
P R O P R I É T É  I N T E L L E C T U E L L E

The Economic and Commercial Activity Department of the 1st instance court of Paris has modi�ed its website
[1] . It is now indicated that, for summonses on the merits before the 3ème chamber specialized in intellectual
property, "it is possible to choose the "Standard case" item at the "Choose your deadline" stage, even when
the defendant resides abroad". Thus, even for summonses involving a defendant residing abroad, it is
possible to request a date for the orientation hearing[2] within a standard period of 60 days rather than 180.
This is to be welcomed: claimants will no longer have to wait 6 months for the appointment of a case
management hearing. The optional nature of the 180-day time limit is hardly surprising insofar as it does not
correspond to any legal time limit. Moreover, this is consistent with the list of grounds for rejection published
by the Paris Court of First Instance, which does not include any grounds related to the choice of the time limit
[3] . Although it is only published on the page of the Economic and Commercial Activity Department, this
clari�cation should concern all summonses subject to the obligation to take of the date of orientation hearing. 
 
After being postponed twice due to dif�culties in its implementation[4] , the writ of summons with a date
before the judicial court of 1st instance ("TJ") has been in force since 1er July 2021[5] . Before serving the
summons, the claimant must now "take a date", i.e. reserve the date for the orientation hearing ("OH"), which
is the �rst procedural step after the service of the summons. 
 
The "date taking" is done via the e-barreau website, in two steps:

- In a �rst step, it is proposed to choose between several time limits. These time limits vary from court
to court.

For the TJ of Paris, 60 days are proposed for a "standard case" and 180 days when the defendant is
resident abroad. By way of comparison, the Nanterre and Créteil TJ offer shorter time limits (see
screenshots below).[6]

- In a second step, it is proposed to choose between several dates (three dates at the TJ of Paris, plus
at the TJ of Nanterre, see screenshots below).

If "180 days" was selected in the �rst step, then the �rst date proposed in the second step will be at
least 180 days away, regardless of the chamber, i.e. even in chambers where the actual timetable
would allow a shorter OH date.

Surprised by the length of the time limits proposed by the TJ of Paris (60/180 days) and concerned about the
impact that such time limits could have on the speed of justice and the attractiveness of the Paris legal
system[7] , we contacted a magistrate of the TJ of Paris and explained why these time limits did not seem to
us to be justi�ed from a legal point of view or appropriate from a procedural point of view.  
 

After constructive discussions with this magistrate, the TJ of Paris clari�ed that "it is possible to choose the
"Standard case" item at the "Choose your deadline" stage, even when the defendant resides abroad". This
clari�cation is published today on the webpage of the Economic and Commercial Activity Department of the
TJ of Paris as regards summonses on the merits before the 3rd Chamber specialized in IP[8] . However, it
should concern all summonses on the merits subject to the obligation to take a date and could, as such, be
added to the page dedicated to the taking of a date of the TJ of Paris[9] and in the Institutional Vademecum
regularly updated by the Paris Bar Association and including all the information from the courts[10]. 
 
Thus, as the 180-day time limit is not mandatory, a company wishing to summon a company domiciled abroad
can now request an OH date within the standard 60-day time limit, without fearing that its request will be
rejected. 
 
We can only welcome this clari�cation because, prior to the OH, no case management judge ("CMJ") has
yet been appointed[11] . The parties cannot therefore appeal to him, in particular to raise procedural motions,
which we know have increased considerably with the reform of civil procedure extending the jurisdiction of
the CMJ to hear motion for dismissal of the case[12]. Even a joinder with existing proceedings is not possible.
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Imposing a time limit of 180 days for all proceedings involving a defendant abroad would therefore have
meant a considerable slowing down of the proceedings. 
 
But above all, this clari�cation is logical since the 60/180 day time limits do not in fact correspond to any
legal time limit. It should be remembered that the legal time limits for the summons in proceedings with
mandatory representation are as follows:

- The deadline for submitting a copy of the summons to the court registry for the purpose of
bringing a case before the court: at least 15 days before the OH (Article 754 CPC).

This period, which is calculated "backwards" from the date of the OH[13] , does not pose a problem,
especially since, in practice, it is usually the applicant who takes this step.

- The deadline for the defendant to appoint a lawyer: 15 days from the summons or the day of the
hearing if the summons was delivered to the defendant within a period of 15 days or less before
the date of the hearing (Article 763 CPC).

At the time of the taking of the date, this time limit under Article 763 CPC cannot be calculated since
the summons has not yet been delivered to the defendant.

This time limit is increased by the so-called "distance" time limits of Article 643 CPC, when the
defendant resides in the French overseas territories (+1 month) or abroad (+2 months).

In addition, Article 687-2 CPC must be applied for the calculation of this time limit. This article
speci�es that the date of service of a document abroad on the person to whom this service is made is
the date on which the document is validly served on him or her or the date on which the competent
authority attempted to serve the document or, where this date is not known, the date on which that
authority noti�ed the requesting French authority that it was impossible to serve the document or, in
the absence of a certi�cate from the competent foreign authorities, the date on which the document
was sent to them[14] .

After the OH date has been set, (i) the plaintiff must serve the summons on the foreign defendant, (ii)
service must have been effected or the foreign authority must have attempted to do so, or must have
issued a notice of impossibility of service within the meaning of Article 687-2 CPC; and it is only from
that day that (iii) the time limit of Articles 763 CPC and 643 CPC combined begins to run.

Therefore, in the event of dif�culties with international service, the time limits of Articles 763 CPC and
643 CPC combined may lead to a date that is far away from the day on which the applicant take a
date of OH.

It is to take account of these potentially very long delays in service abroad that the TJ of Paris has provided
for an OH time limit of 180 days in the e-barreau form. However, not all disputes involving a foreign defendant
are affected by service dif�culties, far from it. In particular, service in EU countries now seems to be relatively
well established[15] . Moreover, in intellectual property disputes, very few proceedings involved defendants
domiciled abroad only. Most of the time, the foreign entity is sued alongside its French distributing subsidiary.
In this case, a single lawyer represents both companies of the same group and does not always wait until the
end of the distance period, or even until his foreign client has been really served to declare himself to the
Court as “appointed” by this client. 
 
Thanks to the Economic and Commercial Activity Department's clari�cation, it is now clear that the 180-day
time limit is merely an option available to the plaintiff. The latter may choose this option if it anticipates that the
foreign defendant will be dif�cult to reach, for example if it is a question of summoning a domain name
registrar domiciled in the Cayman Islands...! 
 
We are pleased that the 180-day time limit will not be imposed on all proceedings involving a defendant
residing abroad: the improvement of the speed of justice, which is one of the main objectives of the reform of
civil procedure[16] , will only be strengthened, and with it the attractiveness of the Paris legal centre. 
 
It is up to the parties to take advantage of the period chosen by the claimant (60 or 180 days) to consider
whether to meet with a mediator, bearing in mind that such a meeting may now be subject to an injunction by
the judge[17] . The parties may also use this period to consider whether they wish to enter into a participative
case management agreement[18] and, if so, to prepare it, bearing in mind that this issue is supposed to be
discussed on the day of the hearing with the judge[19] .

***



Example of taking a date of OH on 08/03/2022, for a defendant residing in France, before the TJ of Paris:

 

 

 

Example of taking a date of OH on 08/03/2022, for a defendant residing abroad, before the TJ of of Paris:

 

 

Example of taking a date of OH on 14/03/2022, for a defendant residing in France, before the TJ of Nanterre:

 

 

Example of taking a date of OH on 14/03/2022, for a defendant residing in the French overseas Territories,
before the TJ of Nanterre:

 



 

Example of taking a date of OH on 14/03/2022, for a defendant residing abroad, before the TJ of Nanterre:

 

 

 

OH deadlines proposed by the Créteil TJ :
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