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[DEMETRIADES, J.] 

IN THE MATTER OF ARTICLE 146 OF THE CONSTITUTION 

THRASSOS Ο' MAHONY, 

Applicant, 
v. 

THE REPUBLIC OF CYPRUS, THROUGH 

THE MINISTER OF INTERIOR, 

Respondent. 

(Case No. 298/79). 

Citizenship—Citizenship of the Republic of Cypru-'Ordinarily resident" 

in section 2(1) of Annex D to the Treaty of Establishment of 

the Republic of Cyprus—Meaning—Domicile irrelevant— 

Applicant born in Cyprus in 1958 and residing ever since with his 

5 father who was ordinarily resident in Cyprus from 1958 until the 

date of the said Treaty—Being a minor and unable to decide for 

himself where to live during the period between his birth and the 

date of the Treaty, was ordinarily resident in his parents' home 

in Cyprus—And since he was a citizen of the United Kingdom 

10 cmd Colonies mid he, also, possessed qualification (6) of paragraph 

2 of section 2 of the said Annex D, on the date of the treaty he 

became a citizen of the Republic and liable to serve in the National 

Guard. 

Administrative Law—Executory act—Revocation of administrative 

15 acts or decisions—Recourse against respondent's decision concer

ning citizenship and liability to serve in the National Guard— 

Statement by counsel of the Republic, who was defending the 

respondent on behalf of the Attorney-General of the Republic, 

that applicant is not a citizen of the Republic and not liable to 

20 serve in the National Guard—Subsequent decision by respondent 

that he continued to support the contrary view—Said statement a 

legal opinion different from the view held by respondent, the competent 

authority which has never revoked its decision—No interference with 

the constitutional rights oj the Attorney-General of the Republic 

25 contrary to Article 113.1 of the Constitution—Even assuming 
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that said statement was expressing a decision reached by the 
respondent, he could have changed his mind and revoke such 
decision as it had been reached by wrongly interpreting the Law, 
section 2 of Annex D. 

Administrative Law-Administrative acts or decisions-Rea- 5 

soning. 

The applicant was born on the 1st May, 1958 at Scala Cyprus. 
His father was born on the 22nd December, 1920 at Adhana, 
Turkey, and was an Italian national till the 25th January, 1955, 
when, on his application, he was issued with a certificate of 10 
naturalisation under the British Nationality Act, 1948. From 
1955 to 1958 he has been ordinarily residing in Italy and the 
Republic of Ireland but from 1958 until the Proclamation of the 
Republic of Cyprus in 1960, he has been ordinarily residing in 
Cyprus together with the applicant. 15 

On June 15, 1976, the applicant filed a recourse ("recourse 
No. 160/76") against the decision of the respondent to the effect 
that he was bound to continue to serve in the National Guard. 
When recourse No. 160/76 came for trial counsel for the respon
dent made the following statement: "We have now satisfied 20 
ourselves that the applicant is not a citizen of the Republic and 
therefore is not liable for service in the National Guard". As 
a result of this statement recourse No. 160/76 was withdrawn. 

On August 23, 1979, the Acting Immigration Officer informed 
counsel for the applicant by letter (exhibit 3) that after careful 25 
consideration of the matter the Department of Immigration 
continued to support the view that the applicant and his brother 
were citizens of the Republic of Cyprus and, as a result, he was 
unable to proceed to issue a certificate to the effect (hat the 
applicant was not a citizen of the Republic. Hence this recourse. 30 

Counsel for the applicant mainly contended: 

(a) That before reaching the age of 16 an unmarried minor 
is utterly incapable of acquiring, by his own act, an 
independent domicile of choice and that even if a 
child acquires at birth, by operation of law, the domicile 35 
of his father, the applicant's father was never a citizen 

of the Republic at any crucial time, and hence the 
applicant could not have become such. 

(b) That the statement of counsel in recourse No. 160/76 
was an executory act since it affected the legal rights 40 
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of the applicant (the nature of his status and service 

with the National Guard) and that it could only be 

revoked by the person who originally made it, i.e. the 

Attorney-General or his representative, but not by 

any other organ of the Republic, like the Chief Immi

gration Officer who acted without competence in this 

connection and in breach of Article 113.1 of the 

Constitution. 

(c) That the sub judice decision was null and void for lack 

of reasoning. 

Counsel for the respondent in this case, who was the one who 

appeared in recourse No. 160/76, stated that having gone further 

into the whole legal question posed in this case, he changed his 

view and came to the conclusion that on the correct interpretation 

of section 2(2)(b)* of Annex D to the Treaty of Establishment, 

the applicant is and was always a citizen of the Republic. 

Held, (1) that section 2(1) of Annex D to the Treaty of 

Establishment does not speak of "domicile" but of "ordinarily 

resident" and so domicile does not come into play; that applying 

the law governing the meaning of the expression "ordinarily 

resident" (see Razis and Another v. Republic (1979) 3 C.L.R. 

127 and the case-law referred to therein) to the undisputed facts 

of this case this Court concludes that the applicant being a child 

of tender years and being unable to decide for himself where to 

live during the period between his birth and the date of the Treaty 

of Establishment, was ordinarily resident in his parents' home 

in Cyprus; that he, having continuously lived with his parents 

in their home, was ordinarily resident iri Cyprus during the 

material time; that since, also, on the date of the said Treaty he 

was, having been born in a Colony, a citizen of the United King

dom and Colonies by birth (see section 4 of the British Nationa

lity Act, 1948) and, having been born after the 5th November, 

1914, he possessed qualification (b) of paragraph 2 of section 2 

of Annex D, on the date of the Treaty he automatically became 

a citizen of the Republic of Cyprus; and that, accordingly,' he 

is liable to serve in the National Guard. 

(2) That there was no interference with the constitutional 

rights of the Attorney-General contrary to Article 113.1 of the 

Quoted at p. 576 post. 
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Constitution since the competent Authority for the sub judice 
matter was the Minister of Interior, the respondent in recourse 
No. 160/76, who was defended by Mr. R. Gavrielides, counsel 
of the Republic, for the Attorney-General. 

(3) That on the evidence, and in particular the contents of 5 
the letter exhibit 3, the respondent's counsel in recourse No. 
160/76 was by his statement expressing a legal opinion which 
was different from the view held by the respondent as regards 
the nationality of the applicant; that, therefore, the respondent— 
the competent authority in this matter—has never revoked its 10 
decision as regards the nationality status of the applicant; and 
that, accordingly, contention (b) above must fail. 

Held, further, that assuming that counsel for the respondent 
in recourse No. 160/76 was expressing by his statement a decision 
reached by the competent authority, the respondent, he could 15 
have changed his mind and revoke the said decision, as that 
decision had been reached by wrongly interpreting the provisions 
of section 2 of Annex D to the Treaty of Establishment (see 
Kyriacopoulos on Greek Administrative Law> 4th ed. Vol. B, 
p. 410). 20 

(4) That though the contents of the letter exhibit 3 are not 
those one could have wished, still they sufficiently inform the 
applicant of the opinion of the respondent as regards his nationa
lity status; and that, accordingly, the contention regarding 
absence of reasoning must, also, fail. 25 

Application dismissed. 

Cases referred to: 

Razis and Another v. The Republic (1979) 3 C.L.R. 127; 

Levene v. Inland Revenue Commissioner [1928] All E.R. Rep. 

746 at p. 749; 30 

Fox v. Stirk [1970] 3 All E.R. 7; 

Brokelmann v. Ban [1971] 3 All E.R. 29. 

Recourse. 

Recourse against the refusal of the respondent to issue a 
certificate that the applicant is not a citizen of the Rupublic 35 
and hence he could travel freely abroad. 

L. N. Clerides with N. L, Clerides, for the applicant. 

R. Gavrielides, Counsel of the Republic, for the respondent. 

Cur. adv. vult.-
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DEMETRIADES J. read the following judgment. By the present 
recourse, the applicant prays for, and I quote, "a declaration of 
the Honourable Court that the act and/or decision of the 
respondent not to issue a certificate that the applicant is not a 

5 citizen of the Republic of Cyprus, and hence he could travel 
freely abroad, communicated to the applicant on the 22nd day 
of August, 1979, should be declared null and void and of no 
effect whatsoever". 

The undisputed facts of the case are: On the 15th June, 1976, 
10 the present applicant filed Case No. 160/76, by which he sought 

a declaration of the Court that the act and/or decision of the 
respondent communicated to the applicant's counsel by a letter 
dated 27th· May, 1976, where the applicant was bound to 
continue to serve in the National Guard, was null and void 

15 and of no effect whatsoever. Case No. 160/76 came up for 
trial on the 22nd January, 1977 and counsel appearing for the 
Minister of Interior, that is the respondent in that case, made the 
following statement: "We have now satisfied ourselves that the 
applicant is not a citizen of the Republic and therefore is not 

20 liable for service in the National Guard". As a result of that 
statement, counsel for the applicant withdrew the case, which 
was then dismissed. 

On the 21st May, 1979, counsel for the applicant wrote to the 
Minister of Interior a letter, (which is exhibit No. 2 before me) 

25 by which he referred the respondent to a letter of his dated 28th 
January, 1979, and in which he was complaining that he had, up 
to that date, received no reply. The letter of the 28th January, 
1979, was not produced. 

On the 23rd August, 1979, the Acting Immigration Officer 
30 replied to exhibit No. 2—this letter was produced and is exhibit 

No. 3—and informed counsel for the applicant that he had been 
directed, after careful consideration of the matter, to inform him 
that the Department of Immigration continued to support the 
view that the applicant and his brother are citizens of the 

35 Republic of Cyprus and, as a result, he was unable to proceed 
to issue a certificate to the effect that the applicant is not a citizen 
of the. Republic of Cyprus. 

" According.to the birth certificate of the applicant, which'was 
produced and is exhibit No. 5 before me, he was born on the 
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1st May, 1958 at Scala Cyprus. His father was born on the 
22nd December, 1920 in Adhana, Turkey and was an Italian 
national till the 25th January, 1955, when, on his application, 
he was issued with a certificate of naturalisation under the British 
Nationality Act 1948. In his able address, counsel for the 5 
applicant, stated that the father of the applicant was, from 1955 
until 1958, ordinarily resident in Italy and the Republic of 
Ireland, but that as from 1958 to the Proclamation of the 
Republic in 1960, he was ordinarily resident in the island of 
Cyprus. Counsel further admitted that the applicant, who 10 
was born on the 1st May, 1958, and was in 1960 2 1/2 years old, 
was residing with his father in Cyprus. 

When Cyprus was declared an Independent State in 1960, 
provision was made for determining the nationality of persons 
affected by the agreement reached for its independence. These 15 
provisions are embodied in Annex D to the Treaty of 
Establishment. 

Section 2 of the Annex defines the persons who, by reason of 
their connection and residence in Cyprus, automatically became 
citizens of the Republic as from its establishment. This section 20 
reads:-

" 1. Any citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonies who 
on the date of this Treaty possesses any of the qualifica
tions specified in paragraph 2 of this Section shall on 
that date become a citizen of the Republic of Cyprus if 25 
he was ordinarily resident in the Island of Cyprus at any 
time in the period of five years immediately before the 
date of this Treaty. 

2. The qualifications referred to in paragraph 1 of this 
Section are that the person concerned is— 30 

(a) a person who became a British subject under the 
provisions of the Cyprus (Annexation) Orders in 
Council, 1914 to 1943; or 

(b) a person who was born in the Island of Cyprus on or 
after the 5th of November, 1914; or 35 

(c) a person descended in the male line from such a person 
as is referred to in sub-paragraph (a) or (b) of this 
paragraph." 
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I feel that before deciding the present nationality status of the 
applicant, one must go back and find what was his nationality 
on the date of his birth, as Section 2 makes provision only for 
those residencts that were on the date of the Treaty citizens of 

5 the United Kingdom and Colonies. 

At the material time, the law that governed the nationality 
of a resident in Cyprus was the British Nationality Act, 1948, 
section 4 of which provides that "every person born within the 
United Kingdom and Colonics, after the commencement of the 

10 v Act, shall be a citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonies by 
birth". It is, therefore, my view, having regard to the above 
section of the Act, that the applicant was, having been born in a 
Colony, on the date of the Treaty, a citizen of the United 
Kingdom and Colonies by birth. The applicant, therefore, 

15 automatically acquired the nationality of the Republic of Cyprus 
if he possessed, at the time, the qualifications specified in para. 2 
of Section 2 of Annex D and lie was ordinarily resident in the 
island at any time in the period of five years immediately before 
the date of the Treaty. 

20 There is no doubt that the applicant was born after the 5th 
November, 1914, so he possesses qualification (b) of para. 2 
of Section 2 of the Annex. He was, further, on the date of the 
Treaty a citizen of the United Kingdom and Colonies. Accord
ing to his counsel, he was residing with his father in Cyprus from 

25 his birth to the date of the Treaty. He had, therefore, his 
residence in Cyprus for some time in the period of five years 
immediately before the date of the Treaty. 

Mr. Clerides submitted that before reaching the age of 16 an 
unmarried minor is utterly incapable of acquiring, by his own 

30 act, an independent domicile of choice and that even if a child 
acquires at birth, by operation of law, the domicile of his father, 
the applicant's father was never a citizen of the Republic at any 
crucial time, and hence, the applicant could not have become 
such. 

35 Section 2(1) of Annex D, however, does not speak of 
"domicile" but of "ordinarily resident" in the island of Cyprus 
at any time in the period of five years immediately before the 
date of this Treaty, so domicile does not come into play in this 
case. What is "ordinarily resident" is not defined in Annex D 

40 to the Treaty of Establishment but the meaning of the word 
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"resident" has been construed in a number of English cases, 
relating to income tax and voting rights and very recently 
in the case of Razis and Another v. The Republic (1979) 3 C.L.R. 
p. 127 in which A. Loizou J., held that the question whether an 
individual is ordinarily resident in this countiy or not is to be 5 
decided by examining his pattern of life over a period of years; 
that the expression "ordinarily resident" construes residence in 
a place with some degree of continuity and that the words 
"ordinarily resident" should be given their natural meaning and 
a person whilst physically present in a place is ordinarily resident 10 
there. In the Razis case, reference was made amongst other 
authorities to the cases of Levene v. Inland Revenue Commissioner 
[1928] All E.R. Rep. 746 at p. 749, Fox v. Stirk [1970] 3 All 
E.R. 7, and Brokelmann v. Ban [1971] 3 AH E.R. 29. 

I feel that I need not quote from the above cases the relevant 15 
the the meaning of the word "residence" passage. Ashworth J., 
in delivering the judgment in the Brokelmann case at p. 36g 
said: "in the judgment of this Court there has gradually been 
developed and established a rule of construction that prima 
facie at least residence involves some degree of permanence". 20 
And at p. 37d "There is nothing in the order itself to suggest that 
the meaning of 'resident' is different from that given to it in a 
number of decided cases, nor is there any compelling reason 
from the practical point of view why the word should not be 
construed in a way similar to that adopted in those cases." 25 

I fully adopt the last quoted passage and I go further and say 
that if the draftsmen of Annex D to the Treaty of Establishment 
intended the words "ordinarily resident" to have a meaning 
different to that judicially accepted, they could do so by giving 
them in plain words the definition they intended them to have. 30 

Applying the law, as I find it to be to the undisputed facts of 
this case, I have come to the conclusion that the applicant, 
being a child of tender years and being unable to decide for 
himself where to live during the period between his birth and the 
date of the Treaty, was ordinarily resident in his parents' home 35 
in Cyprus; that he, having continuously lived with his parents 
in their home, was ordinarily resident in Cyprus during the 
material time and that on the date of the Treaty automatically 
became a citizen of the Republic of Cyprus. He is, thus, 
liable to serve in the National Guard. 

40 
It was submitted by learned counsel for the applicant that 
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exhibit No. 1—that is the statement of counsel for the respondent 
in recourse No. 160/76—was an executory act since it affected 
the legal rights of the applicant (the nature of his status and 
service with the National Guard) and that it could only bs 

5 revoked by the person who originally made it, i.e. the Attorney-
General or his representative, but not by any other organ of the 
Republic, like the Chief Immigration Officer who acted without 
competence in this connection and in breach of Article 113.1 
of the Constitution. 

10 He further submitted that in any case the decision complained 
of is null and void for lack of reasoning, as there is absolutely 
no reasoning at all in exhibit No. 3, that is to say the letter of 
the Immigration Officer dated 3rd August, 1979. 

In support of his argument as regards his first' submission, 
[5 counsel for the applicant relied on two extracts which appear 

at p. 237 and p. 200 of Porismata Nomologias tou Symvouliou 
tis Epikratias 1929-1959, which read:-

"Εί$ προσβολήν δι' αιτήσεως ακυρώσεως δεν υπόκειται 
οΙαδήποτε πρα£ις απορρέουσα εκ διοικητικού οργάνου, 

20 δρώντος ως τοιούτου, άλλα μόνον αϊ εκτελεστά! πράϋεις, 
τουτέστιν έκεΐναι δι' ών δηλοϋται βούλησις διοικητικού 
οργάνου, αποσκοπούσα εΚ την παραγωγήν έννομου αποτε
λέσματος έναντι των διοικούμενων καΐ συνεπαγόμενη την 
άμεσον έκτέλεσιν αυτής δι«χ της διοικητικής όδοΰ. Τό κύριον 

25 στοιχεΐον της εννοίας της εκτελεστής πράξεως είναι ή άμεσος 
παραγωγή έννομου αποτελέσματος, συνισταμένου είς τήν 
δημιουργίαν, τροποποίησιν ή κατάλυσιν νομικής κατα
στάσεως, ήτοι δικαιωμάτων και υποχρεώσεων διοικητικού 
χαρακτήρος παρά τοϊς διοικουμένοις. Έκτελεστάς διοικη-

30 τικάς πράξεις δύνανται να αποτελούν οϋ μόνον αϊ εγγράφως 
διατυπούμεναι, άλλα και αϊ προφορικά! πράξεις τών διοικη
τικών άρχων, εφ* όσον συντρέχουν οι όροι τοϋ νόμου. ΈΕ' 
άλλου εκτελεστά! είναι ού μόνον αί άτομικαί πράΕεις άλλα 
και αί γενικαϊ αί Οέτουσαι κανόνας γενικούς, υποχρεωτικούς 

35 διά τους διοικούμενους. Τό γεγονός οτι συνετελέσθη ήδη ή 
έκτέλεσις της διοικητικής πράξεως δέν αποκλείει τήν άκύρωσιν 
αυτής ύπό τού Συμβουλίου 'Επικρατείας: 209(30)." 

"Κατά τάς αναπτυχθείσας έν τη νομολογία τοϋ Σ, τ. Ε. 
αρχάς, εφαρμοζόμενος ΰπό τάς ανωτέρω (ύπό στοιχ. Ι) 
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προϋποθέσεις, ή άνάκλησις των νομίμων διοικητικών πράξεων 
είναι κατά κανόνα επιτρεπτή, εφ' δσον δια της ανακλήσεως 
δέν θίγονται δημιουργηθέντα διά της ανακαλούμενης πράξεως 
δικαιώματα πολιτών: 605 (30), 1340 (34), 281 (51), 
706 (53) ή πραγματικά! καταστάσεις επί μακρόν διαρκέσασαι: 5 
363 (34), 988 (35), 456 (43). Αί άρχαΐ αύται εφαρμόζονται 
ομοίως και επί των πράΕεων, arrives συγκροτούν σύνθετον 
διοικητικήν ένέργειαν, Ιδία είς περίπτωσιν, καθ* ήν ή άνάκλησις 
λαμβάνει χώραν πρό τής εκδόσεως της τελειούσης την σύνθετον 
διοικητικήν ένέργειαν πράΕεως: 7 (38), 768 (51)." 10 

( " I t is not subject to a recourse for annulment any act 
emanating from an administrative organ, acting as such, 
but only executory acts, in other words those by means 
of which the will of the administrative organ is declared, 
aiming at producing a legal situation concerning the citizens 15 
and entailing its direct execution by administrative means. 
The main element of the notion of an executory act is the 
direct production of a legal situation consisting of the 
creation, amendment or abolition of a legal situation, in 
other words rights and obligations of an administrative 20 
character concerning the citizens. Not only written 
administrative acts can constitute executory acts but oral 
acts of administrative authorities as well, so long as the 
prerequisites laid down by the law exist. On the other 
hand executory acts arc not only the personal acts but also 25 
general acts establishing general rules obligatory for the 
citizens. The fact that the execution of the administrative 
act has already taken place docs not preclude its annulment 
by the Council of State: 209(30). " 

" According to the principles enunciated by the Council 30 
of State, applied under the above (para. I) prerequisites, 
the revocation of lawful administrative acts is as a rule 
permissible, since by the revocation there are not affected 
rights of the citizens which have been created by the revoked 
act: 605(30), 1340(34), 281(51), 706(53) or real situations 35 
that have lasted for long: 363(34), 988(35), 456(43). These 
principles similarly apply also on acts constituting a 
composite administrative act especially in case where the 
revocation takes place before the issue of the act which 
completes the composite administrative act: 7(38), 40 
768(51)."). 
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It was conceded by learned counsel for the applicant that the 
competent authority for the sub-judice matter is the Minister 
of Interior who was the respondent in recourse No. 160/76 
and who was defended by Mr. R. Gavrielides, counsel of the 

5 Republic for the Attorney-General. In view of this admission 
by counsel it is clear that there was no interference with the 
constitutional rights of the Attorney-General by any organ of 
the Republic. 

Mr. Gavrielides, who appears also for the respondent in this 
10 recourse, in his address stated that having gone further into the 

whole legal question posed in this case, he changed his view, 
though not without hesitation, and came to the conclusion that 
on the correct interpretation of Section 2(2)(a) of Annex D to 
the Treaty of Establishment, the applicant is and was always a 

15 citizen of the Republic. 

In deciding this submission, one should first examine the 
statement made in recourse No. 160/76 and find whether it was 
an executory act, as alleged by the applicant, or simply an 
expression of legal opinion, as suggested by the respondent. 

20 An executory act is an administrative decision and is thus 
defined at p. 237 of Porismata Nomologias tou Symvouliou tis 
Epikratias :-

"δι' ών δηλούται βούλησις διοικητικού οργάνου, άποσκο-
ποϋσα είς τήν παραγωγήν έννομου αποτελέσματος έναντι των 

25 διοικούμενων, καΐ συνεπαγόμενη τήν άμεσον έκτέλεσιν αυτής 
δια της διοικητικής όδοΰ. Τό κύριον στοιχεΐον τής εννοίας 
της εκτελεστής πράϋεως εϊναι ή άμεσος παραγωγή έννομου 
αποτελέσματος, συνισταμένου είς τήν δημιουργίαν, τροπο-
ποίησιν ή κατάλυσιν νομικής καταστάσεως, ήτοι δικαιωμάτων 

30 κσ·ί υποχρεώσεων διοικητικού χαρακτηρος παρά τοις διοι-
κουμένοις." 

( " by means of which the will of the administrative organ 
is declared, aiming at producing a legal situation concerning 
the citizens and entailing its direct execution by administra-

35 tive means. The main element of the notion of an 
executory act is the direct production of a legal situation, 
consisting of the creation, amendment or abolition of a 
legal situation, in other words rights and obligations of an 
administrative character concerning the citizens." ). 
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In my mind, the statement of counsel in recourse No. 160/76 
should be taken to mean that the respondent, having examined 
the life history of the applicant and having in mind the provisions 
made in Annex D to the Treaty of Establishment, which deter
mines the nationality of persons affected by the Treaty, came to 5 
the conclusion that the applicant was not a citizen of the 
Republic, and, therefore, not liable for service in the National 
Guard. One may assume that it was a statement made in Court 
orally of an administrative act taken by the competent authority 
after it considered all the facts pertaining to the applicant. This, 10 
however, does not appear to be the case. The evidence before 
me, and in particular the contents of the letter exhibit No. 3, 
lead me to the conclusion that the respondent's counsel in case 
No. 160/76 was by his statement expressing a legal opinion 
which was different from the view held by the respondent as 15 
regards the nationality of the applicant. 

The respondent—the competent authority in this matter— 
has, therefore, never revoked its decision as regards the 
nationality status of the applicant, and for this reason this 
submission cannot stand. 20 

Assuming, however, that counsel for the respondent in 
recourse No. 160/76 was expressing by his statement a decision 
reached by the competent authority, the respondent, he could 
have changed his mind and revoke the said decision, as that 
decision had been reached by wrongly interpreting the provisions 25 
of Section 2 of Annex D to the Treaty of Establishment. 

This conclusion I have reached having in mind the following 
extract frcm Κυριακόπουλος Έλληνικόν Διοικητικόν Δίκαιον, 
"Εκδ. 4η, Τόμος Β. σ. 410, which reads:-

" Ή μεταβολή τών αντιλήψεων τής αρχής. "Οταν καΐ άνευ 30 
μεταβολής των πραγματικών συνθηκών, ή αρχή έκτιμα 
ταύτας και ^ρμηνεύη, τόν νόμον άλλως ή όταν εξέδιδε τήν 
πραϋιν, δικαι ·ϋται νά προβή είς τροποποίησιν ή άνάκλησιν 
αυτής." 

( " The change ">f mind by the Authority. When and 35 
without alteratiov of the actual circumstances, the authority 
assesses same aui interprets the law differently than when 
it was issuing the act, it is entitled to proceed with its amend
ment or revocation" J. 
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As regards now the other submission by counsel that there is 
absolutely no reasoning at all in exhibit No. 3,1 feel that though 
the contents of this letter are not those one could have wished, 
still they sufficiently inform the applicant of the opinion of the 

5 Ministry "of Interior, as regards the status of the applicant. 

For all the above reasons, the recourse is dismissed, by there 
will be no order as to costs. 

Application dismissed. No order 
as to costs. 
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