
retra it de son d roit d 'obte n i r une pe ns io n . Eu égard a ux con d iti on s attach ées à ce
d r oi t, l a s u spen sion de ce dernier n e porte donc pas attei nte à un d ro it de propriété
protégé par l'article 1°' d u Pro toco l e a dditio nn el .

Il s'e ns u it q ue cette par tie de l a requête es t man ifestement mal fondée et qu'ell e

doit être rej et ée conformé m e nt à l'article 27 par . 2 de l a Convention .

3. En fin, quant au surplus, à savo i r la pr éte nd ue v io l a tion d es art ic l es 7 et 8 d e

la Conve nt ion, la Commission re i ève que le requérant n 'a n icule aucune arg ume nt a-
tio n s usce ptib le d'ét aye r s e s gr i e fs . Dès lors, le res t a nt de la reyuéte do it ètre rejeté
comme ma n ifes te men t mal fondé au sens de l 'arti cle 27 pxr . 2 de la Conve n tio n .

P ar ces mot i fs, la Co mmi ssi o n

DÉCLARE LA REQUÊTB IRRECEVABLE .

(TRANSLA TlON)

THE FACTS

T h e facts of the case as su b mitted by the part i es may be s u mma rised as follows .

T he app lica nt , a French n a tion al born in 1 922, is cur rently u ne m pl oye d a nd
resid es i n P ari s .

He is r e prese n ted i n th e proceedi ngs bzfore the Commiss i on by Mr . J ean a nd
M s . Cori nne Imbac h , l a w ye rs pract isi n g in S tras bou rg .

A fter he had passed the exami na ti on for traince i n spec tors of direct taxes i n
1949 and ha d s ub seq u ent ly been confirmed in the ra nk of inspector by ord er o f
25 Ap ri l 19 51 , th e applicant was ass i gn e d to the offi ce of th e D i recto r of Direct

Ta x a ti on in th e départe men t of M ose ll e . Fo ll ow in g h is transfer to the P aris area o n
I Ju ly 1 952, the applicant occ upi ed su ccessive l y, over a pe riod of several years, th e
pos i s of e x am i ner an d division a l in spec tor in the fo rmer d épartemen t of Seine-et-
Oise and S ei n e .

The ap pl ica nt was promoted to th e rank of ce n tra l in sp ector of taxes by o rde r
o f 29 J un e 1 964 and, after worki n g for some mo n t hs in vx r io us units answerable to

th e D i rectorate o f F iscal Services for Paris-West, th e ap p licant was va n sferred o n

1 Septem be r 1 975, a t h is own re quest, to th e top position i n the Inspecto rate of D irect

Taxes o f Arcueil (V a l -de-Marne), a pos t which he occ u pied u n t il he was susp e nd ed

from h is duties on 19 July 1 978 .
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I t a pp ears th a t a t th e e nd of May 1978, th e admin ist ra t iods a ttention was drawn
to th e pr o fessi on a l rondu ct o f t he app lica nt in the conte xt o f an i nvesti g a t i on by the
customs a utho r i ties of a certain L ., a d irector of com pa ni es a nd pl a nn i ng o ffices in
Pa ri s .

Havi ng bee n as k ed to re port w ithout de l ay to th e office o f the D irector of F i scal
Serv i ces, the appl i ca nt rece i ved from th e l a tt e r , on 5 Jun e 1 978, a lette r o f Ihe
pr ev i ou s 23 May informing him o f t he op e ning of an ad m ini s t rative inqui ry agai ns t
him an d temp ora ri ly re lievi ng h im of h is dutie s, with no l oss o f re mu ner a t ion or
pr omo tio n en ti tle m e nt .

Subseque ntly, the a pp licant was s u s pended from his d u ties by n Minis te r ial
llecree of 1 0 Ju ly 1978 w h i ch look effec t o n 1 3 Jul y 1978, t h e date of notifi ca ti o n
to t h e pe rson con ce rned .

O n 8 S e pt e m be r 1 978, follow in g a complaint lo dged w ith the Public P rosec uto r
at the Paris Regiona l Co u rt (tribunal de grande in st a nce ), a cri min a l i n vesti ga t io n
was op ened in re s pect of the appl ica nt on the ground of accep tance of b ribes by a
c i v i l servant .

Th e applica nt was not charged w ith this o ffe n ce b y th e investigat ing j ud ge unt il
22 September 1978, that is to say fou r m o nths a fter hi s s u sp e ns i o n , and he was
immed i ately renianded in c u study .

The ap plica n t's suspe n sion was termin ated b y a n order of 16 Oc tober 1 978,
havi n g been ren de red "purpose l ess", acco rd i ng to the administration, as n resuit of
h i s iniprisoninent .

The applicant fo un d it necessary to lod ge t wo su ccess ive appea l s with the
Ad mi ni st r ative Co urt o f Par is, the firs t on 74 Ju ly 1978 and the seco nd o n 10 Aug us t
1 978, i n w h ic h he call e d fo r th e ann u l m e nt - un the ground s of ult ra vi res - o f the
decis i o n of 23 M ay 1 978 by the Di rect or of Fi scal Serv ices for Val -de- M a rne a nd
Ihe M i ni ste ri a l Decree of 10 Ju ly 1 978 b y wh ich h e had bee n sus pended from his
Cunct ions . Th e legal b as is for th e mi ni ster i al decision i s An icle 30 of the Order of
4 February 1959 l ayin g dow n the ge nera l co nd it io n s of employm e nt of civil servan ts .
Th is Article lists the d iffer e nt poss i b l e di sci plinary sanc ti on s incl uding, in s ub-
p a rag r aph (j), °dism i ssa l w ith su spz n s i on of pension rig ht s" .

I n s upport of his firs t ap pe al , t he a pp lic ant mai ntain e d i n ter alia th a l ih e dec i -
s io n of the D irecto r of Fiscal Serv i ces for Val -de- M a rn e w as nothing s hort of a
sus pen sio n measu re w hich th at o fficia l h a d no authority t o t ake .

I n suppon of his second a p pe al the appl i can t also claimzd that the Decree of
10 Ju ly 1 978 h ad bern s i g ned by an a uthorit y lacking jurisdiction, in a s much as the
Director Ge n e ral of Taxes h ad no legal au [hor iry, acco rdi ng to the appli cant , to
delegate to th e head of th e p e rso nnc l d iv i s i o n of the Ge ne ral Di recto rate of Taxes ,
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w h o h ad s i g ned the decis i on compla in ed of, a prerogat ive whi ch he did n ot possess
in hi s own rig h t and wh ich he exercised by virtue of a m i n is t e r ia l delegation ot
signature .

F ur t her more, the appl i cant argu ed that the t wo impugned dec i sio ns al so
dese rved to be annu lled b eca use t h ey ma de no reference t o serious misco nd uct
which , un d e r the terms of Artic l e 32 o f the General Cond it ions of Employme n t of

C i vil Se rva nts, was the o n ly possible justifica t ion for a su spensi on m easu re .

Before the Admi ni strative Court, t he adm i nistration s u bm i t ted t h at the appli-
cant's two appeals s hould be reject e d .

It was on t he basis of th e complai nt lodged on 8 September 1 978 by th e
Minister for the Budget, alleg i ng acceptance of br ibes by a civ i l ser va nt , that the
a pplicant was sen tenced by the Paris Regional Co u rt on 22 June 1 979 to a ter m of
i mprisonment of th ree years, w ith 18 mo nth s suspended, a n d to paymen t o f a fine
of 30,000 FF, as w el l as depri vat i o n tbr a per iod of 18 yea rs of the r ight s enumerat ed
i n A rtic l e 42 of the Cr i minal Co de. The applicant d i d not appea l aga i nst thi s
judgmen t .

Following hi s release, th e appli c ant wa s on c e ag a in s u s pended fr om hi s dutie s

by vinu e of an order of 6 August 1979 .

In a note dated 27 August 1979, the central administration had made known
its decision to commence disciplinary proceedings against the applicant .

The disciplinary counci l , or more precisely joi nt admin i strative commS tt ee
No. 2 of the extcmal serv ice of the Genera l Directorate of Taxes, meeti ng as a
discipl i nary bod y, expressed it s opinion o n 30 Oct obe r 1979 . Th is opin i on went

agai ns t th e applicant a nd the pe nalty of dis mi ssal wi th s u spensio n of pen sion right s
was s u bseque ntly imposed on him by a Ministerial Decree of 4 Decemb e r 1979, on
the ground t hat he had bee n gui lty of a der e l iction of du ty for fina n cial gain .

The appl i cant l odged a th i rd a ppeal on 4 February 1 980, th is time against the
decision of 4 December 1979 by which th e M inister fo r the Budge t had ordered his

dismissal wit h suspension o f his pension rig hts . He alleged in particular that th e
d i sci pl inary decis i on in q ues tion was based exelusi vel y on the reasons for a decision
by the cri mi na l court wher eas th e ap pl ican t had a l ways contes(ed the facts found, that

the said decision h ad also fail ed to take into account t h e autonomy of th e d isciplina ry

regu lat ions appl icable to c i vi l servants and of cri minal l aw and that the Min ister had
con tented h imself with merely refe rri n g to the opin ion o f the joint administrative

comm i ttee .

The A d m inistrat i ve Court of Paris hea rd th e t hree appeals a nd, in a dec i sio n
of 20 March 1981, rejected them .
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The ap pli ca nt appeal e d agai n s t th is d ecis i on to th e Con sei l d ' Etat , wh ich o n
22 Decemb e r 1 982 gave a deci sion rej ect in g the appli can t 's a pp ea L T hi s was not ifie d
o n 2 Febr uary 1983 .

F i n a l ly, i n respo n se to a re qu est by th e Commi ss i o n for additional in forma tio n
on qu estio ns of fact , the p art ies prov id ed th e fo llowin g det a i ls :

- the amount s d e ducted fr om th e applicant's salary from the date of his
esta bli sh m e nt in the C i vi l S erv i ce to the d ate of his dismissa l by M i ni s t eri a l Decree
o f 4 Deceniber 1979 to ta l l ed 42 .5 I 2 .47 FF :

- i f the appli ca nt's dismi ssa l h ad not bee n accom pa nied by the s us pension of
hi s pe ns i o n rights, h e wo u ld have been able to lay cla i m , o n th e d a te o f his o ffi c ial
d isest xblis hm en t, to a pen sion for which t h e date of el ig ib i lity wou ld h ave b ee n
d e ferred to his 60th b i rt h day, on 20 August 1982 . In view of his 36 years a nd 25
days of effecti ve ci v i lian a nd mi l itary service, together with an add ition a l two year s
a n d n ine m o nths of act ive se rvice benefit , the a ppl icant would have ob ta i ned a
pen sion eyui v al e n t to 68% of th e s ala ry indicat e d by the gross ind e x of 780 o n t h e
salary scale, correspondin g to the g rade of C entral In spector of Taxes, 9th sl e p .

At 20 A u g u st 1 982, th e pens i on in qu estio n wou ld h ave b een fixed a t 89,604 .96
PF per annum . It wou ld have amo unt ed to 11 4,441 .28 FF pe r anmom sin ce 1 Mar c h
19 87 . H is wife cu r re nil y receives the sum of 4,768 .38 FF per month, wh ich is o ne
hnl f of ( he above-mentioned amo unt :

- th e a m ount of th e mo nth ly pensio n to which the a pplican t woul d h ave been
e nt i t led (ral e o f 50%) a l I S e pte mber 1987 (the fir s t day of th e mont h followin g h is
65th bi rt hday), i f h e had been retroactively a ffili a[ed to t h e gener a l socia l security
sc heme, would have been 3,752 .63 FF .

COMPLAI N TS

The a ppl icant 's compla in[s may be sumtnarised as follows :

The applicant ' s princ i pal allegatinn concerns the violation of Article 6 . but he
alsu alle ge s violations uf Articles 7 and 8 of the Convéntion and Artiele 1 of P roiocol
N o . 1 .

H e co ns id e rs that he was not g i ven a fa ir hea rin g by eith er th e d i sci p l i na r y
a uiho riti es or the ad m i ni st rati ve cou rts, which did no more than ra t ify the d ec i s i o n
taken by th e crimi n a l court, th a t i s to say th e R egio n al Court of Paris, i n imp osi n g
a diseipli n ary sa nctio n . In partic u l ar, t he right s of t h e defence were not safeguarded .

The a pplicant relies on A ni c l es 7 a nd 8 o f the Convent i on an d A rt i cle 1 of
Prutocol No . l , inas m uc h as this case i n volved the s u spen si o n of pe n sion ri g h ts
already ac qui red by the applican t . 'Chi s su spe ns ion of pe n s ion rights ca n be defin ed
as h avi n g the effect of a n ex pro priat ion with out comp e n satio n since it invoives a
de p riva tio n of acqu ired r igh ts w ith no reimbursemen t of pa id contributions .
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To sum up, t h e a pp l ica nt is currently depr ived of a ll m ean s of su ppott . He is
no t receiv ing an y pen s io n . In t he eyes of the Ad m ini s trat ion, th e appli ca nt i s
pr acti cal l y deceased . His wi fe draws 50% of the pension w hich he oug ht to receive
from the Adm i nistra [ion .

TH E LA W

The applicant com pl ai n s o l t h e d ecisio n by wh ich th e Min i ster for th e Budget

orde re d h i s d i s m issa l , with s u s p ensio n o f p e n sio n rig ht s, fro m the post he occupied
w ith i n the tax admi nis t ra t io n , and a l leges i n th i s co nnection a viola tion of Article 6

para . 1 a nd Articles 7 a nd 8 of the Conventio n and of Article 1 of Protocol No . 1 .

I . As regards the com plai n ts based o n Article 6 of the Convention, the a pp l icant

co n siders that he was d en i e d a fair hear i ng by bot h the d i sci p li n ary a utho r ities and

t h e administra ti ve co u rtc which, he claims, confined themse l ves to re l ying on the

re a sons given in th e judg m e m of the c r im i na l court as a b as i s fo r th e d isci pli nary
sanctiun .

B efore the Commissio n , the a p pl icant h as argued ti r st of all that the
disci p l inary proceedings i n th is case constituted an extension of th e crim in a l p rocecd-

fngs, inasmuch as t he acceptance oC bribes by a civi l servant i s a n offence covered
by Articles 117 et seq . oP the Cri minal Code and that hc was b ro ug ht before the

c rimin al coun on those grounds . Consequently, i n the applica nt 's v iew, a case cou ld

indisputably be made out for th e arg u ment that th e c h arges agai n st h im were c r im i na l
i n n al ure .

I n addition, the applicant h as asserted that this was a di sp ute concerning civ i l
r i gh l s a nd ob l ig u tiuns, i nasmuc h as th e decis ion s of the ndm i nist rotive courts whi c h

ruled on h is a p peal were decis ive for h is rig ht to receive a pe nsion, a right w h ic h
h e cons iders to be o f a private nature, goi ng beyond the b ou n d s of a mere benefit,
and thus constituting a c ivil right w ithi n the mea n ing of the above-mentioned pro-
v i s i on of the Co nvention .

I n t he Guvernment'~ view, t he d i s pute i s not covered by Ar ticle 6 o f th e
Co n ve nti o n . On the one hand , it con cerns d isci p linary and a dm in istra t ive proceed-

ings wh ic h i n c id ent al ly gave r ise to a crim i nal prosecution ; on the othe r hand , a
d is pu te co ncernin g ihe dism i ssa l of a civil servant falls om side the scope of the
ab ove-me n tio n ed provision o f t h e Co n venti o n , a nd the suspension o f pe n s i on ri g ht s
is merely intended to abolish a be n cfit granted by the State to its p ubl ic servant s i n

consideration of serv ices re ndc red, w ithout infringi n g a civ i l r ig ht .

On the assumption that Article 6 of the Convention applies to this case, the
question which the Commission has to consider is whether the applicant was given
a fair hearing within the meaning of that provision of the Convention .
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The appl ican t complains essenti a lly th at the r ights of Ih e defen ce were
d is r egarded si nce t he d i scipl i nary san c tion imposed on hi m b y M i nis ter ia l Decree
was based solely and exclusively on the reaso ns give n in th e d ecis i on h a nded down
by th e c ri mi na l co u rt . It is t rue -- as is a pp are nt fro m th e dec i sions of the adm i n-
i s t ra tive courts, in panicu la r the judgme nt of the Co n seil d 'Et a t of 22 D ece mber
1 982 - th at the D ecree b y v irt ue o f w h ic h the Mini ster fo r t h e Budget i m posed o n
the a ppl icant the san ct i o n o f d ismi ssa l with s u sp e ns i o n o f hi s pensio n r ight s is based
o n the fac t tha t th e Par i s R egio n a l C ourt fo und him guilty of accepti ng bri bes i n his
capacity as a c i vil servant and co nv ict ed h i m on those gro unds, thi s bei ng a form
of misconduct which at the discipli nary leve l is defi ned as derelictio n of d uty for
financial ga in .

However, t here i s no thin g i n t h e fi le Io s uggest Iha i the pr oce du ra l gu a r a m ees
set out i n A rti c le 6 o f the Con ven tio n were not respected i n th e crimi n al proceedi ngs .
M oreove r , the appli ca n t does not d i s pute this fac[ befo r e th e Commi ssio n , n or did
he dis put e it in th e dom esti c p roceed i n gs as h e cou l d ha ve don e by lod gi ng an a pp eal
agai nst th e judgmem u f th e Par i s R eg i on a l Cou rt wh ic h had fo u nd h i m gui l ty a n d
convicted him .

The Commiss i o n notes i n t h is regard that ce rta in States - s uch as Fra nce -
recognise the principle o f the °b indin g e ffect of a j u dg m e n t d e l ive red by a crim i n a l
cour t" . Acco rd i ng t o this principle, in a"non-cr i m i na l " d is p u te based on th e same
facts as th e criminal proceedings, the c ivil court must abide by the fi nd i ngs ot ihe
c r imi n al court, w h e n such findings co n~ tiwted the " necessary s u p port" for t h e
l a t ter's decis i on . In ihe present case, therefore, the Co mm iss i on secs n o grounds for
criticism of the fact that the administrative co u rt applied this pr i nc i ple .

The Commission con c l ud es from this that the fact thu t th e administrative courts
based t hemse lves o n t he ex i ste nce of ma ie r ial facts estab li sh ed in t h e cont ext of
u n cont ested c r iminal procee di ngs can no t i n fr i n ge the principle of a fa ir h ea ring as
d e fin ed in A rtic l e 6 p ara . I o f th e Convention . Moreove r , th ere i s no th in g i n the fi le
t o suppor t the contention that the pr inc iple of a fai r heari ng was d i srcgn rded i n the
proceedings before Ihe adm ini sl ra l ive courts .

I t fo llows t h at t he app li cant's comp l a i n ts on t h is po i nt are m anifes t ly i ll-
founded a nd mu st be rejected in accorda nce with Art i cle 27 para . 2 of the Con-
vention .

2 . The applicant also main tai n s that the suspensio n of pe n sion ri g hts can be
defined as liaving the e ffect of an expropr iat ion without com pensati on, in asm uc h as
it i n vo l ves a depri vat i on of acqu i r ed r ig hl s wilh no r eim bursement of paid coniri-
butions . He alleges thai th is deprivatio n amounts to a d ep riva( i on o ( property, and
i n th is regard he relies on Ar tic l e 1 of Protocol N o . 1, whic h reads as fol l ows :

"Every natural o r legal pe rson is enti tled to the peace ful e nj oy me nt of his
possessions . No o n e shall b e d eprivc d of h is possess i ons except in t h e p ub l i c
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i nterest and s u bject to th e condit io n s p rov i ded fo r b y law a n d by th e gen e ral
principles o f international law .

Th e p recedin g prov i s i o n s s ha ll not, h owever, in any way im pair th e rig ht o f
a State t o e n fo rce su c h laws as it dee ms necessary to control the u se of property
i n accordance wi th the gen e ral inter est or to secu re the payme nt of ta x es o r
oth e r co ntr ibution s or p enalt ies . "

In th e p rese nt case, th e a pplicant was de prived of h is pen sio n r ig ht s o n the b as i s
of A rt i cle L58 of the Code on civi lian and military retirement pe nsio n s, wh ic h
provides th a t ° the r ight to o bta i n o r benefit from a pe n s i on o r di sableme nt annuity
sh a ll be su spe nd e d : b y dism issa l with su spe n sio n of pe nsio n rights" .

Accordi ng to the Govern m e nt , t h e dep r ivatio n of pensio n r i gh ts does not mean
tha t th e a ppl ica nt was p a rt ially di sp ossessed of hi s property .

In th e light of the argu me n ts developed by ihe Gove rnme n t, it has to be noted
th a t , in the ab se n ce o f dep end a nts, th e administration is obliged to t a ke step s ex

officio t o sec ure the ret roac t ive affi liatio n of a former c i v i l ser va nt to th e general

soci al security sc heme. I n s h ort, t he procedure in such a case is o ne of tra n sfer from
one social welfa r e sc h eme t o another . However , if th e pen a lised civ i l servan t h as
dep enda nts, Art i c l e L60 of the p ensions co d e p rovides that , d u r in g the peri od of

s u sp ension, they shou ld rece ive a pen sio n eq u iva le n t ro 50% o f that w h ich the persun

concerned wou ld have d ra wn , for the sake of e n suri n g their sub si ste nce . It s h o Wd
be noted in this co nnection that the beneft t received by the d ep e nde nt person is a

d i rect offshoot o f the r igh ts acqui red b y th e p e nal i sed civi l serva nt .

Th is rule h as wo rked t o th e be nefi t of th e appl icant 's w i fe w ho is wrre ntly
receiv i ng a p e ns i o n on account of h er h usband .

The app l i ca nt vigorousl y d isputes the point of view e xp resse d by the Govern-
ment, as he conside rs that h e has bee n d e p r ived of his possess i o n . He emp has i ses
t h at a pen sion cann ot today be con side re d as a be n efit awarded at t he e nd of a career .
I n his v i ew, it i s a contractual e nt itlement , the bas is of w h ich lies in the contract
under w h ic h t he civ i l servant is bound not to engage in any other activity, the
co n t r ibutions pa i d a nd th e ded uc tions fr om salary .

The q u estio n wh e th er th e pen sion e ntit lem e nt m ay b e co n si dered a possessio n
w ith in the mea ning of Article 1 of Protocol No . 1 has al rea dy b ee n e x amined by th e
Com m i ss i o n i n ea rl ier cases (cf . No . 4 1 30/ 69, Dec . 20 .7 .71, Yearbook 14 pp . 224,
250) . In that case, h owever, the Comm i ss i on had concluded th at A rtic l e 7 u C

P rotoco l No . 1 was inapplicable beca u se, under th e dom estic legislation, a p erson
d i d not have, a t a n y given moment , a n identi fiable share i n the fund claimable by
him .

The p resent case concerns a ci v i l serva nt em ployed by th e Frenc h admin-
istration wh ose pe nsion is defi ned as a cont rac tu a l r igh t . Howeve r , this right is not
un co n d iti o nal .
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lndeed, the ri g h t of c i vi l servants to obtain a pens i o n may be s us pe nded und er
ce rt a in co nd itio n s lisied in t h e p ension s code app licable Io th e m , includ i n g cases
wh ere a civil servant is fou n d gui l ty of offences con nected w ith the exerc ise of hi s
du ties .

It follows tha t the rig ht to o bt a in a pe n s i o n is a cond i t ional right a n d that a n y
civ il servant may expect th is righ t tn be wiihd raw n wh e n he is conv i c t ed o f o ne of
the above-mentio ned offences .

I n thi s con nectio n , th e Co m miss i o n refers, mutatis mutandis, to the reaso ni n g
it has adopted on several occas i on s i n cases concerning th e w ith drawa l o f lice n ces
io e ngage in ce na i n eco no m ic act iviti es . fl has fo u nd Iha t th e graniing of s u c h
lice n ces is often made subject l o certain cond i t ions a nd that t hey m ay be with dr a wn
if those cond i t i ons cease to be fulfill ed , w ithout prej u dice to the property rig ht of
th e licence-holder . In the Commi ss i ods v iew, t h e licence-h old e r ca nno t be con-
sidered to h ave a legit im at e a nd reasonable e x pect a t ion o f pu rs ui ng hi s ac ti vi ties if
the cond i tions for the grant o f ih e lice nce arc n o l o nger f'ulfi lle d a nd iTth e wilhdrawal
is e ffected i n acco rd ance with t he legis l at i on in force at t h e time t h e l ice nce was
gra n ted (cf. No . 1 0438/83, D ec . 3 . 1 0.84, D . R . 41 p . 170 ; a nd No . 10426/83,
Dec . 5 .12 .84, D . R . 40 p . 234 ) .

The Comm i ssio n co nsi ders that a si mi l a r line of r easo nin g i s appli ca bl e to the

prese n t case . The app lica nt w as co n v i c ted of an offence whi c h , unde r th e st atu tory

prov i sion s i n fo r ce th ro u gh o ut the per i od of th e applicant's serv i ce, could have give n
r i se to the wil h draw a l of hi s pe n s io n entideme nL In v i ew of the conditio n s a u ach e d
to I hat e n tit leme nt, its suspensio n does not t h ere fo re i nterfere with any pr op erty ri ght
pro i ccled u nde r Article 1 of P rolocul N o . I .

I t follows t h at thi s part of the applica ti on i s m a n ifes t ly i ll-fo unded and mu s t be
rejec t e d in accord ance w i th A rtic le 27 para . 2 of t h e Conve ntion .

3 . Finally, as to Ih e r emain d er o f the application, n a m ely Ihe alleged v i o lat ion o f
A rti cles 7 and 8 of the Co n ve m ion , the Comm ission no l es t h a t the applicant put s

furward no ar g umen t capable of su pp orting his co mpl a i nt s . Con sequ e ntly, the
remai n der of the ap pl ica tion m u st be rejected as manifestly i ll- fo un ded w it hi n t he
mea n i n g of A rti c l e 27 par a . 2 o f the Convent io n .

For thes e reasons, the Commi ss ion

DECLA RES TH E APPL I CATI ON INADMI SSBLE .
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