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IRAN-UNITED STATES CLAIMS TRIBUNAL U ;_.\)\,"\ o\ ¢ e s OV

DUPLICATE 58
AQ ﬁ&.L~ .CASE NO., 10706
(> le C: ‘i CHAMBER ONE
y ‘/,/[J' AWARD NO. 291-10706-1
",
ST. REGIS PAPER COMPANY, IRAN UNITED STATES Foba gl s atiat,

OLAIMS TRIBUNAL .&g'}&lwl‘l

a claim of less than

U.S. $250,000 presented by

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA Deta SFEB 1987 &t
Claimant, \Tf0 /\Y 1§

and - lofob ™

THE ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF IRAN,
Respondent.

CORRECTION TO DISSENTING OPINION OF HOWARD M., HOLTZMANN

The following change should be made on page 7, first
full paragraph, line 4, of the English version of my
Dissenting Opinion in this Case:

~ Delete "1981", insert "1982".

A corrected copy of page 7 is attached.

Dated, The Hague
sﬁ February 1987

waréd M. Holtzman



Article III, paragraph 3, of the Claims Settlement Declara-
tion. Altogether the United States presented 2,782 of these
small claims on behalf of various claimants. See Annual
Report of the Tribunal - 1984/85, at 25 (5 December 1985).

Thus it was necessary for the United States to qgllect
a vast amount of detailed information in a very shoré time
in order to meet the jurisdictional deadline of 19 January
1982. The United States had to rely on information supplied
by those on whose behalf it was presenting these small
claims. It is understandable that, in the unprecedented
circumstances created by the Algiers Accords, these parties
were not always aware of technical pleading requirements,
and the United States had little opportunity to investigate
in advance the facts of each case. In such circumstances,
technical imperfections should not bar the Tribunal's
consideration of otherwise well-pled claims, particularly
when, as here, there was no surprise or other prejudice to
the Respondent.



