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Conclusions and recommendations

The European Economic and Social Committee (EESfIgomes the Commission's proposals,
which constitute a comprehensive approach aimingdalance and protect the legitimate
interests and needs of all stakeholders, SMEs, nityrghareholders, creditors and employees.

At the same time, the objective of a Single Markghout internal borders for companies must
be reconciled with other objectives of Europeardmtion such as social protection embedded
in Art. 3 (3) TEU, Art. 9 and 151 TFEU, the EuropeRillar of Social Rights. The EESC is of
the opinion that the recent legal proposal on campaobility builds a good opportunity to
initiate a further debate about the requirementkedficiency of European company law in the
digital age. Thereby, the perspectives of all dtalkders should be viewed, such as employees
and the society as a whole. This makes the dediegdlopment towards creating sustainable
companies as a competitive advantage of the EU.

The EESC supports the proposals that enhance tBmational competitiveness of SMEs,

reduce cost, harmonise and simplify processesefgistration, filing of company changes and
conversions. It believes that guidance by the Casimin to the Member States on transposition
of the directives is useful.

The EESC is against loopholes enabling letter mwpanies to abuse legislation for fraud, tax
evasion, money laundering, reduction of labour ddatls or social protection and increasing
unfair competition. It urges the authorities invedvto detect and punish fraudulent practices.
The EESC supports the limitation of choice of theniMber State of registration to the one with
which the company has a genuine link.

The EESC supports transparency, security and tEgadinty. It emphasises the significance of
efficient identity verification, which must be conipory for the formation of companies and in
any event should take place prior to their regigtna Member States should fully comply with
the EU standards or apply equivalent standardeffazient identity verification and reliable
information to include full standards for benefiaanership.

The EESC believes that the submission of scannpis®f passports, ID cards or power of
attorney should not be acceptable and will undeeniéigal certainty. Power of attorney forms
should be public documents and should be propdrécked before filing information. Legal
persons registered in the national registries shosé online registration and filing tools, if they
are represented by their legal representative,isvhanatural person and not a holding company.

The EESC welcomes the "once-only principle”, sd 8islEs will avoid multiple registration
and multiple official publications while at the samme national registers ensure the reliability
and trustworthiness of documents and informatiey thublish.

The EESC stresses the importance of the cost fmtonicro SMEs and SMESs, since they have
neither the capacity nor the necessary instrumemtsope with the digital society. Easy
registration and cross-border mobility will assisem to fully benefit from the Digital Single

Market and alleviate their administrative burderheTEESC supports the initiative that
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1.13

1.14

1.15

documents and information issued by business srgisthould be equivalent to "true copies".
However, the actual administrative costs to be paithe commercial register should be made
transparent, reasonable and should not affect sibdésg.

The EESC believes that there should be free andaass-border access to business registers
in order to confirm company information, e.g. fasqualification of its directorgp allow the
control of company information and to reduce crossder fraud.

The EESC appreciates that the proposal of the Cesiom expressly recognises the role the
notary plays in many Member States in ensuringllegéainty, providing legal advice and
preventing fraud and abuse in an increasingly aligeéd economic environment. The EESC
believes in particular that the prevention of fraul abuse does not hinder economic activity
but, on the contrary, is a pre-condition for a famd transparent EU Single Market in which
micro SMEs have equal opportunities and can comfugteustomers in a fair and enabling
environment by offering the best products and sessto the benefit of all market participants.

The EESC supports the Commission's proposal tbtédeicross-border mobility of companies,
which sets clear conditions through secondary latii®. However, as the Court of Justice of
the European Union has emphasised in its casetlatguld be made clear that the purpose of a
company to enjoy the benefit of a more favourakelgislation does not, in itself, constitute
abuse of the freedom of establishment. Company lityolill facilitate employment in the EU

as a whole. However, the detrimental effects obaversion, division or merger on local and
regional labour markets should be taken into accasnvell.

The EESC suggests that the Commission pays attettiche divergences between cross-
border merger Directive 2005/56/EC and the propgsededures on cross-border conversions
and divisions with a view to possible consequefaetheir effectiveness and attractiveness.

The EESC believes that the new procedure for tamster of company seat (cross-border
conversion) will establish legal certainty throuigh ex-ante control in the Member State of
origin and in the Member State of destination, Whiion the latter case, should be limited to
review its requirements for the connection of avested company to its national legal order. It
also believes that a general clause against alfilse dght of establishment would be useful.

The EESC supports the Commission's proposal imgaikito account the fact that conversions,
mergers and divisions can be used fraudulently;dvew it remains unclear what an "artificial

arrangement" is. Therefore, the EESC suggests ithairder to elucidate the expression

"artificial arrangement” it is necessary that ei#eor indicators are established which point out
fraudulent practices or undue tax advantages whiotter legal certainty, fair competition and

social protection.

The EESC welcomes the exemption of small and ndorapanies from an evaluation by an
independent expert, since the cost for an indeperegert report would overburden them. It
believes that this report should be only for lacgenpanies wishing to engage in cross-border
conversions, divisions or mergers.
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The EESC welcomes the intention of the Commissioprotect existing workers' participation
rights. However, it would like to see the role afr&pean Works Councils enhanced in the event
of large company transformations according to Rivec2009/38/EC.

The EESC welcomes the introduction of harmonisdésrdor the protection of minority
shareholders and creditors, which did not exi®inective 2005/56/EC.

The EESC stresses the need for all digital toold processes for the purposes of these
proposals to be fully accessible, especially tgppewith visual disabilities.

The Commission has put forwaedcomprehensive set of meastfefor fair, enabling and

Currently EU company lawincludes certain elements of digitalisation, sashthe obligation
for Member States tmake available online information about limited ligbility companies.
However, these requirements are limited and lackcipion, leading to a very diverse

The propose‘i’l aims toprovide more digital solutions for companies in theSingle Market

and more equal opportunities for companiesn the EU while ensuring that Members States
have the necessary flexibility to adjust their oadil systems and to maintain their legal
traditions. They should enable and promote theafigigital tools and processes in company
law without disruption, allowing Member States tansfer their existing systems of ex-ante

The overall objective of this proposal is to enstime smooth functioning of the Single Market
for the whole duration of aompany's life-cyclewhen interacting with authorities concerning
company and branch registration and filing of infiation, covering the entire EU territory.

Thefreedom of establishmentplays a crucial role in the development of theg&irMarket as

it allows corporate entities to pursue economidvdigs in other Member States on a stable
basis. In practice, the exercise of this freedontdaypanies remains difficult, in particular for

SMEs, as recognised by the 2015 Single Market @y%t However, the legal uncertainty,

partial inadequacy and also the lack of rules guwer certain cross-border operations of
companies means thgtere is no clear frameworkto ensure effective protection of these

2. The Commission proposals
2.1
modern company law rules in the EU.
2.2
implementation at national level.
2.3
control into the digital age.
2.4
2.5
stakeholders.
! COM(2018) 239 final
2 COM(2018) 241 final
3 0J L 169, 30.6.2017, p. 46
4 COM(2018) 239 final.
5

COM(2015) 550 final.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

A cross-border conversion offers an efficient solutfor companies tanove to another
Member State without losing their legal personalityor having to re-negotiatetheir business
contracts. The Court of Justice of the EuropearotdfECJ) has considered that the freedom of
establishment enshrined in Article 49 TFEU entéils right, for companies established in a
Member State, to transfer their seat to another MerState through a cross-border conversion
without losing their legal personal?tyln its recentPolbud judgment, the ECJ confirmed the
right of companies to carry out cross-border cosieeis on the basis of the freedom of
establishment.

In line with the ECJ rulin98$ the main objectives of the harmonised rules fass-border

conversionSare two-fold:

— enabling companies, particularly micro and small,convert cross-border in an orderly,
efficient and effective manner;

— protecting the most affected stakeholders suchmogees, creditors and shareholders in a
suitable and proportionate manner.

The proposal also provides harmonised rules foteptimn of creditors and shareholders. The
company would need to provide the envisaged priotect creditors and shareholders in the

draft terms of the cross-border conversion. Theswlso complement recent initiatives to

strengthen the rules on posted workers and the digainst tax evasion and fraud as well as the
Commission's proposal on a European Labour Authorit

General comments

Directive (EU) 2017/1132 of the European Parliament and of the Council feegliexisting
directives on EU company law. The directive entdrad force on 20 July 2017 and before a
year had passed, the European Commission submetedoroposals for the modernisation of
EU company law.

The EESC welcomes these initiatives of the Europgéammission, as well as the common
agreement between the European institutions andigraber States that digitalisation must
proceed in order to fulfil the 2015 Digital SindWarket Strateg%/1 and the 2016 e-Government
Action Plart?.

The European Commission's proposals to amend Diee(fEU) 2017/1132 take the necessary
steps to put EU companies on a par with the comegaoi other industrialised states with a

10

11

12

Cartesio, C-210/06, EU:C:2008:723, paragraphstd@92; VALE, C-378/10, EU:C:2012:440, paragraph 32
Polbud — Wykonawstwo, Case C-106/16, ECLI:EU:C722604.

Please see footnotes 6 and?7.

COM(2018) 241 final.

OJ L 169, 30.6.2017, p. 46

COM(2015) 192 final.
COM(2016) 179 final.
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3.4

3.5

strong digital tradition, like the US, Canada, ahdktralia. Companies need to operate in a
certain legal and administrative environment whietadapted to face the new economic and
social challenges of a globalised and digital wowtile also pursuing other legitimate public
interests such as the protection of employeesijtorecand minority shareholders and providing
authorities with all necessary safeguards to corfiaatl or abuse, such as the transfer of fiscal
data in the framework of administrative cooperaﬁomnd to ensure the reliability and
trustworthiness of documents and information co@aiwithin national registers.

However, certain amendments must be made in oodadviate the administrative burden and
cost for the implementation of the proposed irited for micro or small and medium-sized
enterprises.

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliamemtd of the Council amending Directive
(EVU) 2017/1132 as regards the use of digital toefsl processes in company law — COM
(2018) 239 final

3.5.1 The EESC welcomes this legislative prop?)"sai) ensure the smooth functioning of the EU

Single Market for the whole duration of a compatifescycle when interacting with authorities
concerning company and branch registration anmfitif information.

3.5.2 The EESC considers that digitalisation of compaay Is a tool for honest, transparent and

efficient processes. It is not an end in itself butst serve the interests of businesses, in
particular micro SMEs. Therefore, the legislativepmsal on the use of digital tools and
processes in company law should implement the afenéioned key features of a modern EU
company law in the digital age, namely legal cetiaiand prevention of abuse, reliable
information to include full standards for beneficiawnership, preventive controls and
transparent corporate structures through reliabginess registers. Only under these conditions
can the full potential of digitalisation be tappaed micro SMEs benefit from a "digital level
playing field" in order to create growth and jobhghe EU.

3.5.3 The EESC welcomes the recognition and proposedreltion by the European Commission of

the existence of obstacles creating unnecessarinetiative burden and cost to entrepreneurs

who wish to set up a new business or to expand blsiness by registering their branches. The

obstacles to be removed are:

a) Online company or branch registration is allowedhhbited or imposed by national law
causing a diversified picture, which is complexﬁMEslS.

b) Multiple publication of company data and filing bfanch accounts in national gazettes in
many Member States, where branches exist.

c¢) Diversified conditions under which third partiesgstors, citizens, other companiasgess
company information in the national registers (which information is supplied free of
charge and which under payment).

13

14
15

Council Directive 2011/16/EU of 15 February 20Mlaaiministrative cooperation in the field of taratiand repealing Directive
77/799/EECQOJ L 64, 11.3.2011, p. 1

COM(2018) 239 final.

COM(2018) 241, p. 3.
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3.5.4 The EESC considers thiarthering digitalisation is very important since:

a) Online registration processes are generally cheapecker and more efficient than those
where the applications are made in person and pellﬁa

b) The initiative is fully coherent with and will bdilon existing digital elements of EU
company law, in particular on the Business Registieterconnection System (BRIS), which
is based on legal obligations set out by Direct®@12/17/EU’ and the Commission
Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/884

¢) The current proposal will complement the Commisdiyoposal for a Regulation on the
establishment of a Single Digital Gateway, whiclwers the online general registration of
business activity except for the constitution ehited liability companies. This proposal
constitutes a "lex specialis" in relation to thadh Digital Gatewa%?

3.5.5 Concerns about fraud or abuse especially with letterbox companies, should notdér

support for the proposal for various reasons. Tleseerns are left to the Member States to
address by regulating the conditions under whiampamies are set up, including mandatory
judicial, notarial and/or administrative control thle company statutes The European Union
has already adopted a number of measures to caahteorporate tax avoidance with the
mandatory disclosure by intermediaries for tax plag schemes, the transfer of fiscal data in
the framework of administrative cooperaﬁbras well as the mandatory recognition of e-IDAS
compliant electronic identification means of Unigtizens issued in another Member State.

3.5.6 The EESC supports, as an ultimate safeguard tal dramid, the provision that allows Member

States to require the physical presence of relgyensions before a competent authoritydnly
where justified by an overriding reason of publiterest. The EESC believes that this digital
procedure should not be used by holding compamiestbe case of representatives with power
of attorney that could disguise the actual inte@gtarty and cautions against "identity theft".

3.5.7 The EESC appreciates that the proposal of the Earo£ommission expressly recognises the

role the notary plays in many Member States in enguegal certainty, providing legal advice
and preventing fraud and abuse in an increasingitatised economic environment. The EESC
believes in particular that the prevention of fraurdl abuse does not hinder economic activity
but, on the contrary, is a pre-condition for a fand transparent EU Single Market in which
micro SMEs have equal opportunities and can comfmeteustomers in a fair and enabling
environment by offering the best products and sessto the benefit of all market participants.

16
17
18
19
20
21

COM(2018) 241, p. 5.
0J L 156, 16.6.2012, p.1

OJL 144,10.6.2015,p. 1

COM(2017) 256 final.
Article 10 of the codified company law Directiiel) 2017/1132.

Council Directive 2011/16/EU of 15 February 20Mlaaiministrative cooperation in the field of taratiand repealing Directive
77/799/EECOJ L 64, 11.3.2011, p. 1
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To ensure legal certainty and avoid fraud, MembBetes should be allowed to provide for
preventive controls by competent authorities andttaries throughout the entire lifecycle of

companies, including where templates are usedjgedvhat the procedure may be carried out
fully online. Online submission of documents and gutomatic exchange of extracts from the
business registers shall not affect the requiremexicording to the national law in the

registration State as to the form and accurach@submitted documents.

3.5.8 The EESC therefore welcomes the European Commisgiooposal to facilitate digitalisation

3.6

in company law based on the "once only" principibich will work on the basis of mutual trust
between Member States still applying their natioreduirements for the formation of a
company.

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliamemd of the Council amending Directive
(EU) 2017/1132 as regards cross-border conversiamegers and divisions — COM(2018) 241
final

3.6.1 The proposal aims to establish clear rules andsadpmpany law to cross-border mobility of

companies in the EU. The proposal strikes a cateflance between, on the one hand, specific
rules and procedures on cross-border company dgesahat aim to exploit the potential of the
Single Market and, on the other hand, the protedigainst abuse of all stakeholders affected
by company affairs, namely employees, creditorsramrity shareholders.

3.6.2 The EESC supports the EU cross-border converdoasd the incorporation by the

Commission in its proposal of the judgment by tleai€ of Justice of the EU issued in 2017 on
the Polbud casé>. In Polbud the Court ruled that a national rule which immoseandatory

liquidation as a prerequisite of cross-border tiem®f a company is an unjustified and
disproportionate restriction and thus incompatibligth the freedom of establishment. The
general obligation to implement a liquidation prdees imposed by the State amounts to
establishing a general presumption of the existasfcabuse; such legislation is therefore
disproportionate. The transfer of the registereficefof such a company, when there is no
change in the location of its real head office/sfakithin the scope of the freedom of
establishment protected by EU law. Therefore thd E&onfirmed the right of companies to
transfer only their registered office, without theal head office, from one Member State to
another, even though that company conducts its,rfaiot entire, business in the first Member

22

23

An operation whereby a company formed and regidtén accordance with the law of a Member Statevexis into another

company formed and registered in accordance wighatv of another Member State retaining its legakpnality and without
being wound up or going into liquidation.

Case C-106/16. ECLI:EU:C:2017:804. Polbud wasrapamy established in Poland which decided to tearisfthe company's
registered office to Luxembourg, without a changehe location of the real head office of the compalhe opening of a
liquidation procedure was recorded in the Polismmercial register and a liquidator was appointed®d13 the registered office
of Polbud was transferred to Luxembourg. Polbua thecame "Consoil Geotechnik Sarl", a company uhdgembourg law.

Further, Polbud lodged an application at the Poksfistry court for its removal from the Polish coercial register. The registry
court refused the application for removal. Polbuolught an action against that decision. The Supr€mat of Poland, before
which an appeal has been brought, first asks thet@b Justice whether freedom of establishmeapislicable to the transfer of
only the registered office of a company incorpatatader the law of one Member State to the tegritdranother Member State,
where that company is converted to a company utheéelaw of that other Member State, when therevishmnge of location of
the real head office of that company. See hifjos://curia.europa.eu/jcms/upload/docs/applic#pidf/2017-10/cp170112en.pdf
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State. The purpose of Polbud to enjoy the benéfit more favourable legislation does not, in
itself, constitute abuse of the freedom of estahtisnt.

3.6.3 The EESC supports in principle the establishmera pfocedure for making such conversions

possible and the adoption of substantive conditionerder to stop the legal uncertainty of
diversified national rules which negatively affectampanies, stakeholders and Member States.
National laws, where they exist, are often inconfgh@tor difficult to combine with one other.
Moreover, more than half of the Member States doaflow cross-border conversions. SMEs
are in particular negatively impacted since theteroflack resources to perform cross-border
procedures through costly and complicated altereatiethods.

3.6.4 The procedure begins with the competent authorityhe departure Member State, which

3.6.5

3.6.6

issues gore-conversion certificatén one month; or, in the event of concerns, ththaity
proceeds with an in-depth examination for one muownth. The procedure ends when the
destinationMember State, which in the light of all relevanttaand information registers the
converted company, if the company fulfils its ldgi®n on registration and workers'
protection.Communication between competent authorities veilfdcilitated through the system
of interconnection of business registers (BRIS).n€wns about worker participation are
addressed through their right to be informed andsaglbed in due time by the company.
Protection of workers may also be confirmed byadhbhority of the destination Member State.
An important role is played by the European Worksitils.

The EESC would like to express its reservationsitildnether a lengthy and costly procedure
fulfils the criteria regarding the exercise of thheedom of establishment in another Member
State and is compatible with the judgment of tharr€of Justice of the EU in Case C-106/16,
Polbud. It is important to emphasise that the Coudrpreted Article 54 of the Treaty of the
Functioning of the EU and applied the general fiecof proportionality. Thus the right of a
company for cross-border conversion derives fromTireaty itself and the Member States (and
the EU institutions) must be careful not to inféng. Therefore the EESC supports the
procedure for the transfer of company seat (crasdds conversion) in the departure Member
State but recommends that the procedure in thendéenh Member State (Article 86p) be
limited to anex-antecontrol of its requirements for the connectioracdonverted company to
its national legal ordér’ There should be, however, a general clause agaiuste of the right
of establishment of the company. In this way thes peocedure will not impose unnecessary
burdens beyond its stated aims and at the samewilingive the authority to the destination
Member State to control abuse even after the ceiorer

In addition, clarification is needed on the conagfgtartificial arrangements" of a company in a
Member State in order to obtain undue tax advastageis is a concept elaborated mostly by
the Court of Justice of the European Union andctuded in Recitals and Article 86(c)(3). It is
a key concept that will allow or prohibit the freed of establishment of a company in another
Member State. Clear criteria or indicators mussétso that genuine economic activity based

24

Judgments of the Court in case, C-378/10, ValeteBpi EU:C:2012:440, para. 31 and Polbud casel@s/16,
ECLIEEU:C:2017:804, paras 33, 35, 44.
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on sound economic decisions should not be obsttuateording to thdolbud case of the
Court of Justice of the European Union.

3.6.7 Cross-border merger§5: The proposal builds on the positive experience vidihective

2005/56/EC® on cross-border mergers, which deals only withtdichliability companies, and

addresses its shortcomings. The proposal ther@ftnauces harmonised substantive rules on

protection of creditors and shareholders, whileeBtive 2005/56/EC provided only for
procedural rules, e.g. for the obligation to infdime shareholders, leaving to the Member States
the substantive protection. The proposal newly estaithat the draft merger terms specify:

— Safeguards for creditors: The proposal introdubespresumption that there is no prejudice
if creditors are to be paid by a guarantor or by tbsulting company, ascertained by an
independent expert assessment of their situation.

— The right to exit for shareholders who did not votehave no voting rights and the right to
receive adequate compensation and their right tdlesige the proposed share-exchange
ratio to national courts.

3.6.8 The EESC also agrees with other elements of then@ssion proposal:

a) Harmonised rules on employee information in a dweand comprehensive way about the
implications of cross-border mergers, while Direeti2005/56/EC provided only for
participation on the board and their situationéaéflected in the management report.

b) Harmonised rules for a fast track procedure fos leesmplex mergers or waiver of an
independent expert report upon agreement of atkeblokders or during a merger of a parent
company with a subsidiary.

¢) Interconnection of business registers for excharfigigformation — use of digital tools.

3.6.9 Cross-border division€”: These are subject to diverse or incompatible natioules in only

13 Member States, without any EU harmonisation itespeir importance for growth. In order
to prevent abuse and protect stakeholders an El fiegnework must be introduced for limited
liability companies, similar to cross-border corsiens. A two stage procedure must be
established. In the first stage the division tears drafted together with two fully explained
reports, on the implications of the division to diters and to employees. In addition, an
independent expert report is needed for mediumlamgyd enterprises. This is only a first step
and the EESC believes that the proposal shouldcalger cross-border division by acquisition
of assets/liabilities of existing company/-ies, ara only the case where new companies are
created.

3.6.10 Currently, national rules differ greatly between rveer States and sometimes impose

excessive administrative procedures which the Casion needs to mitigate throughout the
new proposal in order not to discourage busineSses pursuing new opportunities. Though

25

26

27

An operation whereby two or more companies from twmore Member States transfer their assetsiabiiitles to an existing
(acquiring) or a new company.

Directive 2005/56/EC of the European Parliamertt ahthe Council of 26 October 2005 on cross-bordergers of limited
liability companies. It is now part of the 2017 Waxhtion Directive.

An operation whereby a company splits and trassfelt or some of its assets and liabilities to txgs or new
company/companies in another Member State.
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the EESC is in support of the new rules and projuhese must however be carefully
scrutinised so that they will not incur extra adistirative burden and cost, which goes beyond
the goals they serve on protection of employeesiimrs and shareholders.

3.6.11 The EESC welcomes the exemption of small and néorapanies in Article 86(g) of the
proposal from an examination by the independenegxsince the cost for an independent
expert report would overburden micro and small medium-sized enterprises.

3.6.12 The EESC wants to emphasise the role of indeperedgyetrts in revealing fraud only in large
companies during the examination and collectiothefcompany documents in a written report,
provided that certain requirements are fulfilledy. gor an effective internal control structure
and standard operating procedures to prevent atigatei possible conflicts of interest and to
ensure the independence of reports regarding stbdeis.

3.6.13 The EESC strongly supports the proposal of the gean Commission which establishes for
the first time the procedure for cross-border cosiom and complements the already
established procedures of cross-border mergersdauiglons by enhancing protection of the
stakeholders. However, the resulting differencesvéen the procedures of the cross-border
merger on the one hand and the cross-border coonexsd division on the other may affect the
relative attractiveness of the latter. The EESCgests that the Commission analyses these
effects.

3.6.14 The EESC welcomes the intention of the Commissigorotect existing workers' participation
rights. The EESC believes that in the company tiesufrom a cross border conversion, at
least, the same level of all elements of employatigipation as laid down in the law of the
departure Member State must continue to apply, galive lines of the procedure and the
standard rules provided for in Directive 2001/867EC

3.6.15 The EESC emphasises the signifant role played bpgeaan Works Councils set up in large
size companies to be transformed and requests é&mkianced involvement, according to
Directive 2009/38/E€.

28
Council Directive 2001/86/EC of 8 October 2001 glementing the Statute for a European company wetjard to the

involvement of employee§J L 294, 10.11.2001 p. 22

29 Directive 2009/38/EC of the European Parliamemnt efnthe Council of 6 May 2009 on the establishmafra European Works

Council or a procedure in Community-scale undeng&iand Community-scale groups of undertakingsther purposes of
informing and consulting employees (Recadt),L 122, 16.5.2009, p. 28
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3.7 As a general remark, the EESC stresses the needlfdigital tools and processes for the
purposes of these proposals to be fully accessibpeople with disabilities, and especially to
those with visual disabilities.

Brussels, 17 October 2018.

Luca JAHIER
The president of the European Economic and SGaaimittee
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