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TRANSCRIPT

This is Katherine Watt. I am a Catholic American writer and paralegal, and I'm recording a
presentation on Monday, February 23rd, 2026, about litigation that's going on in the Netherlands
in a city called Leeuwarden. This slide deck has, I think, 55 slides divided into nine sections.

I think that it will last an hour or an hour and a half. The camera is not on, so people can listen to
it as just audio, or you can listen to it and watch the slides and read the slides as they're going on.
It's basically a case orientation or a case document reading guide for people who want to read
more about the case or want to just get a general idea of what the case is about.

It's actually two cases, which I will talk about in the presentation.

So this is the outline.

Presentation Outline

[

Overview: Litigation (two cases); involvement; limitations

o

Civil law, tort law - general info.

o

Summary of disputes

Procedural history

Crv o

Plaintiffs’ factual history and legal argument

<N

Plaintiffs’ description of defendants’ true goals/motives.
Defendants’ factual history and legal argument
March 9, 2026 Hearing

Case documents and supporting material

© ® N

It's going to start with an overview about the litigation, which is two cases. little bit about my
involvement in it, and a little bit about the limitations of this presentation. Then there's a second
section about general information on civil law and tort law, because it's a tort, both of the cases
are tort cases. Then I will do a summary of the disputes, procedural history, a summary of the
plaintiffs' version of the factual history and the legal arguments.

Section number six is about plaintiffs' views of what is actually motivating the defendants. And
then there's a section about how the defendants have responded in their own factual history and
legal argument documents. Then there's a little bit about a hearing that is scheduled for Monday,
March 9th, so two weeks from today.

And then I will switch over from the PowerPoint slide deck to my website at Bailiwick News
Archives on WordPress, where I have put a page and uploaded case documents so that readers
who want to read the case documents for themselves can go there and look through them.

Feb. 23,2026 Leeuwarden litigation video presentation, transcript. 2
https://rumble.com/v767nu8-leeuwarden-nl-litigation-presentation-by-katherine-watt.html


https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/litigation-leeuwarden-netherlands/
https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/litigation-leeuwarden-netherlands/

MJ

Litigation - Two Cases

* There are two cases going on.

* Main Case filed in July 2028, initiated by a Summons and Complaint on behalf of seven
plaintiffs - Dutch citizens who took one or more Plizer vaccines. One has since died; six
remain. District Court of North Netherlands, Leeuwarden Division

* Second case filed in March 2025, initiated by a Request for Provisional Evidence
Proceedings, on behalf of three petitioners. Preliminary. District Court of North
Netherlands - Leeuwarden.

* Both cases rely on same fact history and same legal arguments.

* Both cases hinge on truth or falsity of information provided to the lpublic (including
l)lmnutls) by defendants, and (if false or simulated) whether defendants knew or should
1ave known they were presenting false information; had obligation to verify/ascertain
validity; had obligation to present true information to public.

* Plainuffs seek public eidentiary review and evaluation.

* Defendants oppose public evidentiary review and evaluation.

As I said, there are two cases going on. The main case was filed in July 2023. It was written by
two lawyers, Peter Stassen, who's still working on the case, and Arno van Kessel, who is not
working on the case anymore. They initiated it by writing a summons and complaint on behalf of
seven plaintiffs. So seven Dutch citizens who took one or more Pfizer vaccines. That group of
seven took them, the vaccines, in 2021. One of those people has since died, but there are six left
in the case. The case was filed at the District Court of North Netherlands in the Leeuwarden
Division.

The second case was filed in March 2025, also by Arno van Kessel and Peter Stassen. And that
one was not a complaint. It was a preliminary procedure called a Request for Provisional
Evidence Proceedings. That one was filed on behalf of three petitioners who were also Dutch
people who had taken vaccines. That one was also filed in the District Court of North
Netherlands at Leeuwarden.

Both cases rely on the same fact history and the same legal arguments. Both cases hinge on the
truth or falsity of the information that was provided to the public, including the plaintiffs and the
petitioners, by the defendants, which is the same group of defendants for both cases.

And if the information was false or simulated, whether the defendants knew or should have
known that they were presenting false information to the public, whether they had an obligation
to verify or check the truth of the information that they were providing, and whether they had an
obligation to only present true information to the public.

The plaintiffs and the petitioners in both cases are seeking public evidentiary review and
evaluation. They want the evidence to be put before a court and they want the court to test it and
evaluate it and decide which evidence is true and which evidence is false, which evidence is
misleading. That's the evaluation part.

The defendants oppose public evidentiary review and evaluation, and that's one of the basic
disputes going on between the two parties.

Feb. 23,2026 Leeuwarden litigation video presentation, transcript. 3
https://rumble.com/v767nu8-leeuwarden-nl-litigation-presentation-by-katherine-watt.html



MJ

How I became involved 1n the cases

* Late Jan. 2025, attorneys for the plamntiffs asked me to testify.

* March 2025 - Listed as one of five nominated witnesses in second case (Request
for Provisional Evidence Proceedings) with Latypova, Yeadon, Sansone, Austin
Fitts. Same group nominated in main case, June 2025.

* Subject - 2022-2025 legal research on US and international law, governing
communicable disease control, pandemic preparedness and response, and
biological product manufacturing regulation.

* Applicable to judicial review of defendants’ acts and omissions committed when
presenting information to the public about coronavirus threat (form and function);
necessity, composition and probable effects (form and function) of Covid vaccines.

* Sept. 2025 - St. Benedict Memo - Findings & Conclusions; Background; ‘disease’
delinitions; Mutual Recognition Agreements; US legislative acts; international law;
appendix. 280 pp.

I became involved in the cases in late January 2025 because attorneys for the plaintiffs and
petitioners asked me to testify. In March 2025, when they filed the request for provisional
evidence proceedings, I was listed as one of five nominated witnesses. And the same group was
then nominated in the main case in a different filing that was submitted in June of 2025.

The subject matter that I was asked to provide information about is the legal research I did,
mostly between 2022 and 2025, about US and international law governing communicable
disease control, pandemic preparedness and response, and biological product manufacturing
regulation. And that information is applicable to any judicial review that might [happen] of the
things that the defendants did and did not do when they were presenting information to the public
about coronavirus and about COVID vaccines.

In September 2025, on behalf of the plaintiffs, or to support their arguments, I finished writing a
report called the St. Benedict Memo, which is about, again, my legal research and my findings.
The bulk of that report, which is 280 pages, is a large section tracking the development of U.S.
congressional acts between roughly 1938 and 2006, because that's sort of the main period of time
in which the relevant laws were put into place.
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Limitations; where to find case documents.

* This 1s a presentation of facts about the litigation; and my interpretation of legal
arguments as presented by plaintiffs and defendants.

* There 1s overlap between my interpretations of the scientific/lbiomedical integrity
and significance of evidence, and my interpretations of how law applies to the facts,
and interpretations on those things as offered by plaintiffs, defendants and other
nominated witnesses.

* There 1s also divergence, spectrum. Much fact information is not known (limits of
scientific knowledge; withholding and redaction of evidence), or disclosed but in
distorted/ misleading form. Also differing legal conclusions.

* Case documents and supporting documents (memos, affidavits, transcripts) are
available at Bailiwick News Archives on Wordpress.

Recommend first reads: July 2023 Plaintffs’ comi)laint, Jan. 2024 Defendants State
et al Answer, June 2025 Plantiffs’ Conclusion of Reply

There are some limitations on this presentation. So again, at the end, I will give you information
about how to find the case documents to look at it yourself.

This is a presentation of facts about the litigation and the cases and my interpretation of the legal
arguments that have been presented by the plaintiffs and by the defendants.

There is overlap between my interpretations of the integrity of scientific and biomedical evidence
that's available and my interpretations about how law applies to the facts, and the interpretations
of those things that are offered by the plaintiffs, by the defendants and by other nominated
witnesses. So on some of these things, I have reached the same conclusions as other people.

There is also divergence along the spectrum. On some very minor things, I disagree with other
interpretations. And on some things, I disagree quite sharply.

A lot of fact information is not known because of the limits of scientific knowledge and because
in this case and in many similar cases, important evidence has been withheld by the people who
control it or redacted by the people who control it, so that sections of it are missing or not
available. Some information has been disclosed, but in distorted or misleading forms.

And then, as I said earlier, even two people looking at the same evidence, setting aside whether
it's quality evidence or corrupted evidence, also can reach different legal conclusions about what
it means. And that situation exists for this case.

So the case documents themselves and some supporting documents, like memos and affidavits
and transcripts, are available at that [Bailiwick News] archives page. I recommend that if people
want to read documents for themselves, you start with the July 2023 plaintiffs' complaint, then
read the January 2024 defendant's answer, the one that was submitted by the State of the
Netherlands and the government employees who are sued in these cases, and then read the June
2025 plaintiffs' Conclusion of Reply which is kind of their last addition to, I think it would be
similar to an amended complaint here, or a final reply, in the United States. It just added
information to what they had already said in July 2023.
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What 1s civil law? What 1s a tort?

* CIVIL LAW — Legal action taken under “Law relating to the private rights of
individuals and to legal actions involving these.”

* Distinct from criminal law, contract law;, administrative law. Some incidents give
rise to claims under more than one kind of law.

* Etymology/root word — civilis < civis (Latin) — “city.”

* TORT - “A wrongful act, injury or damage (not involving a breach of contract) for
which a civil action can be brought.”

* TORTFEASOR - a person or entity that commits a tort, which is a civil wrong
that causes harm to another party

* Etymology/root words — fortus (Latin) “to twist” < terk (Indo-European) “to turn.”

* Same root words for torture — the inflicting of severe pain...any method by which
such pain is inflicted...a cause of such pain or agony.

Now I'm going to talk briefly about civil law and tort law in general, some general information
about civil law and tort law. What is civil law? What is a tort?

Civil law has to do with legal action that's taken under "law relating to the private rights of
individuals and to legal actions involving these." It is distinct from criminal law. It's distinct from
contract law. It's distinct from administrative law and other types of law.

But some incidents can give rise to claims under more than one kind of law.
The root word for civil law is 'civilis' or 'civis, which is from the Latin word for city.

A tort is "a wrongful act, injury, or damage, not involving a breach of contract, for which a civil
action can be brought." I will talk a little bit later about why it's separate from breach of contract.

Mostly it has to do with, there is no specific written document [contract] existing between the
two parties saying "This is what party A has to do in exchange for which party B will provide,"
usually money, and if one party or the other doesn't do it, then they have claims against each
other. A tort is broader than that because there may or may not be a contract between them, and
usually there isn't.

The tortfeasor, T-O-R-T-F-E-A-S-O-R, is a person or entity that commits a tort, which is a civil
wrong that causes harm to another party.

And the root word for tort and tortfeasor is the Latin word 'tortus,” which means 'to twist.' The
same root words are for the word torture, "the inflicting of severe pain, any method by which
such pain is inflicted, a cause of such pain or agony."
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What is a ‘cause of action?’

A set of facts and legal arguments thatcigiyfc an individual or entity the right to
seek a legal remedy against another individual or entity

“A condition under which one party would be entitled to sue another”

“A set of facts that, if true

, entitle an individual or entity to be awarded a
remedy by a court of law.’

A cause of action may come from an act or failure to act (omission),
breach of duty, or a violation of rights.

Incidents or events may create a cause of action that can support the filing of
a civil lawsuit seeking remedy for wrongs like property damages, personal
injury, and monetary loss.

Incidents or events may also a create cause of action that can support
criminal prosecution, secking remedy for wrongs like battery, theft, or
kidnapping. [No will to prosecute among law enforcement]

What is a cause of action?

A cause of action is a set of facts and legal arguments that give an individual or entity the right to
seek a legal remedy against another individual or entity. Another way of saying that is "a
condition under which one party would be entitled to sue another."

Another way to say that is, "a set of facts that, if true, entitle an individual or entity to be
awarded a remedy by a court of law." A cause of action can come from an act or from a failure to
act, meaning somebody who was supposed to do something and didn't do it. They omitted to do
it.

It can be from a breach of duty or a violation of rights.

Incidents or events can create a cause of action that supports the filing of a civil lawsuit seeking
remedy for wrongs like property damages. If you drive your car into somebody's fence and then
their fence is broken, they can sue you because you caused property damage.

It can be about personal injury. If somebody drives their car into you and you get injured, then
you can sue them for injuring you.

And for monetary loss. If somebody does something that causes you to lose money, then you can
sue them for that. Incidents or events that create a cause of action for a civil case can also
sometimes support criminal prosecution. In a thing like a car accident, if the person who was
driving did it on purpose, for example, then it would also, the basic facts are a person was
driving a car, hit another person, injured the second person. That could be the basis for a criminal
prosecution or for a civil case.

In the context of coronavirus and COVID events, there has not been any will to prosecute the
actions of people fulfilling roles like the ones played by defendants in the Netherlands cases for
criminal acts, even though there is evidence to support those kinds of prosecutions.
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What are the four elements of a tort claim?

1. Duty of care owed to the plaintiff(s) by the defendant(s)

2. Breach of the duty of care (failure to fulfill duty or
obligation) by acts or omissions

3. Damages resulting from breach of duty of care

4. Causation linking breach to damages

There are four elements to a tort claim. Number one is that the defendants have to owe a duty of
care to the plaintiffs, meaning there has to be some relationship between them that the plaintiffs
had a right to expect that defendants would do or not do things for the protection of the plaintiffs.

The second thing is there needs to be a breach of the duty of care, some sort of failure to fulfill
the duty or obligation, and that could be by acts or by omissions or both. There needs to be
damage that resulted from the breach of duty of care, and there needs to be demonstration of
causation: some sort of way of connecting the breach of the duty of care to the injury suffered by
the plaintiffs.

Who may file a civil tort action?

One or more plaintiffs may file a civil tort action or lawsuit against one
or more defendants.

To receive compensation by court order, plaintiffs must allege and prove,
with evidence, four elements of the tort claim:

1. Defendant owed plaintiff’ a duty of care

2. Defendant breached the owed duty of care
3. Plaintiff suffered injury or harm
4

. Defendant’s breach of the owed duty of care caused plaintiff’s
injuries

Who can file a civil tort action? One or more plaintiffs can file a civil tort action or lawsuit
against one or more defendants. To receive compensation by court order, the plaintiffs have to
allege, meaning they have to claim, and then they have to prove with evidence, those four
elements of the tort claim. That defendant owed plaintiff a duty of care, that the defendant
breached the owed duty of care, that the plaintiff suffered injury or harm, and that defendant's
breach of the owed duty of care caused plaintiff's injuries.
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What is a ‘duty of care?’

* The duty of care is a legal requirement for individuals and
organizations to adhere to a standard of care while performing acts
that could foreseeably harm others.

* The duty generally arises from an individual’s actions, his or her
relationship with another person, or a specific situation.

* Example — Grocery store manager owes a duty of care to customers,
to maintain safe walking surfaces. If a surface is wet from mopping,
the manager is obligated to act to let customers know (such as by
putting up a sign), so that customers know to walk more carefully or go
around the wet spot.

What is a duty of care? A duty of care is "a legal requirement for individuals and organizations
to adhere to a standard of care while performing acts that could foreseeably harm others." The
duty generally comes from an individual's actions or from his relationship to another person or
from a specific situation.

An example is that grocery store owners and the managers who work for them owe a duty of care
to customers to maintain safe walking surfaces. This is where slip and fall cases come from, this
type of situation. If a surface is wet because somebody was mopping it or something spilled, the
manager is obligated to act to let customers know that they should walk more carefully or they
should go around that wet spot. And they can do that by putting up a sign or by having a person
stand there and say, "go around, this spot is not safe to walk on." And if they don't do that, then
they might be vulnerable to a lawsuit if somebody doesn't see the wet spot, slips on it, falls and
gets hurt.

The next section, we're going to talk about a summary of the dispute in the cases that are going
on in the Netherlands.
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Dispute: Reciprocal allegations of fictional, unsubstantiated

perceptions of reality
Defendants’ position:

* Government has duty of care to protect population from physical threats, which defendants
fulfilled by implementing measures with protective effects.

* Coronavirus presented severe physical threat; public health emergency.

* Government has no duty to verify claims about danger posed by alleged physical threats or to
verify claims made about effects caused by alleged protective measures.

* Government has authority to classify challenges to its claims (about threats and
countermeasures) as misinformation or disinformation; to censor/suppress challenges; and to
use informational and psychological tactics to obtain compliance with emergency response
measures

* Government has duty of care to protect population from informational and psychological
threats (i.e. misinformation), which defendants fulfilled by censoring and suppressing counter-
claims about coronavirus and Covid vaccines.

* Government has no duty of care to refrain from participation in misinformation campaigns,
lies, deception, simulations of threats/emergencies, providing false information, fabrication
of evidence. [Cogniti\-'e harm, damage to ability of Euman being to gain knowledge or
understanding.]

The third part of this presentation is a summary of the dispute between the two parties, the
plaintiffs and the petitioners on one side and the defendants who are mostly government officials
on the other side. The dispute boils down to reciprocal allegations of fictional or
unsubstantiated perceptions of reality.

The defendants take the position that the government has a duty of care to protect population
from physical threats, and that the defendants in these cases fulfilled that duty of care by
implementing measures, including vaccines, with protective effects.

Defendants take the position that coronavirus presented a severe physical threat, and it was a
public health emergency.

The defendant's position is that the government has no duty to verify claims about the danger
that may be posed by an alleged physical threat, and they have no duty to verify claims that may
be made about the effects of alleged protective measures such as vaccines.

The defendants take the position that the government has the authority to classify challenges to
its claims, so challenges to the things that the government says about threats and about
countermeasures, the government has the authority to classify those challenges as
misinformation or disinformation, and then censor or suppress those challenges, and also to use
informational and psychological tactics to obtain compliance with whatever the emergency
response measures are that the government has decided to apply.

The defendants have taken the position that the government has a duty of care to protect the
population from things like misinformation or informational or psychological threats and that the
defendants in this case fulfilled that duty by censoring and suppressing counterclaims about
coronavirus and counterclaims about COVID vaccines.

The defendants have taken the position that the government has no duty of care to refrain from
participating in misinformation campaigns itself: the government is not obligated to not
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participate in lying, in deceptions, in simulations about threats and emergencies, in providing
false information, in fabricating evidence,

Put a different way, the government is, in the defendant's view, entitled to participate in
presentation of false information to the public.

I think of this or have tried to use the phrase "cognitive harm" to distinguish it from physical
harm.

Physical injury, physical harm is when your body is damaged.

Cognitive harm is harm or damage to your ability as a human being to gain knowledge or
understanding of a situation in which you find yourself.

Dispute, continued

Plaintiffs’ position:
* Government has duty of care to protect population from informational and

psychological threats (lies), and also from physical threats (i.e. vaccines)
camouflaged by lies as protective measures against false physical threats.

* Government fulfills duty by verifying claims about alleged physical threats,
to protect population from lies (cognitive harm) and physical injuries
facilitated by lies (physical harm).

* Government breaches duty by failing to verify claims about alleged physical
threats.

* Government breaches duty by directly participating in distribution of false,
fabricated and misleading information.

The plaintiffs' position, obviously, because it's a dispute, they take the opposite positions.

They say the government has a duty of care to protect the population, the people of the country,
from informational and psychological threats and also from physical threats, in this case from the
vaccines, which were camouflaged, using lies, as protective measures against a falsified physical
threat.

The plaintiffs take the position that the government could have and should have fulfilled that
duty by verifying claims about alleged physical threats so that they could protect the population
from lies, from cognitive harm.

And so they could protect the population from physical injuries that had been facilitated through
the lies. So physical harm-- two parts: cognitive harm, physical harm.

The plaintiff's position is that the government breached that duty by failing to verify claims about
the alleged physical threat posed by coronavirus and also by failing to verify claims about the
alleged protective effect of vaccines.

Plaintiffs also take the position that the government breached its duty of care by directly
participating in the distribution of false, fabricated, and misleading information.
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Defendants’ Acts & Omissions — 2020-ongoing

Acts

Defendants stated a physical threat (novel, transmissible coronavirus)
existed, presented severe/deadly risk of harm, and had been physically
demonstrated to present high risk of severe physical harm and death.

Defendants stated countermeasures (vaccines) E)]hysically necessary and
effective for countering threat, and had been physically demonstrated to
be physically necessary and physically effective.

Defendants characterized contradictory evidence as “misinformation”
and “disinformation” and suppressed/censored/omitted presentation of
it.

So this slide, we're now at slide 16, is about the defendants' acts and omissions that began in
early 2020 and are still ongoing.

Defendants stated at the beginning and still maintain this position, that a physical threat, a novel
transmissible coronavirus, existed, that it presented a severe or deadly risk of harm, and that it
had been physically demonstrated to present a high risk of severe physical harm and death.

The defendants stated that the countermeasures, vaccines, but also the non-pharmaceutical
interventions, things like masking, things like distancing, things like business closure, stay-at-
home orders, the defendants told people, through their public statements, that that was physically
necessary and that it would be effective for countering the threat.

They told people that it had been demonstrated to be necessary and effective.

The defendants did actually characterize contradictory evidence as misinformation and
disinformation, and they did actually suppress and censor and omit presentation of it.
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Plaintiffs Tort Claims — 2023, 2025

Defendants lied. “Covid-19 is not a disease but a project.”
Physical threat from coronavirus not real, not novel and/or not severe/deadly.
Cognitive threat (informational & psychological threat, lies) is real, severe and deadly.

Defendants fabricated physical evidence of threat and countermeasures by creating and presenting
invalid, false records (forgeries, simulations, theatrical props)

Defendants’ acts and omissions inflicted on plaintiffs” intense fear and social discord. [US — Intentional
Infliction of Emotional Distress, Neghge > motional Distress| Plamuffs” fear and
emotional distress led them to take vaccines, sustain vaccine injuries [battery, battery by proxy]

Physical countermeasures not physically necessary and not physically effective for countering threat.

Physical countermeasures unnecessary, ineffective and unsafe (zero benefit against incalculable risk of
harm.)

Petition to Court:
* Subject evidence to adversarial cross-exam.
* Declare defendants’ acts unlawful.

* Compensate plaintiffs for damages.

The plaintiffs, in their initial complaint in 2023, and then in their final conclusion of reply in
2025, basically argued the defendants lied.

The plaintiffs phrased that as, "COVID-19 is not a disease, but a project." I'll talk a little bit more
about that later.

The plaintiffs argued that the physical threat from coronavirus was not real, it was not novel,
and/or it was not severe or deadly.

They argued that the cognitive threat, the risk of informational and psychological harm, was real,
is real, and it is severe and it is deadly.

The plaintiffs argued that defendants fabricated physical evidence of the coronavirus threat and
of the countermeasures' effectiveness by creating and presenting invalid false records, which can
also be thought of as forgeries or simulations or theatrical props.

Plaintiffs alleged or claimed or argued that defendants' acts and omissions inflicted on the
plaintiffs intense fear and social discord.

In the United States, if people were to bring similar questions, complaints to the one that the
Dutch plaintiffs have brought, it would fall under the tort of intentional infliction of emotional
distress [IIED] or negligent infliction of emotional distress [NIED].

Plaintiffs also argued that defendants' acts and omissions, which created the fear and created the
emotional distress, led the plaintiffs to take vaccines and then the vaccination caused injuries.

In the United States, if a similar case were to be brought, that would probably be the tort of
battery or battery by proxy, because the government officials themselves, like the Minister of
Health or the committee members on the advisory committees, didn't personally administer
vaccines to the plaintiffs. They had it done for them by nurses and pharmacists and whoever else
was administering vaccines in the Netherlands.
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Plaintiffs argue that physical countermeasures were not physically necessary and they were not
physically effective for countering the threat. They argued that the physical countermeasures
were unnecessary, ineffective and unsafe. among other things because there was zero benefit that
had to be weighed against the in-calculatable risk of harm.

So the petition that the plaintiffs have submitted to the court is asking the court to subject the
evidence to adversarial cross-examination, to declare defendants acts unlawful and to order the
defendants to compensate plaintiffs for the damages that the plaintiffs sustained.

Defendants’ Answers — 2024, 2025

Adherence to original script:
Physical threat of coronavirus is real, transmissible and severe/deadly.

Defendants created and presented true, valid records containing verified
physical evidence for severe disease-causative (pathogenic) threat and
countermeasures’ and vaccines necessity and effectiveness — duty of care

fulfilled.

Countermeasures (masks, tests, etc.) and vaccines necessary and effective —
duty of care fulfilled.

Petition to Court:

* Do not subject evidence to adversarial cross-examination.

* Declare defendants’ acts lawful

* Dismiss plaintiffs’ tort claims.

The defendants then filed their answers in 2024. They did a whole first round, and then they did a
second round, their final responses in 2025.

They adhered to the original script.
They said, the physical threat of coronavirus is real, it's transmissible, and it's severe or deadly.

The defendants claimed that they created and presented true, valid records containing verified
physical evidence for the pathogenicity or disease causative ability of the threat and that they
presented valid records for the need for and effectiveness of the countermeasures and vaccines.

So the defendants argue that they fulfilled their duty of care.

Their petition to the court is: do not subject the evidence to adversarial cross-examination;
declare that defendants' acts were lawful; and dismiss plaintiffs' tort claims, dismiss the case.

They also would like the plaintiffs to be ordered to pay the court costs.
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Communicable disease, pandemic preparedness and response,
biological product law

NO LEGAL REQUIREMENTS FOR VALIDATION OF MATERIALS AND
METHODS allegedly used to physically demonstrate

* Existence, transmissibility or severity (form and function) of .pilffsical threats: )
pathogenic/disease-causing, sole-cause, transmissible biological agents capable of causing
severe 1llness or death

* Necessity and effectiveness (form and function) of alleged countermeasures (vaccines)
Laws enabled and facilitated defendants’ deceptive acts and omissions.

No validated physical evidence presentation required.

No evidentiary review required. No evidentiary standards applicable.

No valid physical evidence presented.

Failure to submit evidence to review (for verification/validation) was not unlawful.
Failure to present valid evidence to public was not unlawful.

Presentation of invalid/unverified evidence (lying) to public was not unlawful.

And here is where the legal research that I did between 2022 and 2025 comes in, because what |
found and what I reported in the St. Benedict Memo that I submitted for these cases is that there
is no legal requirement for validation of materials and methods that are allegedly used to
physically demonstrate the existence or the transmissibility or the severity in form and function
of physical threats, such as claims about a biological agent being able to cause disease or being
the sole cause of disease or being transmissible from one organism or person to another, or being
capable of causing by itself, like in a sole cause way, severe illness or death.

There is also no legal requirement for validation of materials and methods that are allegedly used
to physically demonstrate the necessity and effectiveness -- so again, form and function -- of
alleged countermeasures, vaccines.

In the communicable disease arena and the pandemic preparedness and response arena
and in biological product law, the laws enabled and facilitated defendants' deceptive acts
and omissions.

They were never required to present validated physical evidence. They were never required to
submit evidence to evidentiary review. There were no evidentiary standards applicable to
anything that they did or said.

And they didn't present valid physical evidence. They didn't submit it to review. They failed to
present valid evidence to the public and they did present invalid, unverified evidence to the
public.

But those things were not unlawful because they didn't breach or violate a standard that was not
applicable to them and didn't exist anyway.
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Procedural History — Main Case
Leeuwarden District Court

* July 2023 — Seven plaintiffs filed Complaint, Exh. 1-90. C/17/190788, 23/172
* Jan-Feb 2024 — All defendants except Bill Gates filed Answers

* Feb. 2024 — Bill Gates challenged Dutch court jurisdiction

* Oct. 2024 — Court order — Bill Gates subject to Dutch jurisdiction

* Nov. 2024 — Bill Gates filed Answer

* Dec. 2024 — Plaintiffs filed Increase of Claim and Request for Pretrial Hearing.

* June 2025 — Plaintiffs filed Conclusion of Reply with Exhibits 91-146

* June-Sept. 2025 — Defendants filed final Answers

. l}}'ov..2025 — Court order — Granted increase of claim, denied request for pretrial
earing

* Dec. 2025 — Plaintiffs letter submitting expert reports and video statements

The next section is a short procedural history.

The procedural history for the main case, which is still in Leeuwarden District Court, is that the
seven plaintiffs filed their initial complaint in July 2023, along with 90 exhibits, Exhibits 1
through 90, and the case number is C17-190788-23-172.

Between January and February, all of the defendants except Bill Gates filed answers.

In February 2024, Bill Gates challenged the Dutch court's jurisdiction. And in October 2024, the

court issued an order saying Bill Gates is subject to Dutch jurisdiction. Then in November of
2024, Bill Gates filed his answer.

In December 2024, the plaintiffs filed an increase of claim and request for pretrial hearing. I'll
talk a little bit about those in a minute.

In June 2025, plaintiffs filed their Conclusion of Reply, which, as I said earlier, was a sort of, I
think, in the United States that would be considered an amended complaint or a final reply
document, sort of adding to the original arguments. They filed that, and they filed additional
exhibits, 91 through 146.

Between June and September 2025, the defendants filed their final answers.

In November 2025, the court granted the increase of claim, but denied the request for a pretrial
hearing.

In December 2025, the plaintiffs submitted a letter, and along with the letter, they submitted
expert reports that some of the nominated witnesses had prepared and video statements by all
five of the nominated witnesses.
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Procedural History — Second Case
Amsterdam Court of Appeal

* March 2025 — Three petitioners filed Request for Provisional Evidence Proceedings in District
Court of North Netherlands at Leeuwarden Case No. C/17/199273 / HARK 25/17) — Not a
complaint. Request for public evidentiary review, preliminary presentation of evidence/testimony,
cross-examination of witnesses, to inform petitioners” further action.

* June-July 2025 — Defendants filed opposition to Request for Provisional Evidence Proceedings
¢ July 2025 - Hearing
* August 2025 — Court order - Leeuwarden District Court denied Request

* September 2025 - Petitioners appealed denial order to Court of Appeal at Arnhem-Leeuwarden.
Conflicts of interest. Appeal transferred to Court of Appeal at Amsterdam - Case No. D100816.

* December 2025 — Petitioners’ letter submitting expert reports and video statements.
* January 2026 - Defendants filed Opposition to appeal, asking court to refuse to hear appeal.
* January 2026 - Oral hearing scheduled for March 9, 2026 - Amsterdam Court of Appeal

review of arguments for and against allowing appeal to be heard.

The procedural history for the second case.

This one is now at the Amsterdam Court of Appeal. It started in March 2025 when three
petitioners filed a Request for Provisional Evidence Proceedings, in the District Court of
Northern Netherlands at Leeuwarden. Case number C17-199273, 25-17.

Not a complaint. Yes, this one was a preliminary procedure asking the court to hold a public
hearing at which evidence could be presented, testimony could be taken, witnesses could be
cross-examined, so that the petitioners could decide, based on the results of that adversarial
public proceeding, whether they want to file a complaint and if so what kind of complaint.

From June to July 2025, the defendants filed opposition. They said, "No, we don't want to have
provisional evidence proceedings."

In July 2025, there was a hearing about the dispute, whether there should or should not be public
review of evidence through a court hearing.

In August 2025, the court decided and denied the petitioners' request and said, "No, we're not
going to have an evidentiary hearing."

In September 2025, the petitioners appealed that order to the Court of Appeal at Arnhem-
Leeuwarden. There were conflicts of interest, so the appeal was transferred to the Court of
Appeal at Amsterdam, where it is now, case number D100816.

Then in December of 2025, at the same time that the plaintiffs in the other case, the main case,
submitted expert reports and video statements, the three petitioners in the second case also
submitted the same expert reports and the same video statements.
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Now we're moving up to January 2026. The defendants filed their opposition to appeal, asking
the Amsterdam Court to refuse to hear the appeal.

In January 2026, at the end of the month, the Amsterdam Court of Appeal scheduled an oral
hearing to be held March 9th, 2026. The subject matter for that hearing, which is coming in two
weeks, will be reviewing the arguments for and against allowing the appeal to be heard at all. ]

It is not a hearing on the merits. It's not hearing about the substance of the evidence. It's a hearing
about whether the appeal is allowed at all. And I'll explain that. I forget which section, but it's, I
think, section eight after this.

Plaintiffs — Main Case

* Live in the Netherlands, members of Dutch society

* Read Dutch print and digital newspapers, watched/listened to
broadcast and digital video/audio media coverage and government
officials’ public statements about coronavirus disease and vaccines.

* Developed intense fear about threat of Covid infection, severe disease
and death for themselves and their loved ones.

* Complied with vaccination advice, each receiving one or more Pfizer
vaccines in 2021.

* All sustained psychological damage (fear, social discord)

* Some sustained physical injuries

Now we're at slide 23. This is the fifth part and it's a description of plaintiffs' factual history, and
legal arguments.

This is a presentation section that's about the factual history and legal arguments that were
presented by the plaintiffs in the main case. That's the case that had seven plaintiffs originally
and now has six because one of them died.

These people are people who live in the Netherlands. They're members of Dutch society. They,
at the time in 2020 and since then, read Dutch print and digital newspapers.

They watched and listened to broadcast and digital video and audio media coverage.

They watched government officials deliver public statements about coronavirus disease and
vaccines.

And they developed intense fear about the threat of COVID infection, about severe disease and
death for themselves and their loved ones.

So, because they were frightened and because they believed what the public officials had said
and what the media personalities had said about COVID, the disease and about the vaccines, they
complied with vaccination advice. Each of them received one or more Pfizer vaccines in 2021.
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Earlier in the case, the defendants, part of their answer was, "We don't believe that the plaintiffs
even got vaccines." And so the plaintiffs did submit their vaccination records in one of the later
rounds of documents.

All of the plaintiffs sustained psychological damage. Sometimes that's called immaterial damage.
Sometimes it's called mental harm, in the form of mostly fear and social discord, like a sense of
their society being full of conflict because people were fighting about what was going on and
what should be done.

And some of them sustained physical injuries from the vaccinations, or that they allege were
caused by the vaccinations.

Petition for Remedies — Original
(Main Case)

July 2023 complaint asked court to

* Declare that defendants as a group and individually have acted
unlawfully towards plaintiffs by intentionally misleading them in an

unlawful manner and thereby inducing them to get Covid-19
injections the defendants knew, or at least should have known, were
not safe and effective. [Declarative Judgment]

* ...Compensate the plaintiffs for their damages including court costs.

[Plaintiffs] put in their original complaint in July 2023, their petition for remedies, what they
were asking the court to do. They asked the court to

"Declare that defendants as a group and individually have acted unlawfully toward
plaintiffs By intentionally misleading them in an unlawful manner and thereby inducing
them to get COVID-19 injections, the defendants knew or at least should have known
were not safe and effective."

In the United States, that request would be called a request for declarative judgment because
they're asking the court to declare something, declare that the defendants acted unlawfully.

Then the second thing they asked for was that the court order the defendants to compensate the
plaintiffs for their damages, including court costs.
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Petition for Remedies — Amended
(Main Case)

Increase of claim requested by plaintiffs Dec. 2024, granted by court Nov. 2025

* Declare that the defendants, as a group and individually, have continued to act
unlawfully towards the ;glamuffs up to the date of the final judgment rendered by
the court in this case (including an unlawful omission) by deliberately and
unlawfully misleading them and the Dutch people in order to induce the plaintiffs
and/or the Dutch people to undergo Covid-19 injections of which the defendants
knew, or at least should have known, that these injections were not safe and
effective, or at least that the false and misleading narrative propagated by the
defendants in the context of the project Covid-19: The Great Reset and/or the
Covid-19 injections introduced in the context of this project were harmful to the
health, fertility and psychological well-being of the defendants and/or the Dutch

people;
* ...Compensate the plaintiffs for their damages including court costs

Then the plaintiffs amended their petition for remedies when they filed an Increase of Claim
request in December 2024. And then they repeated that same request in June 2025 and the court
granted it in November 2025.

The amended remedy list requested by the plaintiffs was that the court

Declare that the defendants as a group and individually have continued to act unlawfully
towards the plaintiffs up to the date of the final judgment rendered by the court in this
case, including an unlawful omission, by deliberately and unlawfully misleading them
and the Dutch people, in order to induce the plaintiffs and/or the Dutch people to undergo
COVID-19 injections, of which the defendants knew or at least should have known that
these injections were not safe and effective, or at least that the false and misleading
narrative propagated by the defendants in the context of the project COVID-19: the Great
Reset, and/or the COVID-19 injections introduced in the context of this project were
harmful to the health, fertility, and psychological well-being of the defendants and/or the
Dutch people."

The plaintiffs asked the court to order the defendants to compensate the plaintiffs for their
damages, including court costs.

The difference, the change between the July 2023 request and the request that was granted in
November 2025, is that the plaintiffs filed their case and then watched as the defendants
continued to say the same things in the same public platforms, media platforms, public
statements.

So they amended the request to say that, if the case concludes with the court finding that the
defendants acted unlawfully, it will not just apply to the unlawful acts they committed early on in
2020 and 2021 that led to the vaccinations. It will include all of the unlawful acts and unlawful
omissions that the defendants have committed in 2020 and 2021 and then continued since then
up until the present.
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17 Defendants — Five categories

1. Government officials, elected & appointed
s ) 2. Semi-government officials — contractors
i - 3. Pharmaceutical Industry — Bourla (Pfizer)
S 4. Non-government officials

o
- 2
ar A" 5 Media

16 natural persons
1 government entity — State of the

E
A
I% 'I ﬁ a Netherlands

-}h ﬂ E Different actors, playing same roles, same
‘. e an scripts, local language, in each country.

Dutch OMT, US White House Coronavirus Task Force, etc.

The defendants are divided by the plaintiffs into five categories. The first category is government
officials. Some of those are elected. Some of those are appointed. Then there is one semi-
government official, which I think we would call a contractor here in the United States.

Then there's one pharmaceutical industry defendant. That's Albert Bourla representing Pfizer,
which I guess would also be a contractor. Then there are two non-government officials and then
there are two media defendants.

So there are 17 defendants. They're depicted in this diagram that I made, and there's a version
that's larger that you can read the captions that will be available at, or already is available at my
WordPress page.

Sixteen of the defendants are natural persons, so human beings, and one of them is a government
entity. That's the State of the Netherlands.

These roles had other actors in other countries playing corresponding roles, using the same
scripts, but saying the lines in the local language in each country. For example, this person up
here is the Prime Minister of the Netherlands at the time. He's now the Secretary-General of
NATO. At the time, he was the Dutch Prime Minister. His name is Mark Rutte.

Corresponding figures in the United States government would be Donald Trump, who was
president in 2020, and Joe Biden who was president in 2021 and thereafter.

Here there are two men who were serving as Minister of Health, Welfare and Sport, which is
what the Dutch version of the Department of Health and Human Services is called.

This one is a man named Hugo de Jonge, and this one is a man named Ernst Kuipers. The
corresponding figures in the United States would be Alex Azar, who was the HHS secretary in
2020, and Xavier Becerra, who was the HHS secretary after Alex Azar.

Bill Gates and Albert Bourla would be the same. They would occupy the same function. Bourla
as a pharmaceutical industry defendant and Bill Gates as a non-government defendant because
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they played the same role in the cast in every country, because they work outside of the national,
they're supranational organizations or multinational corporations.

This defendant, her name is Agnes Kant, and she worked for a private contractor with a contract
with the government to provide pharmacovigilance, so monitoring of adverse effect reports from
the use of drugs and vaccines.

In the United States, it would be the people who are responsible for the Vaccine Adverse Effects
Reporting System, VAERS, and the other things like V-Safe.

I'll just point out a couple more things. These two are the media defendants. There could be
many media defendants in the United States.

This group is what's called the Outbreak Management Team, the OMT in the Netherlands. The
corresponding organization or committee in the United States was the White House Coronavirus
Task Force. There were actually three versions of that. One was under Trump. One was under
the Biden administration transition team. And then the third one was under the Biden
administration after the transition.

The people in the United States that would be in this section would be people like Anthony
Fauci, Francis Collins, Rochelle Walensky, Deborah Birx. That's the section of the
organizational chart that they would fill.

Duty of Care

.PlaQiSZ[?i{Ts filed their initial Complaint in 2023 and their Conclusion of Reply
in 2025.

* Defendants owed a duty of care, as government officers, contractors,
advisors and journalists, to plaintiffs.

* Defendants owed the duty to refrain from providing false, fabricated and
misleading information to the public about the existence and severity of
coronavirus threats and the composition and probable harmful effects of
Covid vaccines

* Defendants owed the duty to provide true and complete information about
coronavirus and Covid vaccines.

* Defendants owed the duty to refrain from omitting, withholding, concealing,
excluding or suppressing presentation true information from sources
documenting that information provided about the coronavirus threat and
Covid vaccines was false, fabricated and misleading.

Plaintiffs filed their initial complaint in 2023 and their Conclusion of Reply in 2025.

They said that defendants owed a duty of care as government officers and contractors and
advisors and journalists to the plaintiffs. The defendants owed the duty to refrain from providing
false, fabricated, and misleading information to the public about the existence and severity of
coronavirus threats and the composition and probable harmful effects of COVID vaccines.
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They said the defendants owed the duty to provide true and complete information about
coronavirus and COVID vaccines.

And they argued that defendants owed the duty to refrain from omitting, withholding,
concealing, excluding, suppressing presentation of true information from sources documenting
that the information provided by the government and by the advisors was false or was fabricated
or was misleading.

Breach of Duty of Care

* Defendants as individuals and as members of a group, breached the
duty owed to plaintiffs, by knowingly committing acts presenting false,
fabricated ang mlsleadmg information to the pu %)hc, agout the
existence and severity of the “coronavirus” threat and about the
necessity, composition, quality, and probable effects of Covid vaccines

* Defendants projected or instilled a false “preferential reality.”

* Defendants breached the duty owed by knowingly omitting, concealing
and suppressing Ipresentatmn of true information exposing or
contradmtmg defendants’ false statements.

* Defendants knew or should have known that the information they
presented was false, fabricated and misleading.

Breach of Duty, continued

* Defendants knew or should have known that plaintiffs would rely on
the credibility of defendants and the information defendants
presented, to make personal decisions as to acts and omissions
(isolation, distancing, masking, testing, contact tracing, vaccination)

* Defendants foresaw or should have foreseen that their actions created
a risk of harm to Plaintiffs — severe psychological and social distress
from believing Dutch society, plaintiffs and their loved ones were under
dangerous threat, and physical injury (biological malfunction
attributable to vaccination) = Psychological, behavioral and physical
biological/medical experimentation, torture, mutilation and homicide.

Plaintiffs argued that there was, were several breaches of this duty of care.

They said the defendants as individuals and also as members of the group breached the duty
owed to plaintiffs by knowingly committing acts presenting false and fabricated and misleading
information to the public.

They projected or instilled a false preferential reality or preferred reality. I'll talk about that
more later on.

Feb. 23,2026 Leeuwarden litigation video presentation, transcript. 23
https://rumble.com/v767nu8-leeuwarden-nl-litigation-presentation-by-katherine-watt.html



MJ

They breached it by knowingly omitting and concealing true information.

And they knew or should have known that what they presented was false and fabricated and
misleading.

The plaintiffs also said that defendants knew or should have known that the plaintiffs would rely
on the credibility of the defendants and the information that the defendants presented to make
personal decisions about what they should do.

The defendant should have known that the plaintiffs would believe them and would isolate
themselves, would keep distance from other people, would wear masks, would undergo testing,
would participate in contact tracing and would get vaccinated.

The plaintiffs argue that the defendants foresaw or should have foreseen that their actions created
a risk of harm to the plaintiffs, including severe psychological and social distress from believing
that Dutch society and the plaintiffs and their loved ones were under a dangerous threat, and also
the physical injuries, the biological malfunctions attributable to vaccination.

This is basically the form in which the plaintiffs conveyed what I think meets the standards for
psychological, behavioral and physical-biological medical experimentation, torture, mutilation
and homicide. And those are things that are war crimes.

But again, those are not being prosecuted by the prosecutors who could bring war crimes
charges.

Damages

* All Plaintiffs were placed into a false “preferential reality” through
Defendants’ acts (lying) and omissions (concealing).

* All plaintiffs adopted false beliefs about the existence and severity of the
coronavirus threat and about the necessity, composition and probable effects
of Covid vaccines.

* All Plaintiffs suffered severe psychological and social distress from falsely
believing themselves and Dutch society to be under dangerous threat

* All Plaintiffs were vaccinated one or more times.

* Some Plaintiffs sustained major and minor physical injuries attributable to
vaccination. (One plaintiff has died, leaving six living plaintiffs)
* All plaintiffs sustained psychological harm from not knowing whether or

when they might in the future develop major physical injuries attributable to
vaccination.

For the damages section, remember I said there's the four factors or elements of a tort claim.

You have to show there was a duty of care was owed, there was a breach of the duty of care, the
plaintiff suffered an injury and the injury was causally related to the breach.

This is the part about the damages or the injuries.

The plaintiffs said that all of them were placed into a false preferential reality through the
defendant's acts, which was lying and omissions, [and] which was concealing.
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All of the plaintiffs adopted false beliefs about the existence and severity of the coronavirus
threat and about the necessity, composition, and probable effects of COVID vaccines.

All of the plaintiffs suffered severe psychological and social distress from falsely believing
themselves and Dutch society to be under dangerous threat.

All of the plaintiffs were vaccinated one or more times.

Some of the plaintiffs sustained major and minor physical injuries attributable to vaccination.
One of them has died. And all of the plaintiffs sustained psychological harm from not knowing
whether or when they might in the future develop major physical injuries attributable to
vaccination.

Causation

* But for (sine qua non) the acts and omissions — oral and written statements —
of defendants, who owed a duty of care and breached it, Plaintiffs would
not have believed coronavirus presented risks of severe disease and death for
themselves, their loved ones and Dutch society.

* But for believing defendants’ false information about coronavirus, plaintiffs
would not have suffered severe fear, psychological and social distress.

* But for believing false information, Plaintiffs would not have believed
vaccination to be necessary and would not have taken vaccines.

* But for taking vaccines, Plaintiffs would not have sustained physical injuries
or died from vaccine damage, and would not suffer from intense fear that
they may (in the future) develop physical injuries attributable to vaccination
or die from vaccine damage.

Causation.

The plaintiffs said, but for the acts and omissions, mostly the oral and written statements of
defendants who owed a duty of care and breached it, the plaintiffs would not have believed that
coronavirus presented risks of severe disease and death for themselves, their loved ones, and
Dutch society.

"But for," so, if they hadn't believed defendants' false information about coronavirus, plaintiffs
would not have suffered from severe fear, psychological, and social distress.

But for believing false information, the plaintiffs would not have believed vaccination to be
necessary at all and would not have taken vaccines.

And but for taking the vaccines, plaintiffs would not have sustained physical injuries or died
from vaccine damage and would not suffer from intense fear that they may in the future develop
physical injuries attributable to vaccination or die from vaccine damage.
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Ewvidence specific to each defendant

* Written records reviewed, prepared and/or signed by defendants (government
reports, infection and death dashboards, letters, emails, academic papers, news
reports, corporate reports, regulatory documents).

* Video/audio records of public statements delivered by defendants.

Plaintiffs argued these government, corporate and media records and public
statements contained false, fabricated and misleading information.

* Critical analysis by non-government, non-corporate authors, citing data reported
by government and corporate sources, and citing data obtained by non-
government, non-corporate researchers.

Plaintiffs argued these independent sources presented true information, which
defendants concealed/suppressed, and if it had been presented by defendants,
plaintiffs would not have sustained mental and physical injuries (fear, social discord,
vaccine injury).

The plaintiffs in their two main filings that I mentioned, the July 2023 complaint and the June
2025 Conclusion of Reply, presented evidence specific to each defendant and also evidence
applicable to all of the defendants as a group, taken as a group.

The evidence specific to each defendant included written records that were reviewed or prepared
or signed by the defendants, things like government reports, things like infection and death
dashboards, letters, emails, academic papers, news reports, corporate reports, regulatory
documents.

And the other main category of evidence specific to each defendant was video and audio records
of public statements that had been delivered by the defendants.

The plaintiffs argued that these government, corporate, and media records and public statements
contained false, fabricated, and misleading information.

Another category of evidence that the plaintiffs submitted was critical analysis by other sources,
non-government sources, non-corporate authors, some of which cited data that had been reported
by government and corporate sources, and some of which cited data obtained by non-
government, non-corporate researchers.

The plaintiffs argued that these independent sources presented true information, which the
defendants concealed or suppressed, and that if it had been presented by defendants, then the
plaintiffs would not have sustained the mental and physical injuries -- fear, social discord,
vaccine injury -- that they did actually sustain.
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Pfizer-BioNTech ”Cumulative Analysis”

* Key document — Pfizer-BioNTech, "Cumulative Analysis of Post-
Authorization Adverse Event Reports.” Compiled and analyzed ~ 42,000
“case report” records of diseases, disorders and deaths occurring shortly
after vaccinations administered between Dec. 1, 2020 and Feb. 28, 2021
and received by the US-FDA Center for Biologics Evaluation and Research
date-stamped April 30, 2021. [Publicly disclosed Nov. 2021, FOIA]

Plaintiffs argued Pfizer-BioNTech provided causation evidence: evidence
that diseases, disorders and deaths occurring after vaccination were causally
attributable to vaccination, demonstrating vaccines to be unsafe and
ineffective. Plaintiffs attributed knowledge of the report to defendants, and
willful concealment of the report and its implications from the public. Intent
to deceive.

One of those key documents is what's known as the Pfizer-BioNTech Cumulative Analysis. The
full name of it is the "Cumulative Analysis of Post-Authorization Adverse Event Reports," which
compiled and analyzed about 42,000 case report records of diseases and disorders and deaths that
had occurred shortly after vaccinations that were administered between December 1, 2020 and
February 28, 2021.

This document was received by the US FDA Center for Biologics Evaluation and Research, or
CBER, date stamped April 30, 2021.

It did not become public until litigation under the Freedom of Information Act. I think it didn't
come out until November 2021 or maybe November 2022. I can't remember. [It was released
publicly in November 2021.]

But the plaintiffs argued that that report provided causation evidence or evidence that the
diseases and disorders and deaths that occurred after vaccination were causally attributable to
vaccination itself, which demonstrated that the vaccines were unsafe and ineffective.

And plaintiffs attributed knowledge of the report to the defendants and willful concealment of
the report and its implications from the public, which would basically show an intent to deceive.

The defendants took a very different view of what that report means, and I'll talk about that a bit
later.
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Organizational Chart

EU + NATO + WEF + UN + WHO funders/members/affiliates

Tortfeasor entities and individuals external to Dutch government & Dutch media; not named defendants.
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e 1 ﬂ ﬁ . ',. North Atlantic Treaty Organization
e o TERRE United Nations

World Health Organization
World Economic Forum
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W) 23 World Bank
i = : Bank for International Settlements
£ = - : International Monetary Fund
i ah ﬂ World Trade Organization

The next section, section six, is about plaintiffs' views of what defendants' actual goals and
motives were and are.

I took a little break from recording, and I looked up when the Pfizer "Cumulative Analysis" was
released to the public, and it was in November of 2021 through a FOIA. Prior to that, the FDA
had it, and the plaintiffs argued that other regulatory agencies and government officials in other
countries had it at least by April 30th, 2021, but they did not disclose it to the public. It came out
to the public through the FOIA in November 2021.

So, moving on. The plaintiffs realized that because of what they were alleging the defendants
had done and had failed to do, that it would be useful to provide an account of what the
defendants' true goals and motives were, to explain the behaviors.

I put together an organizational chart, which is in the reading guide that goes along with this
presentation video, that provides a heading section above where the 17 named defendants in the
Dutch cases are located.

In that header section, it depicts the role played by the European Union, NATO, the World
Economic Forum, the United Nations, the World Health Organization, and their member states,
funders, executives, affiliates, which can be understood as tortfeasor entities and individuals
external to the Dutch government and the Dutch media.

The government is sort of this section. This is the media. This is the non-governmental,
supranational, multinational corporate defendants.

But the people who worked at the EU and NATO and the World Economic Forum and the UN
and who are not in the Dutch government themselves [are represented in the text box at the top.]
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Worldview presented by defendants
as justifying coordinated responsive action

Defendants may sincerely hold these beliefs, or may pretend to

hold them.
NOTE: Complex, dynamic systems: Verified physical evidence,
causation attribution, not feasible and not presented - usation ascribe,
Worldwide threats
*  Physical “carrying capacity” of carth for human beings is -
known and exceede / *  Too many people (number)
+  Food supply shortages * Living too long (time, health)
«  Social conflict, war *  Using too much land, food, water and fucl (activity)
*  Encrgy supply shortages
- Sclutions planned and implemented
*  Pollution
. - +  Preve -w birt
+  Climate destabilized (atmosphere, occan) Prevent new births
*  Weaken health

+  Ecosystems destabilized

*  Global pandemic vulnerability *  Shorten lifespans

«  Economies destabilized Use less land, food, water and fuel

To unpack that a little bit more, the defendants present a worldview that they believe justifies the
coordinated responsive action that they took.

Defendants might sincerely hold these beliefs, or they might just pretend to hold them, because
pretending to hold them gives them the justification to do what they did and to omit to do what
they omitted to do.

I want to point out that for all of these things, what the worldview is describing are complex
dynamic systems, natural systems, living systems for which verified physical evidence and
attribution of causation aren't feasible and aren't usually presented anyway, because they're too
complex and they're too dynamic. There are too many feedback loops. It's all happening in time,
not in like a static situation. This is why they use models instead of actual sampled, isolated,
experimental evidence.

The worldview presented by the defendants to justify what they do and what they don't do is that
there is a physical carrying capacity for the earth, for human beings, that it's known and that it's
already exceeded.

And that as a result of that, there are food supply shortages, there are social conflicts and wars,
there are energy supply shortages, there's pollution, there's climate destabilization in the
atmosphere and in the ocean and on land. Ecosystems are destabilized. There is vulnerability to
global pandemics and economies are destabilized.

They ascribe the cause of those threats to there being too many people, like numerically too
many people, people who are living too long with too much health and too many years of life
and using too much land and food and water and fuel for the activity that humans do.

The solutions that have been planned and have been implemented are to prevent new births, to
weaken health, and to shorten lifespans so as to use less land and food and water and fuel.

Feb. 23,2026 Leeuwarden litigation video presentation, transcript. 29
https://rumble.com/v767nu8-leeuwarden-nl-litigation-presentation-by-katherine-watt.html



MJ

Oct. 16, 2024 — Main Case — Plaintiff Claims Summarized
Order, Bill Gates subject to Dutch jurisdiction

3.2. 1 ¢t al. have based that claim - briefly and factually stated - on the following. Hofstra et al.

have implemented the Covid 19: The Great Reset Project. This is a project aimed at the total
reorganization of societies in all countries that are members of the United Nations (hereinafter: UN), as
described by Schwab in his book Covid-19: The Great Reset. In this reorganization, all factors that
determine human life are made the subject of forced change by the WEF and the UN. Characteristic of
this political ideology is that this forced and planned change is presented as justified by pretending that
the world is suffering from major crises that can only be solved by centralized, hard global intervention.
One of these pretended major crises concerns the Covid-19 pandemic. Hofstra et al. have individually
and as a group acted unlawfully towards ] et al. by misleading them, in the context of the
implementation of the Covid 19: The Great Reset Project, into having Covid-19 injections administered,
of which Hofstra et al. knew, or at least should have known, that these injections were not safe and
effective. These Covid-19 injections were never intended to protect il et al. from a venomous virus.
I <t al. suffered mental and physical injuries as a result of these injections, according to [l ¢t
al.

NOTE Plaintiffs also allege they have sustained mental injuries (intense fear, severe social discord) as a result of
being subjected to defendants’ deceptions, in addition to suffering mental and physical injuries as a result of
vaccinations.

This is an excerpt from the judge's order. It's dated October 16th, 2024. It's an order in the main
case where the judge decided, ruled, that Bill Gates is subject to Dutch jurisdiction.

And I'm putting it in here because it's a very good summary of what plaintiffs' basic argument is.
I'm just going to read it.

The plaintiffs have based their claims briefly and factually stated on the following.
Hofstra et al., the defendants, have implemented the COVID-19, the Great Reset project.

This is a project aimed at the total reorganization of societies in all countries that
are members of the United Nations. As described by Klaus Schwab in his book,
COVID-19, the Great Reset. In this reorganization, all factors that determine human life
are made the subject of forced change by the World Economic Forum and the UN.

Characteristic of this political ideology is that this forced and planned change is
presented as justified by pretending that the world is suffering from major crises
that can only be solved by centralized, hard global intervention.

One of these pretended major crises concerns the COVID-19 pandemic.

The defendants have individually and as a group acted unlawfully toward the plaintiffs by
misleading them in the context of the implementation of the COVID-19 The Great Reset
Project into having COVID-19 injections administered, which the defendants knew or at
least should have known that these injections were not safe and effective. These COVID-
19 injections were never intended to protect plaintiffs from a venomous virus.

Plaintiffs suffered mental and physical injuries as a result of these injections, according to
the plaintiffs.

So again, the judge in this order is not saying "I agree with how plaintiffs have presented their
case." He's just, or she, the judge is just summarizing, "This is what the plaintiffs are arguing."
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I want to add one note that the judge did not get into this summary. The plaintiffs also alleged
that they have sustained mental injuries as a result of being subjected to defendants' deceptions,
in addition to the mental and physical injuries they suffered as a result of vaccinations.

It's a two-part thing. It's the cognitive harm and it's the physical harm.

Government legitimacy transfers;
Pretextual/simulations of cross-border crises driving proxy action

Supranational institutions

* Do not have legitimate authority to directly govern human societies
(populated countries, peoples). Not hereditary monarchies; not
elective/representative/parliamentary states.

* Formed by treaty ratification by legitimate national governments to
coordinate international cooperation (UN, NATO, WHO, EU)

* Formed by incorporation as non-governmental, private organization to
coordinate international cooperation (WEEF, Switzerland)

* Because they have no direct authority, they execute their projects through
the acts and omissions of government officers in each member country.

Unpacking this a little bit more, this is the part where it's somewhat my interpretation of
information that I have learned and somewhat my interpretation of what the plaintiffs were trying
to get across in their complaint in July 2023 and their final filing in June 2025, which is that
pretextual or simulations of cross-border crises drive proxy action.

It's a method for transferring government legitimacy, without letting people know, from the
national government to the supranational institutions.

The supranational institutions like the World Economic Forum, like the UN, do not have
legitimate authority to directly govern human societies, like populated countries or the
populations of countries.

They're not hereditary monarchies. They're not elective or representative or parliamentary states.

Organizations like the UN and NATO are formed by treaty ratification by legitimate national
governments for the claimed purpose of coordinating international cooperation.

And private organizations like the World Economic Forum are formed by incorporation as non-
governmental private organizations, allegedly for the same purpose, to coordinate and advise on
international cooperation.
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Government legitimacy transfers, continued

* Financial control of public information channels (publishers, broadcasters, universities, schools, think tanks)

*+ Foster national government officials belief in existence and severity of cross-border crises (obligating prescribed responses), or
indifference to truth or falsity of alleged cross-border crises.

*  Great Reset, Build Back Better, New World Order, Sustainble Development Goals, Fourth Industrial Revolution.

* To centralize power, supranational non-governments need to orchestrate or project illusion of emergencies perceived as too large,
too fast and too threatening to be managed by national, state, local governments or families and civic/religious organizations.

¢ Foster public and government belief that children are threat to socicty, and birth reduction (birth control, population control) is
necessary.

* Turn national governments’ duty of care away from service to families, workers, communities, businesses, toward service to
supranational organizations and goals

. '[‘_hropﬁh national governments (proxies), legalize and facilitate/promote means to prevent or reduce conceptions, births, upbringing
of children, movement (travel),

¢ Overt — Debt/usury (personal, business, government) — impediment to marriage, family formation

* Overt — Promotion of divorce (fracture families and communities); contraception; abortion. Characterized/masked as acts of
personal liberty or for societal good. (These lies have been insufficient to meet goals.

* Covert — Falsified/simulated communicable discase and pandemic threats, isolation, movement-restrictions, vaccination (poisoning
and sterilization characterized/masked as discase control). (Bigger, faster lies).

Because they don't have any direct authority, they execute their projects through the acts
and omissions of government officers in each member country.

There's a bunch of different ways that they do it. They have financial control of public
information channels like publishing houses, broadcasters, newspapers, universities, schools,
think tanks.

They foster the national government officials' developing the belief that there are or could be
severe cross-border crises which would make it necessary for prescribed responses to be carried
out. Or they help those national government officials develop an indifference to whether it's true
or false that alleged cross-border crises are occurring or could occur.

They have a bunch of different names for this. They call it the Great Reset. They say Build Back
Better, New World Order, Sustainable Development Goals, Fourth Industrial Revolution. They
change the names from time to time.

The goal is to centralize power for the supranational non-governments by orchestrating the
illusion of these emergencies that are perceived as too large or too fast or too threatening to
be managed by national or state or local governments or to be managed just by families
and civic or religious organizations at the local level.

They foster the public and the government belief that children are a threat to society and that
birth reduction through birth control or population control is necessary.

They turn national governments from thinking that their duty of care is service to families and
workers and communities, towards service to the supranational organizations themselves.

So they promote contraception and other methods of reducing population, reducing movement,
reducing travel through the national governments, through proxies.

They do it sometimes through overt methods like increasing the levels of debt that families and
businesses and governments are under, which is an impediment to marriage and family
formation. They do it by promoting divorce and contraception and abortion and they characterize
those things as acts of personal liberty or acts that are done for the societal good.
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But those sets of lies have not been enough to meet the goals that the members of these
supranational organizations have.

So they also use covert methods such as falsified communicable disease and pandemic threats
with the policies that go along with that: isolation, movement restrictions, vaccination, which is
poisoning and sterilization characterized or masked as disease control.

Those are bigger and faster lies.

Evidence of the “preferred reality” imposition project
defendants implemented/executed, cited by plaintiffs.

* UN Agenda 21 (1992)
* UN Agenda 2030; Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)(2015)

* April 15, 2018 video interview, Netherlands Marine General Frank Van
Kappen — “We are in the middle of a period in which we are dealing
with an information operation, an information war....Yes, that's what
it's called today; it's an activity of strategic importance, which is the
manipulation of facts and events, so that you present a
preferred reality to your own population, to your opponent and
to the international public. We are in the middle of that.”

The plaintiffs provided evidence of the "preferred reality" being imposed on them by defendants.
They mentioned UN Agenda 21, which was written in 1992. They mentioned UN Agenda 2030
and the Sustainable Development Goals, or SDGs, that was published in 2015.

They quoted from a video interview with a marine general, a Dutch marine general, named Frank
van Kappen. The interview occurred on April 15, 2018 and the general told the interviewer,

We are in the middle of a period in which we are dealing with an information operation,
an information war. Yes, that's what it's called today. It's an activity of strategic
importance, which is the manipulation of facts and events so that you present a preferred
reality to your own population, to your opponent, and to the international public. We are
in the middle of that.

And that's where the plaintiffs got the expression, the "preferred reality" that they use throughout
both their original complaint and other documents that they've filed in these cases.
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Evidence, continued

* Gates Foundation/ GAVI/WHO publications, funding priorities, vaccine supply,
readiness, pandemic preparedness

* WEF Annual Meeting Davos conference announcements, agendas, reports,
webpages

* Covid-19: The Great Reset (2020 book by Klaus Schwab, Thierry

» How to Prevent the Next Pandemic (2022 book by Bill Gates)

In support of that, that they pointed out that Van Kappen had summarized what it [the preferred
reality imposition project] was, they also provided documents from the Gates Foundation and
GAVI and the World Health Organization about funding priorities, about vaccine supply, about
increasing vaccine readiness or willingness, about pandemic preparedness.

They provided information from the World Economic Forum annual meeting materials for the

annual meeting that happens at Davos: conference announcements, agendas, reports, webpages.

They provided a copy of the book written in 2020 or published in 2020 by Klaus Schwab and
Thierry Malleret called "COVID-19: The Great Reset."

And they provided, I think they mentioned that Bill Gates wrote a book in 2022, or published a
book called "How to Prevent the Next Pandemic." If they didn't mention it, that's something I
found when I was looking into his biography.

Evidence - Planned, intentional imposition of “preferred reality”
through information operations, psychological operations

CJPOTF

NATO Allied Joint Publication 3.10.1 - Allied Joint Doctrine for

[ R — 1 R — 1
| smvs»l ‘ Aralysis lo.nmv-sl I“':gg ] [;'s";’g:sl Psychological Operations
; [ NATO AJP 10.1 — Allied Joint Doctrine for Information
Operations

NATO AJP-10 - Allied Joint Doctrine for Strategic
NATO AJP-3.19 - Allied Joint Doctrine for Civil-Military
Cooperation (CIMIC), Combined Joint Psychological
Operations Task Force (CJPOTF)

Figure 3.1 — Generic CJPOTF ORBAT

NATO AJP 3.10.1, p. 3-3

They also put together a list of NATO documents. including Allied Joint Publication 3.10.1,
which is the Allied Joint Doctrine for Psychological Operations. There's another one for

Information Operations. There's another one for Strategic Communications. And there's another

one for Civil and Civil-Military Cooperation.
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They put in a chart from one of those reports, or I guess it's a report or a plan, showing the
relationship between the Combined Joint Psychological Operations Task Force of NATO,
which is up here, and its' different divisions, including one called the Media Directorate, which
is supposed to maintain relationships with radio, television, internet, print, and other
media, so as to project this preferred reality through the media that the public reads or
watches or listens to, which is exactly what happened to the plaintiffs in the Dutch cases.

Defendants’ Answers

Defendants filed initial Answers in 2024 and final answers in 2025.

* Defendants argued that plaintiffs’ core claim — defendants knowingly
projected false, unsubstantiated “preferred reality” with intent to deceive
and manipulate behavior — was itself false, unsubstantiated, illusory,
absurd/far-fetched. Conspiracy theory, plaintiffs deluded.

* Defendants claimed that coronavirus presented a true and severe physical
threat, such that they held a duty of care to provide information and disease
control programs and products, and that they fulfilled their duty of care
properly. (No breach of duty of care, no unlawful acts.)

* Defendants denied that they presented false, fabricated or misleading
information (No breach of duty of care, no unlawful acts).

The next part we're going to look at is how defendants describe the factual history and the legal
arguments. I'm at section 7, which is slide 44 out of this set. This section is about the way that
the defendants presented the factual history and legal arguments.

The defendants filed their initial Answers in 2024, most of them in January and February that
year, except for Bill Gates, who filed his in November of 2024. And then they all filed or all but
one filed final Answers in summer 2025 between, say, June and September.

Summarizing what they argued, the defendants argued that the plaintiffs' core claim -- which
was that the defendants knowingly projected false, unsubstantiated, preferred reality onto
the Dutch population, including the plaintiffs, with intent to deceive the people who heard
and saw what they said, and with the intent to manipulate the behavior of people who read
and heard and saw what they said -- the [plaintiffs'] information was itself false and
unsubstantiated. It was illusory, it was absurd, it was far-fetched, it was a conspiracy theory,
and the plaintiffs were deluded into thinking that defendants had done such a thing as project a
preferred reality.

The defendants claimed that the coronavirus presented a true and severe physical threat such that
they had a duty of care to provide information to the public and to organize disease control
programs and purchase and distribute products, including vaccines, and that they fulfilled their
duty of care properly.

So the defendants said there was no breach of the duty of care and they did not commit any
unlawful acts or omissions. The defendants also denied that they presented false or fabricated or
misleading information. So again, they said there was no breach of duty of care. There were no
unlawful acts or omissions.
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Defendants’ Answers, continued

* Defendants — including media defendants -- argued they were entitled
to rely (without verification) on the presumed validity of information
provided by China, WHO, Imperial College, Pfizer, BioNTech, US-
FDA, EU European Medicines Agency (EMA) and Health Council of

other official sources. (No breach of duty of care, no unlawful
acts/omissions)

* Defendants denied that they had an obligation to present information
exposing or contradicting as false, the information they presented
(No breach of duty of care, no unlawful omissions).

Defendants’ Answers, cont.

* Defendants denied or disputed that plaintiffs had taken vaccines (No damages)

* Defendants denied or disputed that plaintiffs sustained injuries. (No damages)

* Defendants denied that, even if plaintiffs did take vaccines, and had injuries, that
the injuries were caused by vaccination. (No causation)

* Defendants denied plaintiffs’ personal decisions to take vaccines were caused by
defendants acts or omissions. (No causation)

* Defendants characterized April 2021 Pfizer-BioNTech report as, at most, evidence
of correlation of disease, disorder and death with vaccination.

* Defendants denied the report provided evidence of causation, and denied that it
represented a signal requiring additional analysis or suspension of product use.

* Defendants denied plaintiffs had proved defendants had knowledge of the report
and its contents, and/or denied defendants had knowledge of it.

All of the defendants, including the media defendants, argued that they were entitled to
rely without verification on the presumed validity of information that they received from
other entities, such as the Chinese government, the World Health Organization, the Imperial
College, Pfizer and BioNTech, the US-FDA, the EU European Medicines Agency, the Health
Council of the Netherlands and other Dutch health authorities and other official sources.

Unpacking that just a little bit, most of the defendants were in the government themselves. They
argued they could rely, without verification, on information that came into the Dutch government
from other sources and also information generated by Dutch official agencies like the Health
Ministry and the Outbreak Management Team.

The media defendants argued that they could rely on all of those same official sources also, and
also had no duty to verify the information that they were receiving.

The defendants denied that they had an obligation to present information exposing or
contradicting as false the information that they were presenting.

Feb. 23,2026 Leeuwarden litigation video presentation, transcript. 36
https://rumble.com/v767nu8-leeuwarden-nl-litigation-presentation-by-katherine-watt.html



MJ

So on both of these counts, they said there was no breach of duty of care. There were no
unlawful acts. There were no unlawful omissions.

Defendants also denied or disputed that plaintiffs had taken vaccines at all. They said there were
no damages.

Defendants denied or disputed that plaintiffs had sustained injuries, even if they did take
vaccines. So again, that was challenging that there were any damages to be compensated.

Defendants denied that, even if plaintiffs did take vaccines and they had injuries, defendants
denied the injuries were caused by vaccination, which is a way of challenging or saying that
there was no evidence of causation.

Defendants characterized the April 2021 Pfizer-BioNTech report as, at most, evidence of a
correlation of diseases and disorders and deaths with vaccination, but not evidence of causation.
And they also denied that it represented a signal that should have required additional analysis or
suspension of product use.

Plaintiffs also denied, although I don't think I have it on this slide, that their acts, the acts of the
defendants, were the cause of plaintiffs deciding to take vaccines.

Defendants denied that plaintiffs had proved defendants even knew about the Pfizer-BioNTech
report and its contents, or they denied that defendants had knowledge of it.

Evidence cited by Defendants

* Government reports and advisories produced by defendants (i.e.
infection and death “dashboards,” Outbreak Management Team
advice bulletins and Health Council recommendations)

. S)orts and advisories produced by co-executors of deceit project (i.e.
EU, US, China, UK, Germany, WHO reports, declarations, etc. on
virology, epidemiology, product marketing/use authorization.

* Academic papers produced by defendants, or by researchers funded by
defendants and co-executors of deceit project; published in journals
funded by defendants and co-executors.

* Defendants argued that the information in the reports, advisories and
papers was true and complete.

In support of their own version of events and arguments, the defendants cited government reports
and advisories that they had produced themselves. For example, the infection and death
dashboards, advisory bulletins put out by the Outbreak Management Team, recommendations
put out by the Health Council.

They cited reports and advisories produced by co-executors of the deceit project, for example,
the EU European Medicines Agency, the United States FDA, CDC, NIH, China, the UK,
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Germany, World Health Organization, declarations on subjects like virology, epidemiology,
product marketing, and use authorizations.

The defendants cited academic papers they had produced or that they had funded other
researchers to produce, which were published in journals funded by the defendants and the co-
executors of the project.

And defendants argued that the information in the reports and advisories and papers was true and
complete.

Subject of March 9, 2026 hearing

* Both cases hinge on truth or falsity of information provided to the public (including plaintiffs) by
defendants, and (if false) whether defendants knew or should have known they were presenting false
information, and whether defendants had a duty to disclose true information, which was breached.

* Plaintiffs seek public evidentiary review. Defendants oppose public evidentiary review.

¢ Two courts have denied %)]ainliffs requests for preliminary public evidentiary review.
Second Case - Aug, 2025. Leeuwarden District Court. Main Case - Nov. 2025.

* Sept. 2025 — Petitioners’ appealed Aug: 2025 order (Second Case)

* Oral hearing March 9, 2026 - Amsterdam Court of Ap]]jea.l argumem on whether or not zppcal
should be allowed to proceed to a decision on whether Leeuwarden District Court erred in denying
petitioners’ Request for Provisional Evidence Proceedings.

Article 200(2) of Dutch Code of Civil Procedure bars appeal of Aug. 2025 decision, “unless court
determines otherwise.” — “A decision on the application E)r one or more preparatory evidence events is
not subject to any higher remedy, except where the court decides otherwise. In such event, the time limit
for initiating the higher remedy 1s four weeks.”

Petitioners ask Amsterdam Court of Appeal to “determine otherwise,” allow appeal to proceed.

Moving on to section eight, which is a little bit of information about the March 9th, 2026
hearing.

As I said at the beginning, both of these cases hinge on the truth or falsity of the information that
was provided to the public by the defendants. And if that information was false, the issue for the
court is whether the defendants knew or should have known they were presenting false
information and whether the defendants had a duty to disclose true information that they had
breached.

And again, the public-- or, the plaintiffs are seeking public evidentiary review and evaluation,
and the defendants oppose public evidentiary review and evaluation.

So far, two courts have denied plaintiffs requests for preliminary public evidentiary review.

In the second case, that denial happened in August 2025. The second case was the one where the
petitioners who have not filed a complaint yet wanted to do a preliminary evidence proceeding,
and the court said, "No, I'm not going to authorize that." That happened in August 2025.

In the main case, the court denied the plaintiff's request for preliminary evidence hearing [in
November 2025]. I think that's what it was called, or a pretrial--. I'm not sure what the request
was [] named, but it was asking for a preliminary evidentiary proceeding.
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In September 2025, the petitioners whose request had been denied in August appealed the denial.
This was the second case. The case went to, eventually, the Amsterdam Court of Appeal, and the
Amsterdam Court of Appeal scheduled a hearing for March 9th, two weeks from now, to hear
argument on whether or not the appeal should be allowed to proceed to a decision.

The decision at that point would be on, "Did the Leeuwarden District Court err in denying the
request for provisional evidence proceedings?"

The reason why it's going to this oral hearing is because there's an article in the Dutch Code of
Civil Procedure called Article 200 that has a section barring appeal of preparatory evidence
decisions "unless the court determines otherwise."

So, reading from that section, quote, "a decision on the application for one or more preparatory
evidence events is not subject to any higher remedy except where the court decides otherwise. In
such event, the time limit for initiating the higher remedy is four weeks."

The petitioners got their request or their appeal in within the four weeks.

They are asking the Amsterdam Court of Appeal to "determine otherwise," to allow the appeal to
proceed. The way they put it in the terms of Dutch law is to "break the ban on appeal."

Subject of March 9, 2026 hearing, continued

* Enka v. Dupont (1985, Supreme Court of the Netherlands)
The bar on remedies can be broken through if the court:
(1) has stepped outside the scope of the relevant provision,
(2) has wrongly left that provision unapplied, or
(3) in handling the case has disregarded such a fundamental principle of law
that the case cannot be said to have been dealt with fairly and
impartially.
Petitioners argue provision (3) applies, that fundamental principles of law pertaining to
fair and impartial trials were disregarded

* Petitioners cite European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) Article 6, Right to a fair
trial '

Similar to US grounds for appeal: legal errors, misinterpretation, or misapplication; abuse
of discretion; constitutional violations; factual errors or insufficient evidence; procedural
irregularities; manifest injustice

Defendants oppose, arguing lower court decision and procedures conducted fairly and
impartially, no reason for Amsterdam Court of Appeal to break the ban on appeal.

The case that both sides are citing to is called Enke v. DuPont. It was a 1985 Supreme Court of
the Netherlands case. that put forward three possible situations in which the bar on remedies can
be broken through.

One of them is if the lower court has stepped outside the scope of the relevant provision.
The second one is if the lower court has wrongly left the provision unapplied.

And the third one is if the lower court "in handling the case has disregarded such fundamental
principle of law that the case cannot be said to have been dealt with fairly and impartially."
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The petitioners are arguing that provision three is the one that applies, that the fundamental
principles of law pertaining to fair and impartial trials were disregarded by the lower court. They
go through the different things that the lower court said and did not address in the lower court's
decision, that August 2025 decision. And they also cite the European Convention on Human
Rights, Article 6, which is a right to a fair trial.

Similar grounds in the United States for appeal would be things like legal errors, abuse of
discretion, constitutional violations, factual errors, procedural irregularities, and manifest
injustice.

So at this March 9th hearing, and in the papers that they filed beforehand, the defendants have
said they oppose the Court of Appeal hearing the appeal at all. They argue, the defendants argue,
that the lower court decision and the lower court procedures were conducted fairly and
impartially, so there's no reason for the Amsterdam Court of Appeal to break the ban on appeal.

Now we're at the last section, which is Section 9, about case documents and supporting material.

What’s available at Leeuwarden Litigation page
Bailiwick Archives on Wordpress?

* https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/litigation-leeuwarden-
netherlands/

* St. Benedict Memo — Report about the development of US and
international law governing communicable disease control, pandemic
preparedness and response, and biological product manufacturing
regulation. 280 pages

* Responses to questions presented by Michael Nevradakis, Childrens
Health Defense about Leeuwarden litigation - 4 pages

* Memo in Support of Petitioners Appeal — 10 pages

I'm going to go through the last one or two slides and then pause the recording, switch over to
my web page and scroll through that to show people what's available there. But this is about
what's available at the Leeuwarden litigation page at Bailiwick News Archives on WordPress.
The link is here if you're interested.

At the top, there are links to the Recht Oprecht website, which is the foundation that is
supporting the two lawsuits, and the website or the YouTube video page for that foundation.

There are links to the St. Benedict Memo. There's a link to a short document that was my
responses to questions that were sent to me by Michael Nevradakis at Children's Health Defense
about these cases.

There's a 10-page memo that [ wrote in support of the petitioner's appeal.
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Leeuwarden litigation page, continued

* Organizational diagram

* Link to presentation video

* Reading guide with diagram, defendant bios, laws cited, acronyms.
* Case Documents — Main Case and Second Case

* Press releases, press conference transcripts,

* Memos, affidavits, video statement transcripts

* Recommended start: July 2023 Plaintiffs’ complaint and Jan. 2024
Defendants State et al Answer.

There's a copy of that organizational diagram showing the headshots of the defendants. There's a
link to this presentation video. There's a reading guide, which includes that organizational
diagram, plus biographies of the defendants, plus a table about acronyms used in the case
documents and some of the laws that are cited.

Then I have two sections where I've uploaded the case documents for the main case and the
second case. So you can click on any one of those links and go and read the English translation
of the filing that the plaintiffs or the defendants or the judges put into those cases.

There's also a section on press releases and press conference transcripts. There's a section on
memos and affidavits and video statement transcripts by the nominated witnesses.

If you are going to go and start reading some of these documents, I recommend that you start
with the July 2023 plaintiffs Summons and Complaint and then read the January 2024 Answer
that was filed by the State of the Netherlands and the other government defendants. So here is the
web page. The URL is bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com forward slash litigation-
leeuwarden-netherlands. I last updated it today, February 23rd.

I'm just going to scroll through what's here. If you want to go to the Right to Justice Foundation
website, you would click there. They have a YouTube channel also. Then I have some of the
work that I have written either about the cases or for the cases. St. Benedict Memo, a transcript
of my video statement, my response to the Children's Health Defense questions, a memo that |
wrote in support of the petitioner's appeal. This memo was submitted to Peter Stassen, the
attorney for the petitioners. It is not being submitted to the courts, either the one at Leeuwarden
or the one at Amsterdam.

Then there's a case document reading guide. It's about 35 pages. It has biographies about the
defendants. It has acronyms and a few other things. And there's a couple of placeholders for this
video presentation and for the slide deck. Then I have a little section about recent case activity.
Most of this is about the appeal hearing that's going to be held on March 9th.

Then I have that diagram.
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And here are the case documents. So it starts with the main case, the first thing that was filed. It
goes through the answers filed by the defendants. It goes through the plaintiffs' increase of claim
and request for pretrial hearing, goes through the plaintiffs' conclusion of reply, the final answers
by the defendants and the verdict which basically said we're going to schedule some more things
to happen next year, meaning 2026, granting the increase of claim, so granting that request that
the plaintiffs made to say "It's not just that the defendants did these things in 2020 and 2021.
They are still saying the same stuff so they need to be held liable for all of their acts up to and
including what they have done by the time there's a decision in the case."

And then there is a letter that the plaintiffs sent to the Leeuwarden court submitting video
statements and reports.

Then for the second case it's the same thing. It's the things that the petitioners filed, the things
that the defendants filed and then it ends up with the letter from the Amsterdam Court of Appeal
to the parties explaining the procedures for the March 9th hearing.

Then there's a section of press releases, press conference transcripts, video statement transcripts
and an invitation for the press to attend a press conference that's going to be held after the Court
of Appeal hearing on March 9th in Amsterdam.

If you're looking for other things I have written or other interviews and presentations, those are
also here at this website. There's my legal research and writing collected and the interviews and
presentations that are available in video form.

— END --

Feb. 23,2026 Leeuwarden litigation video presentation, transcript. 42
https://rumble.com/v767nu8-leeuwarden-nl-litigation-presentation-by-katherine-watt.html


https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/teleopolitics/
https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/interviews-and-presentations/
https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/interviews-and-presentations/

