On 15 June 2006, the Norwegian Criminal Cases Re@@nmission
reached the following decision regarding

Case no. 200400198

The Commission’s members:

Janne Kristiansen
Helen Saeter

Svein Magnussen
Anne Kathrine Slungard
Erling Lyngtveit

Parties:

Fritz Yngvar Moen, date of birth 17.12.1941

Versus

The public prosecuting authority

The Commission reached the following

DECISION:

In an indictment dated 11 April 1978, Fritz Moensvaiarged by
Frostating Court of Appeal with the murder and rap&orunn
Finstad, section 233, first and second subsecimmksection 192,
first subsection, second penal alternative of taadgal Civil Penal
Code. The charge also included several other rainoiffences.

In a judgment handed down by the Court of Apped®May 1978,
Fritz Moen was sentenced to imprisonment for 2@sy&dne



prosecuting authority was also authorised to impl@mreventive
supervision for up to 10 years. Following an apfetie Supreme
Court, the term of imprisonment was reduced toeE8s;

In an indictment dated 15 September 1981, FritzrMeas once
more charged by Frostating Court of Appeal withrtheder and
attempted rape of Sigrid Heggheim, section 23&;, éind second
subsections, and section 192, second penal alterwéthe
General Civil Penal Code, cf section 49.

In the judgement handed down by the Court of Appgeédl8
December 1981, Fritz Moen was sentenced to impnsoih for
five years in addition to the punishment he hadhlssmtenced to
by the Supreme Court on 15 September 1978, cfd&mgtCourt
of Appeal’s judgment dated 29 May 1978. This judghveas
appealed against to the Supreme Court, but theabywas rejected
in a Supreme Court Appeals Committee decision dtethnuary
1982. In a judgment handed down by Trondheim Digrourt on
6 October 1999, the prosecuting authority was aisé to
continue to implement preventive supervision fotafive years.

Fritz Moen — represented by his lawyer John Clarsilden —
filed a petition on 2 January 2000 asking for kb#hnmurder
cases to be reopened. In the Halogaland Court péélpruling
dated 12 February 2002, this petition was dismigseelation
to both cases. This ruling was appealed agairtbetSupreme
Court Appeals Committee.

In a ruling dated 14 October 2003, the Appeals Cuteenallowed
one of the cases to be reopened — the Frostating GfcAppeal
judgment dated 18 December 1981 (the Sigrid cadeg. Appeals
Committee found that the conditions for reopenhedase
according to section 392, second subsection dCthminal
Procedure Act were present and stated the reastimddo be that
the biological traces (semen and blood) foundettime scene
could most probably not be traced back to Moen thatthe
criminal law standard of proof did not seem to hbagen fulfilled
unless the biological traces came from someone tiha the
perpetrator. At the same time, there were in theQittee’s view
strong indications that the biological material ldauot come from



anyone other than the perpetrator.

As regards the Frostating Court of Appeal judgneéi29 May
1978 in the Torunn case, the Appeals Committeeddliat the
conditions for reopening the case were not pre3émt.Appeals
Committee especially referred to the fact thatzAviben’s
repeated confessions in the case correspondedvitrethe finds
made at the crime scene. As regards Moen'’s stateymeference
was also made to the fact that these had develo@edifferent
way in the two cases. Regarding the facts on wihielAppeals
Committee based its decision and the assessmanhigd¢he made,
refer to the ruling in Rt 2003, page 1389.

In a judgment handed down by Borgarting Court opégd on 7
October 2004, Fritz Moen was acquitted of the muadel
attempted rape of Sigrid Heggheim.

*kkkk

In a petition to the Criminal Cases Review Comnoissiated
13 October 2004, Fritz Moen once more petitionedhe
Torunn case to be reopened. The petition was stated a
preliminary one, and that the aim was to initiglye the
Commission a provisional overview of the case.

On 3 November 2004, the Commission appointed thgda
John Christian Elden as Moen'’s defence counselection
397, second subsection of the Criminal Procedute &c
section 96, i.f. to prepare a final petition topean the case. In
a letter dated 23 February 2005, Elden petitiomedserman
police specialist Alexander Horn to be appointedmagxpert
witness in order to assess the probability of thedars of
Sigrid Heggheim and Torunn Finstad being commiktgdhe
same perpetrator. In a letter dated 17 March 2B@&n was
told that the Commission would decide on the issue
appointing an expert witness or witnesses oncdirtaé
grounds for the petition to reopen the case had pessented
by him.



Following this, the Commission did not deal anytter with
the petition while waiting for the final grounds fine petition
to be submitted.

Fritz Moen died on 28 March 2005. In a letter d&epril 2005,
Fritz Moen'’s brother stated that he wanted the Cii@@rto
continue dealing with Moen’s petition to reopendhse.

*kkkk

Shortly before Christmas 2005, it became knowrutjinahe
media that a person in Trgndelag county, Tor Heyzsb,

apparently confessed to the murders of Sigrid Heigygand
Torunn Finstad shortly before he died on 20 Decei2B@5.

As a result of this information, the Commissionteated the
Trgndelag public prosecuting authority and Sgr-tledag police
district to obtain more information and a claritica. After
discussing the situation that had arisen, it wasdee, in
consultation with the chief public prosecutor antige district,
that the further investigation into Tor Hepsgs’afegsion was to
be conducted by the Commission.

Following this and in consultation with the Diract@eneral of
Public Prosecutions, the Commission requestedkieridl
Criminal Investigation Service (Kripos) for its pdb investigate,
and much of the Commission’s investigations intoHepsg’s
confession have been carried out by a chief iyagsti and an
investigator seconded to the Commission by Kripoder the
authority of the chairperson of the Commission.

In addition to the investigatory steps that havenldaken with the
aim of further clarifying Tor Heps@’s confessidme Commission
has conducted investigations based on the originastigation
material in the Sigrid and Torunn cases, in addlitiiothe material
that was prepared in connection with Fritz Moemstpn to
reopen the case in 2000. Among other things, igagins have
been conducted with the aim of clarifying factankéd to Fritz
Moen'’s statements to the police and the courtanlibrunn case
in 1977 and 1978. In connection with this, the Cassion has



appointed Arnfinn Muruvik Vonen, a professor in@pé
education, as an expert witness. In an expertapitated 19 May
2006, he replied to the Commission’s questionsrazgg
interpreting for the hearing impaired and the lisgc
understanding of the hearing impaired, mainly geieral basis.
The Commission has also questioned, among others, t
psychiatrist who treated Fritz Moen from 1986-8@dr Thoen
Nordhus.

In accordance with section 398 of the Criminal Bdae Act,
the results of the Commission’s investigations Haeen
presented to the prosecuting authorities. The materquestion
has also been presented to the lawyer John Chriskizen.

A private investigator, Tore Sandberg, who alspdukFritz
Moen to prepare the petition to reopen his ca2800, has in a
report dated 27 April 2006 submitted additionalughoentation
for the petition.

*kkkk

The Director General of Public Prosecutions hamnin
endorsement dated 13 June 2006 stated that thecoitosy
authority has not found any grounds for opposintgzfoen’s
petition to reopen the case. The Director Gendr&lublic
Prosecutions especially refers to Tor Hepsg’s death
confession and the special circumstances surrogridia — and
also agrees in this connection with the more dedagirounds
stated in the public prosecutor in Trgndelag’s eselment dated
29 May 2006.

*kkkk

The Norwegian Criminal Cases Review Commission cetd
this matter at a meeting on 15 June 2006.

*kkkk



The Norwegian Criminal Cases Review Commission conents:

Introduction

According to section 389, first subsection of thenthal Procedure
Act, a case that has been decided by a legallyceafole judgment
may be reopened for a new trial on the petitioonef of the parties
when the conditions prescribed in sections 39@8&3e fulfilled.

The provisions which may be applicable in this @asesections 391,
no. 3 and possibly 392, second subsection of tingir@ad Procedure
Act.

In general regarding section 391, no. 3 of the @ahiProcedure Act

According to section 391, no. 3 of the Criminald&rdure Act,
the reopening of a case in favour of the persorictad may be
required “when a new circumstance is revealed wrexedence
is procured which seems likely to lead to an ata@jwt summary
dismissal of the case or to the application of aentenient penal
provision or a substantially more lenient sanctidneasonable
likelihood has been regarded as sufficient, a prépm@ance of the
evidence is not required.

Regarding the issue to be assessed, the SupremeAppeals
Committee’s ruling in Rt 2001, page 1521, whichlso referred
to in the ruling in this case dated 14 October 200&t 2003,
page 1389) states:

In the decision, the importance of new circumstances and evidence
must be assessed in conjunction with the importance of the other
evidence in the case. It isonly when an acquittal, etc, seemsa
reasonable possbility after such a combined assessment of the
evidence that the new circumstances provide grounds for reopening
the case pursuant to the provision.

Circumstances and evidence are new when they lazesn
submitted to the court which ruled on the caselawt therefore
been unable to influence the content of the juddmiére issue to



be assessed will be the importance of the newrnistances or
evidence if these had been available to the cooetwvihe case
was ruled on, seen in conjunction with the othedewe and
circumstances that the court which ruled on the o&ss aware
of. New expert assessments of the evidence whisked when
the case was ruled on have also been regarded\adipg
grounds for reopening a case pursuant to sectibnr® 3, see
for example Rt 2002, page 860, and Rt 2000, pad2,24ith
reference to previous case law. Such a new deildaraas been
regarded as new evidence even when not based omataial,
cf Rt 1994, page 1149, with further references.

The fact that the circumstances which are pleaded h
been submitted in connection with a former petition
reopen the case does not in itself prevent theer@ag
of a case pursuant to section 391, no. 3 of theni@al
Procedure Act, cf Rt 2005, page 1665.

*kkkk

The Commission starts off by discussing whethaethee new
circumstances or evidence, and thereafter discugsether these
are likely to lead to an acquittal, cf section 3®d., 3 of the
Criminal Procedure Act.

Are there new circumstances or evidence?

Tor Heps@, who was born in 1938, died at Namsopitéd®Hn 20
December 2005. It is clear that, on 18 Decembeb 2006 told
three of the nurses in the hospital department evherwas a
patient that he had killed two women. In consuttativith Tor
Hepsg himself, the hospital employees contactdergyenan
and the local police as a result of this informatio

Both the clergyman, dean Inge Torset, and two sgmtatives of
the local police had talks with Tor Hepsg on 19 &melber 2005.
All the witnesses experienced Tor Hepsg to be Meay this

time, among other things he found it difficult &kt and became



tired easily. However, his statements about thedergrwere
perceived to be credible. This also applies fordéan who was
summoned, who was the person with whom Tor Hepddhe
most in-depth conversation before he died. Indssirhony, the
dean describes Tor Hepsg as being focused andngadattell
him about the burden he “carried within him”, anaf3et also
had the impression that it was important for Hejassettle this
before he died”. As regards Torset’s specific ammf Hepsa's
credibility, Torset describes Hepsg's situation“bg:that time
one has so few layers left, the core is so sntmt, it is not
natural to stage circus entertainment”.

In this context, the Commission mentions that, ttegjewith Tor
Hepsg's other property at the hospital, there several bibles in
which some texts were marked, including Proverbptehn 6, verse 12-
15 and chapter 16, verse 27-30 regarding “a scelift@dr

mischievous man” and a “man of violence”.

In summary, that which characterises the infoilonatin the cases in
guestion received from Tor Hepsg before he didthishe confessed
to murdering two women in Trondheim in the 19703 thiat he
mentioned the names Torunn and Sigrid. He alsoiomexk the
names Finstad and Heggheim. He was apparentli diven he
committed both murders, and in connection withSigeid case he
mentioned that Fritz Moen had been convicted. Hewéitle
specific information was provided, the informattbat was provided
was in part vague, and Tor Hepsg also apparentiychip some of
the information relating to the two murder casder did his
statements to the witnesses contain any informttadrwas not
already generally known.

The Commission’s investigations in order to clanfiyether Tor
Heps@’'s confession could be correct have discovbatdhe lived

in Mellomveien in Trondheim in 1976 and 1977 winkeworked
14-day shifts on a drilling platform in the Norte& The
Commission’s investigations have also discoveratitbr Hepsg
was probably in Trondheim when both murders weneritted. It
has been impossible to obtain duty rosters fodthieng platform

for the periods in question but, by “cross-bearimngies when it is
known with certainty or a high degree of probapiiitat Hepsg was



not on the platform (including dates when he pabppaid his
rent, attended medical examinations, was issuddaniiew driving
licence, attended a wedding), it has been podsilseronstruct his
work roster.

Several witnesses have stated that Tor Hepsges tinank a lot of
alcohol during the period when he was not at workhe platform.
The Commission’s investigations have also discal/trat Tor
Hepsg struggled with considerable mental problémesighout his
life. This also seems to apply to the period bel®#6-77, in that
he was first admitted to hospital for mental illés Spain in 1973.
One of Tor Hepsg's former close colleagues on tifiend rig
states that a marked change took place in Tor Mepsbaviour
towards his colleagues in the period from Augu3ldntil he met
Hepsg again in the autumn of 1977. The colleaggeestion took
further education during this period and explaa Tor Hepsg
had become much more introverted during the péhiathe
witness had been absent from the rig, and thadeisch was
sometimes also difficult to understand.

In 1979, Tor Hepsg was admitted to a psychiatsttirtion in
Norway for the first time after he had what mustdescribed as
a mental breakdown on board the platform. The na¢dscords
that have been obtained show that Tor Hepsg wéseanhole
bothered by anxiety and depression after this atitthis death
in 2005.

In a conversation with his general practitioneFabruary 2005
in which the underlying reasons for Tor Hepsg@’'s talgoroblems
were discussed, Hepsg stated that he was stiktzatlby his
experiences in a ship collision in 1971 in whictesal sailors
died. On the same occasion, he stated that “thepe'®thing else
too”, but he would not talk about it.

In December 1986, Tor Hepsg was reported to theepialr
violence and attempted murder by the partner hdiveiwith
from 1983-1986. The following is an extract of fhemal
complaint:

The aggrieved party says that the accused has on several occasions



put his hands around her neck and then throttled her so that she has
almost fainted. He has also on several occasions threatened that he
will kill her. The aggrieved party has also been hit on the head and
thrown against the wall.

The aggrieved party says that, in connection with these episodes,
the accused also forcibly had sexual intercourse with the aggrieved
party. The aggrieved party did not dare to oppose the accused and
allowed himto have sexual intercourse.

Tor Hepsg was examined by the court on this mett€rondheim
court of examination and summary jurisdiction onQtkober
1987. He did not admit to using any kind of violeragainst his
former cohabitant and the complaint was droppethbéyublic
prosecutor in 1988 due to the lack of evidencewéier, a note
in the medical records of Trgndelag psychiatrigitasthat was
entered in October 1987 and which refers to thalohdint
relationship shows that Tor Hepsg — apparentlyraaog to his
own statement — “had ended the relationship bygoeimient to
his cohabitant and has been charged with this”.ridical
records contain no further details.

From other information discovered due to the Corsimiss
Investigations, it is clear that Tor Heps@'s blbgue was A. Due to
a mistake made by the hospital when taking a ldanaple of Tor
Hepsg after his death, however, the Commissiobéas unable to
discover whether Tor Hepsg@ was a so-called secii@terbiological
material found at the crime scene in the Sigrieé casne from a
person with blood type A who was a secretor.

Is the new information likely to lead to an acauigf Fritz
Moen?

The fact that, on his deathbed on 18 and 19 Deae2B8, Tor
Hepsg confessed to the murders of Sigrid HegghaihTarunn
Finstad to a total of six people is undoubtedly egidence in the
sense of section 391, no. 3 of the Criminal Prae=Aat.

As stated above, the fact that there is new evelenc
circumstances is not sufficient in itself, the nevidence or

10



circumstances must also “seem likely to lead tacquittal”, with
regard to the other evidence in the case.

Based on the information which the Commission’&stigations
have revealed, it must be assumed that Tor Hepswema
probably in Trondheim when the murders of Sigridj¢tesim and
Torunn Finstad were committed. Although Fritz Mees
acquitted of the murder of Sigrid Heggheim in 2664 this case is
not being dealt with by the Commission, the Comiaiskas
nonetheless to a certain extent found reason kceltihe evidence
in this case too when assessing the informaticommection with
Tor Hepsg’'s deathbed statements. The Commissibretuitn to
the reason for this in further detail below.

Based on the information that has been discovéned,
Commission is of the opinion that there can habgiyany doubt
that, when he gave statements to the hospital peetdhe
policemen that had been summoned and, not leasdgdm, Tor
Hepsg himself believed that he had committed bethnturders
and wanted to confess to these before he dieppéaas that all of
the witnesses he talked to about this perceiveddioe fact-
oriented and credible.

The Commission’s investigations have not discovarad
information that Tor Hepsg suffered from delusiatisch would
indicate that he would be inclined to admit to @&ne had not
committed. Nor is there any information that harat time has
shown a special interest in these two murder aasiesany other
criminal case.

The Commission also finds grounds to assume tha886, Tor
Heps@ was violent to his former cohabitant andHiegisg’s violence
— as this is described in the former cohabitaoti:idl complaint — has
similarities with the injuries caused to Sigrid lgbgim and Torunn
Finstad. In this connection, reference is madeddedct that both had
been subject to head injuries, strangling and $exuse.

Tor Hepsg had the same blood type, A, as was faiihe crime
scene in the Sigrid case. It has been impossibiscertain whether
or not he was a so-called separator. It must tausbcluded that
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his blood type — according to present knowledgees ahot exclude
Tor Heps@ as the perpetrator in the Sigrid casedBlype A is the
most common blood type in the Norwegian populatiovith a
share of approx. 48%.

As regards other evidence in the Sigrid and Torases, it is clear
that biological materials were found at both criseenes in 1976
and 1977. In the Sigrid case, this was, as merttiabeve, traces of
blood and semen, while hair was found in the Toruase. In
connection with dealing with Fritz Moen’s petitiom have his case
reopened in 2000, the police attempted to tracebibgical
materials from the two cases but were unable tosalo The
Commission, too, has conducted investigationd fopssible, find
the biological materials which existed in the Torwase, but these
investigations have been unsuccessful. Based omhstigations
carried out, the Commission finds it has to assuhw the
biological materials were destroyed after a finadl @&nforceable
judgment had been handed down in the cases, wiihdaging
possible today to determine when or where this érag.

As regards the evidence as this appeared to beefopurt trying the
case in 1978, it is generally difficult to say dniiyy certain about this,
in that there are no sound recordings of the meaniihg and the jury
also does not state the grounds for its decisiba.dEtails of the facts
which the jury found proven and the jury’s assesgokthe
individual pieces of evidence are thus not knowthéoCommission.
As also referred to in the Supreme Court Appealai@ittee’s ruling
dated 14 October 2003, however, Fritz Moen’'s aatesents and
the findings that were made at the crime scene nawst played a
key role in the jury’s assessment — in that theas meither technical
evidence nor witness statements that linked Maeett to the
murder. The Commission therefore finds reasomkosome
comments to the content of Moen’s statements atiektmanner in
which these were obtained.

Fritz Moen'’s statements in the Torunn case vamnfdenying that
he was at all in the vicinity of Stavne Bridge bie night in
question, via admitting that he attacked a womam/og the
bridge, to admitting that he attacked a woman,ddys and then
kicked her into the river. Moen'’s statements vagtneen
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admitting to the murder and totally denying thatid anything
to do with the case. Both these views were sometstaed in the
same interrogation. The first statement in whieladmits to
having killed a woman on the bridge was given @c®ber
1977. This statement deviates considerably frontakes
statements and from the facts that were assumd#telpolice,
prosecuting authority and court trying the casehi$ statement
given on 16 October 1977, Fritz Moen admitted li@r first time
to having attacked a woman and then carried hertbheegrassy
plain between the bridge and the river and toithex bank.

*kkkk

Despite the fact that Fritz Moen also provided ilikeda
statements in the Sigrid case, it must be assudusdio the
other evidence in the case, that he could not hawelered
Sigrid Heggheim. This is primarily because Modbiod type
does not match the biological material found atdtme scene,
in addition to the fact that he also had an aliithe night when
Sigrid was probably killed. A key question whenesssng Fritz
Moen'’s petition to have his case reopened will theigand has
been) whether and if so how it has been possiblMten to
provide such detailed statements and confessiotieigigrid
case, and if there may also be reason to beliatehth
statements and confessions in the Torunn case@veaect too.

It is not currently possible to have any certaewibn how Fritz
Moen could provide detailed statements in the 8igaise about a
murder he did not commit. However, the Commissinds it
must assume that this was what actually happenddagrees in
this connection with the Supreme Court Appeals Catagis
discussion of this issue in the ruling dated 1400et 2003.

As regards the question of Fritz Moen’s knowledia® Torunn
case, it is clear that Torunn Finstad was founddemed on 6
October after being missing since Tuesday, 4 Octt®&7. Her
disappearance was first referred to in the newspapeT hursday, 6
October, the same day as Torunn Finstad was foundiemed. Fritz
Moen was arrested on 7 October 1977. It is cledRhtz Moen
knew the area around Stavne Bridge, in that hestagetd there on
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several occasions. The police questioning of Ftien on 14
October 1977 shows that Moen had bought and reasiagers in
the period from 5-7 October, and it must also seasd that he
read newspapers while he was remanded in custmalyArOctober,
in that the ruling prohibiting him from reading ngvapers was not
handed down until 18 October. In this regard, tiE@ questioning
on 14 October shows that Moen, when he read thepaser, had
among other things seen an aerial photo in whretltés” had been
drawn in and a photo of the place where the bodybkean found
and of Stavne Bridge “where the accident happeméalfurther
details of Moen’s newspaper reading during theopesr of the
knowledge that he may have gained about the casgtinthe
newspapers are known. The fact that Moen undowbtaalild both
have been able to acquire knowledge from the ngyespand
remember this later on must, however, be assumeenMas —
according to the forensic psychiatric statementisigxcase — of
normal intelligence and also had a very good menigaged on the
information obtained in the questioning of Fritz &hoon 14 October
1977, it must at least be assumed that, as a ofsuttombination of
local knowledge and newspaper reading, he knewt #hesgite
where the body was found and the relationship t&tavne
Bridge and this site.

As regards Fritz Moen’s other statements, the Casion finds
grounds to comment that, in his statements, Mosmbéa
mentioned the fact that Torunn was found with theldrom her
rain jacket around her neck. Nor has Moen statgtharg about
her bag, even though it appears likely that th@gteator must at
least have seen this. The Commission also findsoreto point
out that, in his statements until he took parhi@ teconstruction
on 24 October 1977, Moen did not describe the fericbe
bottom of the slope below Stavne Bridge as anytbthgr than
the remains of an old fence, while it was in rgalitact.
Especially considering Moen’s handicap, it is ualikthat Moen
could have crossed the fence with an unconsciousnfo
Finstad without noticing this.

In the Commission’s view, there is also reasorustjon
whether Fritz Moen’s statements to the police &edcburt were
understood correctly, at least if by correctly isant what Moen
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wanted and intended to state. In this connectieCiommission
refers to Professor Arnfinn Muruvik Vonen’'s expstdtement to
the Commission dated 19 May 2006, both the gestatdments
relating to the major communication challenges Wwiaikist in
relation to a person with Moen’s handicap and RsieVonen's
review of Moen’s statement to Halogaland Court ppéal on 17
December 2001. The Commission also refers to the
misunderstandings which actually arose in conneatith Fritz
Moen'’s statement to Halogaland Court of Appealinnection
with the petition to reopen his case in 2000 — evigim two
interpreters for the hearing impaired present.

As regards the evidence situation otherwise, thar@igsion
finds grounds to point out that there are cleairlamhes (the
same modus) between the Sigrid and Torunn castsviotims
were young women on their way home from the stigdemion
in Trondheim at night, they were closely relatetinme, the two
crime scenes are located not far from each otheire twas
sexual abuse and both victims had suffered headesj Both
victims were also found with the cord of their owourter jackets
around their throats. In the Commission’s vievesthare factors
which indicate that the perpetrator is the sanmoih cases.
These factors were also pointed out by the prosegatthority
when the petition to reopen the case was dealtiwi2000.

The Commission therefore finds grounds for concigdhat the
new evidence and circumstances which exist in dise m
connection with Tor Hepsg’s confessions on 18 &hDdcember
2005, together with the remaining evidence in tecare likely
to lead to the acquittal of Fritz Moen for the merdf Torunn
Finstad in 1977.

*kkkk

The Norwegian Criminal Cases Review Commission has
accordingly not found it necessary to discuss wdrette
conditions for reopening the case pursuant to@e892, second
subsection are present.
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The Commission has thus decided to allow the qeiits regards
the circumstances referred to in items | and thefindictment of
11 April 1978 taken out by the public prosecutoFiaondheim on
the orders of the Director General of Public Proseas.

Since the convicted person is now dead, the caust hand
down a judgment of acquittal without holding a mia@aring, cf
section 400, fifth subsection of the Criminal Pemtiags Act.

This decision is unanimous.

Conclusion:

The petition to reopen case 200400198 is allowed.

*kkkk

Janne Kristiansen Helen Saeter

Svein Magnussen Erling Lyngtveit Anne Kathrine Yjéard
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