
Tribunal. Aithougli Canada opposed this particular method of review it was
prepared to accept the principle of judicial review. A resolution was drafted
which accepted the principle of judiciai review but left the details of the
procedure to be worked out by a special committee of 18 member States.
The United States agreed to drop its proposai. and joîned Canada and several
other states i co-sponsoring this resolution which was adopted by the Gen-
eral Assembly. The special cominittee' met i April 1955 and there was con-
siderable divergence of opinion mn the committee on the procedure for review.
However a compromise proposai was adopted by a vote of 9 in favour (i-
cluding Canada), 4 against, with 4 abstentions which provided that if objection
were takeni to a decision of the Administrative Tribunal on the grounds that
it had exceeded its jurisdiction or competence or erred on a question of law
relating to the provisions of the Charter or had commîtted a fundamental error
in procedure a member state, the Secretary-General or the employee con-
cerned might request a screening committee, composed of representatives of
15 member states, to obtain an advisory opinion from the International Court
of Justice. If the screening committee agreed that there was "substantial basis
for the application" it would forward the request for an advisory opinion to
the Court. The proposed procedure also provided that the Secretary-General
or the applicant might apply to the Tribunal for a revision of a judgment on
the basis of the discovery of some fact, decisive in nature, which was unknown
to the Tribunal when the judgment was given.

At the tenth session in 1955, the proposais of the speciai committee were
incorporated in a resolution co.-sponsored by the United Kingdom, the United
States, Canada and five other countries. This resolution also recommended
that member states or the Secretary-General shouid flot malce oral statements
before the International Court. This recommendation, originaliy proposed by
Canada in the special committee, was designed to place the member states
and the Secretary-General on an equal footing with a staff member who oeai-
not appear before the Court. Those who objected to the proposed review pro-
cedure ar2yued that the o)rovisions allowinç! a third nartv- -e- 2 nienib-r çnte.r


