MesxayHapoaHas opraHu3aLms rpaxaaHcKo aBmaLimm LC/33-WP/3-6
11/4/08

PABOYNA OOKYMEHT

IOPUIMYECKHIA KOMUTET — 33-51 CECCHUS
(Moupeains, 21 anpens — 2 mast 2008 rona)
MyukT 3 noBecTKM aAHsi.  Bo3Menienue ymep6a, NPUIMHEHHOT0 BO3AYUIHBIMH CYIaMH TPEThHUM

JIMIAM B pe3yJbTaTe aKTOB HE3aKOHHOT0 BMENIATEIbCTBA WM B CBI3H
€ 00IIIUMH PUCKAMHU

ITPOEKT KOHBEHIIMH O BOSMEIIEHUU YIIEPEA, IPUYUHEHHOI'O
BO3AYIIHBIMU CYJAMHU TPETBbUM JIMLIAM, B CJIYYAE
HE3AKOHHOI'O BMEIIATEJIBCTBA

OCBOBOXKJIEHUE APYT'UX NIOCTABIIMKOB OBCJIYKUBAHUS
OT OTBETCTBEHHOCTHU

(ITpencrasneno I'epmanueii)

OrOBOPKA
B cBsi3n c orpaHuvyeHHbIMM pecypcamu nepeBeneH
Tonbko pasgen "lNpeanoxeHue".

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 At its 182nd session the Council has decided to submit the Draft Convention on
Compensation for Damage caused by Aircraft to Third Parties, in Case of Unlawful Interference to the
33rd session of the Legal Committee and requested that the Legal Committee takes into account the
concerns raised by Germany in C-WP/13087 and pays attention to possible ways of protecting the
interests of victims most efficiently and ensures the ratifiability of the revised Convention and the
operability of the funding mechanism. One of the issues raised by Germany in C-WP/13087 concerns the
vast exoneration of other service providers.

2. THE CURRENT DRAFT: VAST EXONERATION DISREGARDS INTERESTS
OF VICTIMS AND AIRCRAFT OPERATORS

2.1 The Draft provides in Article 27 that the claim against the operator under the Convention
is an exclusive remedy and therefore shields other entities, which could have contributed to the damage,
from their liability. Additionally, Article 25 excludes almost any recourse of the operator liable for third
party damage to anybody else who contributed to the damage. This complete exclusion of liability is
granted to the other entities without obliging them to contribute to the SCM and regardless of the basics
of tort and contract law. In consequence victims may well remain uncompensated, e.g. if the SCM is
exhausted, whereas those who have contributed to the damage are protected by the Convention and
continue to operate.
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2.2 This “channelling” of claims onto the operator is especially critical concerning entities
that are involved in operational areas of air traffic and therefore constitute severe risks for the operators’
safety, such as air navigation service providers, airports, security providers and ground handling service
providers. In cases where the other entity has acted with fault and has thus contributed to the damage it is
not justifiable that it benefits from the exclusion of liability — without even having contributed to the SCM
— whereas the victims risk not receiving any compensation if the resources of the SCM are exhausted. The
other entity however is perfectly able to effect payments. Up to that point it has not touched its financial
means since the first layer is borne by the operator’s insurance and the second layer by the passengers,
who have contributed to the SCM.

Additionally, it can hardly be considered fair if the operator, who is held strictly liable in
case of an incident, should not have a right of recourse against those who actually caused or contributed
to the damage.

Another issue to be taken into account is that the current exoneration concept does not set
incentives to improve security measures and in the worst case could prompt service providers to reduce
security measures as well as the costs spent on those measures, since there would be no liability in case of
damage.

Apart from that, it cannot be neglected that such a general exclusion of liability would
encompass manufacturers of aircraft as well. This however contradicts European Community law on
product liability and must prevent EC Member States from ratifying the Convention.

The vast exoneration of entities and persons contributing to the damage in connection
with the limited liability of the airlines puts the victims at a disadvantage that is by no means justifiable,
clearly contradicts the aim of the Convention and makes it impossible for policymakers to implement
such a system.

3. HPEJJIO)KEHHME

3.1 Takum  oOpaszoM, I'epmanuss mpemmaraer MOpeJOCTaBUTh  OCBOOOXKICHHE  OT
OTBETCTBEHHOCTHU TOJBKO TEM FOPHINYECKUM JINLAM, KOTOPbIE HE YUACTBYIOT B IIPOLIECCE IKCILTyaTalUH,
B YAaCTHOCTHM BJaJeNbliaM, apeHI0JaTelIM BO3IYLIHBIX CYJOB U COOTBETCTBYIOLIMM (HHAHCHPYIOIINM
YUpEXKIEHUSM, HO TMO-TIPEXKHEMY BO3JIaraTb OTBETCTBEHHOCTh Ha TEX, KTO y4YacTBYeT B IIpoLECCE
9KCIUTyaTalllu H, CIEN0BAaTEeIbHO, MOXKET CIIOCOOCTBOBAThH NpHUNHEHUIO yuiepba. Kpome Toro, I'epmanns
IpeajaracT MpeJOoCTaBUTh IIPABO pErpecca B COOTBETCTBUU C HALMOHAIBHBIM 3aKOHOJATEIbCTBOM
3KcIuryaranry u JIMB.

C atoif nenwio ['epmMannst peKOMEHyeT BHECTH HIKEYKA3aHHBIC N3MCHCHUS

—  HCKIIFOYHTH CTaThIO 27;

—  BKJIIOYUTH HOBYIO CTaThblO 4 DiS B cienyromeid opMyIupoBKe:
"be3 ymep6a ansa crareii 3, 4, 5 u 25 Biragenabupl, apeHI01aTEIH BO3TYIIHBIX
CYI0OB H COOTBETCTBYWOINMe (HHAHCHPYIOIIHE YYPEKJACHHS] He 00sI3aHBI

BHIIUIAYMBATh KOMIIEHCAIIMIO 32 YylIepd, NpPeayCMOTPEeHHBbI HacTosimei
Konsenmnmueii."
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HaKOHeIl, UCKJTFOUNTh O11. 1 1 2 ctathy 25 ¥ 3aMEHHTH CIEIYIOIIUM TEKCTOM:

"1. Hwuurto B HacTosineii KoHBeHIIMH He NMpeIBOCXUINAET pellieHsl BONPoOca o
TOM, MMeeT JIM JINLO, Hecylllee OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 32 ylIep0 B COOTBETCTBHU C ee
MOJIOKEHHSIMH, TPaBo perpecca mnpotuB Jodoro Juna. [IpaBo perpecca
OCYIIECTBJISIETCSl MPU YCJOBHHU MOJHOIO BO3MeEIEHHs yulep0a BceM TpeTbUM
JIUIAM.

2. Huurto B HacTosimeii KoHBeHIIMM He MPeIBOCXHINAET pelleHHs] BOMPOca O
TOM, HMeeT JU JlOMOJHHUTEJbLHBIH MeXaHHU3M BO3MellleHHsl IPaBoO perpecca
npotuB Jwooro Jjuuna. OagHako [loNOTHUTENBLHBIH MeXaHM3M BO3MeIleHHs
HMeeT MPaBO perpecca MNPOTHB JIKCIUIYaTaHTA, TOJAbKO €CJAH MpeIeibl,
ykazanuble B 1n.1 crateu4, He npuMmensiiorcs. IIpaBo perpecca
JIONMOTHUTEILHOT0 MEXaHHM3Ma BO3MELIEeHMs] OCYLIECTBJSIETCSl MPH YCJOBHH
MOJTHOTO BO3MeEIlleHNs ymep6a BceM TPeThbUM Junam. "’

— KOHEL] —



