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Introduction
In conditions of a globalising economy, holding a meeting by electronic means of communication to
arrange a company’s daily economic activities is increasingly widespread. The reasons given for this
include, for example, the fact that often people engaged in joint business are located remotely from each
other, so, at least for some of them, meeting at the same time in the same place would be time-consuming and costly. It has also been found that physical participation may be impeded by certain natural circumstances, such as the risk of spread of diseases or weather conditions adverse to travel.*2 The same
impediments and inconveniences apply to public limited companies, whose shareholders are often located
in diﬀerent countries, such that physical attendance at a general meeting may prove to be excessively
burdensome.
An expert group established by the European Commission has noted that the general meeting of shareholders as the highest body of a public limited company was originally created to ensure eﬀective communication between the company and its shareholders. However, thanks to the virtually costless nature of digital
communication, the rules for participation in a general meeting and the role of the general meeting should
be reviewed.*3 The expert group’s analysis produced the conclusion that it is evident that no need exists to
gather shareholders in one single physical location to hold a general meeting, and companies should allow
shareholders to communicate even before, as well as during, the general meeting by ensuring availability of
digital platforms for that purpose.*4
Also, the company law review carried out by the Estonian Ministry of Justice found that, even though
decision-making at a meeting presumes shareholders’ personal presence, or at least presence by proxy,
under the current law presence should not mean only physical presence of shareholders in the same place,
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so that participation in a general meeting through virtual channels too is allowed if an adequate temporalspatial connection for participants is ensured. It is important that the law ensure not only the possibility to
vote on draft resolutions by electronic means prior to a meeting but also the possibility to participate in a
meeting through real-time transmission and to vote during the meeting.*5
The present article analyses whether and to what extent Estonia and other countries (first and foremost,
Germany as a country with a legal system similar to Estonia’s, but also the Netherlands and the United
Kingdom) regulate holding general meetings of public limited companies by electronic means, the requirements for virtual meetings, and legal problems related to electronic meetings. For this, the author relies
on the hypothesis that electronic participation should not be impeded if shareholders are ensured all the
rights related to participation in a general meeting that they would have when participating in a meeting
physically.*6
The public limited company as an open limited company was chosen as the object of study because,
presumably, it is precisely the larger companies that need to ensure flexibility of meetings, whereas private
limited companies, with a smaller ‘membership’, can probably, at least as a rule, arrange adoption of resolutions more flexibly.*7
As of 24 May 2020, the Estonian Commercial Code*8 regulates electronic participation for public and
private limited companies. Prior to that, electronic participation was allowed only for listed public companies. Legal literature notes that, in comparison to ordinary public limited companies, listed companies are
subject to stricter requirements, arising primarily from the need to ensure the transparency of their activities, their credibility, and equal treatment of their investors.*9 It has been found also that the larger the company, the more important the formal requirements become.*10 The main reason for changing the regulation
was that on 12 March 2020, the Estonian Government declared a state of emergency in connection with the
global novel coronavirus pandemic. Therefore, the Ministry of Justice prepared a draft law that included
regulations expanding the possibilities for digital meetings.*11

1. The legal significance of the general meeting
of a public limited company and legal regulation
of electronic participation
1.1. The legal significance of a general meeting
Shareholders exercise their rights at a general meeting. On one hand, legal scholars have found that the
legal status of shareholders as investors should aﬀord them the opportunity to have a say in essential issues
of company management,*12 while, on the other hand, it has also been noted that, overall, the general meeting is the only place where shareholders can exercise their rights.*13 At least under the Germanic company
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law model, the competence of the general meeting is not unlimited, while at the same time more essential
issues fall precisely within the competence of shareholders.*14
The general meeting of shareholders deals primarily with adopting resolutions, but decision-making is
far from the only function of the general meeting of a public limited company. At least equally important
is that shareholders receive information at a general meeting (inter alia, under §287(1) of the Commercial
Code, each individual shareholder is entitled to receive information from the management board at the
general meeting). In German legal literature, it has been noted that the most important function of a general
meeting is to articulate the will of the majority of participating shareholders at the meeting and, through
resolutions adopted at the meeting, act as one of the company’s bodies in relations with other bodies.*15 German legal literature also considers the shareholders’ rights related to participation at the meeting to include
the right to information, the right to have a say, the right to submit proposals and drafts, and the right to
object to a resolution.*16 Dutch legal literature emphasises that the most important aspect of a general meeting is the opportunity for communication between the shareholders and the management board.*17
At the same time, the legal literature expresses the view that, at least in the case of large listed companies,
the actual eﬀect and eﬀectiveness of general meetings of shareholders is questionable since shareholders are
passive and since institutional investors prefer to communicate directly with the management board and not
at a general meeting, while for the rest of the shareholders attendance at a general meeting is simply inconvenient in terms of both time and space as meetings take place during working hours and mostly far from the
shareholder’s residence.*18 These problems could at least partially be resolved by a virtual general meeting.

1.2. Legal regulation of participation in a virtual general meeting
For a long time, a tacit presumption applied in company law that the idea of a general meeting is that all
shareholders convene at the same time in the same place, so public limited companies could hold a general
meeting only at the company’s registered oﬃce (or another designated place) and only those shareholders
physically present were deemed to be in attendance. Under §290(1) of the Commercial Code, shareholders
exercise their rights in a public limited company at the general meeting of shareholders, which under §295
is to be held at the registered oﬃce of the public limited company unless otherwise prescribed by the articles
of association.*19 In 2009, special provisions for listed companies were introduced to the Commercial Code.
Under §2901 of the version in eﬀect since then, a listed company may prescribe in its articles of association
that the shareholders may participate in the general meeting and exercise their rights by electronic means
without physically attending the general meeting and without appointing a representative, if this is possible
in a technically secure manner.*20 Section 2901(1), clause 1 of the Commercial Code lays down terms for
participation in a general meeting by means of real-time two-way communication throughout the general
meeting or by other, similar electronic means that enable the shareholder to observe the general meeting
from a remote location, vote by using electronic means throughout the general meeting on each draft resolution, and address the general meeting at the time determined by the chair of the meeting.*21 Section 2901
For example, §
( ) of the Commercial Code lists the issues within the competence of the general meeting and subsection
( ) of the same section lays down that a general meeting may adopt resolutions on other matters related to the activities of
a public limited company at the request of the management board or supervisory board. In principle, this is similar to §
of the German AktG, the first subsection of which lists the competencies of the general meeting and the second subsection
of which states that the general meeting may decide on matters pertaining to the day-to-day management of the company
only if requested by the management board or the supervisory board.
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The law does not define more specifically what is to be understood as technically secure.
According to the explanatory memorandum to the Draft Act Amending the Commercial Code, the list of opportunities for
holding an electronic meeting is open and a listed company in its articles of association may also lay down ways of holding a
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was introduced to the Commercial Code in connection with transposing the Shareholder Rights Directive*22
into Estonian law. It is important to emphasise that if a listed company wishes to enable electronic participation for its shareholders, this must be laid down in the articles of association. Under the current law, this
is not a default possibility arising directly from the law.*23
On 24 May 2020, new regulation entered into force, which allows electronic participation also for nonlisted public companies. Prior to the new regulation, a possibility to regulate holding a meeting through
electronic means of communication in the articles of association was not clearly prescribed. Therefore, legal
literature concluded that the admissibility of such provisions in articles of association is debatable. It had
already been found that, at least to a certain extent, there could be freedom to shape the rules pertaining to
relations between a public limited company and its shareholders in the articles of association (at least to the
extent that no essential shareholder rights are violated).*24 On the other hand, the view has been expressed
that the rules on public limited companies are mandatory, at least to a larger extent, and deviations from
the provisions of the law are possible only where explicitly so provided by law.*25 Furthermore, Estonian
legal scholars expressed a strong view that the law did not actually exclude the possibility of holding virtual
meetings even before the new regulation was introduced in Estonia.*26
One of the aims set out in the terms of reference for review of Estonian company law was to promote the
holding of electronic meetings.*27 The draft act amending the Commercial Code*28 prepared in the course
of the review was intended to introduce regulation to it that is, aimed, inter alia, at regulating the holding
of a general meeting through a special voting platform set up in connection with the commercial register.
However, taking into account the latest developments and the urgent need for regulating virtual meetings,
the author is of the opinion that this proposal would not have been as quickly implemented and flexible as
needed and therefore could only have been considered as an additional option.
As noted above, in connection with the ongoing pandemic, the law that entered into force on 24 May
2020 is designed to grant an opportunity to hold digital meetings for all types of legal bodies in private law,
whether the articles of association foresee this option or not. As a result, the General Part of the Civil Code
Act*29 was supplemented with a provision according to which every member of a body of a legal person may
attend the meeting of the body and exercise their rights without being physically present, by an electronic
mechanism that allows the member to observe the meeting, to speak, and to vote, unless the articles of
association provide otherwise. The new regulation also includes terms whereby the procedures specified in
the articles of association or by the management board for holding of electronic meetings must ensure the
security and reliability of the identification of shareholders and shall be proportionate to the achievement
of those objectives.
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According to the explanatory memorandum to the draft law,*30 and as of the entry into force of the
regulation, this amendment is not a temporary measure. Therefore, it will stay in force even when the state
of emergency is declared to have ended.
Germany, on the other hand, has chosen a diﬀerent legal approach to holding digital meetings in the
era of social distancing. Namely, on 27 March 2020, its Act to Mitigate the Consequences of the COVID-19
Pandemic under Civil, Insolvency and Criminal Procedure Law (COVInsAG) was adopted.*31 It includes
some temporary rules regarding virtual general meetings of public companies. Article 2, Section 1(2) of the
COVInsAG grants the management board the right to decide that the general meeting is to be held virtually,
provided that the broadcast of the meeting encompasses the entire meeting and that shareholders have an
opportunity to exercise their voting right and are given the opportunity to ask questions and to object to
resolutions. Also, the management board is granted the right to decide that the members of the supervisory
board may participate at the general meeting by means of audio and video transmission.*32 As is stated in
Article 2, Section 7(2), the above-mentioned rules apply only to shareholder meetings held and resolutions
passed in 2020. Article 6(2) foresees these temporary rules ceasing to have eﬀect at the end of 31 December 2021.
As the above-mentioned changes in German legislation are not fundamental and are more of a temporary nature, one must also study the legal regulation of digital meetings under Germany’s regular law. The
main diﬀerence is that normal German law already lays down the right of electronic participation for nonlisted public companies but it still has to be foreseen in the articles of association of the relevant company.
In line with the first sentence of §118(1) of the Aktiengesetz*33 (AktG), shareholders exercise their rights in
a public limited company at a general meeting unless said act prescribes otherwise. According to the second
sentence of the same subsection, the articles of association may allow the shareholders to participate in the
meeting without being present on the site and without sending a proxy-holder, and they may exercise any
group or individual rights by way of electronic means of communication. The articles of association can also
authorise the management board to decide on the opportunity for electronic participation in the meeting.
Section 118(3) of the AktG also lays down an important principle: the members of the management board
and the supervisory board (unlike shareholders) must attend the general meeting directly, and only the articles of association may allow for certain cases wherein the attendance of supervisory board and management
board members may be either by video or by audio transmission. Under §118(4) of the AktG, the articles of
association or the bylaws (Geschäftsordnung) may allow audio-visual transmission of the general meeting.
The articles of association may also authorise the management board or the chair of the general meeting to
decide on transmission of the general meeting. Legal literature notes with regard to these provisions that the
legislator has empowered the shareholders, through the articles of association, to decide on the matter of
whether holding a meeting through electronic means of communication is in principle possible in a particular
company. Under regular law, outside the rules of the articles of association, the management board itself is not
entitled to decide whether to hold a meeting electronically versus traditionally.*34
Section 118(4) of the AktG – i.e., the regulation allowing either video or audio transmission of a meeting – also entails enabling passive exercise of shareholder rights. However, the second sentence of §118(1)
of the AktG refers to two-way electronic communication – that is, the opportunity not only to observe the
progress of the meeting but also to communicate with the other participants through electronic means of
communication. Merely observing the meeting does not guarantee the shareholders the right to influence
the decision-making process, and, regardless of how voting takes place, the legal literature emphasises
that ensuring the right of virtual participation is essential and necessary for the exercise of shareholder
rights.*35 Unlike an observer of the meeting, all shareholders participating in the meeting through two-way
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communication can be deemed to be in attendance and their votes can be counted toward the quorum.*36
Additionally, online participants must be able to exercise their shareholder rights in the same way they
could if physically present at the meeting, except where the exercise of a certain right is precluded under
the articles of association.
German legal literature nevertheless has so far noted that, in practice, electronic meetings as such have
been held rather rarely while electronic voting when shareholders are physically present at the meeting
is already relatively widespread.*37 However, one can assume that holding virtual meetings will probably
become more popular when taking into account that people’s free movement is currently impeded.
In German legal literature, there is debate on the extent to which public limited company law, particularly provisions regulating the relationship between the company and shareholders, may be considered dispositive, but in comparison to Estonia the interpretations given there rely on significantly broader private
autonomy. In line with the prevailing opinion, even though shareholders of a German public limited company cannot replace statutory rules with others, supplementing the existing rules is allowed. At the same
time, supplementing is also understood as adding to the articles of association rules that develop the existing statutory rules such that the main essence and purpose of those rules remains unchanged.*38 Thus, German regular law diﬀers from existing Estonian law, firstly, in that it lays down certain rules on holding virtual meetings for all public limited companies and, secondly, because those rules may be modified through
the articles of association. On the other hand, Estonia’s new draft law can be considered very flexible as it
allows all companies to specify the issues related to holding virtual meetings in their articles of association.
Comparison of Estonian company law with the law of some other European countries shows that, for
example, United Kingdom law also enables general meetings of all public limited companies to be held
electronically. Specifically, §360A(1) of the Companies Act 2006*39 allows holding and conducting a meeting in such a way that persons who are not present together at the same place may by electronic means
attend and speak and vote at it. Under subsection (2) of the same section, in the case of a traded company,
making use of electronic means for the purpose of enabling shareholders to participate in a general meeting may be done subject only to such requirements as are necessary to ensure the identification of those
taking part and the security of the electronic communication, and proportionate to the achievement of
those objectives. Thus, the law in the United Kingdom too is highly flexible and minimalist in terms of
regulation.
Under Article 2:117a, clause 1 of the Dutch Civil Code,*40 the articles of association may entitle any
shareholder to use electronic means of communication to participate in the general meeting, to address the
general meeting, and to exercise their right to vote. Article 2:117a, clause 2 lays down, additionally, that, to
participate in the meeting, the shareholder must be identified and must be able to obtain direct knowledge
of the proceedings at the meeting and to exercise their right to vote. The same provision also lays down that
the articles of association may provide that the shareholder is entitled to participate in the deliberations
through electronic means of communication. Also important is the principle set out in clause 3 of the same
article, that if the general meeting is going to be held electronically, this must be announced in the notice
of convening the meeting. In sum, it should be concluded that Dutch law also already specifies broader
electronic participation and Estonian law can catch up with regulatory competition only when the new draft
law is adopted.

1.3. The possibility of carrying out a fully virtual general meeting
As a reason for which, allegedly, no general meeting can be fully virtual under German law, legal literature cites the argument that even if shareholders were to be given the opportunity to participate remotely
in a general meeting through electronic means of communication, members of the management board
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and the supervisory board usually must attend the meeting.*41 Thus, it has been found that under current law a general meeting of shareholders can never be held fully electronically.*42 The German temporary legislation*43 shows that the physical presence of the members of the management and supervisory
board is in fact an impediment to holding a fully electronic meeting. Estonian law, on the other hand,
does not require members of the management board or the supervisory board to attend the meeting.
Only the optional principles of good corporate governance for listed public companies*44 set out that
members of the management board; the chair of the supervisory board; and, if possible, also members of
the supervisory board and at least one of the auditors should attend the general meeting. Furthermore,
the author is of the opinion that even Estonia’s existing law, not to mention the proposed amendments,
allows the interpretation that the presence of the management and the supervisory board members,
if needed, may be virtual and it is possible to hold a meeting such that all participants are in separate
locations.

2. Problems in relation to electronic
participation in a general meeting
2.1. Verification of participation and technical problems
A precondition for holding a meeting is that the right persons – namely shareholders – participate. German
legal literature notes that in the event of electronic participation, just as in the event of physical attendance
at a meeting, identification of shareholders must be ensured. In this regard, it has been recommended to
use, for example, logging in to the system by using a PIN code for this purpose (i.e., using a so-called login
mask).*45 This is certainly one option and probably the most secure one. However, setting up a special environment can be too burdensome, especially for smaller public companies who know their shareholders and
therefore can identify them easily by using a Web-camera. The author of the article is of the opinion that
public companies with fewer than, for example, 20 shareholders can very well organise meetings held via
Skype, MS Teams, or other (similar) applications.
Addressing the problems of a virtual meeting, German legal literature cites the argument that even if
the articles of association lay down the possibility of electronic participation, it still remains unclear what
can be deemed participation within the meaning of the law. First and foremost, the question arises of how
a shareholder’s participation is to be verified. Secondly, it has been found that a shareholder participating
in a meeting through electronic means of communication might not, in a situation wherein the meeting
adopts a resolution and electronic voting takes place also, be certain whether it was indeed the decision
that was displayed as that shareholder’s particular vote being counted as their vote in reality. In the event of
electronic participation, the risk of technical problems always exists too – transmission disturbances might
either partly or fully prevent a shareholder from receiving all the information that they need to exercise
their right to vote.*46 This could be a real problem, since current experience of working from a distance in
Estonia has already shown that, if a successful meeting is to be held, one needs good Internet access and the
relevant technical equipment.
Holding a virtual meeting must also take into account that the technical possibilities available to the
company and to its shareholders must be mutually compatible.*47 Where this is not so, or where only some
shareholders have the technical prerequisites for participation in the meeting, the requirements for holding
a virtual meeting have not been fulfilled.
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Another shortcoming of an electronic meeting that has been pointed out is the lack of an atmosphere
conducive to debate in an electronic meeting: in a situation wherein the management board and shareholders are not physically present at the same location, it is easier to express criticism (non-constructive
included) while it is more diﬃcult to exchange views with other shareholders.*48 The author is of the opinion that this should not be a big problem at least for smaller companies, and one can argue that holding a
meeting electronically might even contribute to a more constructive atmosphere.

2.2. The place of the general meeting
in the case of an electronic meeting
Under §295 of the Estonian Commercial Code, a general meeting is to be held at the registered oﬃce of
the public limited company unless otherwise prescribed by the articles of association. In the opinion of the
author of the present article, the above-mentioned provision neither restricts the right to hold the meeting
virtually nor obliges the participants to be physically at the location of the company. The aim behind this
regulation is to protect shareholders from a situation wherein the management board convenes the meeting
in some unexpected place. Therefore, §295 of the Commercial Code should be interpreted in such a manner
that it applies only to those meetings held physically.
German legal literature has debated whether, in a situation in which this is not specifically laid down in
the articles of association, a general meeting of shareholders could also be held such that the participants
are not simultaneously at the same location but in diﬀerent locations, where the various meeting sites are
connected to each other and everyone can hear and see everything taking place at the meeting. In this
regard, an opinion has been expressed that such an interpretation is conceivable in itself, but at the same
time doubts have been raised as to whether this would be aﬃrmed by judicial practice should a dispute arise
pertaining to the validity of a resolution of a general meeting. The main reason for doubt is that under the
wording of the law the meeting is to take place at a ‘single location’.*49 In the opinion of this author, the latter misgiving appears not to be justified, since the provisions of the AktG do not directly and unequivocally
stipulate that it should definitely be one location. For example, §121(3) of the AktG stipulates that the notice
of the shareholders’ general meeting must state the place of the meeting, but the mere fact that the word
‘place’ in this provision is in the singular does not imply that the provision could not be interpreted so as to
allow the meeting to be held, for instance, simultaneously in several locations via electronic access.
Furthermore, Estonian case-law has dealt with a dispute involving whether a general meeting could be
held at multiple times and in multiple locations, in such a way that the meeting participants cannot observe
what happens at the same time in other places where the meeting is being held. The Supreme Court adjudicated on this kind of dispute in a case involving a garage association*50 and held that if the association
has decided that certain issues are to be resolved at a general meeting, the general meeting must take place
simultaneously for all members of the association. The Supreme Court noted that this does not necessarily
mean that all the members have to be simultaneously in the same place but stressed, first and foremost, that
the meeting must be accessible in time and space for all members and that such accessibility may also be
created via electronic means (e.g., Skype).*51
In the same case, the Supreme Court formulated the purpose of a general meeting of non-profit associations thus: to enable members to jointly exercise their membership rights, form opinions based on debate
of issues on the agenda together with other members, and vote in accordance with one’s will developed in
the knowledge of all the circumstances and opinions. The Supreme Court noted that holding a meeting with
a subset of the membership at a diﬀerent time fails to ensure, inter alia, that the meetings are identical; if
members vote at a diﬀerent time and place, no-one can be sure what was said at the previous part-meetings
or what will be said at the next ones, or how draft resolutions are explained at other part-meetings.*52
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One can only agree with this position, and, in the opinion of this author, both the purpose of holding
a meeting and the requirement of a simultaneous meeting are the same for limited companies, including
public limited companies, also extending to when a meeting is held virtually. Provisions enabling electronic
participation may not prevent shareholders from jointly debating the issues on the agenda and developing
their opinions in the course of debate and reaching informed decisions. It should be kept in mind that, in
addition to the possibility of a resolution being passed at a general meeting, a public limited company has
the option of adopting a resolution in writing (§305(1) and (2) of the Commercial Code),*53 but once a decision has already been made to hold a general meeting to pass resolutions, the rights of shareholders should
be safeguarded to the greatest possible extent, with cases of an electronic virtual meeting included. This is
not so if a meeting is held at several times and in diﬀerent places.

2.3. Minutes of a virtual general meeting
and the role of a notary at a general meeting
Also, in German legal literature, it has been noted that, since the minutes of a general meeting are the most
important means of documenting the conduct of the meeting, the requirements for keeping the minutes and
for their notarial authentication require that, even if shareholders are allowed to participate in a meeting
remotely, a ‘physical’ meeting always take place somewhere with the attendance of a notary and members
of the managing bodies. The possibility should be ruled out of the person keeping the minutes becoming at
some point, for whatever reason, no longer able to observe the meeting and document its conduct, but this
is arguably not possible in the case of fully electronic participation.*54
Since in Germany the requirement of notarial authentication of the minutes of a general meeting has
been laid down for all public limited companies, the question arises, inter alia, of what additional duties
are imposed on a notary in the event of enabling electronic participation in a general meeting. The question
is also relevant in the context of Estonian law, since, even though the Commercial Code does not impose
the requirement of notarial authentication of all minutes of general meetings, in certain cases the minutes
do need to be notarised in line with the statutory requirement,*55 and additionally the law allows shareholders or other persons so entitled to request notarial authentication of the minutes. In the German legal
literature, the role of a notary in virtual meetings is considered important also because, whereas at ordinary general meetings the shareholders themselves can observe how resolutions are passed, in the case of
electronic participation, in contrast, this might not be possible for shareholders, and it is the notary who
sees directly how and whether resolutions reach the number of votes needed for passing.*56 However, this
problem probably concerns only public companies with a large number of shareholders who participate and
vote through a special login system. When, for instance, Skype or MS Teams is used, the decision-making
can be arranged in a manner allowing everyone to observe the decision-making process.
German legal literature notes that, in a situation wherein the articles of association enable shareholders to participate in a meeting via electronic means of communication, the duty of the so-called plausibility
check (Plausibilitätskonrolle) is imposed on the notary. Specifically, the notary must be satisfied that the
communication technology made available by the company is reliable and must verify whether the server
and other technical solutions used by the company are dependable and have suﬃcient capacity. However,
since, as a rule, a notary does not have the relevant specialist knowledge, the requirements imposed on a
notary should not be excessively stringent, and the company should enable the notary to use the assistance
of people with specialist knowledge.*57
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The Estonian Notarisation Act*58 is just like the German Notarisation Act*59 in not laying down special
rules for instances wherein a general meeting of a legal person (public limited companies included) takes
place such that shareholders participate in it electronically. However, §1(31) of the Estonian Notarisation
Act enables most notarial acts to be performed by remote authentication*60, and, under §121(61) of the
Notarial Regulations*61, also remote authentication of the minutes of a general meeting is possible.*62
In line with the first sentence of §36(1) of the Notarisation Act, in the event of authentication of a resolution of a general meeting of a public limited company, a notary must verify the quorum of the meeting and
the identity and active legal capacity of the chair and the secretary of the meeting. The notary must indicate
the results of this verification, the agenda of the meeting, the content of the resolutions adopted, the results
of voting, and dissenting opinions regarding the resolution. Under §36(3) of the Notarisation Act, the chair
of the meeting is liable for the correctness of the list of participants, and the person who holds the voting is
liable for the correctness of the record of voting. Both of them must sign the list or record in the presence of
a notary to confirm correctness. The list of parties or the record of voting must be appended to the notarial
instrument. A notary must indicate any doubts pertaining to the quorum, legality of resolutions, conformity
of the list of participants or record of voting with the membership of the relevant body, and authority of
representatives, in a notarial instrument prepared with regard to the minutes (§36(4) Notarisation Act). On
that basis, under Estonian law, identification of participants in the meeting (including meetings held via
electronic means of communication) is not directly the duty of a notary; however, it cannot be claimed that
a notary should not have any role in at least raising issues with regard to the quorum or the correctness of
voting results. Thus, in Estonia, problems similar to those with German law can (at least hypothetically)
arise, and the role of the notary in authenticating the minutes of an electronic meeting would probably need
to be regulated more precisely.

2.4. The effect of technical problems
on resolutions of a general meeting
As for technical problems that may occur at an electronic general meeting, in Germany they do not, as a rule,
constitute circumstances enabling a claim for annulment of a resolution.*63 Additionally, legal literature has
deemed it questionable whether a technical malfunction can even be interpreted as violation of someone’s
rights.*64 First of all, it has been emphasised that no violation can be attributed to a public limited company where the technical malfunction falls within the sphere of influence of a shareholder themselves (for
example, they are disconnected from the Internet during the meeting).*65
However, in the opinion of the present author, the situation may be diﬀerent where the technical malfunction is so considerable as to result in significant interference with participation. In that case, it should
nevertheless be possible to contest a resolution that, according to the minutes, was deemed as adopted.
The law does not directly lay down that opportunity, because a resolution of a general meeting may only be
annulled if it contravenes the law or the articles of association.*66 However, a conflict with the articles of
association (in the sense employed in the law in force at the time of writing) or with the law (in the sense of
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the proposed future regulations) may be present if the violation during the conducting of the meeting was
due to infringement of requirements set on holding of virtual meetings.*67

2.5. Equal treatment of shareholders and ensuring
shareholder rights at an electronic general meeting
There are two aspects of equal treatment of shareholders with regard to virtual meetings. Firstly, one can
ask whether fully virtual attendance may be forced on shareholders.
As regards the issue of whether a complete transfer to electronic meetings would be conceivable, doubts
have been expressed in German legal literature noting that, despite the widespread use of electronic means
of communication and various technical possibilities, some shareholders always, for some reason, do not
want to or cannot use modern means of communication, so such shareholders would be sidelined in the
case of a fully electronic meeting. It is argued that such sidelining cannot even be justified by the fact that, in
itself, deciding on the threshold for electronic participation is within the competence of shareholders and,
thereby, in a way, the shareholders themselves can decide how to regulate electronic participation through
the articles of association. The argument is that establishing rules in the articles of association is under the
control of majority shareholders, while those shareholders who do not wish to utilise electronic participation are normally in the minority and therefore would never have their views reflected in the articles of
association. Consequently, it is argued, such strong interference with the membership rights of shareholders is not justified without the articles of association simultaneously laying down appropriate compensation.*68 However, it is diﬃcult to imagine what that compensation might look like. In German legal literature, this situation has been compared to the one in which profit is transferred within a group of companies,
to another company in the group under a profit distribution agreement, and minority shareholders of the
original profit-earning company are thereby deprived of profit. In that situation, the law entitles the minority to compensation.*69 In Estonian law, however, fair compensation is provided only where equity participation is lost completely,*70 so those provisions are not of use even on the basis of analogy, since someone
with no access to an electronic meeting has not lost their equity participation. That said, the law itself could
actually lay down provisions under which a shareholder who does not agree with electronic communication being forced upon them is entitled to require either the company or other shareholders to acquire their
equity participation against fair compensation.
The second problem (one of the most debated topics in German legal literature) in this area is the extent
to which the shareholder rights may diﬀer between those participating physically and those participating in
the same general meeting via electronic means.
The AktG in itself enables articles of association to establish very diﬀerent opportunities for participation in a general meeting and for the exercise of related rights; for example, the articles of association may
prescribe that the same rights enjoyed by physical participants are ensured for those participating in a
meeting via electronic means of communication, but it is also possible to lay down that only some rights are
ensured. Moreover, the exercise of certain rights may be excluded in the event of electronic participation.*71
Nonetheless, whether under German law online participation may influence shareholder rights related
to participation in a general meeting is debatable. Disputes have been caused by, for example, the issue of
whether the right of shareholders to contest resolutions of the general meeting could diﬀer with the manner
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of participation in a meeting,*72 along with the issue of whether the articles of association may deprive
online participants of the right to file objections to resolutions passed at the meeting.*73 On one hand, it has
been found that, as a rule, such a restriction should not be possible.*74 However, on the other hand, the view
has been expressed that the freedom for the articles of association is extensive, enabling the company itself
to decide whether to aﬀord online shareholders all or only some of the rights connected with a general meeting. On that basis, it has been found in some legal literature that it is entirely conceivable that online participants may have, for instance, the right to ask questions while not having the right to receive answers on the
spot, or for shareholders participating in a meeting via electronic means to enjoy the right to vote but lack
the right to file objections to resolutions.*75 In sum, the predominant view is that, in principle, the law does
not preclude putting online participants and other shareholders in two, mutually distinct situations,*76 nor
does it preclude the articles of association from providing advantages to shareholders who are physically
present at a meeting.*77 However, in line with the predominant view in German legal literature, shareholders participating in a meeting electronically should have the same right to contest resolutions as shareholders who are physically present at the meeting, on the precondition that the articles of association have not
unequivocally deprived online participants of the right of contestation.*78
In the opinion of this author, the interpretation that the articles of association may deprive a shareholder who is electronically participating in a meeting of the right to contest resolutions is highly questionable, as this may contravene the principle of equal treatment of shareholders.*79 The claim that there is no
conflict with the principle of equal treatment could be justified only by the argument that since laying down
rules on the exercise of electronic rights has been left for the articles of association to regulate, no equal
underlying circumstances exist but special treatment has been agreed upon by the shareholders themselves
in the articles of association. However, that justification is not very convincing, since the freedom to shape
the articles of association is under majority shareholders’ control.
Given that, according to the Estonian legal literature*80, the rules regulating the forms of participation
in a meeting are rather imperative in nature, it is apparently impossible to agree in the articles of association of an Estonian public company that diﬀerent rights of participation in meetings are assured to shareholders on the basis of whether they participate electronically or instead are physically present. Excluding
the opportunity to object to a resolution should definitely not be admissible, since the subsequent opportunity to contest the resolution depends on it.*81

Conclusion
Prior to adoption of the new regulation that entered into force on 24 May 2020, there was ongoing discussion of whether virtual shareholder meetings are allowed for other than listed companies in Estonia. For
this, the opportunity of electronic participation had to be laid down in the articles of association. On the
other hand, Estonia’s new regulation ensures an opportunity to hold digital meetings for all types of companies, irrespective of whether the articles of association foresee this option. For that, the General Part of
First of all, the issue of filing a claim for annulment of a resolution may be raised under §
( ) of the AktG, which lays down
that annulment of a resolution of a general meeting may be sought where the resolution is in violation of the law or of the
articles of association; the same right of contestation is given to shareholders of a public limited company in Estonia under
§
( ) of the Commercial Code.
Under §
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meeting and raised an objection to the resolution, also having it recorded in the minutes, may seek annulment of the resolution.
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the Civil Code Act was supplemented with a provision according to which every member of a body of a legal
person may attend the meeting of the body and exercise his or her rights without being physically present
by electronic means that allow the member to observe the meeting, to speak, and to vote unless the articles
of association provide otherwise. Articles of associations of public companies may foresee special rules for
holding an electronic meeting, contingent upon the procedures provided ensuring the security and reliability of the identification of shareholders and being proportionate. For smaller companies, it is therefore
possible (and legal) to hold meetings via Skype or other, similar applications. One can only agree with the
remark of Estonian legal scholars that sometimes a global crisis is needed for seeing what is obvious.*82
Although electronic participation seems a convenient and favourable opportunity, it also involves several legal and technical problems. Among these problems is authentication – that is, how to verify the
participation of shareholders in big public companies that may have hundreds of shareholders. Another
problem is the lack of clarity related to the issue of legal consequences that may arise in the event of technical problems. Also, the extent to which electronic participation may be forced on shareholders is arguable,
as is whether minority shareholders should be entitled to require the company or the majority shareholders
to acquire their shares against fair compensation if, for some reason, electronic participation is not suitable
for them.
The present author supports the view that where an electronic general meeting is held, shareholders
participating in the meeting electronically should be guaranteed the same rights as enjoyed by those physically attending the meeting. Even though an opinion has been expressed in German legal literature that
deprivation of certain rights is permissible only through laying down restrictions in the company’s articles
of association, one cannot agree with this position, since, at least as a rule, a shareholder’s rights may only
be restricted with their consent and not through articles of association adopted by a majority.
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