
(2) Article 7(1) of Regulation No 1215/2012 must be interpreted as meaning that the court with jurisdiction, by virtue of that 
provision, to hear a claim for compensation relating to the termination of a commercial concession agreement concluded between two 
companies established and operating in two different Member States for the distribution of goods on the domestic market of a third 
Member State in which neither of those companies has a branch or establishment, is that of the Member State in which the place of 
the main supply of services, as is clear from the provisions of the contract and, in the absence of such provisions, the actual 
performance of that contract, and where it cannot be determined on that basis, the place where the agent is domiciled.

(1) OJ C 112, 10.4.2017.
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Articles 167 to 169 and 179, Articles 213(1) and 214(1), and Article 273 of Council Directive 2006/112/EC of 28 November 
2006 on the common system of value added tax must be interpreted as not precluding national legislation, such as that at issue in the 
main proceedings, which allows tax authorities to refuse a taxable person the right to deduct value added tax when it is established that, 
on account of the alleged infringements committed by that person, the tax authorities could not have access to the information necessary 
to establish that the substantive requirements giving rise to the right to deduct input value added tax paid by that taxable person have 
been satisfied or that that person acted fraudulently in order to enjoy that right, a matter which it is for the referring court to ascertain. 
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