded as serious, as is the subsequent cover-up by the police.
The fact that the law enforcement in Luxembourg refuse to investigate and even
attempts - with great success - to cover up these serious crimes, gives us reason to
bring this matter to EU-authorities for further action.
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Katalin Baranyi
PhD Scholar

Luxembourg February 7 2011
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Katalin Baranyi
665, rue de Neudorf
L~2220 Luxembourg
Luxembourg

Phone :+35243 1265
Fax : 435226431211

POLICE GRAND-DUCALE Luxembourg August 30 2010
Centre Aldingen

B.P. 1612

L-1016 Luxembourg

Att : To whom it may concern
Re : Criminal complaint

Case # : Invasion of privacy — Covert surveillance
Your reference

Our reference

Posting by : Fax and mail

Your fax # 124 422 299

Numbers of pages : 4

Attachment :

Copy

Dear Sir/Ms.

On Friday August 27 at approximately 20 minutes past four in the afternoon, I spotted a car
that was passing suspiciously slowly in the direction of the airport. Just up the road the car
turned and drove towards the city only to stop just outside our driveway. For about a minute
the driver, which was alone in the car, took pictures or filmed me. The lens of the camera was
focused right on me and it was quite visible as well, so [ suppose the driver was professionally
equipped. I was standing in our room on the first floor on the southeast corner of the house.
After I had logged his plate-number (PB 4238), I tried to get the drivers attention by miming
“photo-clicking” with my fingers. As soon as he spotted me, he took of.

I have a son attending to the local school in Neudorf, and by this new incident [ honestly fear
that these people will hurt me, or my son. This incident scared me off, as this isn’t the first
time “someone” has been taking pictures/filmed our house. One of these incidents occurred
on April 10 2009 (Good Friday) approximately at four a clock in the afternoon. The
perpetrator downloaded a movie on Youtube with pictures of our house taken that day,
together with a complete description were I live, my full name, and some text with a smearing
content. There have also been other incidents where I have seen a person filming our house
from the passenger seat of a black car standing just outside our premises, taking off as soon as
they are being spotted.



Immediately after the incident on Friday I called the local police at Cent and explained what
had happened. The officer on duty told me that the car that was used is owned bya
constructing company in Luxembourg, and that he would, right away, call the company and
take a statement, and then return to me with whatever he got.

He returned with the following information: The name of the company is Cardoso & Fils. The
officer had been talking to the owner/boss, Mr. Cardoso. Mr. Cardoso admitted that it was one
of his technicians that had been at our house. He furthermore declared that he had taken
pictures of our house. According to Mr. Cardoso the purpose of this “visit” was that the roof
of this house was to be “rebuilt”. Hence the technician had been here to take some pictures of
the roof. For your information; there are no plans for our roof.

Let me also remind you that it was an awful rainy weather at the moment the technician was
taking these pictures. He was sitting inside the car, obstructing the traffic on the lane down to
Neudorf, parked only some 10 meters from the wall of our house. From his position (inside
the car) he wouldn’t be able to even see the roof. At least he should have positioned himself
outside the car on the other side of the road, that is if he really wanted to see and take pictures
of the roof.

As far as I understood the officer, Mr. Cardoso had made him believe that it was a roof of an
apartment that was to be reconstructed, and that I thus was living in an apartment. I informed
the officer that I live in a semi-attached house, and besides a house down the road consisting
of studios, I don’t know about any apartments in the vicinity of our house. Consequently Mr.
Cardoso’s statement falls to the ground.

M. Cardoso also declared to the officer that this wasn’t the first time he had been here taking
pictures of the house. According to the statement given to the officer, “Cardoso” had been
here a few months ago as well, picturing the house. This information rules out the question
whether Cardoso this time had picked the wrong object to picture, as he obviously must have
found the correct building a few months ago. Last Friday he returned to the very same object,
our house.

The next problem with Cardoso’s “visit” on last Friday was that he was not taking pictures of
the roof. The quite visible camera lens was pointing right at me, some '5-8 meters (or two
floors) below the roof. Cardoso’s man was obviously not picturing the roof, he was picturing
me, and as far as [ understand; he was thoroughly doing what someone had told him to do,
and that was to take pictures of the house in general, people inside included. Most likely this
guy was taking pictures (1/2 hour affer normal working hours) to put together a “picture” of
our house, inhabitants, neighbours, and the nearby surroundings and hence providing his
principal — whoever that might be — with enough information to make a profile of us and the
surroundings, for later use, thus being accomplice to illegal covert surveillance.

Reviewing the piece of information given and putting the facts together in the right order, we
get this picture: For some unknown reason Mr. Cardoso instructed his technician/employee to
g0 over to our house and take pictures of the house and its residents. When the employee of
Mr. Cardoso was caught in the action taking pictures of the house and me, he took off. I
immediately called the police and gave the officer on duty my explanation on what had
happened, as well as the plate number of the car. The officer checked the number and found

that it corresponded with a registration number associated with a car owned by Mr. Cardoso.
The officer decided to call Mr. Cardoso and ask for his statement on the matter. Mr. Cardoso



declared that his employee had been out on a mission for the purpose of taking picture of a
roof, and that he actually had been taking pictures.

The fact is that it was raining heavy around the time the photographer was taking these
pictures, and that he never left his car during his mission. The photographer stopped his car
some 10 meters from the wall of the southeast corner of our house, making it impossible to
take any decent pictures of the roof, as the angel from where he was positioned and up to the
roof was too steep to even get a glimpse of his alleged object. In addition to this, the
photographer’s lens was aiming at me on the first floor, proving that he was not taking
pictures of the roof. From an academic point of view I find it hard to believe that a renowned
constructing company — or any constructing company — finds it more practical or rational to
take pictures (on a dim and rainy afternoon, after working hours) of a house of which they are
to reconstruct the roof, instead of assessing the architect drawings and take it from there.

Mr. Cardoso’s statements are not trustworthy and give strong reason to doubt. The question
now is why he didn’t tell the truth? Mr. Cardoso claims that he’s employee was to take
pictures of the roof of this house, that it concerned a roof on top of an apartment, that this roof
was to be restored, that he had been here before taking pictures and that there was nothing
suspicious about this.

If this was true, then you have to assume that the employee by mistake had picked the wrong
house. But is this a reasonable explanation? Did he really pick the wrong house? No. Firstly
M. Cardoso has declared that he or one of his employees has been here before, a few months
ago, hence ruling out the possibility that he had picked the wrong house on this second or
third visit.

But even if he had picked the wrong house by mistake both this time as well as a few months
ago, his explanation doesn’t add up at all. If the driver of the car was to take pictures of the
roof then you would expect him to leave the car and position himself in such a way that he
would get our roof in sight. Notice that he was aiming his lens at me, on the first floor, from a
position where he would never be able to see the roof even if he had bent his lens straight up
to the sky. Make also notice that if he was here o take picture of the roof, he most likely
would have picked a time when it was not raining and at least he would have stayed for more
than the one minute he spent on taking pictures of me.

Another thing that I noticed during my conversation with the police officer was that Mr.
Cardoso had told the officer that there was “nothing suspicious” about this. If this was just a
mistake, why on earth would Mr. Cardoso try to persuade the officer to believe that there was
nothing suspicious about this photo-session? Mr. Cardoso told the officer a story which he
knew would hold no water if anyone started poring water into his “facts”, consequently he did
his best to get the officer from poring water, i.c. checking the facts and hold them against Mr.
Cardoso’s statements.

Taking into consideration that Mr. Cardoso admits that he has been here before, taking
pictures, and the mere fact that pictures of my house have been placed on Youtube, illegally,
there is a possibility that Mr. Cardoso is the one providing a third-party with these pictures.

I would like to have Mr. Cardoso interrogated on this issue, and I would also like to get access
to all pictures of our house that are in his possession. Most likely Mr. Cardoso has been hired



to take these pictures and by this committing illegal covert surveillance on behalf of a third
party, hence it is of great importance to uncover who is behind, and their purposes.

This incident is at best an invasion of and thus a violation of my privacy (which is a crime in
itself), but I fear it could be much worse. By this criminal complaint I ask you to investigate
the above mentioned actions and prosecute the offender/-s. In this regard I also petition the

prosecuting authority to appoint a counsel (lawyer) for me to take care of my rights in regards
to this complaint.

Finally I ask you kindly to keep me posted on this matter.

Yours sincerely

P IR

Katalin Baranyi

Luxembourg August 30 2010



Katalin Baranyi
665, rue de Neudorf
L-2220 Luxembourg
Luxembourg

Phone :+435243 1265
Fax 143522643 1211

POLICE GRAND-DUCALE Luxembourg September 13 2010
CENTS

B.P. 1612

L-1016 Luxembourg

Att : Staff at Cents

Re : Criminal complaint Cardoso & Fils
Case # : Invasion of privacy ~ Covert surveillance
Your reference

Our reference

Posting by : Fax and mail

Your fax # 124422299

Numbers of pages :1

Attachment :

Copy

Dear Sir/Ms.

1 understand that you have decided to shelve my criminal complaint of August 30 2010,
which I find quite unfortunate. Anyhow I petition you to provide me with the complete case
file, including seized photos, reports of phone calls between the police and Cardoso & Fils
and others, as well as a receipt (together with a case number) confirming that you have
received my criminal complaint against Cardoso & Fils. Please make the necessary
arrangements for this. Thank you.

Yours sincerely

Luxembourg September 13 2010




Katalin Baranyi
665, rue de Neudorf
L-2220 Luxembourg
Luxembourg

Phone :+35243 1265
Fax 435226431211

POLICE GRAND-DUCALE Luxembourg September 17 2010
Centre Aldringen

B.P. 1612

1.-1016 Luxembourg

Att : To whom it may concern
Re : Criminal complaint

Case # : Invasion of privacy — Covert surveillance
Your reference

Our reference

Posting by : Fax and mail

Your fax # 124 421 299

Numbers of pages  :2

Attachment :

Copy

Dear Sir/Ms.

Please refer to my criminal complaint of August 30 2010 on the above mentioned issue. After
I filed this complaint to the police I have registered a significant increase of surveillance
activity around our house. On the other hand I have heard nothing from the police, besides a
phone call on September 1 2010 where the officer tried to convince me that everything was
fine, and that it was pointless to file charges against this big company (Cardoso & Fils) which
had been caught carrying out covert surveillance.

Yesterday I noticed a car with Luxembourg plate number TR8904 parking at 671, blocking its
driveway. When the driver — a somewhat obese skinhead — stepped out of his car he
immediately started observing. It seemed like he was looking at a fixed point at number 671.
After standing outside 671 for just a few seconds he started walking down the road towards
our house. One or two times during this 15-20 meter walk, he turned around looking at the
same spot at 671. When the skinhead came to our driveway, he walked right into our parking,
like he was determined to a certain mission, and stopped at our hedge not far from the steps
leading to our front door. He then turned around and started his observation again, looking at
the same fixed point at 671. I would say that it looked like he (or someone else) had installed
something outside one of these houses, and now he had been instructed to check whether it
was visible from the position he was standing, outside our house. The skinhead finished his



observation, went straight to his car, turned over to the other side of ruc Treves, parked there
for some minutes and then drove away.

In this regard I would also like to mention that on August 31 2010, at approximately 09:30 in
the evening, a person passed our house, walking. He stopped outside our driveway and then
ran over to the other side of rue Treves, where he placed himself beside a tree. He remained
there for approximately one minute, observing our house. Then he walked towards Findel,
only to stop at a non-passing sign, again observing towards our house. Done with his
observations he continued towards Findel and out of my sight. The person returned after some
5 minutes, passed our house and went out of my sight. Make notice that August 31 2010 was
the same day Cardoso & Fils yet again sent a person to our house to harass us, a situation
which is mentioned in my criminal complaint.

By this criminal complaint I ask you to investigate the above mentioned actions and carry out
all necessary measures to protect me and my family. In this regard I remind you of my
petition to appoint a counsel (lawyer) for me to take care of my rights in regards to these
complaints.

Finally I ask you kindly to keep me posted on this matter.

Yours sincerely

MW% Luxembourg September 17 2010

Katalin Bafanyi



