New Edition of Mayer/Heuzé’s
Droit International Prive

The tenth edition of Pierre Mayer and Vincent Heuzé’s leading treaty on [#]
French private international law was released earlier this month.

Mayer and Heuzé are both professors at Paris I (Panthéon-Sorbonne) School of
Law.

More details on the book can be found here.

Commission Proposal on the
Review of Brussels 1

The long awaited Commission proposal (COM(2010) 748/3) on the review of
Brussels I has been published today. The proposed amendments are numerous
and require more detailed study, but here are some of the highlights.

1) Abolition of the exequatur. Following the argumentation in the Green Paper
on the costs, time and trouble of obtaining a declaration of enforceability in
another Member State, and the abolition of the exequatur in recent specific
instruments, the Commission proposal indeed provides for the abolition of the
exequatur (Art. 38). However, exceptions are made for defamation cases - also
excluded from Rome II - and, most interestingly, compensatory collective redress
cases - at least on a transitional basis. The ‘necessary safeguards’ are: 1) a review
procedure at the court of origin in exceptional cases where the defendant was not
properly informed, similar to the review clause in specific instruments abolishing
the exequatur; 2) an extraordinary remedy at the Member State of enforcement to
contest any other procedural defects which may have infringed the defendant’s
right to a fair trial; 3) a remedy in case the judgment is irreconcilable with
another judgment which has been issued in the Member State of enforcement or -
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provided that certain conditions are fulfilled - in another country. The proposal
also contains a series of standard forms which aim at facilitating the recognition
or enforcement of the foreign judgment in the absence of the exequatur
procedure as well as the application for a review.

2) Extension of the Regulation to defendant’s domiciled in third States.
The special grounds of jurisdiction will enable businesses and citizens to sue a
non EU defendant in, amongst others, the place of contractual performance, or
the place where the harmful event occurred. It further aims to ensure that the
protective jurisdiction rules available for consumers, employees and insured will
also apply if the defendant is domiciled outside the EU. Two additional fora are
created: under certain conditions a non-EU defendant can be sued at the place
where moveable assets belonging to him are located, or where no other forum is
available and the dispute has a sufficient connection with the Member State
concerned (“forum necessitatis“). Further, the proposal introduces a discretionary
lis pendens rule for disputes on the same subject matter and between the same
parties which are pending before the courts in the EU and in a third country.

3) Enhanced effectiveness of choice of court clauses. Another anchor is the
improvement of the effectiveness of choice of court clauses, by: a) giving priority
to the chosen court to decide on its jurisdiction, regardless of whether it is first or
second seised, meaning that any other court has to stay proceedings until the
chosen court has established or - in case the agreement is invalid - declined
jurisdiction; b) introducing a harmonised conflict of law rule on the substantive
validity, referring to the law of the chosen court. As the explanatory memorandum
states, both modifications reflect the solutions established in the 2005 Hague
Convention on the Choice of Court Agreements, thereby facilitating a possible
conclusion of this Convention by the European Union.

4) Improvement of the interface between the regulation and arbitration.
One of the most controversial issues giving rise to heated debates is whether the
arbitration exception should be maintained. Art. 1 of the proposal still contains
the arbitration exclusion, but adds ‘save as provided for in Articles 29, paragraph
4 and 33, paragraph 3’. The proposed Article 29 includes a specific rule on the
relation between arbitration and court proceedings, which obliges a court seised
of a dispute to stay proceedings if its jurisdiction is contested on the basis of an
arbitration agreement and an arbitral tribunal has been seised of the case or
court proceedings relating to the arbitration agreement have been commenced in



the Member State of the seat of the arbitration.

5) Provisional and protective measures. The proposal adds several articles
concerning provisional, including protective measures. It provides that the court
where proceedings on the substance are pending and the court that is addressed
in relation to provisional measures, should cooperate in order to ensure that all
circumstances of the case are taken into account when a provisional measure is
granted. Further, the proposal provides for the free circulation of those measures
which have been granted by a court having jurisdiction on the substance of the
case, including - subject to certain conditions - of measures which have been
granted ex parte (!). However, contrary to the Mietz decision, the proposal
provides that provisional measures ordered by a court other than the one having
jurisdiction on the substance cannot at all be enforced in another Member State,
in view of the wide divergence of national law on this issue and to prevent the risk
of abusive forum-shopping.

There are many more interesting proposed amendments. This proposal certainly
is ambitious, but also controversial on some points. Let the negotiations and the
scholarly debate begin!

Hess: Remarks on Case
C-491/10PPU - Andrea Aguirre
Pelz

We are grateful to Professor Burkhard Hess (Heidelberg) for the following
remarks on the German preliminary reference in case C- 491/10 PPU (Andrea
Aguirre Pelz):

Mutual Recognition and Fundamental Rights

Case C-491/10PPU - Andrea Aguirre Pelz
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An important preliminary reference has recently reached the ECJ’s dockets: In the
case C-491/10PPU the Higher Regional Court of Celle referred to Luxemburg the
following questions:

1. Where the judgment to be enforced issued in the Member State of origin
contains a serious infringement of fundamental rights, does the court of
the Member State of enforcement exceptionally itself enjoy a power to
examine the matter, pursuant to an interpretation of Article 42 of the

Brussels I1"®

Rights?

2. Is the court of the Member State of enforcement obliged to enforce
notwithstanding the fact that, according to the case-file, the certificate
issued by the court of the Member State of origin under Article 42 of the

Regulation in conformity with the Charter on Fundamental

IbiS

Brussels II™ Regulation is clearly inaccurate?

The case addresses fundamental issues of mutual recognition and of mutual trust.
As most of the readers of conflict of laws are certainly aware of, the EU-
Commission is going to publish its proposals for the amendment of the Regulation
Brussels I in the course of this week (on Wednesday). The enlargement of mutual
recognition within the Regulation will certainly be one of the core proposals. The
EC]J’s decision in Andrea Aguirre Pelz will undoubtedly influence the discussion
on the abolition of exequatur proceedings and the (general) implementation of the
principle of mutual recognition under the Regulation Brussels I.

The facts and the legal issues of the case

In this case, a Spanish-German couple which had resided near Bilbao separated in
2007. Their (then) eight years old daughter stayed with the mother; both spouses
applied for divorce at the Spanish court and sought the sole parental
responsibility for their daughter. In May 2008, the Spanish court transferred the
custody to the father and the daughter temporarily moved to the father. The
mother returned to Germany. However, after a holiday visit to her mother in
summer 2008, Andrea did not return to Spain. The father immediately sought her

return to Spain and the 5™ court for family matters in Bilbao ordered that Andrea
was generally forbidden to leave Spanish soil.[1] An order for the return of
Andrea of the same day was not recognized under the Hague Child Abduction
Convention in Germany, after Andrea had been heard by the German family court
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and strongly opposed to her return.[2] In December 2009, the Spanish court gave
a judgment on the merits and transferred the custody to the father. The court did
not personally hear the mother and the daughter, although both had been
summoned, but did not appear in the hearing.[3] However, the Spanish judge had
denied the mother’s request for granting safe conduct and had not accepted the
proposal of her lawyer to hear Andrea by video-conference.[4] The Court of
Appeal of Biskaya dismissed the mother’s appeal in April 2010 which was based
on the insufficient hearing of the child.

Some weeks earlier, in February 2010, the 5" family court of Bilbao had issued a
certificate under Article 42 of the Regulation ordering the immediate return of

Andrea to her father. According to Article 11 (8) of the Regulation Brussels II"®,
German family courts must immediately enforce the return order of the Spanish
court without any recognition proceedings.[5] Nevertheless, the mother filed a
new action in the (competent) German family court seeking a declaration that the
Spanish decision was unenforceable in Germany, because Andrea and her mother
had not been personally heard by the Spanish judge. On appeal, the Higher
Regional Court of Celle referred to the ECJ (under Article 267 TFEU) the
questions whether it was obliged to enforce the Spanish decision ordering the
return of the child of ten years although the child had not get a personal hearing
at the court of origin and whether it was bound by a form which seemed to be
filled in incorrectly.

According to the referring court, the Spanish court had not sufficiently respected
the child’s right to be heard - a right which shall protect her family relations and
procedural situation under Articles 24 and 47 of the CFR. The necessity of
hearing the child and the parent is equally expressed by Article 42 (2) of the
Regulation. However, the German court asked the EC] whether a serious violation
of human rights (as guaranteed by the Charta) entails the need of reviewing a
judgment of another Member State even in the context of mutual recognition. If
the answer of the EC]J is positive, the abolition of exequatur and of the public
policy clause (which directly refers to fundamental rights) by Article 42 of the
Regulation Brussels will be modified (or even reversed). Thus, the reference of
the Higher Regional Court of Celle directly questions the concept of mutual
recognition and its underlying assumption that all courts of the Member States
fully and equally respect the fundamental rights of the parties.
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In addition, the 2" question equally raises fundamental issues of the application
of mutual trust: in practice, mutual recognition operates on the basis of forms
which are filled in by the court of the Member State of origin. These forms pursue
several functions:[6] firstly, they shall inform the requested court about the
enforceable decision and its content. Secondly, they shall reduce the need of
translating the decision. Thirdly, and most importantly, they contain factual or
legal findings which shall bind the courts and judicial organs in the Member State
of enforcement. However, the court of origin is not obliged to give any motivation
for its findings - the forms are usually filled out by simple crossing. As a result,
the requested court must simply enforce the foreign judgment - any verification
does not take place.[7] However, sometimes the forms are not filled out

accurately - the 2" question asks about the binding force of a form which was
apparently incorrectly established.

Some preliminary observations:

Although the questions of the Higher Regional Court reflect the uncertainties
surrounding the principle of mutual trust in civil matters, some of the legal
findings of the referring court may be questioned:

- To start with the second question: it is not entirely clear whether the form was
incorrectly filled out. According to Article 42 the child must get an opportunity to
be heard (...) having regard to its age or maturity. Thus, the question is whether
the summoning of Andrea to the hearing by the court of origin was sufficient to
give her an opportunity to be heard. - According to the referring court Article 42
requires a factual hearing and additional efforts of the (foreign) court to organise
such a hearing. Although the arguments put forward by the German Court with
regard to the interpretation of the necessary hearing of the parties in the light of
Articles 24 and 47 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights seem to be pertinent,
there is still the question whether the Regulation requires that all procedures of
the taking of evidence abroad must be exhausted if the parties do not respond to
the request of the court to appear in the competent court. Accordingly, it seems
to be doubtful whether the form was filled out incorrectly - at least formally,
Andrea had an opportunity to get heard by the Spanish judge.

- On the other hand, the decision of the Spanish court not to grant a guarantee of
safe conduct to the mother was certainly unfortunate. However, one is wondering
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why the Spanish and German judges did not try to communicate directly on these
issues - supportive measures for the communication are available at the Central
Authorities and from the liaison judges under the Hague Convention on Child
Abduction. However, I have not read the decision of the Spanish court and,
therefore, I do not know the motivation of the Spanish court not to give such a
guarantee to the mother.[8]

- With regard to the first question, the interplay between the proceedings on the
merits and those on the immediate return of the child is not entirely clear: The
decision on the custody of December 19, 2009 was a decision on the merits which
is recognised under Articles 21 and 23 of the Regulation. According to Article 23
b, “a judgment relating to parental responsibility shall not be recognised if it was
given (...) without the child having been given an opportunity to be heard.” Thus,
this Article explicitly confers to the German court the power to review the foreign
judgment with regard to fundamental rights as guaranteed by Articles 24 and 47
CFR. However, the order on the return of Andrea was based on Articles 11 (8)
and 42. These Articles provide for immediate relief in the specific case of the
unlawful retention of the child. However, the question arises whether the request
of Spanish court under Article 42 must be qualified as a request on the
enforcement of the judgment on the merits (of December 19, 2009). As this
judgment conferred the parental responsibility to the father, the father was
equally entitled to request the return of the child. In this respect, the (functional)

IbiS

application of Articles 11 and 42 of the Brussels II"™ Regulation for the
enforcement of the decision of the merits does not seem to be fully in line with the
system of the Regulation.[9]

The proceedings at the EC]

Although the referring court requested the ordinary procedure (Article 267 TFEU)
due to the importance of the referred questions, the President of the EC]J decided
that the case should be dealt with in the preliminary urgent procedure. The
hearing of the case took place last Monday (6 December). A judgment is expected
in the course of the next months. This case will probably entail an important
judgment for the future of European law of civil procedure.

The Institute for Private International and Comparative Law at Heidelberg
translated the decision of the Higher Regional Court into English. Here is
the translation:
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Higher Regional Court Celle[a]

Case 18 UF 67/10

Order of September, 30, 2010

Relating to the return of the child: Andrea Aguirre Pelz

Born 31 January 2000.

The Court refers the following questions to the European Court of Justice:

1. Where the judgment to be enforced issued in the Member State of origin
contains a serious infringement of fundamental rights, does the court of
the Member State of enforcement exceptionally itself enjoy a power to
examine the matter, pursuant to an interpretation of Article 42 of the

Brussels II"® Regulation in conformity with the Charter on Fundamental
Rights?

2. Is the court of the Member State of enforcement obliged to enforce
notwithstanding the fact that, according to the case-file, the certificate
issued by the court of the Member State of origin under Article 42 of the

Ibis

Brussels II"® Regulation is clearly inaccurate?

The present lawsuit relates to the enforcement of a decision of the family court
No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain) which orders the return of the child Andrea from
her mother to her father.

I.

The parents married on 25 September 1998 in Erandio (Spain). The marriage
produced the now 10,75-year-old daughter Andrea, who was born on 31 January
2000. The child has both the German and the Spanish nationality. The place of
residence of the parents was located in Sondka (Spain). Towards the end of 2007,
the parents broke up with each other. Upon the father’s approval the mother
firstly remained alone in the former joint home with the daughter Andrea. Yet,
after a short time, considerable disputes arose between the parents. Both parents
applied for a divorce in February 2008. In addition, each parent applied for the
grant of the sole custody of Andrea.

By its order of 12 May 2008 the family court No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain)
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granted the custody of Andrea temporarily to her father. Thereupon Andrea
moved in the household of her father. In June 2008, her mother moved to
Germany. After Andrea’s visit with her mother in the summer holidays of 2008,
the mother kept Andrea with herself. Since 15 August 2008 Andrea lives in the
household of her mother in Germany. On the same day, the family court No.5 in
Bilbao (Biscay, Spain) issued an order which prohibited Andrea to leave Spain.

The father’s application for the return of Andrea to Spain was dismissed by the
order of the German Court of 1 July 2009. The dismissal was based on Article 13
para.2 Hague Child Abduction Convention. At that time, the hearing of Andrea in
court revealed that Andrea strongly objected to the return which her father had
applied for. She assertively refused to return to Spain. The court thereupon asked
for an expert opinion, which stated that, given her age and maturity, Andrea’s
opinion should be taken into consideration.

This decision was transmitted by the German Federal Office of Justice[b] on 8 July

2009 under reference to Article 11 para.6 and 7 of the Regulation Brussels II”® to
the central authority of Spain, with the request for transmission to the competent
Spanish court. In the same month the custody proceedings before the family court
No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain) were continued. The court considered it bidden to
ask for another expert opinion as well as a personal hearing of Andrea and
scheduled a hearing in Bilbao. At the hearing, neither Andrea nor the mother
appeared. Prior to this, the court had refused the mother’s application for the
grant of safe conduct to her and Andrea during the assessment by an expert and
for the time of the hearing in court. It also did not hear Andrea via video
conference as explicitly suggested by the mother.

By its judgment of 16 December 2009 the family court No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay,
Spain) transferred the sole custody of Andrea to her father. The mother appealed
to this decision and argued in particular with the necessity of a hearing of Andrea.
The regional court of Biscay which was competent for the appeal explicitly
refused the need of a hearing of Andrea personally by a decision of 21 April 2010.

Based on its decision on the custody of 16 December 2009, the family court No.5
in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain) issued a certificate on 5 February 2010 under Article 42
of the Regulation Brussels II. By letter of 26 March 2010 the German Federal
Office of Justice transmitted to the district court -family court- of Celle the
judgment of the family court No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain) of 16 December 2009
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as well as the certificate under Article 42 of the Regulation Brussels II of 5
February 2010. The central authority pointed out to the family court of Celle, that
the order to surrender the child under Section 44 para.2 IntFamRVG (IFLPA)[c]

must be enforced ex officio.

The mother for her part filed an application for a declaration that the enforcement
order could not be executed and the disallowance of the order to surrender the
child of the family court No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain).

By decision of 28 April 2010 the family court of Celle held that the corresponding
judgment of the family court No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain) is not be recognized
and thus not to be enforced, because the family court No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay,
Spain) had not heard Andrea prior to its decision.

The father of Andrea, who is (only) at second instance represented by the German
Federal Office of Justice, opposes to this decision through an appeal of 18 June
2010. By way of his objection of 18 June 2010 he requests the removal of the
decision of the family court of Celle of 28 April 2010 and the dismissal of the
applications of the mother, as well as the enforcement of the decision to
surrender Andrea of the family court No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay) ex officio.

II.

The appeal of the father is admissible... On the matter itself the court comes to
the provisional conclusion that the appeal is not well-founded, because Andrea
has not been duly heard by the Spanish judge. With regard to the case-law of the
European Court of Justice referred to by the appellant, two questions arise on the

interpretation of the Regulation Brussels II"°. These questions are essential for

the decision of the case and the Court refers them to the EC]J for the following
reasons:

a) The judgment of the family court No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain) of 16
December 2009 is a judgment requiring the return of the child under Article 11

para.8 Regulation Brussels II"°. It is a judgment of the Member State of origin
subsequent to an order refusing the return of the child of the enforcing Member
State based on Article 13 Hague Child Abduction Convention. For such judgments
exists the simplified enforceability from chapter III paragraph 4, therefore under

Articles 40 et seq.of the Regulation Brussels I1I*".
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Therefore the appeal is to be granted insofar as the court of the enforcing
Member State generally does not have an own review power under Article 21

Regulation Brussels II™® in cases of return under Articlel1 para 8 of the

Regulation Brussels II™ (ECJ 7/11/2008 case C-195/08 PPU Inga Rinau; EC]J,
7/1/2010 case C-211/10 PPU Povse). In fact, such judgments requiring return are
generally enforceable without any declaration of enforceability or possibility of

opposing its recognition (Article 42 para.l of the Regulation Brussels II*®). If this
principle applies without exceptions, the judgment of the family court of Celle is
to be set aside and the enforcement of the judgment requiring the return of the

child under Article 42 of the Regulation Brussels II"® of 5 February 2010 is to be
executed ex officio (Section 44 FamFG[d]) pursuant to the appeal.

The situation would be different if the court of the enforcing Member State had
an own power of review in cases of severe violations of fundamental rights. The
Senate supports this assumption for the following reasons. Article 24 para.l of
the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union provides that the
“views of the child shall be taken into consideration on matters which concern
them in accordance with their age and maturity”. The family court No.5 in Bilbao
(Biscay, Spain) did not detect the current view of Andrea and could therefore not
take it into consideration in its custody decision of 16 December 2009.

At the same time the Senate does not misconceive that the family court No.5 in
Bilbao (Biscay, Spain) initially tried to obtain the view of Andrea in summer 2009.
Yet the efforts in this regard did not suffice in view of the importance of the
consideration of the child’s view which is especially protected by Article 24 para.1
of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union. Furthermore, the
Senate does not address the issue of whether the mother could be summoned at
all to send Andrea to Spain given the criminal proceedings against her and
accordingly the travel ban from Spain on Andrea. Any possible default or
misconduct of the mother in this matter cannot be imputed to the affected child.

The misconduct of a parent does not release the court from its obligation to take
the child’s view into consideration pursuant to Article 24 Charter of Fundamental
Rights of the European Union. The situation would only be different if the conduct
of the parent rendered the detection of the view of the child impossible. However
this constellation is not at hand. In fact, the detection of the view of Andrea would
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have been possible, for example in the course of a video conference which was
explicitly offered by the mother. In addition there would have been other
possibilities, such as: the conduct of a hearing of the child in the way of mutual
legal assistance or a journey of the competent judge to Germany in order to hear
Andrea personally. Furthermore it would have been possible to detect the view of
the child through the appointment of a temporary representative for the purpose
of the proceedings under the terms of Section 158 FamFG. The temporary
representative has to discover the interests of the child and to assert them during
the proceedings (Section 168 para.4 FamFG). All relief of this kind remained
undone and has not been addressed in the judgment. Therefore the personal
views of Andrea could not have been taken into consideration in the judgment.

In the opinion of the Senate this violation is insomuch severe that it must entail a
review power of the enforcing Member State by way of exception and in order to

interpret Article 42 para.l of the Regulation Brussels 11"

Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union.

in conformity to the

The omitted hearing is problematic especially in cases of Articlel1 para.8

Regulation Brussels II"® where the return of the child is rejected under Article13
para.22 HCAC because of unwillingness of the child. The preferential treatment in
the enforcement of judgments under Articlel1 para.8 can only be justified in
cases pursuant to Articlel3 para.2 Hague Child Abduction Convention, when the
child has been heard before the decision is given. Only in this constellation the
court of the Member State of origin does have the possibility to deal with the
unwillingness of the child and its reasons. After all, these reasons were
considered of such importance by the court of the enforcing Member State that it
refused the return of the child despite the fact that its removal or retention was
unlawful. If the court of the Member State of origin wants to deviate from this and
wants to miss out the resistance of the child which has been substantial in the
Hague Child Abduction Convention-proceedings in the course of the custody
decision which it is competent for, it has to hear the current view of the child in
advance. The content of the certificate which is issued in context of the simplified

enforcement under Article42 para.2 Regulation Brussels II"® also indicates the
great significance of the hearing of the child. Within the certificate, the hearing of
the child must be duly certified.

Thus, the privileged enforcement without recognition by a court of the enforcing



Member State as intended by Articlel1 para.8 combined with Article 42

Regulation Brussels II”® mandatory requires that the child had the possibility to
get heard. In the present case, Andrea did not get this possibility. Accordingly,
the senate assumes a violation of Article24 Charter of Fundamental Rights of the
European Union as well as a violation of the fundamental principle of the right to
be heard.[e]

The Senate agrees with the assertion put forward by the appellant that grounds
for non-enforcement which impede the enforcement as such must generally be
asserted in the court of the Member State of origin which ordered the
enforcement - in the present case in Spain. However, this principle cannot be
applied when the enforceable decision itself - as has been argued above - violates

fundamental rights. The applicability of the Regulation Brussels II"® cannot result

in an obligation of the court of the enforcing Member State to execute judgments
of the Member State of origin that are in breach of fundamental rights.

b) If the courts in the Member State of enforcement do not dispose of such a
power of review despite a severe violation of fundamental rights, the question
remains whether the enforcing Member State can be bound to a clearly incorrect

certificate under Article 42 Regulation Brussels II”°. The certificate at hand of 5
February 2010 which is to be enforced clearly contains incorrect information.

Persuant to Article 42 para.2a Regulation Brussels II”® the certificate may only be
issued if “the child was given an opportunity to be heard, unless a hearing was
considered inappropriate having regard to his or her age or degree of maturity”.
Although Andrea was not heard by the family court No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain)
the respective question is affirmed within the certificate (No.11).

The argument of the father (...) that Andrea has had the opportunity to be heard
in summer 2009 in consequence of the evidence warrant of the family court No.5
in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain) is not persuasive. Even if one agrees with the statement
within the appeal of the father that the mother illegitimately impeded the hearing
which was considered necessary and therefore ordered by the family court No.5
in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain), this conduct cannot be attributed to the child. The
protective function of Article 24 para.l of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of
the European Union cannot be conditioned on the correct conduct of a parent.
This especially applies as it would indeed have been possible -as demonstrated
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above- that the family court No.5 in Bilbao (Biscay, Spain) detected the current
will and view of Andrea despite the possibly illegitimate refusal of her mother to
travel to Spain.

III.

Accordingly, the Senate refers to the EC]J the following questions (....see supra at

I).
IV.

The senate explicitly does not request the application of the urgent preliminary
ruling procedure in the present case. The senate considers both questions on the
consultation requirement of the child- especially regarding comparable cases of
return rejections under Article13 para. 2 Hague Child Abduction Convention - as
fundamental. The examination of such basic issues should be carried out in the
context of a request for a preliminary ruling, at length, and not in an accelerated
procedure.

Additional note of the editors:

The file number at the EC]J is C-491/10PPU - the President of the ECJ ordered that
the case should be decided in the accelerated procedure. The hearing took place
on December 6, 2010. A judgment of the ECJ is expected for January or February
2011.

[a] Translated and adapted for the publication by Katharina Mandery and by
Burkhard Hess, all rights reserved.

[b] The Federal Office of Justice is the German Central Authority (Article 53 of

Regulation Brussels II"® ). It provides for a helpful web site (in English) at:
http://www.bundesjustizamt.de/nn 1704226/EN/Topics/Zivilrecht/HKUE/HKUEInh
alte/Rechtsvorschriften 20und 20Erl C3 A4duternde 20Berichte.html.

[c] An English translation is available at: Act to Implement Certain Legal
Instruments in the Field of International Family Law, (International Family Law
Procedure Act - IFLPA).

[d] Act on Proceedings in Non-Contentious and Familiy Matters of Sep. 1, 2009.
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[e] Article 47 Charter of Fundamental Rights.
[1] Any infringement of this order entailed criminal sanctions against the mother.

[2] The German court relied on Article 13 of the Hague Child Abduction
Convention. According to this provision, a non-return may be ordered in the best
interest of the child.

[3] The Spanish court had ordered the personal appearances of both, mother and
the child.

[4] It should be noted that Article 11 (4) of Regulation Brussels Ilbis explicitly
provides for “adequate arrangements to secure the protection of the child after
his or her return.” These measures include the protection of a parent who
accompanies the child, Hess, Europaisches Zivilprozessrecht (2010), § 7, para 93.

[5] ECJ, 7/11/2008, case C-195/08 PPU, Inga Rinau, ECR 2008 I- paras 59 et seq.;
EuGH 7/1/2010, case C-211/10 PPU Povse, ECR 2010 I- nyp.

[6] Hess, Europaisches Zivilprozessrecht, § 3, paras 55 et seq.

[7] As a result, mutual trust operates like a kind of ,blind trust”, because the
requested court has normally no possibility to verify whether the information
contained in the form is appropriate.

[8] See Hess, Europaisches Zivilprozessrecht (2010), § 7, paras 80 - 82.

[9] It seems that the relationship between Articles 23 b) and Articles 11 (8), 42 of
the Regulation is not entirely clear - the Court should take up this case for further
clarifications.

EC] on Pammer and Hotel
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Alpenhof

On 7 December the EC] has delivered its judgement in cases C-585/08 and
C-144/09 (AG’s Opinion was presented on 18 May 2010).

The references for a preliminary ruling concern the interpretation of Article
15(1)(c) and (3) of Council Regulation (EC) No 44/2001 of 22 December 2000 on
jurisdiction and the recognition and enforcement of judgments in civil and
commercial matters. The references have been made (i) in proceedings between
Mr Pammer and Reederei Karl Schluter GmbH & Co KG (Case C-585/08) and (ii)
in proceedings between Hotel Alpenhof GesmbH and Mr Heller (Case C-144/09).
The cases were joined for the purposes of the judgment pursuant to Article 43 of
the Rules of Procedure of the Court, given the similarity between the second
question in Case C-585/08 and the only question in Case C-144/09.

The dispute in case C-585/08 involved Mr Pammer, who resides in Austria, and
Reederei Karl Schluter, a company established in Germany. It concerns a voyage
by freighter from Trieste (Italy) to the Far East organised by that company, which
gave rise to a contract between it and Mr Pammer (‘the voyage contract’). Mr
Pammer booked the voyage through company whose seat is in Germany, which
operates in particular via the internet. The voyage booked by Mr Pammer was
descried on the website of the company.

The day of departure Mr Pammer refused to embark on the ground that the
abovementioned description did not, in his view, correspond to the conditions on
the vessel; he also sought reimbursement of the sum which he had paid for the
voyage. Since Reederei Karl Schluter reimbursed only a part of that sum Mr
Pammer claimed payment of the balance, together with interest, before an
Austrian court of first instance, the Bezirksgericht (District Court) Krems an der
Donau.The plea was dismissed at first instance, though the court held that it had
jurisdiction on the ground that the voyage contract was a consumer contract. The
appellate court declared that the Austrian courts lacked jurisdiction, denying the
characterisation of the voyage contract as consumer contract. The Oberster
Gerichtshof (Supreme Court) decided to stay proceedings and to refer the
following questions to the Court for a preliminary ruling:

1. Does a “voyage by freighter” constitute package travel for the purposes of
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Article 15(3) of [Regulation No 44/2001]?

2. If the answer to Question 1 is in the affirmative: is the fact that an
intermediary’s website can be consulted on the internet sufficient to justify a
finding that activities are being “directed” [to the Member State of the
consumer’s domicile] within the meaning of Article 15(1)(c) of Regulation No
44/20017

The dispute in case C-144/09 involved Hotel Alpenhof, a company which operates
a hotel with the same name located in Austria, and Mr Heller, who resides in
Germany. Mr Heller reserved a number of rooms for a period of a week in January
2008 through the website of the hotel. His reservation and the confirmation
thereof were effected by email. Mr Heller is stated to have found fault with the
hotel’s services and to have left without paying his bill. Hotel Alpenhof brought an
action before an Austrian court.Mr Heller raised the plea that the court before
which the action had been brought lacked jurisdiction. He submittd that, as a
consumer, he could be sued only in the courts of the Member State of his domicile
(German courts), pursuant to Article 15(1)(c) of Regulation No 44/2001.Both the
the Bezirksgericht Sankt Johann im Pongau and (on appeal) the Landesgericht
Salzburg dismissed the action before them, holding that the Austrian courts
lacked jurisdiction to hear it. Hotel Alpenhof appealed to the Oberster
Gerichtshof.Since the Oberster Gerichtshof was not sure that the Court would
answer its second question in Case C?585/08 (his own answer being dependent
upon the answer given by the EC]J), it considered it necessary to stay proceedings
and to refer the following question to the Court for a preliminary ruling:

‘Is the fact that a website of the party with whom a consumer has concluded a
contract can be consulted on the internet sufficient to justify a finding that an
activity is being “directed” within the meaning of Article 15(1)(c) of [Regulation
No 44/2001]?

The ECJ has answered as follows:

1- A contract concerning a voyage by freighter, such as that at issue in the main
proceedings in Case C-585/08, is a contract of transport which, for an inclusive
price, provides for a combination of travel and accommodation within the
meaning of Article 15(3) of Council Regulation (EC) No 44/2001 of 22 December
2000 on jurisdiction and the recognition and enforcement of judgments in civil



and commercial matters.

2. In order to determine whether a trader whose activity is presented on its
website or on that of an intermediary can be considered to be ‘directing’ its
activity to the Member State of the consumer’s domicile, within the meaning of
Article 15(1)(c) of Regulation No 44/2001, it should be ascertained whether,
before the conclusion of any contract with the consumer, it is apparent from those
websites and the trader’s overall activity that the trader was envisaging doing
business with consumers domiciled in one or more Member States, including the
Member State of that consumer’s domicile, in the sense that it was minded to
conclude a contract with them.

The following matters, the list of which is not exhaustive, are capable of
constituting evidence from which it may be concluded that the trader’s activity is
directed to the Member State of the consumer’s domicile, namely the
international nature of the activity, mention of itineraries from other Member
States for going to the place where the trader is established, use of a language or
a currency other than the language or currency generally used in the Member
State in which the trader is established with the possibility of making and
confirming the reservation in that other language, mention of telephone numbers
with an international code, outlay of expenditure on an internet referencing
service in order to facilitate access to the trader’s site or that of its intermediary
by consumers domiciled in other Member States, use of a top-level domain name
other than that of the Member State in which the trader is established, and
mention of an international clientele composed of customers domiciled in various
Member States. It is for the national courts to ascertain whether such evidence
exists.

On the other hand, the mere accessibility of the trader’s or the intermediary’s
website in the Member State in which the consumer is domiciled is insufficient.
The same is true of mention of an email address and of other contact details, or of
use of a language or a currency which are the language and/or currency generally
used in the Member State in which the trader is established




Fourth Issue of 2010’s Journal du
Droit International

The fourth issue of French Journal du droit international (Clunet) for 2010 [x]
was just released.

It includes four articles and several casenotes.

The only article dealing with a conflict issue is authored by Gerald Goldstein, who
is a professor of law at the University de Montreal, and Horatia Muir Watt, who is
a professor of law at Sciences Po Law School. It discusses the application of the
new method of recognition in the context of the 2007 Munich Convention on the
recognition of civil partnerships (La méthode de la reconnaissance a la lueur de la
Convention de Munich du 5 septembre 2007 sur la reconnaissance des
partenariats enregistrés) The English abstract reads:

The new “method of recognition” displaces the frontiers between choice of law
and recognition of foreign judgments. It entails giving effect to situations
created abroad within the sway of another legal system, without prior
verification of compliance with the forum conflicts rule. Without excluding all
control of the quality of the link between the situation and the forum, the new
method is more concerned with the effectiveness of an existing situation than
its conformity with a preconceived parameter of validity laid down by the law of
the forum. For some, these characteristics predisposes the new method to
govern civil partnerships, since the novelty and diversity of these institutions
makes it difficult to formulate an appropriate choice of law rule.

An analysis of the 2007 Munich Convention on the recognition of civil
partnerships favorises a study of the advantages such a method has over the
traditional choice of law process and suggests a certain number of more
general methodological reflexions on its characteristics, objectives and
foundations.

Articles of the JDI are available online for subscribers of Juris Classeur
Lexis Nexis.
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Report on Dutch Collective
Settlements Act

The Dutch Collective Settlements Act in the International Arena

At the request of the Research and Documentation Centre of the Dutch Ministry
of Justice, researchers at Erasmus School of Law (Erasmus University Rotterdam)
have carried out exhaustive research on the private international law aspects of
the Dutch Collective Settlements Act. The research was conducted and the Final
Report was written by Hélene van Lith, supervised by Filip De Ly and Xandra
Kramer, and assisted by Steven Stuij.

The Dutch Collective Settlements Act entered into force on 27 July 2005 to
provide for collective redress in mass damage cases. In essence, the Act provides
for collective redress on the basis of a settlement agreement concluded between
one or more foundations representing a group of affected persons to whom
damage was allegedly caused and one or more allegedly liable parties.

The Report analyses aspects of private international law when a collective
settlement is concluded for the benefit of foreign interested parties under the
Dutch Collective Settlements Act. The principal object of the Research was to
assess the suitability of existing private international law instruments at the
national, European and international levels for the application of the Dutch
Collective Settlements Act in transnational mass damage cases.

The internationally famous Shell Settlement and more recently the Converium
Settlement are examples of the important role The Netherlands could play in the
collective redress of mass claims and makes the Dutch Collective Settlement Act
an attractive alternative to American and Canadian class actions and class
settlements. The Dutch Act received a lot of attention because, like the American
and Canadian systems, but unlike most other European collective redress
systems, the Act works on an ‘opt out’ basis. If the Court declares the collective
settlement binding, it binds all persons covered by its terms, except for those who
have indicated that they do not wish to be bound by the agreement.
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The research was conducted by analyzing literature and through a series of
interviews with professionals directly involved with the WCAM collective
settlements. It also includes several comparative observations in relation to
jurisdictions such as the U.S. and Canada that are familiar with collective actions
with opt-out mechanisms.

The Report concludes that, especially with respect to international jurisdiction
and cross border recognition, there is a ‘mismatch’ between the European rules
(Brussels I Regulation) and the Dutch Collective Settlements Act. Further
clarifications of the European rules are needed and new legislation at the
European level specifically dealing with collective redress may be advisable.
Recommendations are also made with respect to the worldwide notification of
unknown interested foreign parties, as well as the representation of foreign
interested parties and issues of applicable law.

The Report is available on the website of the Research and Documentation Centre
of the Dutch Ministry of Justice and can be downloaded here (see “Bijlagen”).

A commercial edition will appear with Maklu Publishers and will be updated with
the latest ruling of the Amsterdam Court of 12 November 2010 concerning the
Converium Settlement.

For more information please contact Hélene van Lith; vanlith@law.eur.nl

French Supreme Court Rules on
Punitive Damages

On December 1st, the French Supreme Court for private and criminal matters
ruled on whether a foreign judgment awarding punitive damages could be
enforced in France.

The Court held that, in principle, foreign judgments awarding punitive damages
are not contrary to public policy and will thus be recognised. However, the Court


http://www.wodc.nl/onderzoeksdatabase/internationaal-privaatrechtelijke-aspecten-van-de-wet-collectieve-afhandeling-massaschade-wcam.aspx?cp=44&cs=6796#publicatiegegevens
mailto:vanlith@law.eur.nl
https://conflictoflaws.net/2010/french-supreme-court-rules-on-punitive-damages/
https://conflictoflaws.net/2010/french-supreme-court-rules-on-punitive-damages/

also ruled that such awards would exceptionnally violate public policy in cases
where they would not be proportionate to the harm sustained and the contractual
breach.

In this case, the foreign judgment was unsurprisingly American (Superior Court of
California, it seems). The plaintiffs had been awarded USD 1.39 million in
compensatory damages and USD 1.46 million in punitive damages. This was
found to be “clearly” disproportionate. This was because, the Court held, the
amount of punitive damages was clearly higher than the amount of compensatory
damages (the “very large” difference was USD 70,000).

The U.S. Supreme Court has also ruled that disproportionate awards in punitive
damages violate the U.S. Due Process Clause and are thus unconstitutional. But
the Court laid down the famous single digit ratio test for that purpose: no more
than nine times the amount in compensatory damages.

The judgment of the court can be found here. It dismisses an appeal against a
judgment from the Poitiers Court of appeal, which was previously mentioned on
this site.

Thanks to Elbalti Béligh for the tip-off

Pretelli on Fraudulent
Conveyances

Ilaria Pretelli, who is a research fellow in private international law and the
Director of the Centro Studi Giuridici Europei at the Carlo Bo University of
Urbino, Italy, has published a monograph on Garanzie del credito e conflitti di
leggi - Lo statuto dell’azione revocatoria.

The author has kindly provided the following English abstract:

In private international law of obligations, few topics are so neglected as
fraudulent conveyances. The book fills the gap in Italian and continental
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conflict of laws, while keeping an eye on the new sources of law provided by the
European Union. In continental law three judicial remedies are essentially
appointed for creditors to prevent ineffective execution: the actio pauliana, the
action oblique (indirect action) and the action declaring a transaction simulated
on the purpose of defrauding creditors. Such remedies are deeply rooted in
continental and common law, coming from Roman law principles and from the
Statute of Elizabeth 13 (1571), however their characterization is still unclear,
because of their ties with contract law, torts law, procedural law and even real
estate law. These connexions disclose the rationale of invoking different
methods to solve private international law problems: from the German
Interessenjurisprudenz, reacting to the dogmatism of the Begriffsjurisprudenz;
towards the “new” American ideas arising from the storm called “American
conflicts revolution” criticizing some consequences and interpretations of the
continental approach to conflicts of laws. Comparing the solutions and their
rationale we see

these arising from an eclectic method, combining concepts and interests
analysis: as a matter of facts the problem of the applicable law is still subject to
debate in the absence of a clear European framework. The Brussell I/Rome
I/Rome II system seems to imply the issue of the pauliana in its scope, but if we
turn to the letter of the text it is hard to find any clue in order to solve the
conflict between the creditor and the third party within the scheme of the
aforementioned actions. The question of jurisdiction is not, however, dramatic
and more and more precisions are coming from the EC]J decisions (Deko Marty
and C-213/10, F-Tex SIA v Lietuvos-Anglijos UAB ‘Jadecloud-Vilma’ still
pending). On the other hand, in order to fill the gap of the applicable law, while
national systems cannot but address the question with an unilateralistic
approach, it is possible to suggest a universal solution at the European scale by
means of the only common value to the different legal systems dealing with the
pauliana and similar remedies: good faith.

More details can be found here.
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Publication: Hill & Chong on
International Commercial
Disputes

The fourth edition of J Hill & (now) A Chong, International Commercial [#]
Disputes: Commercial Conflict of Laws in English Courts has just been
published by Hart. Here’s the blurb:

This is the fourth edition of this highly regarded work on the law of
international commercial litigation as practised in the English courts. As such it
is primarily concerned with how commercial disputes which have connections
with more than one country are dealt with by the English courts. Much of the
law which provides the framework for the resolution of such disputes is derived
from international instruments, including recent Conventions and Regulations
which have significantly re-shaped the law in the European Union. The scope
and impact of these European instruments is fully explained and assessed in
this new edition.

The work is organised in four parts. The first part considers the jurisdiction of
the English courts and the recognition and enforcement in England of
judgments granted by the courts of other countries. This part of the work,
which involves analysis of both the Brussels I Regulation and the so-called
traditional rules, includes chapters dealing with jurisdiction in personam and in
rem, anti-suit injunctions and provisional measures. The work’s second part
focuses on the rules which determine whether English law or the law of another
country is applicable to a given situation. The part includes a discussion of
choice of law in contract and tort, with particular attention being devoted to the
recent Rome I and Rome II Regulations. The third part of the work includes
three new chapters on international aspects of insolvency (in particular, under
the EC Insolvency Regulation) and the final part focuses on an analysis of legal
aspects of international commercial arbitration. In particular, this part
examines: the powers of the English courts to support or supervise an
arbitration; the effect of an arbitration agreement on the jurisdiction of the
English courts; the law which governs an arbitration agreement and the parties’
dispute; and the recognition and enforcement of foreign arbitration awards.
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This is a book I have eagerly been waiting for (the 2005 edition is excellent), and
it’s highly recommended. Get it for £50 from Hart Publishing, or £47.50 from
Amazon UK.

Jurisdiction of the Amsterdam
Court of Appeal in the Converium
Settlement Case

[Guest post written by Thijs Bosters LL.M., a PhD Researcher (Private
International Law and Collective redress) at Tilburg University.]

After the Morrison v. NAB decision of last June, the question was raised how and
where an f-cubed case should be filed in the future. It has been proposed that, for
example, the Canadian class action or the Dutch collective settlement procedure
could serve as alternatives in cross-border securities mass disputes. What makes
the Dutch collective settlement procedure such an interesting alternative is that a
settlement can be declared binding by the Amsterdam Court of Appeal on all
persons to which it applies according to its terms. In this way, all plaintiffs can be
covered and a mass dispute can be resolved through a single action (for more
information on the Collective Settlement Act (Wet collectieve afwikkeling
massaschade), see the The Global Class Actions Exchange report of Stanford Law
School). With the 2009 Shell collective settlement, the Dutch Act proved that it
can be instrumental in the resolution of cross-border securities mass disputes.
The Shell case, however, was only a partially f-cubed case, as quite many of the
investors involved were Dutch.

Converium

On 12 November 2010, the Amsterdam Court of Appeal assumed preliminary
jurisdiction in the “full f-cubed” Converium case (the Dutch text can be found
here). This case revolves around the Swiss reinsurance company Converium
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Holding AG (currently known as SCOR Holding AG). In late 2001, Zurich
Financial Services Ltd, of which Converium was a full subsidiary, sold its shares
through an initial public offering. The shares were listed on the SWX Swiss
Exchange in Switzerland and as American Depositary Shares (ADSs) on the New
York Stock Exchange. Between 7 January 2002 and 2 September 2004, Converium
made several announcements which led people to believe that Converium had
deliberately underestimated the insurance risks when floating its reinsurance
unit. The existing reserve deficiency forced Converium to announce that it would
take a charge of between $ 400 and $ 500 million to increase its reserve. This,
combined with the downgrade of the company’s credit rating by Standard &
Poor’s in response to the reserve increase, caused a massive drop of the share
value.

In October 2004, the first of several securities class action complaints was filed
against Converium, ZFS, and certain of Converium’s officers and directors.
Eventually, the filed class actions were consolidated before the United States
District Court for the Southern District of New York. This court, however,
excluded from the class action all non-U.S. persons who had purchased
Converium shares on any non-U.S. exchange, leaving them empty-handed.
Because of the positive way the Shell case was being resolved in the Netherlands,
Converium and ZFS agreed that a settlement would be sought for these non-U.S.
purchasers through the Dutch collective settlement system.

Converium, ZFS, the special Converium Securities Compensation Foundation
(which represents the group of individual purchasers that were excluded from the
U.S. class), and the Dutch Investors Association agreed on a settlement on 8 July
2010. These parties subsequently filed an application with the Amsterdam Court
of Appeal to declare the settlement binding. Because there were only
approximately 200 known Dutch individual purchasers (out of a total of 12,000),
who formed the most important link to use the Dutch system, the Court first
wanted to decide whether this link was enough to assume jurisdiction over the
case.

Jurisdiction Amsterdam Court of Appeal

The Court first examined whether it could assume jurisdiction to effectuate the
settlement and subsequently whether it was also competent to bind all the



purchasers named in the settlement. This would prevent plaintiffs from filing a
claim for damages in the future.

As the settlement only takes effect if it is made binding, it is not possible to
directly use Article 5(1) Brussels I/Lugano to determine which court has
jurisdiction because the place of performance, the main requirement of this
provision, is unknown. However, in Effer v. Kantner, the court also based its
jurisdiction on Article 5(1) Brussels I/Lugano in a dispute concerning a contract
which had not been concluded yet, so the place of performance was unknown as
well. Because the Converium settlement is aimed at a certain performance that
will take place in the Netherlands, namely, payment of damages by the Dutch
special compensation foundation, the Dutch Court of Appeal can assume
jurisdiction.

To prevent parallel and irreconcilable litigation, the Amsterdam Court of Appeal
based its jurisdiction to declare the settlement binding on Article 6(1) Brussels
[/Lugano. The Court stated that the claims of the various purchasers are so
closely connected that it is expedient to hear and decide on them together. As the
Court already had jurisdiction over the Dutch purchasers, Article 6(1) Brussels
I/Lugano makes it possible to assume jurisdiction in the combined case.

Although the majority of the purchasers are domiciled in one of the Brussels I
Regulation/Lugano Convention member states, there are also purchasers that are
not. In these cases, the Dutch Code of Civil Procedure decides whether a Dutch
court has jurisdiction. According to this Code, a court can assume jurisdiction
over cases in which one or more purchasers are domiciled in the Netherlands. In
the Converium case, the Compensation Foundation and the Investors Association
are domiciled in the Netherlands. Moreover, because the settlement will be
executed in the Netherlands, there is a sufficient connection with the Dutch
jurisdiction for the Amsterdam Court of Appeal to also assume jurisdiction for
those cases which involve non-Brussels I/Lugano purchasers.

Based on the above-mentioned provisions, the Amsterdam Court of Appeal may
assume jurisdiction in the Converium case. Article 6 ECHR and the principle of
audi alteram partem, however, prevent the Court from making a final decision on
its competence. As not all the purchasers have been summoned yet, the Court will
be forced to stay the proceedings (Article 26(2) Brussels I/Lugano) till they have
been given proper notice. Until then, the ruling will be provisional. During the


http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:61981J0038:EN:HTML

fairness hearing, which still has to be scheduled but will probably take place in
the second half of 2011, the purchasers may still advance a different view on the
jurisdiction issue.



