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PREFACE


On 27 November 2019 the Council of Bars and Law Societies of Europe (“CCBE”) organized in Brussels a conference on the “Modernisation of European Company Law” with the scientific support of its Company Law Committee and the kind participation of the Dutch and French speaking Bar Associations of Brussels, the Law Firm Simont Braun and Larcier. José de Freitas, President of the CCBE, Michel Forges, President of the French-speaking Bar of Brussels and Peter Callens, President of the Dutch-speaking Bar of Brussels made the welcome speeches and opening remarks. The key note speech was given by Koen Geens, Minister of Justice and Deputy Prime Minister of Belgium.

The program of the conference had two main subtopics: a) Recent Legislative Achievements in European Company Law and b) the Future of European Company Law, and highly qualified professionals gave specialized presentations.

The first panel was chaired by Dr. Hans Jürgen Hellwig, Partner at Hengeler Mueller in Frankfurt and Honorary Professor in European Company Law at the University of Heidelberg.

The speakers of this panel and the topics of their presentations were the following:


	Cross border divisions in practice – Vanessa Knapp OBE, Independent Consultant, Member of the former EU Informal Expert Group on Company Law and Visiting Professor at Queen Mary University of London.


	The experience of digital company law in Estonia and a critical assessment of the recent directive on the digitalization of company law – Kai Härmand, Judge at Harju County Court on Legal Policy at the Ministry of Justice in Estonia.


	Shareholders’ protection in cross-border mobility of companies, and harmonised rules after the company law package – Gabriela Fierbinteanu, Company Law Attachée at the Permanent Representation of Romania to the EU, former Chair of the Council of the EU Working Party on Company Law and Assistant Professor in Commercial and Civil Law at the Nicolae Titulescu University, Faculty of Law in Bucharest.


	Loyalty voting and liquidity tests: national reforms challenging the traditional approach in EU Company Law? – Dr. Hans de Wulf, Professor at the Law School of Gent University.




The second panel was chaired by Bart De Moor, Vice-President of the Dutch-speaking Bar of Brussels.

The speakers of this panel and the topics of their presentations were the following:


	New Commission mandate – what is in the air in company law and corporate governance? Maija Laurila, Head of the Company Law Unit of the European Commission, DG for Justice and Consumers.


	Future proposals for directors’ duties, Béatrice Richez-Baum, Director General of EcoDa.


	Sustainable corporate governance, Dr. Birgit Spiesshofer M.C.J. (NYU), Of Counsel at Dentons in Berlin and Adjunct Professor for International Economic Law and Business Ethics at the University of Bremen.


	Group corporate governance, Dr. jur. Karsten Engsig Sørensen, Professor at the Law Department of the School of Business and Social Sciences at Aarhus University.


	The prospects of corporate governance in Europe, Christophe Clerc, Lawyer, Descartes and Professor, Sciences Po, Paris.


	Letterbox companies: Abuse of companies and free movement in European Company Law, Dr. jur. Antigoni Alexandropoulou, Chair of the CCBE Company Law Committee, Assistant Professor at the European University Cyprus and Lawyer (Greece).


	A written intervention was submitted by Niels Bang, Julie Müller Cornelius, Sarah Klaper, Mazlum Güngör, Gorrissen Federspiel on Cross-border mergers, divisions and conversions.




This publication contains many of the above presentations. I would like to thank all the speakers who have kindly accepted our invitation to participate at the conference and contributed to the discussions about the Modernisation of European Company Law as well as the CCBE Secretariat for their hard work for the preparation of the Conference. Further my thanks go to the Dutch and the French speaking Bars of Brussels, the Law Firm Simont Braun and Larcier Publisher for their support as well as to the Scientific Committee of the conference who consisted of the members of the Company Law Committee Prof. Hans Jürgen Hellwig, Vanessa Knapp OBE and myself.



August 2020
Antigoni Alexandropoulou
Chair CCBE Company Law Committee
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LETTERBOX COMPANIES: ABUSE OF COMPANIES AND FREE MOVEMENT IN EUROPEAN COMPANY LAW1


Dr. Antigoni ALXANDROPOULOU, Assistant Professor European University Cyprus, Chair of the Company Law Committee of the Council of Bars and Law Societies of Europe (CCBE)



1. Introduction


1.1. WHY ARE LETTERBOX COMPANIES AGAIN A TOPICAL SUBJECT?

Letterbox companies became very topical again during the discussions on the European commission’s proposal for a company law package a) on the digitalization of company law and b) on the cross-border mobility of companies: mergers, divisions and conversions of companies. Although the criticism related to both proposal directives, it was in particular in relation to the second proposal on cross border mobility that it raised a big debate. The concerns that were raised were that companies would use the new directive to bypass their obligations towards creditors, employees and shareholders and that adequate mechanisms and tools were needed in order to avoid abusive or fraudulent practices. A special reference was made to artificial arrangements and letterbox companies. To that end the rapporteur of the Juri Committee of the European Parliament had mentioned in her report that cross border mobility of companies should only be allowed in cases where the company exercising its freedom of establishment intended to have genuine economic activity in the host Member State.2 This proposal however has not been accepted. The final text does no longer refer in its operative part to the terms “artificial arrangement” nor to “genuine economic activity”. According to the introductory part of the analysis of the final compromise text, this was decided in order to satisfy the Council’s view – adopted later on by the Parliament as well – that “the freedom of movement could be jeopardized by non-proportionate restrictions, if these hindered or discouraged not only fraudulent, but also legitimate operations.”3




1.2. THE SCOPE OF THIS PRESENTATION


This presentation aims to outline the phenomenon of letterbox companies. Its scope will encompass only companies with limited liability that are registered in a Member State. Thus other forms of letterbox-type practices will not be explored and constructions where the companies have been incorporated outside of the EU will not be considered. First we will start with an introduction to the various terms that exist in order to describe the same legal and factual situation, namely that a company is registered in one MS but has its actual business in another MS, and we will continue by demonstrating that in other times the same term “letterbox company” is used in order to identify different corporate practices. Further, a short reference will be made to the risks that have been identified to be associated with the use of letterbox companies and subsequently the areas of law where letterbox companies appear to facilitate abusive or fraudulent activities. The focus however of this presentation will be company law. In particular, it will be discussed what is the status quo regarding letterbox companies in European Company Law, if and when abusive practices could be identified from a company law perspective and what measures might be considered in the field of company law in order to prevent abusive practices while at the same time protecting the fundamental freedom of establishment for businesses.






2. What are letterbox companies?


2.1. DEFINITIONS.

European Company Law does not provide for a definition of letterbox companies. Such definitions can be found mostly in legal literature and guidelines of organizations and official bodies in areas outside of company law. As it appears, even in these texts the terminology is different, as well as the definitions and the scope of the term. It has been noted that the terms “letterbox company”, “mailbox company”,4 “shell company” or “brass plate company” are used interchangeably to indicate sometimes the same legal and factual situation while other times the use “shell company” might be used in a different way than a “letterbox company”.5 In the OECD glossary of tax terms,6 a letterbox company is defined as “a paper company, shell company or money box company, i.e. a company which has complied only with the bare essentials for organization and registration in a particular country. The actual commercial activities are carried out in another country.” Thus, a letterbox company according to this definition has indeed commercial activities, only not in its country of incorporation but in another country. Subsequently one could argue that following this definition illegal activities or abusive practices are not part of the definition, therefore they do not form part of the requirements in order for a company to be characterized as a letterbox company and do not go hand in hand with the term. However, this assumption cannot be completely accurate nor relied upon since after further reading of the relevant terms, it appears that it is a circular definition since there is no definition of what a moneybox company is and, when looking for the definition of a paper company, the glossary directs back to the definition of the letterbox company. Further it appears that a shell company is defined as a “company set up by fraudulent operators as a front to conceal tax evasion schemes”. Hence, it is rather not clear whether a shell company is meant as a synonym to a letterbox company – making it a fraudulent company by definition – or if this term is used as a subcategory of the term “letterbox company” in order to indicate a fraudulent use as opposed to a legal use of a letterbox company.

All above terms appear however to have one element in common: they define companies that do not have an effective economic activity in their place of registration.

When further reading legal literature, but also legal texts and opinions from official bodies, one can understand that again there is no consistent use of the term. Some authors use the term letterbox company (or shell company) in a negative sense assuming that these are types of companies that conduct, by definition, abusive or fraudulent activities, e.g., aim to circumvent social and labour law provisions.7 In other occasions, the term “fraudulent” is added before letterbox company in order to refer to those letterbox companies that are used for abusive or illicit purposes as opposed to legitimate business purposes conducted by a non-fraudulent letterbox company.8

The CJEU case law has not helped much in the clarification of the terms. In company law cases, it does not provide a definition. Again, outside of company law, it has defined the term “letterbox” company for cross border insolvency purposes as a company that does not exercise any business activity in its place of incorporation.9

With respect to the plethora of definitions and the multiple ways the above terms are used in different context, it must be mentioned that the same applies with legal texts. For example, in the original text of the proposal directive on cross border mobility, the term letterbox company was used. In the final text of the directive that has however been adopted, there is no reference anymore to the term letterbox company, but now the terms referred to are “shell” and “front” companies. These terms are not defined in the text and there is no further explanation if, from a legal point of view, the different use of terminology was made consciously in order to refer to a different situation than before, thus setting different requirements for qualifying a company as shell or as front than as a (fraudulent) letterbox company.

For the purposes of this paper a letterbox company will be defined as a company which has its registered seat in one Member State and its actual business in another Member State as was the case in the Centros ruling (which did not however refer to it as a letterbox company). Thus a company that does not merely exist in paper but has actual business, probably offices and employees, only these are in a different Member State than where its registered seat is.




2.2. WHY PEOPLE USE LETTERBOX COMPANIES FROM A COMPANY LAW PERSPECTIVE?

What would be the motives for a person to establish a company in a different jurisdiction than the one they are conducting their actual business? Several motives come in mind: efficiency and flexibility of the relevant authorities (e.g. business register), less bureaucracy,10 lower cost, less formality (e.g. no notary needed), more liberal or flexible company law provisions11 offering legal possibilities not entailed in the legislation of the Member State where the company has its real seat, such as loyalty voting structures which give long-term shareholders additional voting power or, e.g., the possibility to have a one member board. Other reasons might include stable legal and economic environment in the place of registration as well as greater recognition of companies having their seat in a specific Member State and therefore better branding of the company. Businesses may also choose a place of incorporation based on the fact that its legal system is more familiar to them (e.g. continental law), the language of the registration is one that facilitates the process (easy or no translation of documents needed), geographical proximity to the business may also be of importance (e.g. boardering country), etc.12






3. Use of letterbox companies for abusive or fraudulent purposes outside company law

Studies have shown that letterbox companies may be used as a vehicle for tax evasion or to violate workers' rights or social security legislation. The EU legislator has therefore taken legislative measures in order to prevent abusive practices in these areas of law.13 It would therefore be important to make a short reference to these measures in order to better understand how letterbox companies might affect interests outside of company law.


3.1. PROTECTION OF EMPLOYEES: LABOUR LAW RELATED PROVISIONS14


Letterbox companies have been used in order to circumvent the applicable labour and social security law in particular regarding Posted Workers15. As a general rule, persons who move within the EU are subject to the law of the Member State where they carry out their work (lex loci laboris). Workers coming from a different country are to be treated in the host Member State in the same way as its own nationals. An exception to this rule is provided in the Posting of Workers Directive (“PWD”, 1996/71/EC) which contains provisions regarding employees from one Member State that are sent by their employer to another Member State to provide services on a temporary basis16.

Studies have shown that letterbox companies have been set up in foreign jurisdictions in order to make use of the provisions provided in this Directive in order to circumvent obligations that would have otherwise applied in the Member State where the services are provided. Practically a company in one jurisdiction uses the services of a letterbox company in the other jurisdiction or uses it as a subcontractor for the performance of a service. Typically, these companies are letterbox companies and are incorporated in Member States where labour force is cheaper and were social contributions are lower, often violating the provisions for posting.17 Art 4 of the PWD provides a set of indicative elements that would facilitate the competent authority to establish whether an enterprise has a genuine establishment or whether it has an artificial establishment intended to circumvent and abuse labour rights of workers.

In order to tackle circumvention of the Posting Directive, the Enforcement Directive 2014/67/EU was adopted in 2014.18 This Directive specifies among others the definitions of when there is a genuine establishment of the employer and a genuine posting of workers and enumerates several elements that must be taken under consideration in order to assess whether or not there is abusive circumvention.19 On 21 June 2018, the EU adopted a new Directive 2018/957/EU20 revising the PWD of 1996. The essence of this revision is among others the principle of “equal pay for equal work” between posted and local employees and the remuneration is determined by the Member State where the worker is posted. The revision of the PWD does not have any impact however on the EU social security coordination rules provided for by EU Regulation 883/2004. In sector specific areas such as the road transport sector, more specific rules have been introduced in order to tackle with the particularities of the specific sector (s. EU Regulation 1071/2009).21 All the above provisions have been introduced in order to prevent abusive practices also conducted by letterbox-type structures.




3.2. PROTECTION OF FISCAL SOVEREIGNTY: TAX LAW RELATED PROVISIONS


Letterbox companies have also been used as a means to tax evasion, tax fraud or abuse. The EU has also taken legislative measures in the field of tax law, which indirectly restrict the incentives to the use of letterbox companies. Such measures include among others Council Directive 2016/881/EU of 25 May 2016 amending Directive 2011/16/EU as regards mandatory automatic exchange of information in the field of taxation (country by country reporting), the anti-avoidance directive (“ATAD”, 2016/1164/EU)22 and Council Directive 2015/121/EU of 27 January 2015 amending Directive 2011/96/EU23 on the common system of taxation applicable in the case of parent companies and subsidiaries of different Member States (the parent-subsidiary directive) which introduced an anti-abuse rule.24




3.3. PROTECTION AGAINST ILLICIT ACTIVITIES:
ANTI MONEY LAUNDERING REGULATIONS


The use of letterbox companies in order to hide illegal activities has mainly been related with the possibility of the beneficial owner to remain anonymous behind the company. Such anonymity has until now been achieved by the possibility provided by certain jurisdictions to use nominee shareholders, to issue bearer shares, to hide behind complex structures with many levels of ownerships in different jurisdictions. The 4th and 5th anti-money laundering Directives25 have introduced rules in order to enhance transparency and to restrict the possibility of the beneficial owner to hide behind a legal entity. The Directives do not go as far as to abolish bearer shares but rather leave it up to the Member States to take measures to prevent misuse of bearer shares (art. 4 of the 4th AMLD). Hence, the approach to bearer shares can vary within the EU. However, art. 30 of the 4th AMLD (as amended) provides that Member States must ensure that corporate and other legal entities incorporated within their territory will have to obtain and hold adequate, accurate and current information on their beneficial owners,26 including those who hold their ownership through bearer shares. Also, the Directives provide that Member States should create registries of beneficial ownership starting from the 10th of January 2020. Subsequently many Member States have amended their legislation regarding bearer shares and have abolished them.

Transparency – although for different reasons – is also achieved through the Shareholders’ Rights Directive II (“SRD II”, Directive 2017/828/EU)27 that introduced the “know your shareholder” principle giving listed companies the right to identify their shareholders (art. 3a).

From all the above, it is clear that the possibility to hide behind anonymity granted by certain jurisdictions within the EU has been limited and therefore also the incentive for businesses to establish letterbox companies for illicit or abusive purposes in these jurisdictions.




3.4. CROSS BORDER INSOLVENCY – COMI – PROTECTION OF CREDITORS


Pursuant to art. 3 of the 2015/848 European Insolvency Regulation (RECAST), the courts of a Member State where a debtor has the center of its main interests (COMI) will have jurisdiction to open the main insolvency proceedings. The COMI of a company is presumed to be in the Member State where its seat is registered. This presumption, however, can be rebutted if the actual administration of its interests is effected on a regular basis from another Member State and this is ascertainable by third parties.28 Therefore, the decisive factor is not anymore the debtor’s intention but mainly the creditors' perception of where the debtor administers its interests based on objective facts. This follows the ECJ decision in Eurofood under the previous Regulation No. 1346/2000. Further according to art. 7, the law applicable to insolvency proceedings will be that of the Member State where the insolvency proceedings are opened unless provided otherwise in the Regulation. In its Kornhaas29 ruling the CJEU held that this rule also applies to the conditions for the opening of the insolvency proceedings, which include the preconditions for the opening of the insolvency proceedings, the persons responsible to request for the opening of the proceedings as well as the consequences if this obligation is violated. To that end, the court ruled that the managing director of an English limited liability company which was found to have its COMI in Germany where the insolvency proceeding had opened, had violated his obligation under the German Law on private limited liability companies (art. 64 GmbHG) to apply on time for the opening of insolvency proceedings and, therefore, was found liable under German Law to reimburse payments made by him before the opening of the insolvency proceedings but after the date on which the insolvency of that company was established. Although the Court’s ruling was based on art. 4 of Reg. 1346/2000, which has been repelled by the new Regulation, the ruling is still relevant since new art. 7 of the new Regulation (recast) is the equivalent of the old art. 4 and has the same wording. Thus, in cross border insolvency, creditor protection appears to have shifted in these cases out from the limits of the Member State of incorporation to the member state of actual business rendering the use of letterbox companies unattractive. In addition there are still many unanswered questions as to the extent of the application of the Kornhaas decision to other situations, such as liability of directors for frustrating creditors’ claims or for not taking measures of recapitalization, etc. and whether these situations would be characterized as insolvency law or as company law. Such an uncertainty with respect to the applicable law regarding the liability of directors in insolvency proceedings with cross border effects might act as a deterrent to the use of letterbox companies, but it also creates uncertainty for creditors.30






4. Abuse of companies and freedom of establishment

Abuse of EU law can appear mainly in areas of law that are not, or only to a certain extent, harmonised. Under cover of exercising their rights granted by EU Treaties such as the freedom of establishment, companies may improperly circumvent their national laws or may improperly take advantage of EU secondary law. Whether improper use is pursued must be determined taking into account the objectives of these EU law provisions. CJEU has over the years developped and interpreted through its case law the concept of abuse of EU law, independently from anti-abuse concepts in the national legal systems of the various Member States.

In its landmark decision in the Emsland-Stärke case about what constitutes abuse, the Court has introduced a substance over form test in order to assess when abuse can be established. It said that “abuse requires, first, a combination of objective circumstances in which, despite formal observance of the conditions laid down by the Community rules, the purpose of those rules has not been achieved.” It requires, second, a subjective element consisting in the intention to obtain an advantage from the Community rules by creating artificially the conditions laid down for obtaining it.31

The Emsland-Stärke case did not involve company law and the Court has not yet issued a decision on what constitutes abuse specifically in company law. However the legal principle of the Emsland-Stärke decision could apply also in company law cases. In its Centros and Polbud decisions the Court has already identified two types of companies’ behaviours that do not constitute abuse and which are of interest in relation to letterbox companies. The question therefore that should be explored is wether, according to the case law refered above, there are instances when abuse of EU company law can be established by companies and wether legislative measures should be taken to prevent abusive behaviours in relation to letterbox companies.32


4.1. ABUSE THROUGH CHOICE OF STATE OF INCORPORATION


In its Centros decision, and other famous decisions that followed the same line,33 the Court ruled that it does not constitute abuse of law when a company chooses to be incorporated in one Member State where it has no actual business activity because the rules of this State are more favorable to it while exercising its activity in another Member State. In particular it held that: “The fact that a national of a Member State who wishes to set up a company chooses to form it in the Member State whose rules of company law seem to him the least restrictive and to set up branches in other Member States cannot, in itself, constitute an abuse of the right of establishment…the fact that a company does not conduct any business in the Member State in which it has its registered office and pursues its activities only in the Member State where its branch is established, is not sufficient to prove the existence of abuse or fraudulent conduct which would entitle the latter Member State to deny that company the benefit of the provisions of Community law relating to the right of establishment.”

Following the above line of cases, it is not abusive to establish a letterbox company merely in order to benefit from better company law legislation in the member state of incorporation and it has become very difficult to think of cases where the establishment of a letterbox company could be abusive from a company law perspective.




4.2. CIRCUMVENTION OF BOARD LEVEL PARTICIPATION OF EMPLOYEES
 (IN GERMANY “CO-DETERMINATION”)

Participation of employees at board level or in other words co-determination is not provided in the national legislation of all Member States. If co-determination rules are to be defined as company law provisions, then the applicable law would be that of the Member State of incorporation. Thus, a letterbox company could be used in order to avoid the application of co-determination rules. Could the mere fact that a company does not have any real business in the Member State of incorporation, but solely in a Member State where co-determination rules are applicable, be considered to be abusive use of the freedom of establishment? Probably not based on the Centros decision.

Could the Member State where the business is actually conducted adopt legislation that imposes to “foreign companies” the application of co-determination rules in the event that their sole business activity is in its territory as a compelling requirement to protect public interests if the place of incorporation does not offer equivalent protection?34

The Court in Centros has stated in relation to creditors that “… creditors must take some measure of responsibility for their own actions. If the assurances given them by the law of England and Wales do not satisfy them, they can either insist on additional security or refuse to conclude contracts with a company governed by foreign law.”35 It is not clear whether such argument would apply to other stakeholders, such as employees, when the stake involved is company law related, such as the rules relating to employees’ participation in the board.




4.3. ABUSE THROUGH THE USE OF A CROSS BORDER MOBILITY MEASURE (CONVERSION, MERGER, DIVISION) POST INCORPORATION


In Pollbud the Court decided that “A Member state may not prevent a cross border conversion of an existing company solely on the grounds that the company does not intend to exercise genuine economic activity in the territory of the host Member State. The host member state however may set as a requirement that in order for a company to be established under its law, it must have genuine economic activity on its territorry”. Therefore it is not a requirement for a legitimate cross border operation to have genuine economic activity in the host Member State. And such criterion cannot by itself constitute abusive behavior on behalf of a company. However, member states can provide in their national legislation that companies may be established in their territory only if they have genuine economic activity.

In the text of the new directive on cross border mobility that has been adopted, it is mentioned in the preamble that it “is important to counteract ‘shell’ or ‘front’ companies set up for the purpose of evading, circumventing or infringing Union or national law. Where, in the course of the scrutiny of the legality of a cross-border operation, the competent authority becomes aware, including through consultation of relevant authorities, that the cross-border operation is set up for abusive or fraudulent purposes leading to or aimed at the evasion or circumvention of Union or national law, or for criminal purposes, it should not issue the pre-operation certificate (35). Where the competent authority has serious doubts indicating that the cross-border operation is set up for abusive or fraudulent purposes it should take under consideration certain elements that are set in the directive such as the intention of the operation, the sector, the investment, the net turnover and profit or loss, the number of employees, the composition of the balance sheet, the tax residence, the assets and their location, equipment, the beneficial owners of the company, the habitual places of work of the employees and of specific groups of employees, the place where social contributions are due, the number of employees posted in the year prior to the cross-border operation …the number of employees working simultaneously in more than one Member State… The assessment should also take into account relevant facts and circumstances related to employee participation rights (36).”

The Directive has thus indicated a minimum set of elements that the competent authority should take under consideration in order to assess whether the cross border operation could be found abusive or fraudulent. The establishment of a letterbox company through a cross border operation yet remains possible under EU company law and it can only be prevented if, due to other factors such as those indicatively mentioned above, it could be found abusive or fraudulent. It is settled case law of the Court36 that home Member States may impose restrictions on the freedom of establishment of a company in the event they are justified by overriding reasons in the public interest, which include the protection of the interests of creditors, minority shareholders and workers. However, such restrictions should not go beyond what is necessary to achieve the protection of these interests. Therefore, the home Member State should not prevent a cross border operation of a company if adequate protection of these interests could be achieved by less restrictive measures to the fundamental freedom of establishment enshrined in the Treaty.






5. Proposals for the development of European Company Law

In this part of the presentation it should be explored if necessary policy proposals can be made in the field of company law in order to tackle abusive or fraudulent practices by letterbox companies.


5.1. DEFINITION OF LETTERBOX COMPANIES


The term letterbox company has no steady definition and is often used together or interchangeably with other terms such as shell company or front company or brass plate company who may or may not have the same meaning depending on the user of the term and the context in which the term is used. It would therefore be advisable to, either, define the term in company law so that it acquires a certain legal meaning, or, in lack of such definition, avoid using the term both in legislation and court decisions. It is the author’s opinion that the term should not be used when describing companies such as in Centros, i.e., who pursue a legitimate business activity in a Member State just because they do not pursue this business in the Member State of incorporation. These cannot be described as mere letterbox companies since they have employees, offices and an effective economic activity. In particular because the term has very often be used in a negative way in order to describe abusive or fraudulent practices by companies, and therefore, if used in these cases, it could stigmatise these companies and restrict their freedom of establishment.




5.2. TRANSPARENCY


As menitoned above under section 2, studies show that letterbox companies that have been used for illicit purposes have often been established in jurisdictions that ensured anonymity. Anonymity has therefore been reconsidered in recent EU legislation, in particular in anti-money laundering regulation and in the SRD II. The 4th and 5th anti-money laundering Directives provide for higher transparency as to the ultimate beneficial owner, however, only above a certain percentage of ownership or control and SRD II has introduced the “know your shareholder” principle for listed companies, which allows companies to know who their shareholders are, but does not extend to the beneficial owner. Subsequently in the field of company law Member States have also abandoned, one after the other, the possibility to issue bearer shares or have introduced alternative measures that prevent anonymity. However, EU company law does not prohibit explicitly bearer shares. Also the requirements of transparency are triggered both in the AML Directives and SRD II after a certain percentage of ownership or control is acquired. It is the author’s opinion that the EU legislator should explore whether there is a necessity to introduce in EU company law a provision regulating the fate of bearer shares both for listed and not listed public companies. Before any suggestions can be made on whether more measures with respect to transparency are needed, one should first evaluate the effects of these measures and to what extent they achieve the goals for which they were set.




5.3. LIABILITY OF DIRECTORS



5.3.1. Legal entities as corporate directors

The possibility provided in certain jurisdictions to appoint a legal person as a member of the board (corporate directorship) has been accused of serving abusive purposes in company law since, through this possibility, a member of the board of directors exercising his/her capacity factually through a limited company can restrict his/her liability. Especially if such limited company does not have any actual business activity and assets that could satisfy any claim against it. Thus, this problematic relates to letterbox companies who have no business at all (I would rather define these kinds of companies for the purposes of this presentation as paper companies). However, it also raises a general problematic in company law as to whether corporate directorship is a positive step or rather entails higher risks than the benefits it brings. In that respect I would like to share two thoughts: a) the first concern focuses mainly on the dilution of directors liability, if they can restrict their liability by using formally a legal person to exercise their duties and can cover behind it. Such concerns can be alleviated by providing in the legislation measures that can mitigate the risk of bad governance due to such a restriction of liability. For example Greece has recently passed a new law for public limited liability companies (L. 4548/2018) where art. 77(4) provides that a legal entity can be a member of the board of directors. In that case, the legal entity has to appoint a natural person that will exercise its powers as a member of the board; the natural person will have joint liability with this legal entity. b) In cases of corporate directorship, it should not be allowed for natural persons who act on behalf of a corporate director to also become members of the same board of directors themselves. This would otherwise facilitate abusive practices in order to circumvent the minimum number of members in a board provided by law and, thus, effective corporate governance. Limitations should also be adopted with respect to the number of board seats that can be covered by legal persons.




5.3.2. Disqualification of Directors

Directive (EU) 2019/1151 on the digitalization of company law contains a provision regarding the exchange of information between relevant authorities in the Member State with respect to the disqualification of directors. The provision causes some challenges when it comes to the way it will be applied. One of the challenges results, in my opinion, from the power of a Member State to deny a person the possibility to be a director in case (s)he has been disqualified in a different member state.

Irrespective of the above remark, letterbox companies could be used in that respect to bypass national legislation regarding the disqualification of directors. Certain jurisdictions provide for the possibility to appoint legal entities as members of a board of directors. A director who has been disqualified in jurisdiction A could yet bypass the disqualification by being the director of a letterbox company in a jurisdiction B who pursues its business activity in jurisdiction A. Alternatively (s)he could be the sole or controlling shareholder in a letterbox company who acts as a corporate director in jurisdiction A. It is therefore questionable to what extent this could be regarded as an abusive practice and to what extent national legislations could restrict these possibilities without violating the freedom of establishment of that company.

A policy proposal could take this possibility under consideration and evaluate if measures regarding the disqualification of directors or the possibility of legal entities to act as directors should be taken at EU level.






5.4. LIABILITY OF SHAREHOLDERS AND PIERCING THE CORPORATE VEIL


Liability of a shareholder can be established in many jurisdictions by applying the doctrine of piercing the corporate veil. This doctrine, however, is mainly established through case law in the different jurisdictions (not with specific criteria set by a law provision) and its application varies among Member States both in terms of requirements, as well as to the extent of how easily the courts of a Member State accept its application. Differences exist as to whether it is a company law doctrine or a tort instrument, which, depending on the answer, could lead to a different applicable law in case of a letterbox company. Subsequently, it is further not clear if a Member State, on the basis of overriding reasons of public interest, may use the criteria of its national case law or legislation regarding the application of the doctrine of piercing the corporate veil in order to enforce liability on a shareholder of a company incorporated in another member state.37




5.5. SECTORAL MEASURES / MEASURES IN AREAS OF LAW WHERE RISK OF ABUSE IS HIGHER AS BEST POLICY PRACTICE


As it has been demonstrated above under section 3, letterbox companies can be used in order to pursue illegal or abusive purposes in particular – but not limited – in the fields of tax and employment law, as well as money laundering. The EU legislator has taken the necessary legal steps in order to tackle these behaviors, which was necessary due to the particularities of each sector. Sector specific regulation can tackle abusive or fraudulent practices that appear in specific areas of law who function differently than company law in a more effective way.

Of course, since many of these have been recently adopted, there should be a fitness check so that it can be assessed whether these legislative or policy interventions have had the result that the legislator had anticipated, or whether further measures in the same or different policy areas should be undertaken.

It is also most welcome that the general requirement of a “genuine economic activity” as a prerequisite for a cross border conversion, merger or division has not been adopted as it would have excessively restricted companies’ freedom of establishment and would have contradicted CJEU’s case law.38 Further, it would have factually lead to an obligation of companies to rebut a general assumption that they pursue an artificial arrangement unless they would rebut it with evidence that they already have an economic activity in destination Member State.39




5.6. EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION BETWEEN AUTHORITIES.

In order to ensure that businesses properly apply EU and national legislation, it is essential that national authorities cooperate, exchange information, follow common strategies and pursue mutually the enforcement of all necessary measures in order to prevent the use of artificial arrangements and, through them, social dumping, social security fraud, tax evasion etc.40

In the field of company law, the digitalization of company law and the interconnection among registers within the EU is a correct step forward. Digitalization and exchange of information between authorities should be further fostered.
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