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— determine that the material damage amounts to at least EUR 25 million (1) together with the compensatory interest
starting at 3 March 2016 until delivery of the judgment in the present case and with corresponding default interest from
the date of delivery of judgment until its payment in full; and
— order the defendant to pay the costs.

Pleas in law and main arguments
In support of the action, the applicants rely on four pleas in law.
1. First plea in law, alleging that the defendant did not deal appropriately with procedural irregularities. These include the
fact that the Latvian FCMC (2) had concluded, immediately prior to the initiation of the licence withdrawal procedure,
that a licence withdrawal was not warranted and that this fact was subsequently omitted from the request by the FCMC
to revoke the licence. The applicants further complain that the English language version of the FCMC’s most recent
decision was manipulated. Further alleged procedural irregularities concern a failure to deal effectively with potentially
corrupt conduct by Latvian and European officials with respect to the present matter.
2. Second plea in law, alleging that the defendant violated substantive provisions by acting outside its area of competence
when issuing the contested decision, in particular with regard to money laundering matters and that the defendant
erroneously assumed grounds for a licence withdrawal.
3. Third plea in law, alleging that the applicants suffered significant financial harm, especially because of Trasta
Komercbanka AS’ liquidation as a result of the wrongful licence withdrawal.
4. Fourth plea in law, alleging a causal link between the licence withdrawal and the damage suffered by the applicants.

(1)
(2)

The amounts are attributable to each of the applicants in the amounts of their shareholding of Trasta Komercbanka AS.
Financial Capital Markets Commission.

Action brought on 11 March 2021 — Paccor Packaging and Others v Commission
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Language of the case: English
Parties
Applicants: Paccor Packaging GmbH (Düsseldorf, Germany), and 6 Others (represented by: P. Kugel and G. Dávid, lawyers)
Defendant: European Commission

Form of order sought
The applicants claim that the Court should:
— annul the Implementing Regulation (EU) 2020/2151 of 17 December 2020 (1) in its entirety, or, alternatively, annul the
Regulation No 2020/2151 partially, in so far as it concerns Article 2 (4) thereof as well as Annex IV thereto, or,
alternatively, annul the Regulation No 2020/2151 partially, in so far as it concerns beverage cups wholly made of
plastic;
— annul the Regulation No 2020/2151 partially, in so far as it concerns Article 3;
— annul, partially, the Directive (EU) 2019/904 of 5 June 2019, (2) in so far as it concerns Article 7 to the extent that it
applies to cups for beverages and point 4 under part D of the Annex thereto; and
— order the defendant to pay the costs;
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Pleas in law and main arguments
In support of the action, the applicants rely on seven pleas in law and a plea of illegality:
1. First plea in law, alleging that the defendant, in adopting the regulation 2020/2151, infringed Article 7 of
Directive 2019/904 on the reduction of the impact of certain plastic products on the environment and exceeded the
powers conferred upon it by the Council of the European Union and the European Parliament.
2. Second plea in law, alleging that the defendant, in adopting the Regulation No 2020/2151, infringed an essential
procedural requirement by adopting it after 3 July 2020, and the relating corrected language versions, more than 6
months after the time limit set by the Council of the European Union and the European Parliament in the
Directive 2019/904.
3. Third plea in law, alleging that the defendant, by adopting the Regulation No 2020/2151, infringed Article 7 of the
Directive 2019/904 and the principles of legal certainty and of the protection of legitimate expectations.
4. Fourth plea in law, alleging that the defendant, in adopting the Regulation No 2020/2151, infringed its duty to provide
reasons.
5. Fifth plea in law, alleging that the defendant infringed Article 7 (1) of the Directive 2019/904, made a manifest error of
assessment and exceeded its competence.
6. Sixth plea in law, alleging that the defendant infringed Article 7 (2) (c) of the Directive 2019/904 and manifestly erred in
its assessment.
7. Seventh plea in law, alleging that the defendant breached the principle of proportionality.
The applicants also raise a plea of illegality, pursuant to Article 277 TFEU, alleging that Article 7 and Part D, point 4, of
the annex to Directive 2019/904 are unlawful.
(1)

(2)

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2020/2151 of 17 December 2020 laying down rules on harmonised marking
specifications on single-use plastic products listed in Part D of the Annex to Directive (EU) 2019/904 of the European Parliament and
of the Council on the reduction of the impact of certain plastic products on the environment (Text with EEA relevance) (OJ 2020
L 428, p. 57)
Directive (EU) 2019/904 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 June 2019 on the reduction of the impact of certain
plastic products on the environment (Text with EEA relevance) (OJ 2019 L 155, p. 1)
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Language of the case: English
Parties
Applicant: Laboratorios Ern, SA (Barcelona, Spain) (represented by: T. González Martínez, lawyer)
Defendant: European Union Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO)
Other party to the proceedings before the Board of Appeal: Ingrid Malpricht (Ludwigshafen, Germany)

Details of the proceedings before EUIPO
Proprietor of the trade mark at issue: Applicant before the General Court
Trade mark at issue: European Union word mark APIRETAL — European Union trade mark No 4 814 158

