
Annex 18 - Formal Rejection Notice from Bar Association Dean I. Aardoom-Fuchs (Late 2025) 
denying appointment of counsel based on "unsubstantiated" claims. 
 

Summary of Decision: Refusal to Appoint an Attorney 
 
Case Reference: AA131 2025 ia/lb  
Date of Decision: November 18, 2025  
Issuing Authority: The Bar Association of The Hague (Orde van Advocaten Den Haag), signed by 
the Dean (deken), Mrs. I. Aardoom-Fuchs.  
Addressee: Mr. Ing. H. Smedema, residing in El Albir, Spain. 
 

1. Background and Context 

●​ The Request: On October 17, 2025, Mr. Smedema submitted a web form requesting the 
official appointment of a (victim) attorney under Article 13, paragraph 1 of the Dutch Counsel 
Act (Advocatenwet). 

●​ The Intended Lawsuit: The applicant intended to hold the Dutch State liable for what he 
claims is a continuous, systematic unlawful act (onrechtmatige daad) spanning decades. He 
argues that the State has systematically blocked his access to justice and refused to 
investigate credible reports of serious crimes against him, including torture. 

●​ Legal Basis of the Claim: The applicant asserts that this failure to investigate constitutes an 
independent tort under Article 6:162 of the Dutch Civil Code, creating a new unlawful act 
every day it continues, thereby preventing statutory limitation (prescription). He states this is 
backed by extensive, documented evidence of obstruction of justice by the State. 

 

2. Legal Framework 

●​ Under Article 13, paragraph 1 of the Counsel Act, a citizen can request the Dean of the Bar 
Association to appoint an attorney if they cannot find one willing to take their case, provided 
legal representation is mandatory or can only be executed by an attorney. 

●​ Under Article 13, paragraph 2 of the Counsel Act, the Dean may only reject such a request 
if there are "meritorious grounds" (gegronde redenen) to do so. 

 

3. Review of the Applicant's Case History 

The Dean evaluated a historical incident analysis (covering 1991–2025) provided by Mr. Smedema, 
highlighting several key events: 

●​ Refusal of Counsel: The applicant approached approximately 30 lawyers over the years, all 
of whom refused to take his core criminal case. While the applicant attributes this to pressure 
from within the justice system, the Dean noted a lack of concrete explanation on how this 
pressure was exerted. 

●​ Article 12 Procedure (2005): The applicant initiated a procedure to force prosecution. The 
court dismissed the complaint, ruling there was "manifestly no question of criminal offenses" 
and explicitly chose not to hear the complainant. The Dean noted the applicant did not specify 
the content of this request or the core criminal case. 

●​ Arbitration Request (2025): The applicant requested legal arbitration and a settlement based 
on UNCTAD rules. The Ministry dismissed it as insufficiently substantiated and advised him to 
contact an attorney. 



●​ National Ombudsman (2005 & 2024): The Ombudsman refused the applicant's requests to 
launch investigations, the reasons for which were not specified by the applicant. 

●​ Liability Notice: The applicant independently held the Dutch State liable on October 15, 
2025. 

 

4. Grounds for Rejection 

The Dean concluded that there are meritorious grounds to reject the request: 
●​ Despite the extensive analysis provided, the Dean determined that the request fails to clearly 

demonstrate exactly how the Dutch State acted unlawfully against Mr. Smedema personally. 
●​ The request does not sufficiently demonstrate whether, and to what extent, launching a legal 

procedure against the State would be meaningful or viable. 
●​ Consequently, the request was deemed insufficiently substantiated (onvoldoende 

onderbouwd). 
 

5. Final Ruling and Appeal Options 

●​ Decision: The Dean officially refused to appoint an attorney for the applicant. 
●​ Right to Appeal: If the applicant disagrees with this decision, he has the right to lodge a 

formal written complaint (beklag) with the Disciplinary Appeals Tribunal (Hof van Discipline) 
in The Hague within six weeks of the date of this decision. 

●​ Applicable Law: Chapters 6 and 7 of the Dutch General Administrative Law Act (Algemene 
wet bestuursrecht) do not apply to the handling of this complaint. 

 
As I have already the Friesland and Groningen Discipline cases also denied, starting another in The 
Hague is futile. 

 

Here the Original rejection in the Dutch Language: 
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