


第2 ルー シ ー事件

ルー シ ー事件については以下のとおり確定判決後の証拠及び確定判決の明らかな

事実認定の誤りにより， 確定判決は破棄され， 再審が開始されなければならないこ

とは明白である。

記

1. 請求人が逮捕されたのは2 0 0 0年1 0月12日であり， 翌々日の1 0月1 4

日， 菩視庁鑑識課員3 0数名が2頭の警察犬とともにスコップ， 検索棒を使用し，

ブルー シ ー 油壺脇の海岸線及び2箇所しかない洞窟を徹底的に捜索したが， 一切ル
ー シ ーにつながる手がかりはなく， ルー シ ーの遺体は2 0 0 0年1 0月1 4日以降

に埋められたということ。

当時この洞窟をスコップで掘り返し， 捜索している姿はマスコミをはじめ多数の

人間に目撃されており， それらは大きく報道された事実である（資料 ー 1)。

その事実は， 平成13年3月2 9日付洞窟捜査検証調書（甲）（資料 ー 2) 3 1 9 

丁2現場の模様（1)現場周囲の状況(4行～8行）

「現場洞穴は高さ約2Omの切り立った崖の岩層が幾重にもある岸壁の下に 開口

部が北向きにできた三角形の穴で， 洞穴の西側岸壁が東側岸壁よりも北方（海岸側）

に突き出ている。」と記されているとおりであり， この洞窟が2 0 0 0年1 0月1 4 

日， 警視庁鑑識課員達によってスコップで掘り返され， 徹底的に捜索された涌窟で

あり， それは読売新聞2 0 0 0年1 0月1 4日（土曜）夕刊15面に記載されてて

おり，

「捜索現場はプライベ ー トビ ー チのような入り江になっており， 約十五メ ー トルほ

どの切り立ったがけに囲まれている。 海岸線から約二十メ ー トル入ったがけには1

-2メ ー トルの口を開けた小さな洞くつがあり， そこにも捜査員数人がスコップや

棒を手に入って， 捜索を行っていた。」

と翌年遺体が発見された洞窟が徹底的に捜索された事実は報道されているとおりで

ある。

当時ルー シ ーの手がかりとなる情報に対し， 1 0万ポンド（当時のレ ー トで約1

6 0 0万円）もの懸賞金がかけられ， その後すぐ5 0万ポンド（当時のレ ー トで約

8 0 0 0万円）に引き上げられた（資料 ー 3)。

そのため懸賞金目当てにルー シ ー発見の手がかりを探す者が続出し， その中の一

人池田正人が請求人逮捕後の2 0 0 0年1 0月末， 当洞窟を掘り返した際にもルー

シ ーの遺体はもちろんこと， 何 一つ手がかりはなかった（資料 ー 4(1)(2)(3))。

確定判決後の新証拠である資料 ー 4(1)(2)(3)によってもルー シ ー の遺体が請求人

逮捕後の2 0 0 0年1 0月12日以降第三者によって埋められたことは明らかであ
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Document of intent for requesting retrial (excerpt)!

 
March 22, 2012!

!
To Tokyo High Court!
!

!

Permanent address: 15 Doyama-cho, Kita-ku, Osaka，Japan!

Address: 1-7-22, Motoakasaka, Minato-ku, Tokyo, Japan         !
!
!
                                        !
!
                                                        !

!
!
!
!

Claimant                Jyoji  Obara!
!
Chief Defense Attorney   Junichiro Hironaka!
!
Defense Attorney         Seikichi Kanai!
!
Defense Attorney         Takeharu Inoyama!
!
Defense Attorney         Takenori Kuwamura!
!
Defense Attorney         Daisuke Suzuki!
!
Defense Attorney         Teruyoshi Endo!
!
!
!
!

The final appellate court judgment of the above claimant is erroneous, and!
we request an immediate retrial.!



! #!

Ⅱ Lucy Case!
Regarding the Lucy case, as described below, it is clear that the final judgment of appeal!
court must be overturned and a retrial must be started due to the evidence after the final!
judgment of appeal court and the obvious fact-finding errors in the final judgment of!
appeal court.!
!

Record!
!

1. The claimant was arrested on October 12, 2000, and two days later, on October 14, 
over 30 members of the Metropolitan Police Department's Forensic Division, along 
with two detection dogs, used shovels and search sticks to search for Blue Sea 
Aburatsubo.!

  Although they thoroughly searched the coastline and the only two caves next to the 
pot, there were no clues that could connect them to Lucy, suggesting that Lucy's body 
was buried after October 14, 2000.!

!
At that time, many people, including the media, witnessed the Metropolitan Police 
Department digging and searching this cave with shovels and sticks, and this was a!
widely reported fact (Material 1).!
This fact is confirmed by the Cave Investigation Verification Report (A) (Material 2) 
page 319 dated March 29, 2001, as below：!
   “The cave at the site is a triangular hole with an opening facing north, located under 

a quay with several layers of rock on a sheer cliff about 20 meters high. It juts out 
to the north (toward the coast).”!

As written in the Yomiuri Shimbun Evening Edition October 14 (Saturday), 2000, this 

cave was excavated with shovels and sticks, and thoroughly searched on October 14, 
2000 by members of the Metropolitan Police Department's Forensic Division. On page!
15 of the evening paper, the following was written:!
   “ The search site is a cove that looks like a private beach, and is surrounded by a 

steep cliff about 15 meters high. On the cliff about 20 meters from the coastline, 
there is a small cave with a mouth 1 to 2 meters wide. There, several investigators 
were also searching there with shovels and sticks in hand.”!

They searched thoroughly the cave, as reported, where Lucy’s body was discovered 
the following year.!
At that time, a reward of 100,000 pounds (approximately 16 million yen at the 
exchange rate at the time) was offered for information that could lead to clues about 
Lucy, but it was soon raised to 500,000 pounds (approximately 80 million yen at the 
exchange rate at the time) (Material 3).!
As a result, many people searched for clues to Lucy's discovery in hopes of receiving 
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reward money, and when Masato Ikeda, one of them, dug up the cave at the end of 
October 2000 after the claimant's arrest, Lucy's body was found. Of course, he could 
not discover any clue, including the body (Material 4(1)(2)(3)).!
It is clear that Lucy's body was buried by a third party after October 12, 2000 when 
the claimant was arrested, based on Material 4(1)(2)(3), which is new evidence after 
the final judgment of appeal court. Yes, the final judgment of appeal court must be set 
aside and a retrial must begin.!
The final judgment of appeal court wrote "Although cement-like lumps were found 
inside the cave, it is acknowledged that no bodies were found. However, it is 
acknowledged that no search was conducted at that time, including digging up the soil!
(Attorney Evidence 8).” (The judgment of appeal court, page 45, lines 22 to 24)!
However, the cave where the cement-like lumps in Attorney Evidence 8 was 
discovered is completely different from the cave where Lucy's body was discovered, 
and the cave was littered with many large and small rocks and stone blocks, making it 
impossible to bury bodies.!
Furthermore, the location was a location that could be seen from a promenade or the 
outside, so it was not a place where the body could be hidden (Material 5, 2010, No. 
130, Notarized Certificate of Factual Experiment).!
Considering that the final appellate court judgement incorrectly identified the cave 
where Lucy's body was discovered and the cave where the cement-like lumps were 
found as the same cave, it is clear that the final judgment of appeal court was 
incorrect.!

!
  The tent pole bag buried with the body was different from the tent pole bag that the 

claimant purchased on July 4, 2000. The claimant had purchased a set of tents 
manufactured by L.L. Bean in order to camp in Izu Emerald Town, a villa area owned 
by the claimant, and build a grave for his beloved dog there. This fact was known by 
the jack-of-all-trades to whom the claimant entrusted Lucy, as the claimant stated at 
the time of the first trial court.!

The first instance did not accept the claimant's statement as it was unnatural that the 
claimant did not mention the existence of the jack-of-all-trades until Lucy case trial 
began. (Until then, the court had been conducting the Carita case). However, this was 
just because he followed the defense attorney's policy at the time to provide detailed 
explanations when questioning the defendant (= claimant) in the Lucy case.!
The tent purchased by the claimant was green, but the tent buried with Lucy's body 
was blue. Therefore, the public prosecutor changed the green color of the catalog to 
blue color by operating a color copy machine, and the court was made to find that the 
claimant had purchased the tent listed in the catalog (Material 6（１） to （１４）).!
This act committed by the prosecutor is also grounds for retrial. In other words, it is 
forged evidence under Article 435 of the Criminal Procedure Code, but as more than 3 
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years have passed since the evidence was falsified and the statute of limitations has 
expired, a judgement cannot be obtained, so it is subject to Article 437 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code.!

!
２．At the time of the first trial, the claimant was found not guilty for Lucy case. That is 

the reason as below : During the midsummer season, at Zushi Marina, a popular 
resort area with 1,266 apartments, someone carrying Lucy's body from a room on the 
third floor to the parking lot was not witnessed by any resident or maintenance staff. 
So there was a reasonable doubt that the body of Lucy, who was over 175 cm tall, 
weighed over 70 kg, and undergoing rigor mortis, was transported as described above 
(The judgement of first instance, page.125, lines 22 to 26).!
Therefore, at the time of appeal court, the prosecutor submitted a report on the 
results of an transport experiment using a mannequin modeled like Lucy. The report 
said that if the transport experiment was carried out as described in the report, it was 
possible for a single person to transport Lucy's large corpse, which was undergoing 
rigor mortis, from the claimant’s room in the third floor of Zushi Marina apartments 
to the parking lot late at night on a Sunday (July 2, 2000) during the summer season, 
without anyone seeing him. That report stated that the mannequin used weighed 65 
kg to resemble Lucy's body, which weighed over 70 kg. And the appellate court 
certified the test report, and found the claimant partially guilty.!

  In other words, the final judgment of appeal court was based on the report by the 
prosecutor: “It would not have been so difficult to wrap Lucy's body before it was 
destroyed and transport it using a cart or other means.” (The judgment of appeal 
court, page 44, lines 4 to 5), “Even if the place where Lucy’s body was destroyed was in 
Blue Sea Aburatsubo's room, Lucy's body could have been transported to there 
without being seen by the caretaker couple, and it does not seem that it would be that 
difficult to transport.'' (The judgment of appeal court, page 44, lines 20 to 22).!

   However, after the judgment of the appeal court, the defense attorney asked each 
mannequin manufacturer of the Japan Mannequin Association about the weight of 
the mannequins used in the experiment report submitted by the prosecutor, and 
found that the mannequins weighed approximately 5 kg. As a result, it became clear 
that the experiment report, submitted by the prosecutor and accepted as evidence by 
the appellate court, was forged evidence. Therefore, Lucy case falls under Article 435 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure, and as more than three years have passed, a final 
the appellate court judgment cannot be obtained due to the statute of limitations. 
Therefore, Article 437 of the Code of Criminal Procedure applies, and this is grounds 
for retrial. !

!
Based on the above, it is clear that this case must be retried, and we would like to add 
the following.!



! &!

!
If only a part of the evidence is considered without looking at the whole of the 
evidence, an erroneous conviction can easily be made, as in the case of a final 
appellate court verdict.!

!
The final judgment of appeal court states that “it is possible to use this freezer to 
freeze Lucy's corpse and suppress the smell of death'' (The judgment of appeal court, 
page 43, lines 12 to 13). It would be impossible to put a giant frozen Lucy into the 
trunk of a Mercedes Benz sports car. Despite this, the final appellate court's judgment 
ignored that fact and held that “Zushi Marina also has an elevator installed'' (Tne 
judgment of appeal court, page 43, line 24 to page 44, line 1). However, this also 
ignores the fact that there is a surveillance camera in front of the elevator entrance.!
The claimant naturally knows that a surveillance camera is installed in front of the!
elevator, and if the claimant were the culprit, he would not have used the elevator!
because it would be recorded on the surveillance camera. Even if he use the stairs, he!
will be recorded by a surveillance camera at the first floor exit. The only way to avoid!
surveillance cameras was to use the stairs outside the building. But it would be!
impossible not to see him carrying Lucy's body, which was over 175 cm tall and over 
70kg in rigor mortis, down a long hallway from inside the room, taking it up the 
outside stairs to the first floor, and putting it in the trunk of a Mercedes Benz sports 
car parked in the driveway, on July 2, 2000, the first Sunday of the summer season,!
At that time, the claimant had the following circumstances:!

・The claimant's beloved dog's death was on July 6th;!
・There were plans to build a grave for the beloved dog on the claimant's land in 

Izu Emerald Town, which the beloved dog loved the most, on the day of the 
dog's death. There were approximately 30 trees on the land and the trees 
needed to be cut down;!
・Approximately 40 trees grew in the garden of the claimant’s Denenchofu house, 

and he cut them down several times a year using equipment such as a 
chainsaw;!
・In the week of July 5, 1999, one year before the incident, the claimant had 

ordered the same Makita chainsaw as in 2000 (this was a newly released 
product, Makita's smallest 680 watt chainsaw). However, the claimant 
mistakenly ordered a 660 watt product) (Material 7);!
・In the summer of 2000, he asked Masayuki Ueda, a land and house surveyor, to 

prepare an appraisal for his Denenchofu house to submit to the bank, and in 
the same year, when he took photos of the house, he pasted the peeled tiles 
with double-sided tape and glue, but the area where the tiles came off was as 
wide as 5 m2, so he decided to fix the tiles with cement using a quick-setting 
agent, and he purchased the quick-setting agent and cement needed for that, 
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etc.!
In this case, the claimant was found guilty in part due to false evidence submitted by!
the prosecutor at the appeal court trial. The prosecutor continued to make false!
statements and false statements to the witnesses in order to incriminate the claimant.!
For example, a stainless hoe sold by Iwasa Shokai(Shop) had not even been seized, but 
during the investigation, police officer Harada falsely claimed that “it was in the 
defendant (= claimant)'s room and was seized from there”. This is clear from what is 
reported (Police Officer Harada's court statement of the 26th trial of the first instance, 
page 59, line 22 to page 60, line 2). As a result, Police Officer Harada made a false 
statement “there was a stainless hoe in the claimant’s room.”!
!
Fumiko Abe, the manager of Zushi Marina Apartment, and her common-law husband!
Tetsuo Hirokawa gave the following statement.!

□Hirokawa’s statements!
・The claimant had a locksmith release the key to the adjacent room 402 and!

entered room 402.!
・The locksmith came there twice.!
・The inside of the Benz sports car was covered with sheets up to the ceiling.!

□Abe’s Statements!
・On the night of July 6th, there was something hidden covered with a sheet in!
room 401.!
・When the claimant entered the room on the night of July 6th, he opened the 

door!
holding a hoe that plasterers use.!

The statements made by these two men were false, and numerous other false!
statements were made.!
Abe said that when the claimant opened the door to his room on July 6, she saw the!
claimant from behind the police officer, but there is no statement from the police!
officer that the claimant came out with a hoe. If, as Abe said, the claimant came out!
with a hoe, that image must have been burned into the minds of the four police!
officers, including a police officer Harada. There is not any police officer.!
Regarding Abe's statement, the court admits that,!

“The unnaturalness of the statement cannot be removed, and such a statement!
cannot be trusted." (First Court Judgment, page 96, line 25)!

In addition, regarding the statement of her common-law husband Hirokawa, the court!
also admits that,!

"That statement as a whole is suddenly unreliable." (The judgment of first!
instance, page 97, lines 12 to 13)!

As the judge has admitted, in the end, the statements made by the two men are!
nothing but a travesty.!



! (!

In the first place, judges of the appeal court acknowledged that the prosecutor's!
argument in this case was broken. In other words, although prosecutors claimed that!
Lucy died from chloroform, no chloroform was detected or certified in her body.!
Furthermore, the appellate court hold that,!

“Obviously, it is difficult to accept that death was caused by the effects of!
flunitrazepam.” (The final judgment of appeal court, page 51, lines 10 to 11)!

The prosecutor claimed that flunitrazepam and chloroform caused Lucy's death.!
However, the appellate court trial did not find that chloroform existed in Lucy’s!
body, nor did it confirm that flunitrazepam caused Lucy's death. If that is the case, it!
should not be possible to conclude that Lucy died in the claimant's room at Zushi!
Marina.!
The final judgment of appeal court ignored a large amount of evidence proving the!
claimant's innocence and found him partially guilty of Lucy's death in the claimant's!
room at Zushi Marina. However, as mentioned above, it is also stated in appellate!
court judgement that there is no cause for Lucy’s death.!
The judgment of appeal court said that,!

“As with other cases, it cannot be determined that Lucy lost consciousness due!
to ingestion of flunitrazepam, as expected by the defendant (= claimant).'' (The!
judgment of appeal court, page 55, lines 7 to 9)!

In the first place, the claimant had no intention of committing quasi-rape, and the!
attempted quasi-rape recognized by the final judgment of appeal court cannot be!
committed.!
In addition, in Lucy case, it is impossible for Lucy to lose consciousness or die in the!
claimant's room. The claimant sustained injuries to his upper body from a car!
accident that occurred on June 10, 2000, which required two months for full! recovery.!
The fact that 7-aminoflunitrazepam, a metabolite of flunitrazepam, was detected in!
Lucy's body is also believed to have been fabricated, as described below. Lucy's body!
was examined by the world's most advanced drug testing organization, Quest!
Diagnosis (Material 8), and gas chromatography analysis revealed that no!
metabolites of flunitrazepam were detected. Therefore, Forensic Science Laboratory!
reported that they added a number of substances such as diazepam, which has a!
similar structure to flunitrazepam, and dissolved or boiled them, and as a result, 7-
aminoflunitrazepam was detected, and that the amount Lucy ingested was 1 to two!
tablets.!
However, the results are believed to have been falsified. If flunitrazepam is!
metabolized, three metabolites must be detected: 7-aminoflunitrazepam, 3-
hydroxyflunitrazepam, and N-desmethyl flunitrazepam (Material 9, Rinsho!
Yakuri(Clinical Pharmacology), Vol. 9, No. 3 (1978)) pages 251 to 265 (Shinshu!
University Hospital Clinical Search Center)). However, three metabolites have not!
been detected.!

https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material08.pdf
https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material09.pdf
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! ! The final appellate court judgment found that Lucy had said, “Now I'm going on a!
date with a new customer” (The judgment of appeal court, page 25, line 4) and that!
Lucy herself had wanted to go on a date with the claimant. It is also a mistake to!
admit that kidnapping for obscene purposes was established.!

!
The claimant was arrested on October 12, 2000, and two days later, on October 14, a!
major search of the Blue Sea Aburatsubo Cave was conducted. In this regard, the!
following is added:!
There are only two caves at Blue Sea Aburatsubo, and the cave where Lucy's!
decomposed body was discovered the following year is the most suitable place to hide!
the body. As explained below, Toshinori Hayashi, who is a staff of Forensic Division,!
clearly testified in court.!

“Personally, I think that the location of this case is the best location.” (30th trial!
of the first instance, page 11, lines 7 to 8)!

More than 30 members of the Metropolitan Police Department's Forensic Division,!
along with two police dogs, dug up the cave with shovels and search sticks and!
conducted a thorough search, but they found no clues that could lead to Lucy. It is!
clear that as of the 14th, there was no Lucy's body in the cave.!
The investigative agency has continued to spread numerous false facts and false!
information to the media regarding the claimant's case, and has kept secrets from!
the claimant regarding this large-scale search, such as that the police dog had a cold!
and had no sense of smell. In order to expose Lucy's death, he discovered Lucy's!
body, but continued to make insignificant nonsense, saying that he had left it there.!
Police dogs are kept in check by their trainers, and it is unlikely that they will be!
dispatched to work in poor condition. Prosecutors claim that Lucy's body was buried!
in midsummer in early July. However, bodies that have been buried in the ground!
for more than three months in the middle of summer decompose, and the smell of!
decomposition becomes overwhelming. What's more, the body was naked and had!
been buried shallowly, approximately 30 cm below the surface of coarse sand, and!
there is no way, according to conventional wisdom, that the police dog would not!
have detected the terrible smell of death. Compared to normal soil, sand does not!
harden and is highly breathable, and the inside of that small cave must have had a!
terrible smell of death. Even his nose could detect the smell of death. As for revealing!
the secret, due to the nature of this case, DNA testing should have been carried out!
immediately after the body was discovered, and it would never have been possible to!
leave the discovered body alone and allow the DNA to deteriorate. It goes without!
saying that this should not happen.!
As mentioned above, Abe and her common-law husband Hirokawa, the manager of!
Blue Sea Aburatsubo Apartments, made many false statements to Metropolitan!
Police Department investigators, and the Metropolitan Police Department continued!
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to distribute these false statements to the media.!
Looking at the news reports when the claimant was arrested,!

・The claimant called a locksmith, had him open the room next to the claimant's!
room in Blue Sea Aburatsubo Apartments, and entered the room.!

・The claimant had a lot of cement on his hands.!
・Late at night, the claimant was walking along the beach holding a shovel.!
・A shovel was placed at the entrance to the claimant's room, etc.!

Due to Abe and Hirokawa's erratic statements (Material 10), the Metropolitan! Police 
Department dispatched more than 30 Forensics Department members and 2! police 
dogs on October 14, 2000, immediately after the claimant was arrested. They!
thoroughly searched the coast and caves near the Sea Aburatsubo apartment!
building, using search sticks and shovels to thoroughly dig to the bottom.!
The cave is sandy, and the depth to the bottom is shallow (Material 6 (2), page! 5423), 
and Lucy's body was naked, at a depth of 32 cm from the sandy surface! (Material 6 
(1), page 5402, line 19), the resin bags containing the other body parts! were buried in 
extremely shallow sand at a depth of 44 cm (page 5404, line 5), 39 cm! (page 5405, line 
8), and 52 cm (page 5408 line 8) from the sand surface. It is clear that Lucy's body was 
not present in the cave at the time of the extensive search of the Aburatsubo cave on 
October 14, 2000, immediately after the claimant's arrest.!
However, the following year, it was discovered that Lucy's body had been buried in 
the cave.!
!
A retrial of this case should begin immediately, and in connection therewith, the 
following examinations should be conducted and the following evidence should be 
disclosed:!
!

1. At the time of the first trial, it had been decided to conduct a hepatitis virus 
test on Carita's liver tissue specimen preserved at the Metropolitan Police 
Department, but it has since been cancelled. Testing for this hepatitis virus 
should be performed.!

2. The Metropolitan Police Department's report regarding the Blue Sea 
Aburatsubo cave search conducted on October 14, 2000 should be disclosed.!

3. Behavior time series including the N system of the Mercedes Benz sports car 
(Shinagawa 34-hi-30-51) that the claimant was driving on July 3, 2000 (the 
N system installation location should be just disclosed in ◯ Ward, ◯!
Town) .!

4. The DNA and fingerprint detection report on Lucy's signed letter sent to the!
Azabu Police Chief on July 20, 2000 (postmarked July 18, 2000) should be!
disclosed.!

!

https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material10.pdf
https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material06.pdf#page=141
https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material06.pdf#page=122
https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material06.pdf#page=122
https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material06.pdf#page=124
https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material06.pdf#page=125
https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material06.pdf#page=128
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We request that the court should issue the order for the above-mentioned expert!
examination and discovery of evidence be issued as soon as possible.!
In the claimant's case, the investigative agency has tampered with, destroyed, and!
fabricated a large amount of evidence to the point that it can be called abnormal.!

This is not something that just started, but has been going on for a long time!
(Material A: Ikichi Yano(Former chief judge),! “The Zaitagawa River Dark Trial”).!
These acts carried out by investigative agencies are illegal acts that convict innocent!
people, so courts should not only not overlook these acts, but also punish them.!
Prosecutors must disclose evidence that “reveals the claimant's innocence” (Material!
B “Trends in international ethical regulations regarding prosecutor ethics and the!
current situation in Japan”).!
!
In this case of the claimant, as in the Ashikaga case, when the above examination is!
conducted and the above evidence is disclosed, the claimant's innocence will be!
proven. Therefore, we request that an order for inspection and disclosure of the!
above evidence be issued immediately.!
!
In connection with this, as mentioned above, regarding the examination of Carita's!
liver specimen, we request that an order be issued to urgently move Carita's liver!
specimen and slide specimen currently stored at the Metropolitan Police Department!
to the court for their preservation.!

that's all!
 !
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ϩ Lucy case!
Regarding the request for retrial of this case, we request the court to immediately!
issue an order to disclose the following evidence.!

!
! ! ! ! ! ! 1. Aburatsubo Cave search report by the Metropolitan Police Department on!

October 14, 2000!
2. Time series of actions including the N system of the Benz sports car 
(Shinagawa! 34-hi-30-51) that the claimant was driving on July 3, 2000!

3. DNA and fingerprint detection report from Lucy's signed letter (postmarked!
July 18, 2000) sent to the Azabu Police Chief on July 20, 2000!

!
(Reasons for requesting disclosure)!
!
1. At the time of the first trial, the claimant was found not guilty in the Lucy case. The 

reason for this was as follows. There was reasonable suspicion that during the 
midsummer season, at Zushi Marina, a popular resort area with 1,266 apartments, 
while transporting Lucy Blackman, who was said to have died, from a room on the 
third floor to the parking lot, and there was reasonable suspicion that the claimant 
transported Lucy's body, which was over 175 cm tall and weighed over 70 kg, was in 
rigor mortis, also that the transporting act was never witnessed by anyone, including 
residents or security guards ( The judgment of first instance, page 125, lines 22 to 
26).!
This was the same in the condominium "Blue Sea Aburatsubo" in Zushi Aburatsubo 

(The judgment of first instance, page 125, line 27 to page 126, line 11).!
Therefore, at the koso-appeal court trial, the prosecutor falsely claimed that a 5 k 

gurethane mannequin was 65 kg, and submitted to the court a transportation 
experiment report prepared by a Metropolitan Police Department police officer who 
used it as Lucy's body, thereby convicting the claimant. However, the mannequin was 
one that even a girl in the lower grades of elementary school could easily lift up, and 
the transportation experiment report prepared by the Metropolitan Police 
Department was clearly a fake experiment report.!

2. 2008 was a year in which efforts were made to speed up the trial process. At that 
time, Mitsuru Kobayashi, the chief defense attorney in the appeal court of this case, 
and Yoshio Okada, the deputy chief defense attorney, were both former chief justices 
of the appeal court. If the court were to have one person who conducted the spot 
investigation and another person who wrote the spot investigation report appear 
before the court for questioning, the trial would take a long time. It is clear that the 
cave was thoroughly searched on October 14, 2000, two days after the claimant was!
arrested on October 12, 2000, and no bodies were found (Material 1 （１）~（11）, 

https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material01.pdf
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October 14, 2000, Yomiuri Shimbun Evening Edition, October 15, 2000, Sankei 
Sports, Yomiuri Photo Studio). Therefore, the defense attorneys agreed to accept the 
spot investigation report submitted by the prosecutor as evidence.!
However, the appeal trial attorney agreed that!

・if the urethane mannequin used in the spot investigation report submitted by 
the prosecutor was used, the result would be similar to the spot investigation 
report.!
・that's what would happen if Toshiaki Suzuki, a policeman, went into the 

freezer, bent his arms and legs freely, and sat cross-legged.!
We did not agree that this will also happen when transporting the body of Lucy, who 
is undergoing rigor mortis and whose weight and size are completely different from 
the urethane mannequin used in the experiment report. It's not something we did.!
This is clearly stated in the appellate brief and argument by the appellate attorney.!
As is clear from the photos in the transportation experiment report submitted by the 
prosecutor, this is not a case of a light mannequin that can be easily carried on the 
shoulder of a boy or girl (Material 11), but a large mannequin, over 175 cm tall and 
weighing over 70 kg. It would take a considerable amount of time to transport Lucy's 
body, which was undergoing rigor mortis, from her apartment on the third floor to 
the parking lot and into the small trunk of a Mercedes-Benz sports car late at night 
on a Sunday during the summer season. Therefore, it is inconceivable that no one 
saw it during that time, and this goes against the conventional rules of thumb.!
The transportation experiment result report submitted by the prosecutor was a 
falsified experiment result report that even a girl in the lower grades of elementary 
school could lift it (Material 12). It was a falsified experiment result report that used 
a urethane mannequin doll weighing only 5 kg and pretending that it weighed 65 kg. 
It is. No luminol reaction, DNA, hair, or fingerprints derived from Lucy were 
detected in the freezer or the trunk of the Mercedes Benz sports car owned by the 
claimant, and these forged test results reports should be excluded from evidence. At 
the same time, this is exactly grounds for retrial.!

3. On October 12, 2000, the claimant was arrested as a suspect in the Lucy incident. 
Fumiko Abe, the manager of the resort condominium “Blue Sea Aburatsubo” on the 
Miura Peninsula, and her common-law husband Tetsuo Hirokawa made false 
statements such as “The claimant was walking along the coastline late at night with 
a shovel in hand.” (Material 10) On October 14, two days after claimant’s arrest, 
approximately 30 members of the Metropolitan Police Department's Forensic 
Division, accompanied by two police dogs, used shovels and search sticks to search 
the coastline next to Blue Sea Aburatsubo and beyond. It was widely reported at the 
time that although two caves were dug up and thoroughly searched, they were 
unable to find Lucy's body or any clues that could lead to her.!
Approximately four months later, on February 9, 2001, Lucy's naked body was found 

https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material11.pdf
https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material12.pdf
https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material10.pdf
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buried in the coarse sand at a depth of only 30 cm, and other bodies were found in the 
same cave that was searched. The parts were also found buried in separate bags. 
However, since nothing was found during the extensive search on October 14 of the 
previous year, it is clear that a third party buried Lucy's body in the cave (Material 2, 
Cave Investigation Report dated on March 29, 2001).!
The prosecutors continued to conceal the cave search report conducted by the Tokyo 
Metropolitan Police Department on October 14, 2000, without disclosing it, thereby 
convicting the innocent claimant.!

!
4. Lucy Blackman went to Zushi Marina on July 1, 2000, and was found in the 

Aburatsubo cave more than seven months later, on February 9, 2001.!
  In recent years, in order to elucidate the incident and clarify the suspect's 

movements, the records of mobile phone calls and messages, the base of the message, 
and the N system record where vehicle driving is constantly recorded on a computer 
have been investigated. It is a well-known fact that Japan has made a significant 
contribution (Material 13, 2010 Third Petty Bench decision of the Supreme Court).!

    At the trial of first instance trial, the prosecutor attributed Lucy case to the 
claimant, but was unable to allege when or how Lucy's body was transported from 
Zushi Marina to Aburatsubo. The reason for this was that the movements of the car 
driven by the claimant were known from N system records, and it was scientifically 
clear that Lucy's body, which was said to have died at Zushi Marina, could not have 
been transported to Blue Sea Aburatsubo. However, in the first court trial, the 
claimant was found not guilty for the Lucy case, so the prosecutor ignored the facts 
recorded in the N system and claimed the following false facts, which were accepted 
by the court.!

!
    Lucy was at Zushi Marina on July 1, 2000, but the claimant never drove from Zushi 

to Aburatsubo after July 1, 2000. If Lucy had died at Zushi Marina, it goes without 
saying that a car would be needed to transport Lucy's body. The claimant returned to 
Tokyo for business in the early afternoon of July 2, 2000, and then returned to Zushi 
around 11:30 p.m. on July 2, and between 2:30 and 3 a.m. on July 3, he left Zushi 
Marina and returned to Akasaka Towers, Motoakasaka 1 chome, Minato-ku, Tokyo, 
where he lived at the time.!

    However, at the appeal court trial, the prosecutor stated that when the claimant left 
the Zushi Marina, he put Lucy's body, which was undergoing rigor mortis, in the 
trunk of his sports car Benz 500SL. In order to prevent this, the claimant claimed 
that he put it in the freezer at the claimant's Denenchofu house and stored it frozen. 
However, at the appeal court trial, the prosecutor stated that when the claimant left 
Zushi Marina, he put Lucy's body, which was undergoing rigor mortis, into the trunk 
of his sports car Benz 500SL and carried it to the claimant's Denenchofu house, and 

https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material02.pdf
https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material13.pdf
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then that in order to prevent the body from decomposing due to the high 
temperature in the midsummer and growing to a gigantic size due to internal gases, 
he stored it in the freezer at his Denenchofu house because of then the middle of the 
summer.!
At the time, the claimant had asked Mitsui Rehouse, a real estate broker, to sell 
Blue Sea Aburatsubo Room 401, but was informed that the tiles and cement in the 
bathroom were peeling off and that it was in an “exploding condition.” After going 
to see the same room on July 5th (Material 14), on July 6th (Material 15), the 
anniversary of his dog's death, Izu Emerald Town, the villa area owned by the 
claimant that his dog loved most. He was planning to go there and make a grave for 
my dog. However, the prosecutor claimed that at that time, Lucy's frozen body was 
taken out of the freezer, put back into the trunk of the Mercedes Benz sports car 
driven by the claimant, and taken to Aburatsubo apartment.!
It is clear from photographs taken at the time that Lucy was over 175cm tall and 
overweight, weighing over 70kg. As mentioned above, it was practically impossible 
for the claimant to lift such a large body and put it into the trunk of a small 
Mercedes Benz sports car parked at Zushi Marina during the midsummer season 
without being seen. It is, moreover, the prosecutor claim that Lucy was in rigor 
mortis at midnight on July 2nd. The freezer in his Denenchofu house is 120 cm high 
and 49 cm wide inside, when you look at the ceiling duct and floor stand, and there is 
a stainless steel horizontal bar with a width of 7.6 cm fixed in the center (Material 
16), it was completely impossible to put Lucy's large body into there. Furthermore, if 
Lucy's body had been frozen, it would be impossible to store the frozen solidified 
mass into the trunk of a Mercedes-Benz sports car. We have to say that the 
prosecutor’s argument is an outrageous argument far removed from conventional 
wisdom.!
As proof of this, no DNA, hair, fingerprints, or luminol reactions derived from Lucy 
were detected in the trunk of the Mercedes Benz sports car or in the freezer at his 
Denenchofu house.!
If he tried to put Lucy's large body into the freezer at Denenchofu's house, it would 
take a lot of effort and time. It is recorded that the claimant drove a Benz sports car 
between 2:30 and 3:00 a.m. on July 3, 2000, leaving Zushi Marina and returning 
home to Akasaka Towers, Motoakasaka 1 chome, Minato-ku, Tokyo. The claimant's 
innocence can be proven by looking at the N system's computer records.!
The claimant left Zushi Marina and went straight to the former Akasaka Towers, 
where he was living at the time, and Lucy's body was not in the trunk of the 
Mercedes Benz sports car he was driving, but was found at his Denenchofu house.!
He also did not put Lucy's large body in a small freezer.!
!
As stated above, the claimant has not gone from Zushi Marina to Aburatsubo since 

https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material14.pdf
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July 1, 2000, and there is no possibility that the claimant will be able to transport 
Lucy, who was at Zushi Marina, to Aburatsubo, so that possibility is zero. Although 
the prosecutor knew this truth based on the N system records dated July 3, 2000, he 
claimed false facts contrary to that truth and had the court admit it. !
On April 9, 2009, in order to prove the claimant's innocence, defense attorney 
Mitsuharu Wakamatsu (currently Tachikawa branch judge of Tokyo District Court) 
requested the public prosecutor to disclose the timeline records regarding the 
claimant's actions from July 1 to 3, 2000. But unfairly they have not been disclosed 
yet (Material 17).!
The prosecutor has disclosed the timeline records of the claimant's actions, including 
the N system on July 4, 5, and 6, 2000. At the trial of appeal court, the prosecutor 
claimed false facts and had the court admit them, which resulted in a partial 
conviction in Lucy case. However, if the prosecutor had further disclosed the timeline 
records of the claimant's actions on July 3, it would not have been true that the 
claimant moved Lucy from Zushi to Aburatsubo, and the prosecutor's assertion 
would have been clearly false. And then, as in the first court, the claimant is proven 
to be innocent in the Lucy case.!
The installation location of the N System changes regularly, and even if the location 
where it was installed more than 10 years ago is revealed, it will not cause any 
problems in the investigation. Furthermore, if the street address of the installation 
location is masked and disclosed as ◯ Ward ◯ Town, there will be no problem. 
However, the prosecutor is unwilling to disclose the information. This is because, if 
disclosed, it would not only reveal that the prosecutor had falsely asserted facts at 
the time of the appeal court trial, but also prove the claimant's innocence.!

5. The claimant was not involved in Lucy's letter (postmarked July 18) sent to the 
Azabu Police Chief on July 20, 2000 after Lucy disappeared.!
At the time of the first instance trial, the prosecutor informed the defense attorney 
that fingerprints and DNA were detected on the Lucy's letter, and the defense 
attorney requested disclosure of the fingerprint and DNA detection report from the 
letter. But that report has not been disclosed yet.!
If the fingerprints and DNA on the letter came from the claimant, the prosecutor 
should have requested the fingerprints and DNA detection results as evidence, but 
the fact that they did not do so. That clearly means that the detection results are 
those of a third party other than the claimant. In other words, these detection results 
are evidence proving the claimant's innocence.!
!
Although defense attorney Haruhiko Wakamatsu (currently Tachikawa branch 
judge of Tokyo District Court) requested disclosure of the detection results in this 
case on April 9, 2009, it has not yet been disclosed.!
As mentioned above, in the Lucy case, where the claimant was acquitted in the first 

https://xs594063.xsrv.jp/en/pdf/p2/Material17.pdf
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court trial, the prosecutor submitted a large number of forged experiment reports to 
the court, as well as non-disclosure and concealment of evidence proving the 
claimant's innocence. Due to some of them, the claimant was found guilty. So the 
claimant seeks a disclosure order from the court in order to prove his innocence.!
That is,!

1. When the October 14, 2000 Aburatsubo cave search report is disclosed, it will
become clear that Lucy's body did not exist in the cave at that time. At the
same time, it was revealed that a third party had buried Lucy's body in the
cave after the 14th, and the claimant's innocence was revealed.!

2. When the timeline records, including the N system, regarding the Mercedes
Benz sports car (Shinagawa 34-hi-30-51) that the claimant was driving on
July 3, 2000, is disclosed, the content that the prosecutor argued at the trial
of the appeal court, and that the court recognize──that after leaving Zushi
Marina, the claimant drove to his Denenchofu house, removed Lucy's body,
which was undergoing rigor mortis, from the trunk of a Mercedes-Benz
sports car, and put it into the freezer── will have been proven that it was a
mistake.!
This is because the N system records show that the claimant did not drive as

the prosecutor claimed. In addition, the actual size of the inside of the
claimant's freezer (excluding the ceiling duct and floor stand placed in the
parking lot outside) is approximately 120 cm in height and 49 cm in width.
This is because there is a fixed horizontal bar made of stainless steel with a
width of 7.6 cm. In other words, the freezer is much smaller than Lucy's body,
and it would be impossible to put Lucy's corpse, which is undergoing rigor
mortis, into it. In the end, it quickly became clear that the court's findings
were incorrect.!
As mentioned above, if it is necessary to conceal the installation location of
the N System equipment when disclosing the N System records, it is
sufficient to just disclose the location ՞ Ward, ՞ Town （e.g. Akasaka,
Minato-ku） of the N System equipment without disclosing the street address
etc.!

3. When the DNA and fingerprint detection report on Lucy's signed letter
(postmarked July 18) sent to the Azabu Police Chief on July 20, 2000 is
disclosed, it will be possible that the crime was committed by a third party
other than the claimant. Something is proven.!

!
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� ֈ� Photo 1: The same type as the tent nylon pole bag that was buried with Lucy’s body
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! ")!

that the investigators purchased. Although the color is dark “blue”, it is 
falsely labeled as “green” because the product purchased by the claimant 
is “green”!

     Photo 2: Dark blue tent nylon bags buried with Lucy's body in the cave. Page 1322!
! ։! +,-$-2&#H,9!&%H-&$!H&%H#&%/!#1/!H,-$-2&#H,%/!69!<44'3%&!D-.,'90G'!S#G%/#!-4!$,%!

X'&.$!T18%.$'2#$'-1!['8'.'-1!-4!$,%!"%$&-H-('$#1!+-('3%![%H#&$E%1$!/#$%/!"#&3,!CFB!
C))*B!H#2%.!*JW=!$-!*JQW!

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 5!.%$!-4!$,%!.#E%!$9H%B!$9H%B!#1/!3-(-&!#.!$,%!/#&G!6(0%!$%1$!$,#$!\#.!60&'%/!\'$,!
:039;.!6-/9B!#1/!\#.!H0&3,#.%/!69!$,%!'18%.$'2#$-&.@!?'13%!$,%!$%1$!$,%!3(#'E#1$!
purchased was green, it can be seen that the tent was falsely described as “green” 
%8%1!$,-02,!'$!\#.!/#&G!6(0%@!

! ֊! :@:@!O%#1;.!$\-]H%&.-1!$%1$!3#$#(-2B!H#2%!*JC*!
The color of the tent buried with Lucy’s body is not the green color purchased by 
$,%!3(#'E#1$B!60$!#!.$-1%!6(0%!>/#&G!6(0%A@!

! ֋! :@:@!O%#1;.!$\-]H%&.-1!$%1$!3#$#(-2B!H#2%!*JC*!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! S,%!$%1$!$,#$!$,%!3(#'E#1$!#3$0#((9!H0&3,#.%/!\#.!2&%%1B!60$!$,%!-1%!60&'%/!\'$,!

:039;.!6-/9!\#.!6(0%B!.-!$,%!'18%.$'2#$-&.!0.%/!#!3-(-&!3-H9!E#3,'1%!$-!3,#12%!$,%!
3-(-&!-4!$,%!$%1$!'1!$,%!3#$#(-2!4&-E!2&%%1!$-!6(0%@!S,%9!$0&1%/!'$!6(0%!#1/!.06E'$$%/!
'$!$-!$,%!3-0&$!#.!%8'/%13%@!

! ֌! :@:@!O%#1;.!-&'2'1#(!$%1$!3#$#(-2!-6$#'1%/!69!$,%!/%4%1.%!#$$-&1%9!4&-E!:@:@!O%#1!
! ֍! 5!$%1$!-4!$,%!.#E%!G'1/B! $9H%B!#1/!3-(-&!#.!$,%! $\-]H%&.-1!$%1$!$,#$!$,%!3(#'E#1$!

H0&3,#.%/!#$!$,%!:@:@!O%#1!?,'1^0G0!.$-&%!-1!R0(9!=B!C)))@!
! ! ! ! ! S,%!3-(-&!'.!2&%%1@!
֎! Y8'/%13%!5!JCW!.06E'$$%/!$-!$,%!3-0&$!69!$,%!H&-.%30$-&M!?$#$%E%1$!-4!:@:@!O%#1!

?,'1^0G0!.$-&%!E#1#2%&!5G'&#!P-1E#!/#$%/!"#&3,!CLB!C))*B!H#2%.!*J*W!$-!*JC=!
! ֏! 7-EH(#'1$!/#$%/!V-8%E6%&!CIB!C))L!

T1! C))LB! '$! ,#/! 1-$! 9%$! 6%%1! /'.3-8%&%/! $,#$! $,%! '18%.$'2#$'12! H#&$9! ,#/!
E#1'H0(#$%/!#!3-(-&!3-H9!E#3,'1%!$-!3,#12%!$,%!3-(-&!-4!$,%!2&%%1!$%1$!'1!$,%!3#$#(-2!
$-!6(0%B!.-!$,%!3&'E%!-4!3&%#$'12!#!4#(.%!-44'3'#(!/-30E%1$!>+%1#(!7-/%!*FWA!\#.!4'(%/@!
5&$'3(%A@!

! !֐ S-G9-!['.$&'3$!+06('3!+&-.%30$-&.!<44'3%!?H%3'#(!T18%.$'2#$'-1![%H#&$E%1$!V-@!**)W!
/#$%/![%3%E6%&!*B!C))L!
S,'.! '.! $,%! S-G9-! ['.$&'3$! +06('3! +&-.%30$-&.! <44'3%;.! ?H%3'#(! T18%.$'2#$'-1!

[%H#&$E%1$;.!&%.H-1.%!$-!$,%!'1/'3$E%1$@!S,%!?H%3'#(!T18%.$'2#$'-1![%H#&$E%1$!-4!
$,%!S-G9-!['.$&'3$!+06('3!+&-.%30$-&.!<44'3%!#3G1-\(%/2%/!$,%!/'44%&%13%!6%$\%%1!
$,%!2&%%1!#1/!6(0%!3-(-&.!-4!$,%!$%1$.B!60$!'$!H(#3%/!$,%!6(#E%!-1!5G'&#!P-EE#B!$,%!
H%&.-1! \,-! E#/%! $,%! .$#$%E%1$@! 51/! $,%9! .#'/B! __T$! '.! 1-$! 3(%#&! \,%$,%&! $,%!
/%4%1/#1$!\#.!^0.$!$,%!H&-.%30$-&!\,-!H&%H#&%/!$,%!-H%1'12!.$#$%E%1$B!-&!\,%$,%&!
,%!3-((#6-&#$%/!\'$,!$,%!H&-.%30$-&!\,-!.06E'$$%/!'$!$-!$,%!3-0&$@;;!

! ֑ ! X#3$0#(! %ZH%&'E%1$! 1-$#&'U%/! 3%&$'4'3#$%! V-@! **L! -4! C)*)! &%2#&/'12! 3-(-&! 3-H9!
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! "*!

H&'1$'12!/#$%/!5H&'(!CQB!C)*)!
! ! ! ! ! T$!,#.!6%%1!H&-8%1!$,#$!$,%!3-(-&!-4!$,%!:@:@!O%#1!$%1$!3#$#(-2!\#.!3,#12%/!4&-E!

2&%%1!$-!6(0%!69!$,%!'18%.$'2#$-&!0.'12!#!3-(-&!3-H9!E#3,'1%@! !
! ֒! 5!2&%%1!:@:@!O%#1!$%1$!-4!$,%!.#E%!G'1/B!$9H%B!#1/!3-(-&!#.!$,%!-1%!H0&3,#.%/!69!$,%!

3(#'E#1$!-1!R0(9!=B!C)))B!#1/!#!6(0%!:@:@!O%#1!$%1$!-4!$,%!.#E%!$9H%!#1/!$9H%!$,#$!
\#.!60&'%/!\'$,!:039;.!6-/9!
<1!R0(9!LB!C)))B!$,%!3(#'E#1$!H0&3,#.%/!#1!:@:@!O%#1!$\-]H%&.-1!$%1$!4-&!3#EH'12!
\,'(%!E#G'12!#!2&#8%!4-&!,'.!6%(-8%/!/-2!#$!$,%!3(#'E#1$;.!8'((#B!TU0!YE%&#(/!S-\1@! !

"#$%&'#(!)W／7(#'E#1$;.!1-$%6--G!R0(9!FB!*IIIB!H#2%!*QCL!
! ! ! ! ! S,'.! 1-$%6--G! \#.! 3-14'.3#$%/! 69! $,%! '18%.$'2#$'12! H#&$9B! #1/! $,%! 3(#'E#1$!

&%`0%.$%/!'$.!/'.3(-.0&%B!#1/!$,%!H&-.%30$-&!/'.3(-.%/!'$@!
"#$%&'#(!)Q／a@?@!b0%.$!['#21-.'.!T13@!/-30E%1$.!
"#$%&'#(!)I／K'1.,-!D#G0&'>7('1'3#(!+,#&E#3-(-29A!c-(0E%!IB!V-@!J!>*IWQBAB!HH@!CF*]CLFB!

?,'1.,0!a1'8%&.'$9!P-.H'$#(!7('1'3#(!S&'#(!7%1$%&!
"#$%&'#(!*)／<3$-6%&!*FB!C)))!>?01/#9A!?H-&$.!V'HH-1!#&$'3(%!
! ! ! ! ! S,%! 3(#'E#1$! \#.! #&&%.$%/! 6%3#0.%! X0E'G-! 56%B! $,%! E#1#2%&! -4! O(0%! ?%#!

560&#$.06-!#H#&$E%1$.B!#1/!,%&!3-EE-1](#\!,0.6#1/B!S%$.0-!P'&-G#\#B!E#/%!
false statements to the police and media, such as “the claimant was walking around 
with a shovel late at night.” T$! \#.! &%H-&$%/! $,#$! -1! <3$-6%&! *=B! C)))B! $,%!
"%$&-H-('$#1! +-('3%! [%H#&$E%1$! E-6'('U%/! E-&%! $,#1! J)! 4-&%1.'3.! /%H#&$E%1$!
E%E6%&.!#1/!$\-!H-('3%!/-2.!$-!3-1/03$!#!$,-&-02,!.%#&3,B!/'22'12!\'$,!.,-8%(.!
#1/!.%#&3,!.$'3G.@!P-\%8%&B!1-$,'12!\#.!4-01/!'1!$,'.!.%#&3,B!60$!$,%!6-/9!-4!:039!
O(#3GE#1!\#.!/'.3-8%&%/!'1!$,%!.#E%!3#8%!$,%!4-((-\'12!9%#&@!

!
!
!
A Ikichi Yano( Former Chief Judge) “The Zaitagawa Dark Trial”!
B “Thinking about prosecutorial ethics: Trends in international ethical regulations and 

the current situation in Japan”!
 !
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! #+!

(Request form for invocation of ex officio authority)!
!
(Lucy case)!
"#$%&'#(! **／ S,%! "%$&-H-('$#1! +-('3%! [%H#&$E%1$! "#11%`0'1! YZH-&$! YZH%&'E%1$!

T18%.$'2#$'-1!K%H-&$!
! օ! R01%!LB!C))W!$,%!"%$&-H-('$#1!+-('3%![%H#&$E%1$!"#11%`0'1!S&#1.H-&$!YZH%&'E%1$!

T18%.$'2#$'-1!K%H-&$!
! ֆ ! 5020.$! JB! C))W! $,%! "%$&-H-('$#1! +-('3%! [%H#&$E%1$! "#11%`0'1! S&#1.H-&$!

YZH%&'E%1$!T18%.$'2#$'-1!K%H-&$!
"#$%&'#(! *C／S,%! "%$&-H-('$#1! +-('3%! [%H#&$E%1$! E#11%`0'1! &%E-8#(! %ZH%&'E%1$!

'18%.$'2#$'-1!&%H-&$!'.!4#(.%!
! օ! a&%$,#1%!E#11%`0'1!>F!G2A!$,#$!$,%!"%$&-H-('$#1!+-('3%![%H#&$E%1$!4#(.%(9!0.%/!#.!

LF!G2!>:039;.!\%'2,$A!'1!$,%!E#11%`0'1!&%E-8#(!%ZH%&'E%1$!&%H-&$!
! ֆ! V-$#&'U%/!4#3$0#(!$%.$!3%&$'4'3#$%B!V-@!=)Q!-4!C))IB!/#$%/!V-8%E6%&!IB!C))I!
! ! ! ! ! ! S,'.!'.!#!1-$#&'U%/!3%&$'4'3#$%!&%2#&/'12!#! 4#3$0#(!%ZH%&'E%1$!3-1/03$%/!0.'12!#!

.'('3-1%!E#11%`0'1!\'$,!#!,%'2,$!-4!*W)!3E!#1/!#!\%'2,$!-4!W)!G2B!\,'3,!'.!3(-.%!$-!
:039;.!,%'2,$!#1/!\%'2,$@!

"#$%&'#(!*J／?0H&%E%!7-0&$!S,'&/!+%$$9!O%13,!&%E#1/!^0/2E%1$!/#$%/!5H&'(!CWB!C)*)!
>V!.9.$%E!/%.3&'H$'-1!H#2%A!

"#$%&'#(!*=／7(#'E#1$;.!1-$%6--G!R0(9!FB!C)))!/'.3(-.%/!69!H&-.%30$-&.!
"#$%&'#(!*F／7(#'E#1$;.!1-$%6--G!R0(9!LB!C)))!/'.3(-.%/!69!H&-.%30$-&.!
"#$%&'#(!*L／+(#1!-4!$,%!H#&G'12!(-$!#$![%1%13,-40;.!,-0.%B!H,-$-!-4!$,%!$'(%/!H#&G'12!(-$B!

#3$0#(!'1$%&1#(!.H#3%!-4!$,%!4&%%U%&!#$![%1%13,-40;.!,-0.%!
"#$%&'#(!*W／K%`0%.$!4-&!%8'/%13%!/'.3(-.0&%!69!/%4%1.%!#$$-&1%9!"'$.0,#&0!N#G#E#$.0!

/#$%/!5H&'(!IB!C)C*!
!
!
!
!
!
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