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Greetings from the Editor
Welcome to the Forty third edition 
of our Newsletter on Customs and 
Trade issues. 

We have included, among others, 
topical articles on  the recent WTO 
dispute settlement decision on the 
EU’s treatment of monitors, set-top 
boxes and multifunctional printers 
in the EU, an AEO update, an ECJ 
judgment on the preferential origin 
status of goods imported from 
the West Bank under the Israeli 
Agreement and the introduction of 
single window customs services in 
Hungary.

Damian McCarthy, Editor
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Abolition of import duties on 
monitors, set-top boxes and 
multi-functional printers in the 
EU?
In July 2008, the US, Japan and Taiwan 
fi led a complaint against the EU at the 
World Trade Organization (WTO), claiming 
that the European Union’s (EU) import 
duties on monitors, multifunctional printers 
and TV set-top boxes violated the WTO’s 
Information Technology Agreement (ITA). 

The complaints are dealt with by the 
WTO’s dispute settlement body which 
installed a panel in order to examine the 
complaints. This panel has now issued 
its report in which it concludes that the 
EU failed to meet its WTO obligations. 
Therefore the panel recommends that the 
EU adjust its current rules and return to full 
compliance with its WTO obligations 

The panel’s report was published on 
August 16 and will be adopted by the 
dispute settlement body unless the EU or 
any of the other parties involved appeals 
it within 60 days. Once adopted the EU 
will have to return to full compliance with 
its WTO obligations, or otherwise the US, 
Japan and Taiwan may implement trade 
sanctions against the EU.

The products concerned

Currently and in the past years the EU 
levied import duties on:

 – Set-top boxes which incorporate 
a hard disk / dvd drive, that 
nevertheless retained the essential 
character of a set top box, since 
these are classifi ed under Tariff 
heading 8521 attracting 13,9% 
import duties;

 – Set-top boxes without recording 
devices that do not meet the 
EU requirements regarding 
built-in modems and internet 
access classifi ed under HS-code 
85287113 and therefore attracting 
14% import duties;

 – Computer monitors that are 
classifi ed as video monitors, based 
upon their capacity to also display 
signals from machines other than 
computers, and therefore attracting 
14%  import duties (where they 
do not meet the specifi c duty 
suspension requirements for video 
monitors);

 – Multifunctional printers that can 
be used in combination with a 
computer attracting 6% import 
duties as the EU did not create a 
Tariff heading with a zero rate for 
these products.

When the panel report is adopted by the 
Dispute Settlement Body, the EU will have 
to return to full compliance with its WTO 
obligations.

Consequences of panel report: refund 
opportunities

Assuming that the panel’s report is 
adopted by the dispute settlement body, 
possibly after an EU appeal, we expect 
that the EU will adjust its practices and 
stop levying import duties on these 
products. However the implementation of 
these adjustments may take some time, 
there will be at least 60 days until the 
decision, and after the report’s adoption 
the EU may still need to consider how to 
adjust its rules.

Depending upon how the adjustments 
in its legislation will be made by the 
EU, these adjustments may provide 
opportunities to obtain refunds for import 
duties paid in the past upon importation 
of these monitors, set-top boxes and 
multifunctional printers. As the period to 
apply for refunds is limited to three years 
after the day of importation, we strongly 
advise you to apply for refunds as soon 
as possible to safeguard your position 
regarding imports that currently still fall 
within the three years period.

Should you wish to discuss the 
abovementioned opportunities, please do 
not hesitate to contact us. 

Jos Verstraten, PwC Netherlands
(jos.verstraten@nl.pwc.com)

Arthur Stoffels, PwC Netherlands
(arthur.stoffels@nl.pwc.com)

AEO Update
This update covers:

• the position of permanent 
establishments; and 

• the self-assessment standard 
recently published by the European 
Commission.

Permanent Establishment

When applying for an AEO certifi cate, 
a permanent establishment in another 
EU member state is often incorporated 
in the application of that legal entity as 
it is legally part of that entity. However, 
this may not always be correct in all EU 
countries. The local legislation in some EU 
countries determines that a permanent 
establishment is to be seen as a separate 
legal entity and, as such, should apply for 
its own AEO certifi cate in the EU member 
state in which it is established.

Therefore, before applying for an AEO 
certifi cate for a company with a permanent 
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establishment in other member states, a 
company needs to verify whether the local 
legislation in those EU member states 
regards the permanent establishment as 
being a separate legal entity. If not, the 
permanent establishment can be included 
in the request for AEO certifi cation fi led in 
the country where the company (itself) is 
established. Otherwise separate requests 
for AEO certifi cation must be fi led for the 
permanent establishment.

Self-assessment

The European Commission has developed 
a self-assessment standard that should 
be used uniformly in all member states 
as of January 2011. All member states 
have committed to start using the new 
self-assessment as from January 1, 
2011 except for the Netherlands. Dutch 
Customs is not willing to implement the 
new self-assessment and will continue 
to request a company established in the 
Netherlands to submit the current Dutch 
self-assessment. The Netherlands will 
only implement the newly developed self-
assessment if this becomes obligatory 
in the new Customs Code. However, if a 
multinational company were to insist on 
fi ling the EU self-assessment this could be 
requested from Dutch Customs.

Should you have any problems or 
questions regarding the above, please 
contact 

Suzanne Bras, PwC Netherlands 
(suzanne.bras@nl.pwc.com)

The European Union and Japan 
sign on the mutual recognition of 
Authorised Economic Operators
On 24th June 2010 in Brussels, Director-
General Walter Deffaa of the Taxation 
and Customs Union of the European 
Commission and Director-General 
Toshiyuki Ohto of the Customs and Tariff 
Bureau of the Ministry of Finance, Japan 
signed the Decision establishing mutual 
recognition of Authorised Economic 
Operators (AEOs) between the EU and 
Japan.

This mutual recognition offers enhanced 
trade facilitation opportunities provided by 
customs to certifi ed trustworthy traders 
in both the EU and Japan who invest in 
securing their supply chains. With this 
decision, two major trading partners, 
the EU and Japan, have established the 
equivalence of their AEO programmes and 
provided for recognition of each other’s 
security certifi ed operators. Japanese 

AEOs will receive benefi ts from European 
customs that are comparable to those 
received by EU AEOs; Japan will apply 
the same for EU AEOs in Japan.

The mutual recognition of AEOs will allow 
for more predictability in international 
commercial transactions. This is because 
each customs authority will provide 
comparable benefi ts to economic 
operators holding AEO status under the 
other customs authority’s programme. 
These benefi ts will include taking into 
account the AEO status of an operator 
authorised by the other customs 
authority for risk assessments to reduce 
inspections or controls and other security-
related measures.

Another benefi t of mutual recognition 
is that it facilitates the establishment of 
a joint business continuity mechanism 
to respond to disruptions in trade fl ows 
(due to border closures, natural disasters, 
emergencies involving hazardous 
substances or other major incidents). 
This allows for priority cargos shipped 
by AEOs to be facilitated and expedited, 
as far as possible, by the customs 
authorities. Each customs authority 
may also provide further future benefi ts 
to facilitate trade following the review 
process.

László Deák, PwC Hungary
laszlo.deak@hu.pwc.com

Attila Környei, PwC Hungary
attila.kornyei@hu.pwc.com

Judgment of the ECJ on 
the interpretation of Euro-
Mediterranean Agreements 
(‘EC-Israel Association 
Agreement’ and ‘EC-PLO 
Association Agreement’) and 
doubts as to the origin and 
preferential treatments of 
products 

Parties:

Brita GmbH versus Hauptzollamt 
Hamburg-Hafen (Principal Customs 
Offi ce, port of Hamburg, Germany)

Background:

Brita, the applicant in the main 
proceedings, is established in Germany. It 
imports drink-makers for sparkling water, 
as well as accessories and syrups, all 
produced by an Israeli supplier, Soda-
Club Ltd, at a manufacturing site at 
Mishor Adumin in the West Bank, to the 
east of Jerusalem. Soda-Club Ltd is an 
approved exporter within the meaning of 
Article 23 of the EC-Israel Protocol.

During the fi rst six months of 2002, Brita 
imported goods to be released for free 
circulation stating that the country of 
origin for those goods was ‘Israel’. It 
sought the application of the preferential 
tariff provided for under the EC-Israel 
Association Agreement on the basis of 
invoice declarations confi rming that the 
products concerned originated in Israel.
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The German customs authorities 
provisionally granted the preferential 
tariff applied for, but commenced the 
procedure for subsequent verifi cation. 
On being questioned by the German 
customs authorities, the Israeli customs 
authorities replied that the verifi cation 
had proven that the goods in question 
originate in an area that is under Israeli 
Customs responsibility. and were 
originating products pursuant to the EC-
Israel Association Agreement entitled to 
preferential treatment.

In February 2003, the German customs 
authorities asked the Israeli customs 
authorities to indicate, by way of 
supplementary information, whether the 
goods in question had been manufactured 
in Israeli-occupied settlements in the West 
Bank, the Gaza Strip, East Jerusalem or 
the Golan Heights. The letter remained 
unanswered.

Therefore, the German Customs 
authorities refused the previously granted 
preferential treatment in September 
2003, on the ground that it could not be 
established conclusively that the imported 
goods fell within the scope of the EC-
Israel Association Agreement. 

The objection fi led by Brita was dismissed, 
whereupon it brought an action before 
the Finanzgericht Hamburg (Finance 
Court of Hamburg) for annulment of that 
decision. The Finanzgericht Hamburg 
referred the following questions to the 
ECJ for a preliminary ruling (questions as 
summarised by the ECJ):

1. May the customs authorities of a 
Member State refuse to grant the 
preferential treatment provided for 
under EC-Israel Association Agreement 
where the goods at issue originate in 
the West Bank? 

2. For the purpose of the procedure laid 
down in Article 32 of the EC-Israel 
Protocol, are the customs authorities of 

the importing State bound by the proof 
of origin that is submitted and by the 
reply given by the customs authorities 
of the exporting State? Also, in order 
to settle a dispute that has arisen in 
relation to the verifi cation of invoice 
declarations, the ECJ asked if the 
customs authorities of the importing 
State must, pursuant to Article 33 of 
the protocol, submit that dispute to 
the Customs Cooperation Committee 
before adopting measures?

Findings:

Question 1:

The ECJ pointed out that the answer to 
Question 1 depends on the interpretation 
to be given to Article 83 of the EC-Israel 
Association Agreement, which defi nes 
the territorial scope of that agreement. 
In this respect, the Court recalled that an 
agreement concluded by the Council of 
the European Union with a non-Member 
State constitutes, as far as the European 
Union is concerned, an act of one of 
the institutions of the Union. From the 
moment it enters into force, the provisions 
of such an agreement form an integral 
part of the legal order of the European 
Union and so the Court has jurisdiction 
to give preliminary rulings concerning its 
interpretation. In addition, the EC-Israel 
Association Agreement is governed by 
international law and, more specifi cally, 
as regards its interpretation, by the 
international law of treaties, namely the 
Vienna Convention.  

In interpreting the Vienna Convention, the 
ECJ stressed the general international law 
principle of the relative effect of treaties, 
according to which treaties do not impose 
any obligations, or confer any rights, on 
third States. 

In this respect, the ECJ found that it 
is common ground that the European 
Communities concluded two Euro-
Mediterranean Association Agreements, 

fi rst with the State of Israel and then with 
the PLO for the benefi t of the Palestinian 
Authority of the West Bank and the Gaza 
Strip. Each of those two association 
agreements has its own territorial scope. 
Under Article 83 thereof, the EC-Israel 
Association Agreement applies to the 
‘territory of the State of Israel’. Under 
Article 73 thereof, the EC-PLO Association 
Agreement applies to the ‘territories of the 
West Bank and the Gaza Strip’. 

The ECJ concluded that the customs 
authorities of the exporting State, 
within the meaning of the two protocols 
mentioned above, have exclusive 
competence – within their territorial 
jurisdiction – to issue movement 
certifi cates (EUR.1s) to approved 
exporters based in the territory under their 
administration. 

Accordingly, to interpret Article 83 of 
the EC-Israel Association Agreement 
as meaning that the Israeli customs 
authorities enjoy competence in respect 
of products originating in the West Bank 
would be tantamount to imposing on 
the Palestinian customs authorities an 
obligation to refrain from exercising the 
competence conferred upon them by 
virtue of the abovementioned provisions 
of the EC-PLO Protocol. The Court further 
ruled that such an interpretation, the effect 
of which would be to create an obligation 
for a third party without its consent, would 
thus be contrary to principles of general 
international law. Hence, Article 83 of 
the EC-Israel Association Agreement 
must be interpreted as meaning that 
products originating in the West Bank do 
not fall within the territorial scope of that 
agreement and do not therefore qualify 
for preferential treatment under that 
agreement. In those circumstances, the 
German customs authorities could refuse 
to grant preferential treatment to the 
goods in question. 
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The ECJ also rejected an elective 
determination of the origin and the 
preferential treatment. In essence, The 
Finance Court of Hamburg asked whether 
the customs authorities of the importing 
State may grant preferential treatment 
when such treatment is provided for 
under both the agreements to be taken 
into account (and it is not contested that 
the goods at issue originate in the West 
Bank) and only a formal certifi cate of 
Israeli origin has been submitted. The ECJ 
replied that to allow elective determination 
simply because both agreements provide 
for preferential treatment and because the 
place of origin of the goods is established 
by evidence other than that envisaged 
under the association agreement would be 
tantamount to denying that, in order to be 
entitled to the preferential treatment, it is 
necessary to provide valid proof of origin 
issued by the competent authority of the 
exporting State. 

This proof of origin must be produced 
in respect of products originating in the 
territories of the contracting parties if they 
are to qualify for the preferential treatment. 
The requirement for valid proof of origin 
issued by the competent authority cannot 
be considered to be a mere formality that 
may be overlooked as long as the place of 
origin is established by other evidence. 

Consequently, the ECJ ruled that the 
customs authorities of the importing 
Member State may refuse to grant the 
preferential treatment provided for under 
the EC-Israel Association Agreement 
where the goods concerned originate in 
the West Bank. Furthermore, the customs 
authorities of the importing Member State 
may not make an elective determination, 
leaving open the questions of which of 
the agreements to be taken into account  
applies in the circumstances of the case 
and of whether proof of origin falls to be 
issued by the Israeli authorities or by the 
Palestinian authorities. 

Question 2:

Regarding the question whether the 
customs authorities of the importing 
State are bound by the reply given by 
the customs authorities of the exporting 
State, the ECJ found that it is clear from 
Article 32 of the EC-Israel Protocol that 
the subsequent verifi cation of invoice 
declarations is carried out whenever 
the customs authorities of the importing 
State have reasonable doubt as to 
the authenticity of such documents or 
the originating status of the products 
concerned. The verifi cation is carried out 
by the customs authorities of the exporting 
State. The customs authorities requesting 
the verifi cation are to be informed of 
the results of that verifi cation within a 
maximum period of 10 months. Those 
results must indicate clearly whether the 
invoice declarations are authentic and 
whether the products concerned can be 
considered to be originating products. If, 
in cases of reasonable doubt, there is no 
reply within 10 months or if the reply does 
not contain suffi cient information to enable 
the authenticity of the invoice declarations 
or the real origin of the products to be 
determined, the customs authorities of the 
importing State are to refuse to grant the 
preferential treatment.

The ECJ ruled that in the present case, 
the subsequent verifi cation pursuant to 
Article 32 of the EC-Israel Protocol was to 
establish the precise place of manufacture 
of the imported products, for the purposes 
of determining whether those products fell 
within the territorial scope of the EC-Israel 
Association Agreement. The European 
Union takes the view that products 
obtained in locations which have been 
placed under Israeli administration since 
1967 do not qualify for the preferential 
treatment provided for under that 
agreement. 

In accordance with Article 32(6) of the 
EC-Israel Protocol, if the reply given by 
the customs authorities of the exporting 

State does not contain suffi cient 
information to enable the real origin of the 
products to be determined, the requesting 
customs authorities are to refuse to grant 
preferential treatment.

The ECJ found that Israeli Customs gave 
no reply to the requests of the German 
customs authorities to check whether the 
products at issue had been manufactured 
in Israeli-occupied settlements in the West 
Bank, Gaza Strip, East Jerusalem or the 
Golan Heights. In such circumstances, 
there is not suffi cient information to 
enable the real origin of the products to 
be determined and the assertion made 
by those authorities is not binding upon 
the customs authorities of the importing 
Member State. 

Regarding the obligation to bring the 
matter before the Customs Cooperation 
Committee, the fi rst paragraph of Article 
33 of the EC-Israel Protocol provides that, 
where disputes arise in relation to the 
verifi cation procedures under Article 32 of 
the protocol or where they raise a question 
as to the interpretation of that protocol, 
they are to be submitted to the Customs 
Cooperation Committee. According to 
the ECJ, the reply given by the customs 
authorities of the exporting State in the 
context of the subsequent verifi cation 
procedure provided for in Article 32 failed 
to provide the information requested 
and so the dispute does not concern the 
interpretation of the EC-Israel Protocol, 
but the determination of the territorial 
scope of the EC-Israel Association 
Agreement. The ECJ concluded that there 
is no obligation to bring the matter before 
the Customs Cooperation Committee.

In the light of all of the foregoing, the 
ECJ ruled that, for the purposes of the 
procedure laid down in Article 32 of the 
EC-Israel Protocol, the customs authorities 
of the importing State are not bound by 
the proof of origin submitted or by the 
reply given by the customs authorities 
of the exporting State where that reply 
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does not contain suffi cient information 
to enable the real origin of the products 
to be determined. Furthermore, the 
customs authorities of the importing State 
are not obliged to refer to the Customs 
Cooperation Committee a dispute 
concerning the territorial scope of the EC-
Israel Association Agreement. 

Conclusion:

The case opened a stormy political 
debate and has been extensively 
discussed in the press. Despite all 
the political implications, the ECJ, not 
surprisingly, sticked to a balanced 
interpretation of the underlying 
agreements. Technically, the case 
is also of particular importance for 
manufacturers producing in Israel or 
importing goods from Israel.

The ruling underlines the importance of 
verifying where exactly the production 
of goods   within ‘Israeli territory’ 
takes place. It clearly states that the 
advantages of preferential treatment 
depend on the application of a precise 
documentation of the origin of goods and 
the careful attention to the corresponding 
agreement. Besides that, the ECJ 
clearly rejected a principle of “elective 
determination” and continued a strictly 
formal approach to proof of origin. 

Markus Wieners, PwC Germany
(markus.wieners@de.pwc.com)

Single-window customs 
services introduced in Hungary
Single-window customs services have 
been introduced as a result of a joint 
initiative launched nearly two years 
ago by a consortium of nine public 
administrative authorities.

The participating authorities upgraded 
the IT systems they use to grant 
authorisations and have set up an 
electronic system to provide a seamless 
fl ow of data between economic operators 
and the various authorities involved in 
customs authorisation procedures.

The authorities specifi ed by current 
legislation will continue to issue licences 
and certifi cates but the relevant data 
will be electronically forwarded to 
the Customs Authority. The Customs 
Authority will also provide licence usage 
information to the competent authorities 
by electronic means. The Customs 
Authority expects that this will help to 
increase the effi ciency of administrative 

procedures and speed up the exchange 
of information on customs matters.

Export/import licensing and related 
procedures will also be brought up to 
date thanks to the newly introduced IT 
solutions, record-keeping systems and 
digital communication.

The new system will provide a “one-stop 
shop” to assist with addressing matters 
related to customs procedures and 
movements of goods through a single 
point of contact. In addition, it offers the 
following benefi ts:

 – clients will only interact directly 
with the Customs Authority as a 
central single-window authority;

 – it will also be possible to submit 
electronic forms to other 
authorities involved in the customs 
procedure;

 – authorities will be able to 
exchange data with each other 
through a single electronic 
channel; and

 – clients will no longer be required to 
facilitate data exchange between 
the Customs Authority and the 
other authorities involved in the 
customs procedure.

László Deák, PwC Hungary
(laszlo.deak@hu.pwc.com)

Attila Környei, PwC Hungary

(attila.kornyei@hu.pwc.com)

Textiles and footwear update
Summer is generally quiet for clothing 
and footwear from a customs and trade 
policy – which is just as well, given 
the focus on getting Autumn/Winter 
merchandise in store in time. The last 
couple of months have, perhaps, been 
more notable for what hasn’t happened 
than what has.

As expected, the Sri Lankans did 
not make any written commitment to 
undertake the human rights related 
actions required by the EU in order to 
postpone the withdrawal of duty free 
access under GSP+. As a result of this, 
GSP+ was withdrawn from Sri Lanka 
with effect from 15 August and all eligible 
imports now enter the EU at the normal 
GSP rate, not duty free. If, at any time, Sri 
Lanka makes progress in this area and 
approaches the EU with regard to the 
reinstatement of GSP+, it is likely to get a 
positive hearing.

Meanwhile, there has been very limited 
progress on the proposed GSP origin 
rules. The Commission has completed 
the consolidated text, although it is not 
yet pubically available. The Commission 
had intended to do a tour de table at the 
June meeting of the Origin Committee, 
to establish member states’ positions on 
the proposals, but this did not take place. 
However, it is thought that, although 
some member states do not think the 
changes go far enough and others think 
they go too far, it will be approved and 
the fi nal vote is due to take place on 20-
21 September. 
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A number of member states have 
expressed concern that there is not 
enough time to train the benefi ciary 
countries in the new rules. Certainly, 
in our experience, exporters in the 
benefi ciary countries are either not 
aware of the new rules or have a rather 
strange interpretation of them. Importers 
should, therefore, take extra care to 
ensure that suppliers do understand the 
rules, particularly the least developed 
countries (LDCs), such as Bangladesh 
and Cambodia, for which the new rules 
for garments are signifi cantly relaxed.

And, fi nally, just to keep us all 
interested in footwear, China requested 
the establishment of a World Trade 
Organisation dispute settlement panel to 
consider its claims that the EU’s anti-
dumping measures on leather footwear 
are inconsistent with its obligations 
under various WTO provisions. The panel 
was duly composed on 5 July and has 
six months to report its fi ndings and 
recommendations (ie till 5 January 2011), 
after which either party has 60 days in 
which to appeal. Given that the measures 
are due to expire on 30 March 2011, this 
could all end up being rather academic. 
However, there is a small possibility that, 
if the panel fi nds in favour of China, the 
EU would have to refund the duties paid.

Let’s hope that autumn is quiet as well – 
importers have better things to do than 
constantly watch out for new threats of 
protectionism.

Emma Ormond, PwC UK 
(emma.ormond@uk.pwc.com)

Anti-dumping Update
• Notice of the expiry of anti-dumping 

measures on imports of bicycles 
originating in Vietnam

• Notice of the impending expiry of the 
anti-dumping measures on imports of 
bicycles originating in China

• Notice of the impending expiry of the 
anti-dumping measures on imports of 
tartaric acid originating in China

• Notice of the initiation of an expiry 
review on the anti-dumping measures 
applicable to imports of certain 
castings originating in China

• Notice of the initiation of an expiry 
review on the anti-dumping measures 
applicable to imports of hand pallet 
trucks and their essential parts 
originating in China

• Notice of the initiation of anti-dumping 
proceedings on imports of fatty 
alcohols and their blends originating in 
India, Indonesia and Malaysia

• Commission Decisions dated 14 July 
terminating the anti-dumping and 
anti-subsidy proceedings on imports 
of stainless steel fasteners and 
parts thereof originating in India and 
Malaysia

• Commission Regulations dated 
11 August initiating investigations 
concerning the possible circumvention 
of anti-dumping and countervailing 
measures on imports of biodiesel 
originating in the USA by imports of 
biodiesel consigned from Canada and 
Singapore

• Commission Regulation dated 19 
August initiating an investigation 
concerning the possible circumvention 
of anti-dumping measures on imports 
of certain plastic sacks and bags 
originating in China

Paul Rodgers, PwC Dublin 
(paul.rodgers@ie.pwc.com)

If you have any comments on these 
articles or would like a particular topic

discussed in detail in the next edition, 
please contact the editor:

damian.mccarthy@ie.pwc.com
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Country Name E-mail Telephone

Austria Christine Weinzierl christine.weinzierl@at.pwc.com (43) 1 501 88 3605

Albania Loreta Peci loreta.peci@al.pwc.com (355) 4 242 254

Azerbaijan Movlan Pashayev movlan.pashayev@az.pwc.com 99412) 497 74 05

Belgium Dirk Aerts dirk.aerts@pwc.be (32) 3 259 3214

Bulgaria Tania Pavlova tania.pavlova@bg.pwc.com (359)  2 91 003

Croatia Ivo Bijelic ivo.bijelic@hr.pwc.com (385) 1 6328 802

Cyprus Chrysilios Pelekanos chrysilios.pelekanos@cy.pwc.com (357) 22 555280

Czech Republic Nora Grymova nora.grymova@cz.pwc.com (420) 251 152 629

Denmark Winni Nielsen winni.nielsen@dk.pwc.com (45) 3945 9454

Estonia Ain Veide ain.veide@ee.pwc.com (372) 614 1978

Finland Juha Laitinen juha.laitinen@fi .pwc.com (358) 9 2280 1409

France Guy Le Gall guy.le.gall@fr.landwellglobal.com (33) 1 56 57 44 22

Germany Jochen Schmidt jochen.schmidt@de.pwc.com (49) 40 63 78 13 90

Greece
Panagiotis Tsouramanis panagiotis.tsouramanis@gr.pwc.com 

(30) 210 6874 547

Hungary Tamás Locsei* tamas.locsei@hu.pwc.com (36) 1 461 9358

Ireland Damian McCarthy damian.mccarthy@ie.pwc.com (353) 1 792 6203

Israël
Shay Shalhevet

shay.shalhevet@il.pwc.com (972) 3 7954811

Italy Luca Lavazza luca.lavazza@it.pwc.com (39) 02 9160 5701

Kazakhstan
Kristina Krišciunaite-
Bartuseviciene

kristina.bartuseviciene@lt.pwc.com (7) 327 298 06 19

Latvia Maris Juruss maris.juruss@lv.pwc.com (371) 6709 44 00

Lithuania
Kristina Krišciunaite-
Bartuseviciene

kristina.bartuseviciene@lt.pwc.com (370) 5 2392 365

Luxembourg Anne Murrath a.murrath@lu.pwc.com (352) 49 48 48 3120

Macedonia Katerina Carceva katerina.carceva@mk.pwc.com (389) 02 3111 012

Malta Neville Gatt neville.gatt@mt.pwc.com (356) 2564 6719
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European Contact Details

The Netherlands Ruud GA Tusveld* ruud.tusveld@nl.pwc.com (31) 10 4075 669

Norway Yngvar Solheim yngvar.solheim@no.pwc.com (47) 95 26 06 57

Poland Hubert Jadrzyk* hubert.jadrzyk@pl.pwc.com (48) 2 25 234 837

Portugal Mario Braz mario.braz@pt.pwc.com 351 21 3599624

Romania Daniel Anghel daniel.anghel@ro.pwc.com (40) 21 202 8688

Russia Marina Volkova marina.volkova@ru.pwc.com (7) 495 967 6223

Serbia and 
Montenegro

Nebojsa Jovanovic nebojsa.jovanovic@rs.pwc.com (381) 11 3302 100

Slovakia Eva Fricová eva.fricova@sk.pwc.com (421) 2 59 350 613

Slovenia Marijana Ristevski marijana.ristevski@si.pwc.com (386) 1 58 36 019

South Africa Gerard Soverall gerard.soverall@za.pwc.com (27) 11 797 5004

Spain Pilar Salinas pilar.salinas@es.landwellglobal.com (34) 91 568 45 35

Sweden Kajsa Boqvist kajsa.boqvist@se.pwc.com (46) 8 555 338 24

Switzerland Simeon L. Probst simeon.probst@ch.pwc.com (41) 58 792 53 51

Turkey Cenk Ulu cenk.ulu@tr.pwc.com (90) 212 326 64 24

United Kingdom Emma Ormond emma.ormond@uk.pwc.com (44) 207 804 51 35

Ukraine Igor Dankov igor.dankov@ua.pwc.com (380) 44 490 67 77

Uzbekistan Abdulkhamid Muminov abdulkhamid.muminov@uz.pwc.com (998) 71 120 4879

Country Name E-mail Telephone

Global Contact Details

Country Name E-mail Telephone

Americas Domenick Gambardella domenick.gambardella@us.pwc.com (1) 646 471 3791

Asia John Robinson john.robinson@sg.pwc.com (65) 6236 7318

Middle East Jeremy Gray jeremy.gray@ae.pwc.com 
(971) 4 304 3100 
(ext.317)
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