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Considering Articles II, paragraph 5, and VII of the Statute of the Tribunal;

Having examined the written submissions and decided not to order hearings, which neither party has applied for;

The present dispute being about an increase of 1 per cent in staff members' contributions to the Organisation's
pension scheme, the parties' claims are as follows:

The complainant:

1. To quash the impugned decision;

2. to refund sums wrongfully withheld to cover the increase as from 1 January 1992 plus interest at 4 per cent;

3. to award the complainant 4,000 German marks in costs.

The defendant:

1. To disregard on grounds of breach of Article 111 of the Service Regulations the "reasoned opinion" in the
internal Appeals Committee's report of 11 August 1993, including the references therein to the collective appeal
filed by Mr. Steven Derek Cook;

2. to examine the Organisation's objections to receivability;

3. to dismiss the complaint as devoid of merit.



Considering that the facts of the case and the pleadings may be summed up as follows:

A. Following several actuarial studies on the total rate of contribution to the EPO's pension scheme the
Organisation's Administrative Council decided on 12 September 1991 to bring in, as from 1 January 1992, a special
contribution in the amount of 1 per cent of basic salary. This contribution from the staff was to be added to the
contributions set in Article 41(1) of the Pension Scheme Regulations of the European Patent Office, the secretariat
of the Organisation. The staff got notice of the Council's decision from communiqué No. 188, which the President
of the Office issued on 17 September 1991. On 30 March 1992 the complainant lodged an appeal against his pay
slip for January 1992. On 15 October 1993 the Director of Staff Policy told him that the President had rejected his
appeal.

B. The complainant submits that the imposition of the special contribution entails double payment. He alleges
breach of his acquired right to the rate of contribution, 7 per cent, set in Article 41.1 of the Pension Scheme
Regulations. The Organisation was required to explain to the staff the reasons for a change it chose to make
unilaterally, but it gave no explanation. He challenges the methods and parameters of the actuarial studies and says
that the studies failed to show that the rate of contribution in 41(1) was too low. So the impugned decision is tainted
with misuse of authority. It is also unlawful and arbitrary inasmuch as neither the Service Regulations nor the
Pension Scheme Regulations provide for the imposition of a special contribution. What is more, the Organisation
put up the rate without making the changes the increase entailed, thereby disrupting the terms of the complainant's
contract. Lastly, the EPO was in gross breach of the duty of care it owed him by favouring a measure that is to his
detriment and was unnecessary.

C. In its reply the EPO contends that the actuarial studies show that the total rate of contribution to the pension
scheme was too low. It maintains that the method followed and the instruments used in setting the new rate were
sensibly chosen. No staff member has an acquired right to any particular rate of contribution. There was neither
misuse of authority nor breach of the Organisation's duty of care.

D. In his rejoinder the complainant presses his pleas about misuse of authority and the unlawfulness of the
impugned decision.

E. In its surrejoinder the EPO restates its position.

CONSIDERATIONS:

1. The complainant, a grade A3 employee of the European Patent Office, seeks the quashing of a final decision of
15 October 1993 rejecting his appeal against the withholding from his pay as from 1 January 1992 of a special
contribution of 1 per cent to supplement the pension Reserve Fund in pursuance of a decision the Administrative
Council took on 12 September 1991 (document CA/D 11/91).

The background of the dispute

2. According to the evidence on file the EPO set up an independent pension scheme under the Pension Scheme
Regulations, to be funded from the Organisation's budget. Pensions were linked to the amount of the last salary
payment and subject to automatic adjustment. Each year of service gives rise to a pension entitlement equivalent to
2 per cent of the final salary payment, up to a maximum of 70 per cent. The budget is financed in the first instance
out of the Organisation's own resources, which come from fees levied for the grant of patents and include amounts
transferred to it from the fees levied by member States. But the Organisation's solvency is covered in all
circumstances by the guarantee which member States provide for the pension scheme under Article 40 of the
Pension Regulations.

3. Though the scheme was originally fully funded from the EPO's budget, the Organisation's Administrative
Council decided in 1983 to set up a Reserve Fund to guarantee the funding of pensions in the long term by means
of joint provident contributions both from the Organisation and from its staff. A basic agreement which was with
the staff, and which is reflected in the regulations, provides that the financial burden is to be shared, the staff
contributing one third and the Organisation two thirds. One point worth recalling in this context is that before the
decision at issue in this case contributions were set at 21 per cent of base salary, of which the Organisation paid 14
per cent in the form of a budget allocation and the staff the remaining 7 in the form of monthly deductions from
pay.



4. The establishment and management of the Fund have given rise in the past to studies drawing comparison with
national pension schemes and schemes in other representative international organisations, and it is not in dispute
that the establishment and management of the Fund are by and large in line with general practice. Each of the
studies that was carried out over the years, first by Heubeck Consultants and later by Watson and Sons,
incorporated expert actuarial forecasts. The findings of the studies did vary according to method, but the variations
fell within a fairly narrow range when compared to the standards applied in the other schemes that were
considered.

5. To gain a clearer picture of the outlook for the pension scheme, and following a warning from Watson and Sons,
the Administrative Council approved in 1990 a proposal from the President of the Office for commissioning a
working party made up of experts from inside and outside the EPO and of staff representatives to carry out a broad
review of the scheme. The findings are summed up in document CA/43/91 of 19 July 1991. After a thorough
inquiry into the situation the working party reported that apart from an accumulated and undischarged deficit the
financial health of the pension scheme was basically sound; but the reappraisal of actuarial figures and the Fund's
rate of return argued in favour of a rise in the total contribution from 21 to 24 per cent and a consequent rise in the
staff's contribution from 7 to 8 per cent. The working party's report also contained draft regulations intended to
confer greater autonomy on the Fund, which had till then been treated as a distinct category of EPO assets, but the
draft did not go through.

6. The report stated that the staff representatives were against raising the employees' contribution. The working
party expressed its conclusions in terms that betray some misgivings as to whether a rise in the staff's contribution
was automatic if the rise in the total contribution to the Fund went through. Although a rise in the Organisation's
own contribution seemed unavoidable the working party suggested treating the rise in the staff's contribution as
"additional and exceptional".

7. The views of the Central Staff Committee on the report of the working party were set out in document CA/65/91
of 23 August 1991. The document makes two criticisms of the actuarial methods followed by the working party.
One is that the "projected unit credit" method it adopted takes into account a forecast of future trends in pay levels,
whereas the method previously applied took into account existing levels. The other criticism is that in taking the
figure of 2.5 per cent the working party underestimated the Reserve Fund's rate of return, i.e. the investment yield
corrected for inflation and pay rises. According to the document - and the point seems to be at the centre of the
Staff Committee's thinking - the EPO's purpose in following those methods was to make its own position more
secure and so counter the "budgetary" nature of the scheme by means of a corresponding reduction in the extent of
the guarantee that member States were liable for. So in the Staff Committee's view there was no need for the staff,
by accepting a rise in their own contribution, to help in funding any such exercise of budget consolidation.

8. In conclusion the staff offered the gradual introduction of an "additional and exceptional contribution of up to
0.5% of base salary until 1996" provided that the EPO raised its own contribution to at least 2.5 per cent of base
salary and that a further 2 per cent of the yearly fees paid back to the Organisation by its member States were
allotted to the Fund.

9. After preparatory discussion in the Budget and Finance Committee on 9 and 10 September 1991 (document
CA/F PV 43) the Administrative Council examined the report of the working party at its session of 11 and 12
September (document CA/PV 41). The President of the Office then put forward the two points of view. One was
that a rise of total contributions to 24 per cent would suffice to guarantee pension benefits, even in the long term.
The other was that the cost of the increase should be shared in a proportion of two to one, the Organisation to pay
two thirds and the staff one third. The minutes show that the decision on the matter was complicated by the view of
several delegations that a further rise in the total contribution, to 27 per cent, would soon prove necessary and that
the Organisation would have to bear the full burden on its own. In the end the decision to raise the total
contribution to 24 per cent and to levy a further 1 per cent on pay was approved unanimously. It was issued on 12
September 1991 in document CA/D 11/91. By a majority vote the Council also decided to raise the endowment of
the Fund to 27 per cent as from 1 January 1994 and consequently to raise the Organisation's contribution from 16
to 19 per cent. That decision bears the reference CA/D 12/91.

10. On 17 September 1991 the President of the Office issued a communiqué, No. 188, to inform the staff of the
decisions. The communiqué is highly critical of the Council. It announces increases in the total contribution to 24
per cent and in the staff's share from 7 to 8 per cent, both as from 1 January 1992. It announces the decision,



subject to confirmation late in 1993, to raise the total contribution to 27 per cent as from 1 January 1994, on the
understanding that, should that go through, the increase would be financed entirely out of the Organisation's budget,
its share to rise from 16 to 19 per cent. The President said that in this he had managed for the time being to remove
the "sword of Damocles" hanging over the staff's heads.

11. After taking the measure that is at issue in this case the President of the Office consulted an Actuarial Advisory
Group made up of three independent actuaries. Their terms of reference were to see how the pension scheme should
balance the books. The EPO explains that the group's report, first submitted in July 1993 and issued in final form in
October of that year, was based on the position at the end of 1992. In the Organisation's submission it confirmed
the working assumptions that underlay the measure the complainant is objecting to. In answer to a question the
Tribunal put to it the EPO stated that in the light of the group's report the Council had replaced decision CA/D
12/91 with a new one, CA/D 17/93 of 9 December 1993; it thereby extended the disputed arrangements by three
years as from 1 January 1994, and kept the total contribution at 24 per cent, the Organisation paying 16 per cent
and the staff 8.

The internal appeals

12. The publication of communiqué No. 188 prompted the filing of a host of appeals with the Administration in
December 1991 and January 1992. By a note of 6 March 1992 the appellants learned that their appeals would be
treated as a collective one and were being referred to the internal Appeals Committee for an opinion. The appeal
led to a parallel complaint on which the Tribunal also rules on this day in Judgment 1393 (in re Cook No. 2).

13. The present complainant, Mr. Raths, appealed on 30 March 1992 against the first of his pay slips - the one
forJanuary 1992 - to show the increase in his pension contribution from 7 to 8 per cent. In reply the President said
that after the initial study he was not inclined to allow the appeal and had therefore forwarded it to the Appeals
Committee to be joined to the collective appeal.

14. The Appeals Committee reported on 11 August 1993. It held all the appeals, including the complainant's, to be
sound and recommended that the President should refund the contributions wrongfully levied and put new
proposals to the Administrative Council. The Committee's reasoning was (1) that analysis of the preparatory work
on the measure at issue would have made plain the EPO's failure to show the need for any rise in the Fund's
financing in view of the safety margins afforded both by the contributions and by the rate of return on the Reserve
Fund; (2) that the Organisation was therefore guilty of "misuse of authority" insofar as it used its prerogatives for
purposes unrelated to the aims of the Pension Scheme Regulations (see paragraphs 27, 28 and 29 and, on burden of
proof, 31 of the Committee's report). The Committee levelled criticism mainly at the Administrative Council's
decision on the second increase in contributions, namely the one from 24 to 27 per cent as from 1 January 1994.
The Committee held that there was no explanation of the reasons for that decision and that there was no forecast in
the working party's report (paragraph 29(c) and (d)).

15. On 15 October 1993 the Director of Staff Policy informed the complainant of the final rejection of his appeal.
That communication dealt only with the first increase in contributions and it concluded:

"Although, as was the case during the internal appeal, certain parameters on which the actuarial experts relied may
prove controversial, it should be stated that there was no obvious mistake in the experts' study".

The complaint and the pleas put to the Tribunal

16. The complainant has submitted to the Tribunal a set of pleas which he has developed in the course of the
internal appeal proceedings, and in his submissions on his present case. At this, the latest stage in the proceedings,
he has adopted most of the Appeal Committee's reasoning and his arguments come under two heads:

(a) Formal flaws. The EPO failed to comply with the requirements of Article 41 of the Pension Scheme
Regulations because it introduced an "exceptional" deduction which is not provided for by 41(1). It altered the
arrangements for financing the Fund as a result of political compromise in the Council and without first making an
actuarial study as required by 41(3).

(b) Substantive flaws. The EPO acted ultra vires and committed misuse of authority because of the Council's choice
of method for the purpose of reckoning foreseeable costs to the scheme. It made a needless increase in the
employees' contribution. It reformed essential features of the scheme to the detriment of the staff's acquired rights



by altering the relationship between its own payments, the staff contributions and the member States' guarantee by
increasing the staff's contribution. Lastly, it was in breach of the "duty of care" it owed its staff and of the "rule of
optimisation" that that duty implied.

17. The EPO raises two preliminary objections. The first concerns the report of the Appeals Committee, which it
says is fundamentally flawed in that all its members, as being themselves EPO employees, shared the staff's
interests and therefore could not be "completely independent in the execution of their task", as Article 111 of the
Service Regulations requires. What is more, says the EPO, one member of the Committee served as an expert on
the working party whose report led to the disputed changes. The EPO therefore asks the Tribunal to strike out the
Committee's report and disregard it in ruling on the case.

18. The Organisation's second objection to receivability is that when the complainant filed his internal appeal he
was acting as chairman of the staff union. The Organisation does not question receivability insofar as Mr. Raths
was acting as an employee but asks the Tribunal to record its reservations so as to remove any doubt there may be
about the true nature of his suit.

19. As for the merits the EPO relates at length the background to the impugned decision. It points out that at every
stage, particularly in the discussions of the working party, the actuarial studies were the main determinant and that
that was in line with what Article 41(3) of the Pension Regulations required. As for the "projected unit credit"
method, which the experts adopted, it was especially well suited to the EPO because its employees get permanent
appointments, there are prescribed career patterns, the turnover of staff is low, and the last salary is the figure that
counts for the purpose of reckoning the pension.

20. The EPO rejects the complainant's pleas about breach of the staff's acquired rights and of its duty of care. On
the issue of acquired rights it submits that the figure of the staff contribution is bound to be variable since it
depends on unforeseeable trends in such factors as the economic climate, salary scales and the actual rate of return
on the Reserve Fund. As to its duty of care the EPO submits that the prime service it has rendered and continues to
render its staff is that in everyone's interest it keeps the pension scheme running properly; that indeed was the
whole point of the measure the complainant is challenging.

The Organisation's preliminary objections

21. The EPO's plea that the internal Appeals Committee was not independent cannot be sustained. Because of the
function the Service Regulations confer on it the Committee is bound to take a stand on many an issue that affects
or may later affect its own members as EPO employees. That is true of any court of administrative law, which may
have to make rulings that affect its own members as individual citizens. The universal experience of the judiciary is
that the duty of independence may be fully respected even in such circumstances. Article 111 of the Service
Regulations is therefore to be construed as applying to circumstances that are particularly likely to threaten the
independence of a member of the Appeals Committee: the article does not apply to its status as an institution.

22. There is another point worth making. The EPO does not lack means of safeguarding and defending the
Committee's independence. After all, the Committee is a joint body and the Organisation therefore has under
Article 110 of the Service Regulations the right and the freedom to appoint its chairman and two of its members
with regard to the duty of independence. There is a further safeguard in the President's right to reject any
recommendation by the Committee that he feels its members made in breach of that duty. In that event it would be
for the Tribunal, which is outside the Organisation, to review the case.

23. One of the Committee's members contributed as an expert to the report that prompted the decision under
challenge. The Tribunal agrees with the defendant that such accumulation of functions is at odds with the duty of
independence laid down in Article 111. The point is one that the Organisation should have made in internal appeals
proceedings, or the Committee itself or its chairman might have raised the objection proprio motu. But since the
procedural defect had no appreciable influence on the Committee's views, the Tribunal holds that there are no
grounds for treating the report as invalid.

24. Lastly, the Tribunal upholds the EPO's objection as to the capacity in which Mr. Raths said he was filing his
internal appeal. The appeal procedure set forth in the Service Regulations is, to quote Article 106, an individual
appeals system. Such too is the basic feature of the system of appeal embodied in Article II of the Statute of the
Tribunal, though it is subject to the provision in Article VII(2) setting a special time limit for appeal against any



decision affecting a "class of officials", which runs from the date of issue. So it is only by virtue of an individual
contract of employment with the Organisation that someone may lodge a complaint and the complainant may not
alter the nature of the suit by declaring when he files the complaint that he is doing so as a staff union
representative.

The merits

General considerations

25. The provisions of the Pension Scheme Regulations that are material to this case were drafted at a time when the
Organisation was an applicant for membership of the "Co-ordinated Organisations" referred to in Article 1 of those
Regulations. The provisions have not since been amended and they read as follows:

Article 40

"(1) Benefits paid under this pension scheme shall be charged to the budgets of the Organisation responsible for the
assessment of these benefits ...

(2) The Member States of the Organisation jointly guarantee the payment of these benefits.

...

Article 41

(1) The employees' contribution to this pension scheme shall be 7% of their salary and shall be deducted monthly.

...

(3) Should the Councils of the Co-ordinated Organisations ... deem it necessary to have an evaluation of the cost of
the pension scheme made by one or more actuaries and should this show the employees' contributions to be
insufficient to cover one third of the financing of the benefits payable under these Regulations, the said Councils
shall decide what changes, if any, are to be made in the rates of contribution."

26. It is the Administrative Council's decision No. CA/D 11/91 of 12 September 1991 that has given rise to this
dispute. It came into effect on 1 January 1992 and reads as follows:

"1. In addition to the contributions of employees laid down in Article 41, paragraph 1 of the Pension Scheme
Regulations of the European Patent Office in order to finance the pension scheme of the European Patent
Organisation, a further amount of 1% of basic salary (Article 1401 of the budget) shall be retained each month by
way of special contribution.

2. This special contribution shall be regarded as a contribution within the meaning of Article 41, paragraph 1 of the
Pension Scheme Regulations of the European Patent Office."

27. Also on 12 September 1991 the Council took another decision, CA/D 12/91. It too, in the absence of any
indication to the contrary, came into force on 1 January 1992 and it reads:

"1. There shall be allocated to the Pension Reserve Fund payments under the budget of the European Patent
Organisation equivalent to 16% from 1 January 1992 and 19% from 1 January 1994 of the amount allowed for in
the budget for basic salaries (Article 3000 of the budget), plus employees' ordinary and special contributions to the
pension scheme at the overall rate of 8% of basic salaries (Article 1401 of the budget), after deduction of pensions
actually paid (Article 3010 of the budget).

2. Two years after this decision enters into force, the payments referred to in paragraph 1 shall be reviewed having
regard to the balance of the pension scheme."

28. Those provisions are not only poorly drafted but also poorly coordinated. They are to be construed as follows.
Since they were all approved by the Administrative Council they are to be treated as having the same force in law
as the provisions of the Pension Scheme Regulations the Council adopted in 1977. The "special" contribution



which was introduced in 1991 has, on account of the reference to Article 41 of the Regulations, the same force in
law as the ordinary contribution and combines therewith to raise the contribution to 8 per cent.

29. The question of the proportion of the employees' contribution to the Organisation's remains unclear.
Comparison of the figures mentioned in the two decisions suggests that the proportion is not to vary, the ratio at the
material time being 8 to 16 per cent, making a total equivalent to 24 per cent of the staff's salary earnings. Yet
Article 41(3) states that the purpose of the employees' contribution is to fund one third "of the benefits payable
under these Regulations". That is a criterion distinct from the splitting of the total rate of contribution in set
proportions between Organisation and staff. The Tribunal will base its ruling on the latter criterion, which in
practice the Organisation has been applying for many years and which the President of the Office expressly
commended to the Council.

The formal objections

30. As was said above, the complainant objects to the EPO's describing the disputed contribution as "special" on
the grounds that the Regulations make no mention of any such category: Article 41 refers only to the regular
contribution, which is subject to revision according to the procedure laid down in paragraph 3 of that article. But
the plea is unsound. Regrettable though it may be that the method followed to achieve the purpose of decision
CA/D 11/91 threatened the consistency of the Regulations, the fact remains that the second paragraph of the
decision expressly assimilates the so-called "special" contribution to the regular contribution defined in the first.

31. Secondly, the complainant charges the EPO with failing to meet the requirement in 41(3) of carrying out an
actuarial study before altering the rate of contribution. Like the Appeals Committee, the complainant takes the view
that despite the report from the working party the Council let itself be swayed in the end by political expediency.

32. The parties' submissions show, however, that the complainant has come to acknowledge that the working
party's report includes actuarial calculations that are at the centre of its comprehensive review and that fully satisfy
the requirements in 41(3). That too is the view of the Tribunal, should there still be any disagreement on the issue.

33. The Tribunal observes that, unlike the first increase, from 21 to 24 per cent, which the working party
recommended despite certain misgivings, the second one, from 24 to 27 per cent, scheduled for 1 January 1994 was
not considered by the working party. The question therefore arises whether the second increase complies with
41(3). But there is no need to rule on that issue in the context of the present dispute, which is only about the
increase in the employees' contribution from 7 to 8 per cent due to the rise in the total rate of contribution from 21
to 24 per cent. Besides, according to decision CA/D 12/91 the EPO itself is to finance the second increase entirely
so that it will not affect the staff. The Tribunal further observes that in the light of the measures the Council
adopted towards the end of 1993, decision CA/D 12/91 is no longer material.

The substantive objections

34. The Tribunal rejects the complainant's plea that the EPO acted in breach of an "acquired right" by raising his
contribution from 7 to 8 per cent on the grounds that the rise meant a corresponding drop in his take-home pay.
The amount at issue is small: a mere 93.61 German marks a month in the complainant's case. But, quite apart from
that, all that need be said is that whereas his right to a pension is no doubt inviolable, a pension contribution is by
its very nature subject to variation as the Organisation rightly points out. Far from infringing any acquired right a
rise in contribution that is warranted for sound actuarial reasons - an issue the Tribunal reverts to below - actually
affords the best safeguard against the threat that lack of foresight may pose to the future value of pension benefits.

35. The Tribunal also dismisses the plea about "misuse of authority" that the complainant has taken from the
Appeals Committee's report. There will be misuse of authority where the Administration exercises it for some
purpose other than those prescribed by law or, to put it more broadly, those that the general interest requires. A
staff member who pleads misuse of authority, and the tribunal that allows the plea, must be able to identify the
improper purposes for which the authority - in this case it is the authority to set the rate of contribution - has been
exercised. Neither the complainant nor the Appeals Committee has shown what purpose such misuse of authority
would have served. Even supposing the result of the rise in the rate of contribution had been overcapitalisation, the
money was bound to go to the Fund anyway and the benefit to go to the staff, albeit after some lapse of time.

36. The complainant's main plea is about the choice of actuarial method. On that score there is a misconception in



the reasoning of the Appeals Committee - and so of the complainant too - in that it lay on the Administration the
burden of proving the soundness of the method used. Like any public authority, the EPO enjoys a presumption in
its favour - especially when it is taking technical measures and it has done thorough preparatory work - that its
choice of actuarial method is the most suitable and the fairest. The EPO has stated the reasons that prompted its
choice of method, and they were the sort of appointments its staff have, the peculiar features of its pension scheme,
and its financial structure. It is of course open to a staff member under a system of administrative law to challenge
the Organisation's choice, but he must be able to adduce evidence to show why the chosen method, when compared
with others, may suffer from technical flaws that should have disqualified it. A ruling to that effect might
conceivably require advice from experts in the matter.

37. The complainant's passing comments do not suffice to cast any doubt on the correctness of the EPO's choice of
actuarial method. He has merely alleged, but without offering evidence in support, that other methods would have
yielded results more in keeping with the view of some members of the staff who prefer present consumption to
higher contributions towards future pensions and would rather let the EPO's future budgets assume any residual
risks. That impression is strengthened by the parties' lack of enthusiasm for dealing with a deficit that no one
denied and that was due to the former manner of managing the Fund. So it may be asked whether the "healthy"
position of the pension scheme, which everyone treats as axiomatic, does not call for a further corrective dose of
caution.

38. The conclusion from the foregoing is that the complainant's arguments fail to bear out his view that by the
choice of the actuarial method on which the Council based the decision under challenge the EPO went beyond the
bounds of the discretion it lawfully enjoys. There are certainly no grounds for supposing that by applying the
standards of prudence that are inherent to the method it chose the Organisation failed in its duty of "care" towards
its staff: it was actually discharging that duty. Lastly, as to the rule about the "optimisation" of benefits which the
complainant pleads, the Tribunal observes that his whole complaint reflects an attempt to restrict the staff's
contributions and cast the resulting additional burden of funding the pension scheme on the Organisation's budget,
to the detriment of the users of the public service that the EPO provides and of its member States.

39. The various pleas the complainant puts forward in opposition to the increase in the employees' contribution
from 7 to 8 per cent thus appear unfounded, and his complaint must fail.

40. Since the complaint fails, so too do the applications to intervene.

DECISION:

For the above reasons,

The complaint and the applications to intervene are dismissed.

In witness of this judgment Sir William Douglas, President of the Tribunal, Mr. Michel Gentot, Vice-President,
and Mr. Pierre Pescatore, Judge, sign below, as do I, Allan Gardner, Registrar.

Delivered in public in Geneva on 1 February 1995.

(Signed)

William Douglas 
Michel Gentot 
P. Pescatore 
A.B. Gardner
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