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CruBeH QUANNNCOH, CTAPLWWI NapTHED
lopyandeckon dupmel «PCB Litigation»:

B penax O MOWeHHWYECTBE WaHChl YCMEWHOro
BO3BPaTa YTPAYeHHOW  COBCTBEHHOCTM — MOXHO
MaKCVIMM3VPORATL, ECNW CYAEOHEIE OPraKbl, 8 KOTODbIX
BO30Y»KAAKOTCA OCHOBHBIE W COMYTCTBYIOWME WUCKM,
CMOryT MPenCCTaBUTL MOTEPMERIIEMY BOIMOKHOCTb
MOSHTUOULIMPOBATE MOLLIEHHWKOB, UX COYYaCTHMKOB 1
nepeyeHb NOXULLEHHbIX aKTVBOB, @ 3aTeM 3aMOpPO3WTh
3TW aktuebl. [pU 3TOM Yy MOLIEHHWKOB He Oynert
[ocTyna K MHOOpMauMiM O MPUHWMAEMbX Mepax.
CynebHule pacnopsxeHus, KoTopble obecrneyrealoT
O[HOBPEMEHHOE 3aMOPAXMBAHWE aKTWBOR MO BCEMY
MUPY, MOryT ObiTh M3[aHbl B PAAE CTPRAH.

B nicbom cnyuae, BaxHO NOHWMMATD, YTO MHGOpPMaLmA
MOMET HaxOAWTLCA Ha TEPPUTOPMKM  CTPaH, He
BOBJEUEHHbIX B CYAONPOW3BOLCTBO, B PaCTOPAKEHN
TRETBMX KL WK, HaNpUMeP, OUAWMaN0s, BXOOALMX
8 Ty e rpynny komnanwi. B uvactHocTw, Pasgen
182 [pampaHcko-npoueccyansHoro kogexca CLUA
nossonser OkpyxHoiv  cydam CUWA  oka3eiath
COOEMCTBME  WMHOCTPaHHBIM W MEXAYH3POAHbLIM
CynebHbiM OpraHam B PacKpbiTiW uHGopMaumy 1
cbope foKazaTenbHow 6asbl. 2TW Cy/abl MOTYT Bbi4aBaThb
rpaKgaHaM  nNpeanucaHyva O Jadve  rokasaHwi
W1 3aABneHKin M 06 OQOPMNEHWMM [OOKYMEHTOB
ONA MCMONb30BaHWA B XOfEe CyNoMNpOV3BOACTBA B
WHOCTPAHHOM Cyfe.

Take CyaebHble opraHbl MOMYT MMETs NOMHOMOUMS
LNA W3[aHWA NPUKa3oB O npoBeaerun obbicka. Mo
XapakTepy 3T NONHOMOUYKMA CXOOHbI C MONHOMOUYMAMK
nonuumn No obbicKy nomeleHui, OHWM [OCTYNHbI,
eC/IM MEIOTCA OYeBUHbIE NMOATBERMAEHWA TOrO, UTO
y OTBETYMKA eCTb A0KA3aTeNbCTBa, NOATBEDPHAIOLME
€r0 BUHY, CYWECTBYET PearnbHan BO3MOXHOCTb, YTO OH
YHUYTOMMT 3TV JOKa3aTeNbCTBa O MOMEHTA, KOrfla 8Ce
NPWCYTCTRYHOLLIME CTOPOHBI CMOIYT NOAATh 33aRBNEHMA,
1 NMPW 3TOM QaKTUYECKWIA UM NOTEHUMANBHbIA Yillepb
ONA  33ABWTENs OOMKeH WMETb OueHb Oonbluve
MaclTadsl. YuMThiBan APakOHOBCKWIA XapaKTep 3TWX
NONOMeHWH, TPeOYIOTCA BECOMbie [10Ka3aTenbCTaa,
MOMHOE W YECTHOE PACKPbITUE UHGOPMAaLMK,
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PCB Litigation:

In fraud cases, the prospects of successful
asset recovery can be maximized if the courts
in which the main or supporting proceedings
are commenced have the power to enable the
victim of the fraud to identify the fraudsters, their
accomplices and their assets and then freeze
those assets without tipping off the fraudsters
that these steps are being taken. These types
of orders are available in a number of countries
enabling assets to be frozen simultaneously
worldwide,

.In any case, it is also important to be aware of
the fact thatinformation may be held in countries
that are not involved in the proceedings either
by third parties or by, for example, subsidiaries
in the same group of companies. In particular,
Section 182 of the US Code of Civil Procedure
allows district courts in America to assist foreign
and international tribunals with disclosure and
evidence-gathering. Those courts may order
a person to give testimony or a statement and
produce a document for use in proceedings
before a foreign court.

The court may also have power to grant a search
order. It is similar in nature to the power of the
police to search premises. It is available where
there is clear evidence that the defendant has
incriminating evidence, a real possibility he will
destroy such evidence before any applicaticn
with all parties present could be made, and
there must be very serious actual or potential
damage to applicant. Given its draconian nature,
there must be strong evidence and full and frank
disclosure.



