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(Note. This case raises a large number of different issues. In our view, three of these
issues are important and of general interest and are therefore reported in extenso. They
concern, respectively, the excessive duration of the proceedings (paragraphs 15 to 54)
infringement of the applicant’s right to consult certain documents ( paragraphs 79 to 95)
and the extent to which the Court may review the fines imposed by the Commission
(paragraphs 121 to 143). In the event, the appellant won a modest victory on the level
of the fine imposed by the Commission; whether it sufficed to cover the costs of the
appeal is another matter.)

Background

1 By application lodged at the Fegistry of the Court of Justice on 14 June
1995 Baustahlgewebe GmbH brought an appeal pursuant to Article 49 of the
EC Statute of the Court of Justice against the judgment of 6 April 1995 in Case
T-145/89 Baustahlgewebe GmbH v Commission (hereinafter “the contested
judgment”), in which the Court of First Instance partially annulled Article 1 of
Commission Decision 89/515/EEC of 2 August 1989 relating to a proceeding
under Article 85 of the EEC Treaty (IV/31.553 - Welded steel mesh, O] 1989
L 260, p. 1, hereinaftet “the Decision”), fixed the amount of the fine imposed
by the Commission at 3m ECUs, dismissed the other heads of claim and ordered
the applicant to bear its own costs and to pay one third of the Commission's
COsts...

[Paragraphs 2 to 14 refer to the facts and pleas; the following paragraphs relate to the
delays in the bhearing of the case.)

15 In support of its appeal, the appellant claims that, because the duration
of the proceedings was excessive, the Court of First Instance infringed its right
to a hearing within a reasonable time as laid down in Article 6(1) of the
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms of
4 November 1950 (hereinafter “the EHRC”) and, by delivering its judgment 22
months after the close of the oral procedure, infringed the general principle of
prompritude...




18 It must first be observed that, as far as possible procedural irregularities
are concerned, pursuant to Article 168a of the EC Treaty and the first
paragraph of Article 51 of the EC Statute of the Court of Justice, appeals are
limnited to points of law. According to the latter provision, an appeal may lie on
grounds of lack of competence of the Court of First Instance, a breach of
procedure before it which adversely affected the interests of the appellant as
well as the infringement of Community law by the Court of First Instance.

19 Thus, the Court of Justice has jurisdiction to verify whether a breach of
procedure adversely affecting the appellant's interests was committed before the
Court of First Instance and must satisfy itself that the general principles of
Community law and the Rules of Procedure applicable to the burden of proof
and the taking of evidence have been complied with (see, in particular, the
order in Case C-19/95P (San Marco v Commission), paragraph 40).

20 It should be noted that Article 6(1) of the EHRC provides that in the
determination of his civil rights and obligations or of any criminal charge
against him, everyone is entitled to a fair and public hearing within a reasonable
time by an independent and impartial tribunal established by law.

21 The general principle of Community law that everyone is entitled to fair
legal process, which is inspired by those fundamental rights (see in particular
Opinion 2/94, paragraph 33, and judgment in Case C-299/95 (Kremyow),
paragraph 14), and in particular the right to legal process within a reasonable
period, is applicable in the context of proceedings brought against a
Commission decision imposing fines on an undertaking for infringement of
competition law.

22 lItis thus for the Court of Justice, in an appeal, to consider pleas on such
matters concerning the proceedings before the Court of First [nstance.

23 As regards, next, an allegedly incorrect examination of the facts, it is
clear from Article 168a of the Treaty and the first paragraph of Article 51 of
the EC Statute of the Court of Justice that the Court of First Instance has
exclusive jurisdiction, first to find the facts except where the substantive
fnaccuracy of its findings is apparent from the documents submitted to it and,
second, to assess those facts. Vvhen the Court of First Instance has found or
assessed the facts, the Court of Justice has jurisdiction under Article 168a of the
Treaty to review the legal characterisation of those facts by the Court of First
Instance and the legal conclusions it has drawn from them (see, in particular,
the order in San Marco v Commission, cited above, paragraph 39).

24 The Court of Justice thus has no jurisdiction to find the facts or, as a
rule, to examine the evidence which the Court of First Instance accepted in
support of those facts. Provided that the evidence has been properly obtained
and the general principles of law and the rules of procedure in relation to the
burden of proof and the taking of evidence have been observed, it is for the
Court of First Instance alone to assess the value which should be attached to
the evidence produced to it (see, in particular, the order in San Marco v
Commission, cited above, paragraph 40). That appraisal does not therefore
constitute, save where the clear sense of that evidence has been distorted, a




point of law which is subject, as such, to review by the Court of Justice (Case
C-53/92P (Hilti v Commission), paragraph 42).

25 However, the question whether the grounds of a judgment of the Court
of First Instance are contradictory or inadequate is a question of law which is
amenable, as such, to judicial review on appeal (see, in particular, Case C-
283/90P (Vidranyi v Commission), paragraph 29; Case C-188/96P (Commission
v V), paragraph 24, and Case C-401/96P (Somaco v Commission), paragraph 53).

The pleas alleging procedural irregularities

26 The appellant maintains that the time taken by the Court of First
Instance to give judgment is excessive, with the result that Article 6(1) of the
ECHR was infringed. The time taken for the proceedings was in no way
attributable to the circumstances of the case but should, on the contrary, be
imputed to the Court of First Instance. Such a delay constitutes a (a bar to
proceeding with the case) justifying the setting aside of the contestedjudgment
and the annulment of the Decision, and closure of the proceedings. In the
alternative, the appellant claims that the excessive duration of the
administrative, then the judicial, procedure in itself constitutes a mitigating
factor and a reason for reducing the amount of the fine by virtue of the
principle of the reduction of penalties recognised both in the legal orders of the
Member States and by the case-law of the Court of First Instance.

27 The Commission denies that the procedure was of excessive duration and
considers that, even though the procedure before the Court of First [nstance
might have appeared protracted, it cannot constitute a bar to proceeding with
the case.

28  First, it must be noted that the proceedings being considered by the
Court of Justice in this case, in order to determine whether a procedural
irregularity was committed to the detriment of the appellant's interests,
commenced on 20 October 1989, the date on which the application for
annulment was lodged, and closed on 6 April 1995, the date on which the
contested judgment was delivered. Consequently, the duration of the
proceedings now being considered by the Court of Justice was about five years
and six months.

29 It must first be stated that such a duration s, at first sight, considerable.
However, the reasonableness of such a period must be appraised in the light of
the circumstances specific to each case and, in particular, the importance of the
case for the person concerned, its complexity and the conduct of the applicant
and of the competent authorities (see, by analogy, the judgments of the
European Court of Rights in the cases of Erkner and Hofauer of 23 April 1987,
Kemmache of 27 November 1991; Phocas v France of 23 April 1996, and
Garyfallow AEBE v Greece of 27 September 1997).

30 As regards the importance of the proceedings to the appellant, it must
be emphasised that its economic survival was not directly endangered by the
proceedings. The fact nevertheless remains that, in the case of proceedings
concerning infringement of competition rules, the fundamental requirement of




legal certainty on which economic operators must be able to rely and the aim
of ensuring that competition is not distorted in the internal market are of
considerable importance not only for an applicant himself and his competitors
but also for third parties in view of the large number of persons concerned and
the financial interests involved.

31 The appellant was exposed to the risk, under Article 15(2) of Regulation
No 17, of a fine of up to 10% of its turnover in the preceding business year. In
this case, under Articles 3 and 4 of the Decision, the Commission imposed on
the applicant a fine of 4.5m ECUs payable within a period of three months
following its notification, together with default interest at the rate of 12.5% per
annum after that period.

32 In that connection, Article 192 of the EC Treaty provides, in particular,
that Commission decisions which impose a pecuniary obligation on persons
other than States are to be enforceable and that enforcement is to be governed
by the rules of civil procedure in the State in the territory of which it is carried
out. Under the combined provisions of Articles 185, 186 and 192 of the EC
Treaty and Article 4 of Decision 88/591, applications to the Court of First
Instance do not have suspensory effect; the Court of First Instance may, if it
considers that the circumstances so require, order that application of the
contested act be suspended, prescribe any interim measures which may be
necessary and, if appropriate, suspend enforcement.

33 In this case, it is clear from documents before the Court that no measure
to recover the fine was taken in the course of the Court proceedings because the
appellant fumished a bank guarantee, as required by the Commission. Such a
fact cannot, however, deprive the appellant of its right to fair legal process
within a reasonable period and in particular to a decision on the merits of the
allegations of infringement of competition law made against it by the
Commission and of the fines imposed on it in that regard.

34 In view of all those circumstances, it must be held that the procedure
before the Court of First Instance was of genuine importance to the appellant.

35  Asregards the complexity of the case, it must be borne in mind that, in
its decision, the Commission concluded that 14 manufacturers of welded steel
mesh had infringed Article 85 of the Treaty by a series of agreements or
concerted practices concerning delivery quotas and the prices of that product.
The appellant's application was one of 11, submitted in three different
languages, which were formally joined for the purposes of the oral procedure.

36 In that regard, it is clear from the documents before the Court and from
the contested judgment that the procedure concerning the appellant called for
a detailed examination of relatively voluminous documents and points of fact
and law of some complexity.

37  As regards the conduct of the appellant before the Court of First
Instance, it appears from the file that the time-limit for submitting a rejoinder
was, at its request, extended by about one month.




38 In that connection, the Commission's argument that the procedure before
the Court of First Instance was delayed because the appellant's lawyer did not
initially take part in the administrative procedure before the Commission and
that he then focused the major part of his arguments, ill-advisedly, on the fine
which the Commission had imposed on it for participating in the structural
crisis cartel, cannot be upheld.

39 An undertaking which is the subject of a Commission decision finding
infringements of competition law and imposing fines on it must be able to
contest by all means which it considers appropriate the merits of the charges
made against it.

40 It has not thus been established that the appellant contributed, in any
significant way, to the protraction of the proceedings.

41 As regards the conduct of the competent authorities, it must be borne in
mind that the purpose of attaching the Court of First Instance to the Court of
Justice and of introducing two levels of jurisdiction was, first, to improve the
judicial protection of individual interests, in particular in proceedings
necessitating close examination of complex facts, and, second, to maintain the
quality and effectiveness of judicial review in the Community legal order, by
enabling the Court of Justice to coricentrate on its essential task, namely to
ergsure that in the interpretation and application of Community law the law is
observed.

42 That is why the structure of the Community judicial system justifies, in
certain respects, the Court of First Instance, which is responsible for establishing
the facts and undertaking a substantive examination of the dispute, being
allowed a relatively longer period to investigate actions calling for a close
examination of complex facts. However, that task does not relieve the
Community court established especially for that purpose from the obligation of
observing reasonable time-limits in dealing with cases before it.

43 Account must also be taken of the constraints inherent in proceedings
before the Community judicature, associated in particular with the use of
languages provided for in Article 35 of the Rules of Procedure of the Court of
First [nstance, and of the obligation, laid down in Article 30(2) of those rules,
to publish judgments in the languages refeffed to in Article 1 of Regulation No
1 of the Council of 15 April 1958 determining the languages to be used by the
European Economic Community.

44 However, it must be held that the circumstances of this case are not such
as to indicate that constraints of that kind can provide justification for the time
which the proceedings took before the Court of First Instance.

45 It must be emphasised, as far as the principle of a reasonable time is
concerned, that two periods are of significance with tespect to the proceedings
before the Court of First Instance. Thus, about 32 months elapsed between the
end of the written procedure and the decision to open the oral procedure.
Admittedly, it was decided by order of 13 October 1992 to join the I I cases for
the purposes of the oral procedure. It must be pointed out, however, that, in
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that period, no other measure of Organisation of procedure or of inquiry was
adopted. In addition, 22 months elapsed between the close of the oral procedure
and the delivery of the judgment of the Court of First Instance.

46 Even if account is taken of the constraints inherent in proceedings before
the Community judicature, investigation and deliberations of such a duration
can be justified only by exceptional circumstances. Since there was no stay of
the proceedings before the Court of First Instance, under Articles 77 and 78 of
its Rules of Procedure or otherwise, it must be concluded that no such
circumstances exist in this case.

47 In the light of the foregoing considerations, it must be held,
notwithstanding the relative complexity of the case, that the proceedings before
the Court of First Instance did not satisfy the requirements concerning
completion within a reasonable time.

48  For reasons of economy of procedure and in order to ensure an immediate
and effective remedy regarding a procedural irregularity of that kind, it must be
held that the plea alleging excessive duration of the proceedings is well founded
for the purposes of setting aside the contested judgment in so far as it set the
amount of the fine imposed on the appellant at 3m ECUs.

49 However, in the absence of any indication that the length of the
proceedings affected their outcome in any way, that plea cannot result in the
contested judgment being set aside in its entirety.

Breach of the principle of promptitude

50 The appellant submits that the Court of First Instance infringed the
general principle of Community law requiring prompt determination of judicial
proceedings by giving judgment 22 months after the close of the oral procedure,
the delay involved being such that the usefulness of that procedure was negated
by the loss of any recollection of it on the part of the Judges. It submits
essentially, that the principle of oratity of proceedings calls for promptness in
the conduct of the proceedings. This, in line with the codes of civil and
criminal procedure in a majority of the Member States, involves an obligation
on the part of the Court of First Instance to deliberate immediately after the
hearing of a case and to deliver its judgments shortly after the hearing.

51  The Commission contends that the principle of prompt conduct of
proceedings, as interpreted by the appellant, does not exist in Community law,
with the result that this plea must be rejected.

52 It must be noted, first, that, contrary to the appellant's submission at the
hearing, neither Article 55(1) of the Rules of Procedure of the Court of First
Instance nor any other provision of those rules or of the EC Statute of the
Court of Justice provides that the judgments of the Court of First Instance must
be delivered within a specified period after the oral procedure.

53  Also, it must be emphasised that the appellant has not established that
the duration of the deliberations had any impact on the outcome of the
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proceedings before the Court of First Instance, in particular as far as any
impairment of evidence is concerned.

54 In those circumstances, this plea must be rejected as unfounded.

55-18 [These paragraphs are rather circumstantial and not of such general interest: the
appellant’s claims under this head were all rejected. ]

Infringement of the right to consult certain documents

79 The appellant claims that the Court of First Instance infringed the rights
of the defence by refusing to accede to its request that all the documents in the
administrative procedure be produced, even though the right of access to the
file derives from a fundamental principle of Community law which must be
observed in all circumstances. Thus, the Commission is under an obligarion to
grant to undertakings involved in a proceeding under Article 85(1) of the Treaty
access to all documents, whether favourable or unfavourable to them, gathered
in the course of the investigation. Those principles also apply in proceedings
before the Court of First Instance where documents which might be relevant to
the applicant's case were not disclosed to it in the administrative procedure, In
any event, the appellant considers that the Court of First Instance was not
entitled to reject its request for production of documents on the ground thar it
had put forward nothing to show that those documents were relevant to its case.
A party and its advisers cannot appraise the importance of a document to that
party's case until they are aware of its existence and content.

80  Moreover, the appellant maintains that the Court of First Instance
infringed the right to a fair hearing by refusing to order the production of
documents concerning the German structural crisis cartel.

81  The Commission states that, as regards the request for access to all the
procedural documents, the Court of First Instance was right to hold that the
appellant had submitted nothing to show that those documents were relevant
to its case. As regards the documents relating to the structural crisis cartel, a
procedural irregularity of that kind cannot form the subject of an appeal since
it is not such as to impair the appellant's interests and involves widening the
subject-matter of the dispute submitted to the Court of First Instance, and is
therefore inadmissible in an appeal.

82  First, as regards the objection of inadmissibility raised by the
Commission, it need merely be stated that, first, the question whether the
existence of the German structural crisis cartel influenced the Decision was
argued before the Court of First Instance and, second, the appellant alleges
before this Court that the crisis cartel influenced at least the amount of the
fines imposed. Accordingly, on this point, there is no question of a widening
of the subject-matter of the dispute referred to the Court Of First Instance. The
plea based on entitlement to consult the documents concerning the crisis cartel
is therefore admissible.

83 Next, as far as access to the documents is concerned, it is clear from
paragraph 23 of the contested judgment that the Commission, in the course of
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the administrative procedure, disclosed to the appellant the documents which
were of direct or indirect concern to it, apart from those which were
confidential, at the same time reminding the appellant that, for the preparation
of its observations, it was entitled, subject to authorisation, to examine other
documents held by the Commission.

84 It is clear from paragraph 28 of the contested judgment and from the
documents before the Court that the appellant's newly appointed lawyer
maintained before the Commission that he was still entitled to consult the file
after adoption of the Decision. Correspondence exchanged berween the parties
shows that the Commission reminded the appellant that it had forwarded o it,
as an annex 1o the statement of objections, the documents on which the latter
was based. By fax of Il October 1989, the Commission submitted a list of all the
documents in the file which related to the appellant and offered to send it a
copy of them. Following that offer, the appellant, by fax of 16 October 1989
requested, first, that it be sent the report and the file concerning the inspection
carried out on 6 and 7 November 1985 at its offices and the one relating to the
inspection carried out on the same dates at the offices of the Fachverband
Betonstahlmatten, and, second, that it also be authorised to consult the minutes
and other documents by which the Federal Cartel Office had informed the
Commission of the existence in Germany of a structural crisis cartel. The
Commission did not, however, react to that request until the application was

lodged.

85 In its application, the appellant therefore asked the Court of First
Instance to order the Commission to allow it to consult (a) all the procedural
documents of concern to it, (b) all the documents, correspondence, minutes and
memoranda relating to the Bundeskartellamt's report to the Commission on the
existence of the structural crisis carte] and (¢} all the documents, papers,
minutes and memoranda concerning the trilateral negotiations between the
Commission, the Federal Cartel Office and the representatives of the members
of the German structural crisis cartel.

86  The Court of First Instance considered, as stated in paragraph 33 of the
contested judgment, that the appellant was to be deemed to be requesting a
measure of Organisation of procedure, as provided for in Article 64(3)(d) of its
Rules of Procedure.

87  In paragraph 34 of the contested judgment, the Court of First Instance
rejected the request for access to the Commission's file on the ground that the
appellant had not denied receiving, in the course of the administrative
procedure before the Commission, all the documents from the file that were of
direct or indirect concemn to it and on which the statement of objections was
based and that it had not produced any evidence to show that other documents
were relevant to its defence. Accordingly, it considered that the appellant had
been given the opportunity to put forward, as it wished, its views on all the
objections made by the Commission against it in the statement of objections
which was addressed to it and on the evidence supporting those objections,
mentioned by the Commission in the statement of objections or in the annexes
thereto, and that, accordingly, tfie rights of the defence had been safeguarded.
The Court of First Instance concluded that, both in preparing the application

13




and in the proceedings before the Court of First Instance, the appellant's lawyers
had an opportunity to examine the legality of the Decision in full knowledge
of the circumstances and fully to provide for the appellant's defence.

88  In paragraph 35 of the contested judgment the Court of First Instance
also rejected the request for production of documents concerning the German
structural crisis cartel on the ground that the documents at its disposal, it was
unable to that it had adduced no evidence to show of the dispute. The Court
of First Instance added that, in any event, the evidence was unconnected with
the subject-matter of the proceedings.

89  In that regard, it must be observed that access to the file in competition
cases is intended in particular to enable the addressees of a statement of
objections to acquaint themselves with the evidence in the Commission's file
so that they can express their views effectively on the basis of that evidence on
the conclusions reached by the Commission in its statement of objections (Case
32281 (Michelin v Commission), paragraph 7; Case 85/76 (Hoffmann-La Roche
v Commission), paragraphs 9 and 11; and Case C-310/93P (BPB Industries and
British Gypsum v Commission), paragraph 21).

90 However, contrary to the appellant's assertion, the general principles of
Community law governing the right of access to the Commission's file do not
apply, as such, to court proceedings, the latter being governed by the EC Statute
of the Court of Justice and by the Rules of Procedure of the Court of First
Instance.

91 Under Atrticle 21 of the EC Statute of the Court of Justice, the Court of
Justice may require the parties to produce all documents and supply all
information which it considers desirable. Article 64(1) of the Rules of Procedure
of the Court of First Instance provides “the purpose of measures of organisation
of procedure shall be to ensure that cases are prepared for hearing, procedures
carried out and disputes resolved under the best possible conditions”.

92 Under Article 64(2)(a) and (b} of the Rules of Procedure of the Court
of First Instance, the purpose of measures of organisation of procedure is in
- particular to ensure efficient conduct of the written and oral procedure and to
facilitate the taking of evidence, and also to determine the points on which the
parties must present further argument or which call for measures of inquiry.
Under Article 64(3)(d) and (4), those measures may be proposed by the parties
at any stage of the procedure and may consist in requesting the production of
documents or any papers relating to the case.

93 It follows that the appellant was entitled to ask the Court of First
Instance to order the opposite party to produce documents which were in its
possession. Nevertheless, to enable the Court of First Instance to determine
whether it was conducive to proper conduct of the procedure to order the
production of certain documents, the party requesting production must identify
the documents requested and provide the Court with at least minimum
information indicating the utility of those documents for the purposes of the
proceedings.
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94 It must be held that it is clear from the contested judgment and from the
documents before the Court of First Instance that, although the Commission
submitted to it a list of all the documents in the file concemning it, the
appellant did not sufficiently identify, in its request to the Court of First
Instance, the documents in the file of which it sought production. As regards
the documents conceming the German structural crisis cartel, although the
appellant criticised the Commission for deciding thar its participation in the
cartel was an aggravating factor, it nevertheless did not give any information as
to how the documents asked for might be useful to it.

95  The Court of First Instance was therefore right, in paragraphs 34 and 35
of the contested judgment, to reject the request for the production of
documents. Accordingly, this plea must be rejected as unfounded.

[Articles 96 to 120 are of less general interest; all the pleas were rejected. |
The pleas alleging infringement of Article 15 of Regulation No 17

121 The possibility of imposing fines for infringements of Article 85(1} of the
Treaty is expressly provided for in Article 15(2) of Regulation No 17, according
to which: “The Commission may by decision impose on undertakings or
associations of undertakings fines of from 1 000 to [ million units of account,
or a sum in excess thereof but not exceeding 10% of the turnover in the
previous business year of each of the undertakings participating in the
infringement where, either intentionally or negligently:

(a) they infringe Article 85(1) ...

(b) ...

In fixing the amount of the fine, regard shall be had both to the gravity and to
the duration of the infringement.”

122 First, the appellant complains that the Court of First Instance erred in
law in its assessment of the mitigating and aggravating circumstances
surrounding the infringements. In its submission, the Court of First Instance
wrongly considered that the Commission had carried out an individual
assessment of the criteria for determining the gravity of the infringements. The
appellant claims in particular that both the Commission and the Court of First
Instance wreated its participation in the structural crisis cartel as an aggravating
circumstance for the purpose of fixing the fine. Moreover, the fine imposed on
the appellant is disproportionate since certain mitigating circumstances were not
taken into consideration.

123 The Commission replies that that complaint is inadmissible, in so far as
it involves repeating arguments relied on by the appeliant before the Court of
First Instance. As regards the German structural crisis cartel, the Commission
considers that the Court of First Instance gave reasons why the choice made in
the Decision not to treat its existence as a mitigating factor in the appellant's
case was justified.

124 Secondly, the appellant claims that no account was taken of its ignorance

of the illegality of the German structural crisis cartel and of the action taken to
protect it.
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125 On this point, the Commission considers that complaint to be
inadmissible since it is made for the first time in the appeal.

126  Finally, the appellant seeks, in the alternative, reduction of the fine to
a reasonable amount.

127 The Commission contends that it is not for the Court of Justice to
substitute its assessment, on grounds of fairness, for that of the Court of First
Instance.

128 In the first place, it must be borne in mind that the Court of First
Instance alone has jurisdiction to examine how in each particular case the
Commission appraised the gravity of unlawful conduct. In an appeal, the
purpose of review by the Court of Justice is, first, to examine to what extent the
Court of First Instance took into consideration, in a legally correct manner, all
the essential factors to assess the gravity of particular conduct in the light of
Article 85 of the Treaty and Article 15 of Regulation No 17 and, second, to
consider whether the Court of First Instance responded to a sufficient legal
standard to all the arguments raised by the appellant with a view to having the
fine cancelled or reduced (see, on the latter point, Case C-219/95P (Ferriere
Nord v Commission), paragraph 31). '

129 As regards the allegedly disproportionate nature of the fine, it must be
borne in mind that it is not for the Court of Justice, when ruling on questions
of law in the context of an appeal, to substitute, on grounds of fairness, its own
assessment for that of the Court of First Instance exercising its unlimited
jurisdiction to rule on the amount of fines imposed on undertakings for
infringements of Community law {(BPB Industries and British Gypsum v
Commission, cited above, paragraph 34, and Ferriere Nord v Commission, cited
above, paragraph 31). This complaint must therefore be declared inadmissible
in so far as it seeks a general re-examination of the fines or, in the alternative,
to have the fine reduced to a reasonable amount. The same applies to the
complaint, not made by the appellant before the Court of First Instance,
concerning its alleged ignorance of the illicit nature of the conduct designed to
defend the German structural crisis cartel, as pointed out by the Advocate
General in point 286 of his Opinion.

130 As regards the question of failure to take account of the mitigating and
aggravating circumstances, it need only be pointed out, first, that the contested
judgment summarises the infringements committed by the appeliant and
particularises its conduct and its tole in the establishment or operation of each
of the agreements.

131  The Court of First Instance then considered, in paragraph 146 of the
contested judgment, that the Decision, read as a whole, had provided the
appellant with the information necessary for it to identify the different
infringements with which it was charged, together with the specific features of
its conduct and, more particulatly, information concerning the duration of its
patticipation in the various infringements. The Court of First Instance also
found that, in its legal assessment in the Decision, the Commission set out the
various criteria by which it measured the gravity of the infringements imputed
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to the appellant and the various circumstances which had mitigated the
economic consequences of the infringements.

132 Moreover, as regards the aggravating circumstances imputed to the
appellant, the Court of First Instance found, in paragraph 149 of the contested
judgment, that the appellant had not in any way countered the evidence
produced by the Commission as to its active role in the agreements. As the
Advocate General points out in point 268 of his Opinion, the Court of First
Instance referred to specific passages of the Decision describing conduct on the
part of the appellant which justified greater severity in determining the penalty
imposed. In those detailed explanations, the Commission laid emphasis both
on the fact that the appellant was a driving force in the commission of the
infringements and on the involvement of Mr Moller in his three-fold capacity
as director of the appellant undertaking, a person legally entitled to represent
the German structural crisis cartel and president of the Fachverband
Betonstahlmatten. In point 207 of the Decision, the Commission stated that
the highest fines should be imposed on the undertakings whose management
occupied senior posts in the trade associations such as the Fachverband
Betonstahlmatten.

133 As regards the finding that the appellant participated in the structural
crisis cartel, it need merely be stated that, since the appellant was penalised
because of agreements which were not inseparably linked with constitution of
the cartel and were intended to protect the German market against
uncontrolled imports from other Member States, the Court of First Instance was
fully entitled, in law, to conclude that the existence of that authorised cartel
could not be regarded as a general mitigating circumstance in relation to that
action by the appellant, which had assumed particular responsibility in that
connection by reason of the functions exercised by its director.

134 Finally, as regards, more specifically, the existence of mitigating
circumstances, the appellant maintains that the Court of First Instance failed
to take account of various circumstances of that kind. Thus, it criticises the
Commission and the Court of First Instance for basing the fine imposed on it
on its total turnover rather than by reference to the turnover deriving from the
agreements. The appellant also alleges infringement of the principle of equal
treatment, by reason of the abnormally high level of the fine imposed on it, by
comparison with the other fines. It also objects to the fact that the Court of
First Instance took account of its market share on the German market in
determining the amount of the fine, on the ground that the financial resources
of an undertaking are not necessarily proportional to its position on the market.

135 In that connection, it must be pointed out that the Court of First
Instance noted, in paragraph 158 of the contested judgment, that the
Commission did not take account of the total turnover achieved by the
appellant but only of the turnover in welded steel mesh in the Community of
six Member States and did not exceed the 10% ceiling; accordingly, in view of
the gravity and duration of the infringement, the Court of First Instance took
the view that the Commission had not infringed Article 15 of Regulation 17.

136 The Court of First Instance took the view, in paragraph 160 of the
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contested judgment, with regard to determination of the amount of the fine as
3.15% of tumover, that in the case of the appellant, in respect of which no
general mitigating circumstance existed, on the other hand, there had been
found to be an aggravating circumstance - as in the case of Tt6filunion -
resulting from the number and extent of the infringements found against it,

137 It is appropriate, next, to consider whether the Court of First Instance
took account, in a manner that was correct in law, of the appellant's market
share on the German market when it found, in paragraph 147 of the contested
judgment, that the Commission properly refused to treat as a mitigating
circumstance, in the appellant's case, the fact that it did not belong to a
powerful economic entity, on the ground that it was the undertaking which
held by far the largest share of the German market.

138  In that connection, it must be pointed out that the factors on the basis
of which the gravity of an infringement may be assessed may include the
volume and value of the goods in respect of which the infringement was
committed and the size and economic power of the undertaking and,
consequently, the influence which the undertaking was able to exert on the
market (see Joined Cases 100/80 to 103/80 Musique Diffusion Francaise and
Others v Commission, paragraph 120).

139 It follows that it is permissible, for the purpose of determining the fine,
to have regard both to the total turnover of the undertaking, which constitutes
an indication, albeit approximate and imperfect, of the size of the undertaking
and of its economic power, and to the proportion of that turnover accounted
for by the goods in respect of which the infringement was committed, which
gives an indication of the scale of the infringement (Musique Diffusion Francaise
and Others v Commission, cited above, paragraph 121). Although an
undertaking's market shares cannot be a decisive factor in concluding that an
undertaking belongs to a powerful economic entity, they are nevertheless
relevant in determining the influence which it may exert on the market.

140 Accordingly, this complaint must be rejected.

The consequences of annuiment of the contested judgment to the
extent to which it determines the amount of the fine

141 Having regard to all the circumstances of the case, the Court considers
that a sum of 50,000 ECUs constitutes reasonable satisfaction for the excessive
duration of the proceedings.

142 Consequently, since the contested judgment is to be annulled to the
extent to which it determined the fine (see paragraph 48 of this judgment), the
Court of Justice, giving final judgment, in accordance with Article 54 of its

Statute, sets that fine at 2.95m ECUE.
143 For the rest, the appeal is dismissed.

[The Court annulled the contested judgment in respect of the fine, re-set the fine and
ordered the appellant to pay his oun and 75% of the Commission’s costs.] O
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