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1.3  Who bears responsibility for the fault/defect? The 
manufacturer, the importer, the distributor, the “retail” 
supplier or all of these?

Under section 5 of the DPL, the producer/manufacturer bears 
liability for a defective product.

Under section 6 of the DPL, importers, distributors and retail 
suppliers can be held liable as well, as if they were manufacturers.  
Distributors and suppliers can only be held liable if they fail to 
disclose the identity of the manufacturer or of the person who 
supplied them with the product within reasonable time, provided 
that such a request is made in writing within reasonable time.

Cap.148 allows for a fault-based suit, usually against the manu-
facturer, where duty of care can be established.

Also, a combination of the provisions of Cap.149 and the Sale of 
Goods Law can establish a cause of action only against the direct 
retail supplier with whom the consumer entered into a contract.

Furthermore, a cause of action under section 41 of the GSPL 
for violation of the provisions set out in the GSPL may be estab-
lished against all of the above.

1.4 May a regulatory authority be found liable in 
respect of a defective/faulty product? If so, in what 
circumstances?

Under Part III of the GSPL, the regulatory authority has a general 
obligation to ensure the safety of the products in the market.  
Theoretically, it could be possible to sue the regulatory authority 
for negligence and breach of statutory duty if it fails to comply 
with its duties.  Such an action, however, would be unlikely to 
succeed since, under common law, governmental organisations 
are not usually held liable for omissions (e.g. failure to supervise) 
due to public policy issues.

1.5 In what circumstances is there an obligation to 
recall products, and in what way may a claim for failure 
to recall be brought?

The GSPL provides that producers have an obligation to place 
only safe products in the market that are in conformity with GSPL 
requirements.  In addition, distributors have an obligation not to 
distribute products if they know or ought to know that they present 
dangers for the consumer.

Under section 6 of the GSPL, the competent authority can 
require a recall of a product where there is evidence that, despite 
conformity with GSPL requirements, it is still dangerous.

1 Liability Systems

1.1  What systems of product liability are available (i.e. 
liability in respect of damage to persons or property 
resulting from the supply of products found to be 
defective or faulty)? Is liability fault based, or strict, 
or both? Does contractual liability play any role? Can 
liability be imposed for breach of statutory obligations 
e.g. consumer fraud statutes?

The main legislative tool for product liability is the Defective 
Products (Civil Liability) Law of 1995, Law 105(I)/1995 (the 
“DPL”), as amended by subsequent legislation.  The DPL trans-
poses the Product Liability Directive, 85/374/EEC in the Cyprus 
legal system.  Under the abovementioned legislation, liability is 
strict.

Pursuant to section 41 of the General Safety of Products Law 
of 2004, Law 41(I)/2004 (the “GSPL”), anyone who suffers any 
loss as a result of a violation of any general safety requirement 
under the GSPL can have a cause of action under the Law of 
Torts.  In addition, section 4(2) provides that a cause of action 
based on breach of statutory duty might arise, subject to the legal 
principles regarding liability as a result of breach of statutory 
duty.  However, we should note that, in practice, actions based on 
section 41 of the GSPL rarely, if ever, happen.  The GSPL trans-
poses the provisions of the General Product Safety Directive, 
2001/95/EC, into the Cyprus legal system.

Article 52 of the Civil Wrongs Law, Caption 148 (“Cap.148”), 
combined with the precedent of the well-known case Donoghue v 
Stevenson, provide for an alternative cause of action based on the 
tort of negligence.  In negligence, liability is fault-based.

Moreover, the provisions of the Law of Contracts, Caption 149 
(“Cap.149”), combined with the provisions of the Sale of Goods 
Law, Law 10(I)/1994 (the “Sale of Goods Law”), can provide 
for a cause of action against retail suppliers, based on breach of 
contract.  The Sale of Goods Law provides for several implied 
terms in a contract of sale of goods, which, among others, include 
acceptable quality and safety of use.

1.2  Does the state operate any special liability regimes 
or compensation schemes for particular products e.g. 
medicinal products or vaccines?

There are no special liability regimes or compensation schemes 
for particular products in Cyprus.
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2.3  What is the legal position if it cannot be 
established which of several possible producers 
manufactured the defective product? Does any form of 
market-share liability apply?

No form of market-share liability has been recognised by Cypriot 
Courts and therefore an action against merely possible producers 
will inevitably be dismissed if it cannot be established that they 
actually manufactured the defective product.

Section 6 of the DPL provides that if the supplier/distributor 
fails to provide the claimant with the identity of the producer, 
the claimant can sue the supplier/distributor as if he were the 
producer.  Section 8 of the DPL provides that where two or more 
persons are responsible for the damage of the claimant, their 
liability is joint and several.

2.4  Does a failure to warn give rise to liability and, if 
so, in what circumstances? What information, advice 
and warnings are taken into account: only information 
provided directly to the injured party, or also information 
supplied to an intermediary in the chain of supply 
between the manufacturer and consumer? Does it make 
any difference to the answer if the product can only be 
obtained through the intermediary who owes a separate 
obligation to assess the suitability of the product for the 
particular consumer, e.g. a surgeon using a temporary 
or permanent medical device, a doctor prescribing a 
medicine or a pharmacist recommending a medicine? 
Is there any principle of “learned intermediary” under 
your law pursuant to which the supply of information 
to the learned intermediary discharges the duty owed 
by the manufacturer to the ultimate consumer to make 
available appropriate product information?

Failure to warn may give rise to liability under the provisions 
of the DPL, section 41 of the GSPL and in negligence.  It also 
constitutes a criminal offence under the GSPL.

Section 7 of the GSPL provides that the producer must provide 
the consumer with adequate and proper warning.  Section 4 
of the DPL provides that, in order to decide whether or not a 
product is defective, the Court may take into account all the rele-
vant circumstances of the case, including any warnings given 
about the product.  Although in Cyprus there is no recognised 
principle of “learned intermediary”, there is a possibility that the 
Cyprus Courts will recognise such a principle as it is applied in 
other common law jurisdictions.

Likewise, as far as negligence is concerned, providing a learned 
or responsible intermediary with adequate information about the 
product in question may be enough to discharge the producer’s 
duty of care.

3 Defences and Estoppel

3.1  What defences, if any, are available?

Under the DPL regime, the following constitute defences:
(a) The defendant did not manufacture the product with the 

intention to sell it or to distribute it for profit, and he did not 
manufacture or distribute it in the course of his business.

(b) The defendant did not put the product into circulation.
(c) The product was part of another product and the defect 

was wholly attributable to the design of the other product 
or due to compliance with directions given by the manu-
facturer of the other product.

(d) The defect was wholly attributable to compliance with 
requirements imposed by legislation.

Under section 11 of the GSPL, the competent authority can 
order the recall of any products that are considered to be dangerous.

Under section 7 of the GSPL, product recall is an action that 
should be taken as a last resort, in cases where other measures 
would not suffice to prevent the risks involved, and where the 
producers or the regulatory authority consider it necessary.

1.6 Do criminal sanctions apply to the supply of 
defective products?

Yes.  The GSPL provides that supply of defective products in the 
market is a criminal offence.  Offenders are liable to imprisonment 
for up two years and/or a fine of up to €8,543.

2 Causation

2.1  Who has the burden of proving fault/defect and 
damage?

Under section 5 of the DPL, the claimant has the burden of 
proving that he sustained a loss, partly or entirely, due to a product 
that was defective.

Likewise, if the cause of action is based on breach of contract, 
breach of statutory duty, negligence or any other civil wrong, the 
general rule of the burden of proof applies and the claimant has 
to prove his case on the balance of probabilities.  However, in an 
action based on negligence, depending on the circumstances of 
the case, the doctrine of res ipsa loquitur, which reverses the eviden-
tial burden of proof, might be applicable.

2.2  What test is applied for proof of causation? Is it 
enough for the claimant to show that the defendant 
wrongly exposed the claimant to an increased risk of a 
type of injury known to be associated with the product, 
even if it cannot be proved by the claimant that the 
injury would not have arisen without such exposure? 
Is it necessary to prove that the product to which the 
claimant was exposed has actually malfunctioned and 
caused injury, or is it sufficient that all the products or 
the batch to which the claimant was exposed carry an 
increased, but unpredictable, risk of malfunction?  

Under the DPL provisions, the claimant has to prove that he 
suffered a damage partially or entirely from the defective product.  
Therefore, the claimant has to establish a link of causation 
between his exposure to the defective product and the damage 
he suffered.  Section 7 of the DPL provides that liability may be 
reduced or even eliminated in the case that the damage is caused 
by a defective product combined with fault of the claimant or 
fault by a person who is accountable to the claimant.

In the joined cases C 503/13 and C 504/13 of the Court of 
Justice of the European Union, it was decided that the Product 
Liability Directive, 85/374/EEC, must be interpreted as meaning 
that where it is found that products belonging to the same group 
or forming part of the same production series have a potential 
defect, such a product may be classified as defective without there 
being any need to establish that that product has such a defect.  
Cyprus Courts have an obligation to construe the provisions of 
the DPL in accordance with the provisions of the Directive.

Where the cause of action is based outside the scope of 
the DPL, the claimant has to prove that the product actually 
malfunctioned, and that malfunction was the cause of injury.  
The Cypriot Courts will apply the so-called “but-for test”, which 
provides that no damages will be awarded if the defective product 
did not materially contribute to the injury.
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3.5 Can defendants claim that the fault/defect was due 
to the actions of a third party and seek a contribution or 
indemnity towards any damages payable to the claimant, 
either in the same proceedings or in subsequent 
proceedings? If it is possible to bring subsequent 
proceedings, is there a time limit on commencing such 
proceedings?

Yes, the defendant can either issue a Third-Party Notice to a 
third person, under Order 10 of the Civil Procedure Rules (the 
“CPR”) and make him a party to the ongoing proceedings or 
initiate a new action after the adjudication of the first case and 
claim contribution from any third party.  The Cyprus Limitation 
Law of 2012, Law 66(I)/2012, provides that the limitation period 
for an action related to a judgment is 15 years from the date the 
judgment becomes final.

3.6 Can defendants allege that the claimant’s actions 
caused or contributed towards the damage?

Yes, the amount of compensation under the DPA or the tort of 
negligence can be reduced or eliminated if the defendant can 
establish that the claimant’s losses resulted from his own negli-
gent behaviour.

4 Procedure

4.1  In the case of court proceedings, is the trial by a 
judge or a jury? 

Trial is by a judge.  There is no jury system in Cyprus.

4.2  Does the court have power to appoint technical 
specialists to sit with the judge and assess the evidence 
presented by the parties (i.e. expert assessors)?

In Cyprus, the litigation system is adversarial, not inquisitorial.  
The Court does not have the authority to appoint an expert.  
Experts can be appointed by the parties.

4.3  Is there a specific group or class action procedure 
for multiple claims? If so, please outline this. Is the 
procedure ‘opt-in’ or ‘opt-out’? Who can bring such 
claims e.g. individuals and/or groups? Are such claims 
commonly brought?

Yes, Order 9 of the CPR provides that where there are numerous 
persons having the same interest in one cause or matter, one or 
more of such persons may be authorised by the Court to sue or 
defend on behalf or for the benefit of all persons so interested.

In order for the Court to give leave for a class action, the writ 
of summons must be filed, accompanied by a properly certified 
power of attorney, signed by all the persons to be represented, 
and empowering the person or persons, who are to sue or defend 
on their behalf, to represent them in the cause or matter specified 
in the power of attorney, except in the case of any unincorporated 
religious, charitable, philanthropic, educational, social or athletic 
institution or association not established or conducted for profit.

Where an order for a class action is made, the persons repre-
sented shall be bound by the judgment of the Court in the action, 
and the judgment may be enforced against them in all respects as 
if they were parties to the action.

(e) Taking into account all the circumstances, it is possible 
that the defect causing the damage did not exist when the 
producer placed the product on the market but presented 
itself later on.

(f ) The defendant not being the producer or the importer of 
the product disclosed the identity of the manufacturer or 
of the person who supplied him with the product.

(g) When the product was placed on the market, the standard 
of scientific and technical knowledge did not allow for the 
discovery of the defect.

As far as the tort of negligence is concerned, the main defences 
of tort are applicable.  In cases of this nature, the defence of 
volenti non fit injuria and the quasi-defences of contributory negli-
gence and lack of causation may be invoked by the defendant.  
Furthermore, since negligence requires fault on behalf of the 
defendant, many of the abovementioned defences of the DPL 
could be invoked by the defendant to establish that he did not 
act in breach of his duty of care.

3.2  Is there a state of the art/development risk 
defence? Is there a defence if the fault/defect in 
the product was not discoverable given the state of 
scientific and technical knowledge at the time of supply? 
If there is such a defence, is it for the claimant to prove 
that the fault/defect was discoverable or is it for the 
manufacturer to prove that it was not?

Yes, such a defence is available to the defendant.  See point (g) 
at question 3.1.

As far as negligence is concerned, the Court would examine 
whether the defendant acted with reasonable care or in breach 
of his duty by applying the criterion of “the reasonable man”.  
To this end, the technical and scientific knowledge at the time 
of supply will, inevitably, have to be taken into consideration.

3.3  Is it a defence for the manufacturer to show that he 
complied with regulatory and/or statutory requirements 
relating to the development, manufacture, licensing, 
marketing and supply of the product?

Compliance with statutory or regulatory requirements does not 
constitute an absolute defence under the DPA or in negligence.  
However, such compliance will be of evidential value in estab-
lishing breach of duty in negligence or in establishing that the 
product was defective under the provisions of the DPL.

However, in an action under the DPA regime, if it can be 
proved that the defect is wholly attributable to compliance with 
requirements imposed by regulatory and/or statutory require-
ments, there is no liability (see point (g) at question 3.1).

3.4  Can claimants re-litigate issues of fault, defect 
or the capability of a product to cause a certain type of 
damage, provided they arise in separate proceedings 
brought by a different claimant, or does some form of 
issue estoppel prevent this?

No issue of estoppel arises.  In general, a final judgment is conclu-
sive only between the parties to the proceedings.
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themselves can appoint a technical specialist and call him to 
testify as an expert witness and the Court will assess his testimony.

The general rule is that evidence has to be relevant to the facts 
of the case and admissible under Cypriot law (e.g. the evidence 
must not violate any constitutional rights).  Expert witnesses, in 
contrast with ordinary witnesses, are allowed to express their 
personal opinion on subjects within their expertise.

4.10  Are factual or expert witnesses required to present 
themselves for pre-trial deposition and are witness 
statements/expert reports exchanged prior to trial?

No pre-trial depositions are conducted in Cyprus.
In general, there is no obligation to exchange statements 

or expert reports prior to trial.  However, in practice, at the 
pre-trial procedural stage of directions, the parties usually agree 
to disclose and exchange the documents that they have in their 
possession, custody or power.

4.11  What obligations to disclose documentary 
evidence arise either before court proceedings are 
commenced or as part of the pre-trial procedures?

There is no obligation to disclose any documents prior to the 
commencement of Court proceedings.

After the commencement of the Court proceedings, under 
Order 28 of the CPR, the Court can order the discovery and inspec-
tion of documents, if satisfied that at that stage of the proceed-
ings such order is necessary for dealing fairly with the cause or 
matter or for saving costs.  In practice, the parties usually agree 
to disclose and exchange the documents that they have in their 
possession, custody or power during the pre-trial procedural stage 
of directions.

4.12  Are alternative methods of dispute resolution 
required to be pursued first or available as an alternative 
to litigation e.g. mediation, arbitration?

No, currently there is no official obligatory or optional method 
for alternative dispute resolution related to product liability.  
The Law on Alternative Dispute Resolution for Consumer 
Disputes of 2017, Law 85(I)/2017, which establishes an optional 
dispute resolution mechanism and implements into Cypriot 
law the provisions of the respective Directive 2013/11/EU, is 
limited to the resolution of contractual disputes and does not 
cover disputes related to damage caused by defective products.

4.13 In what factual circumstances can persons that are 
not domiciled in your jurisdiction be brought within the 
jurisdiction of your courts either as a defendant or as a 
claimant?

In Cyprus, jurisdiction on cross-border litigation is subject to the 
provision of the Brussels regime under Regulation (EU) 1215/2012 
(the “Regulation”), which has been in effect since 15th January 
2015.  Previously, the relevant jurisdiction rules were governed by 
Regulation (EU) 44/2001.

The general rule under article 4 of the Regulation provides 
that persons domiciled in a Member State shall, whatever their 
nationality, be sued in the Courts of that Member State.

Under article 7 of the Regulation, further jurisdiction rules apply 
in cases of contracts and torts.  In sale of goods contracts, juris-
diction is granted to the Courts of the place of the Member State 

Class actions are not common in practice.  No judgment in 
any class action has been published by the Cyprus Courts yet.

4.4  Can claims be brought by a representative body 
on behalf of a number of claimants e.g. by a consumer 
association?

Claims by representative bodies can be brought, as described at 
question 4.3.

4.5 May lawyers or representative bodies advertise 
for claims and, if so, does this occur frequently? Does 
advertising materially affect the number or type of 
claims brought in your jurisdiction?

Advertising for a claim is considered “client-fishing” in Cyprus 
and it is against the Lawyers’ Code of Ethics.  Other representative 
bodies outside the legal profession could theoretically advertise for 
claims, but this does not happen in practice in any official way.

4.6  How long does it normally take to get to trial?

It normally takes five to eight years to get to trial.  However, 
fast-track cases, which include claims below €3,000, and where 
only written evidence is given, are usually adjudicated within 
two to three years.

4.7  Can the court try preliminary issues, the result 
of which determine whether the remainder of the trial 
should proceed? If it can, do such issues relate only 
to matters of law or can they relate to issues of fact as 
well, and if there is trial by jury, by whom are preliminary 
issues decided?

Pursuant to Order 27 of the CPR, the Court can preliminarily 
try only legal issues which substantially affect the final outcome 
of the action.  As explained at question 4.1, there is no jury 
system in Cyprus.

4.8  What appeal options are available?

An appeal may be against the whole or part of the judgment.
In Cyprus, all appeals are heard by the Supreme Court.  Its deci-

sions as an Appellate Court are final and not subject to further 
appeal.

Under section 25 of the Courts of Justice Law of 1960, Law 
14/1960, as amended, any party can appeal before the Supreme 
Court in relation to: 
(a) Any final judgment.
(b) Any order of a prohibitory or imperative nature.
(c) Interlocutory judgments, in the case that they have a deter-

minative effect on the rights of the parties.
Order 45 of the CPR provides that no appeal from any interloc-

utory order shall be brought after the expiration of 14 days, and 
no other appeal shall be brought after the expiration of six weeks.

4.9  Does the court appoint experts to assist it in 
considering technical issues and, if not, may the parties 
present expert evidence? Are there any restrictions on 
the nature or extent of that evidence?

The Court does not appoint experts.  Nevertheless, the parties 
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Notwithstanding the above, under article 31(e)(bb) of the 
Interpretation Act, Caption 1, which was specifically amended 
due to the coronavirus pandemic, any limitation period expiring 
within the period of 15th January 2021 to 31st May 2021 is extended 
until 30th June 2021.

5.3  To what extent, if at all, do issues of concealment 
or fraud affect the running of any time limit?

Section 14 of the Cyprus Limitation Law of 2012, Law 
66(I)/2012, provides that the relevant period of limitation does 
not begin to run, if the action is based on the defendant’s fraud 
or if the defendant has deliberately concealed a fact relevant to 
the claimant’s cause of action, or in the case that the action is 
related to any remedy for consequences of a mistake, until the 
claimant discovers or could have discovered with reasonable 
care the fraud, the concealment or the mistake.

6 Remedies

6.1  What remedies are available e.g. monetary 
compensation, injunctive/declaratory relief?

Monetary compensation and injunctive or declaratory relief are 
available in Cyprus.

6.2  What types of damage are recoverable e.g. damage 
to the product itself, bodily injury, mental damage, 
damage to property?

Pursuant to section 13 of the DPA, the remedies under the DPA 
are identical to the remedies in negligence.

In negligence, the claimant can recover damages for bodily and 
mental injury, death and damage to property.  Pure economic loss, 
such as the price of the defective product itself, is not recoverable.

In contract, the claimant can recover all the damages he 
suffered as a result of the breach of contract.  These include 
monetary loss and even bodily and mental injury, death and 
damage to property, if it can be established that they were not 
unlikely to occur as a result of the breach of contract.

Regarding the damages for mental injury that are not a conse-
quence of physical injury, the Court will only permit recovery for a 
recognised psychiatric disease.  Mere anxiety, distress and sorrow 
are not deemed to be sufficient damage to institute proceedings.

6.3  Can damages be recovered in respect of the 
cost of medical monitoring (e.g. covering the cost of 
investigations or tests) in circumstances where the 
product has not yet malfunctioned and caused injury, 
but it may do so in future?

No; actual damage must occur in order for a cause of action to 
be established.

6.4  Are punitive damages recoverable? If so, are there 
any restrictions?

As far as the contract is concerned, damages are intended to put 
the innocent party into the position he would have been in if the 
contract had been performed.

where, under the contract, the goods were delivered.  In tort, juris-
diction is granted to the Courts where the harmful event occurred.

Under article 25 of the Regulation, the parties have the 
freedom to agree that a Court or the Courts of a Member State 
are to have jurisdiction to settle any disputes which have arisen or 
which may arise in connection with a particular legal relationship 
to that jurisdiction.  However, in the case of consumer contracts, 
only limited autonomy to determine the Courts having jurisdic-
tion is allowed in order to protect the consumers.  In addition, 
jurisdiction clauses are subject to rules regarding exclusive juris-
diction under the provisions of the Regulation.

The special jurisdiction rules in relation to disputes regarding 
consumer contracts are set out in articles 17–19 of the Regulation.  
Under article 18 of the Regulation, a consumer may bring proceed-
ings against the other party to a contract either in the Courts of 
the Member State in which that party is domiciled or, regardless 
of the domicile of the other party, in the Courts of the place where 
the consumer is domiciled.

5 Time Limits

5.1  Are there any time limits on bringing or issuing 
proceedings?

Yes, certain time limits apply.

5.2  If so, please explain what these are. Do they vary 
depending on whether the liability is fault based or 
strict? Does the age or condition of the claimant affect 
the calculation of any time limits and does the court 
have a discretion to disapply time limits?

Limitation periods in Cyprus are set out by the Limitation Law 
of 2012, Law 66(I)/2012.

For an action related to contract, the limitation period is six 
years after the completion of the cause of action.

For an action related to a civil wrong, the general limitation 
period is six years.  If the cause of action is based on negligence, the 
limitation period is three years after the completion of the cause 
of action.

However, if a claim is based on a civil wrong related to phys-
ical injury or death, the Court has discretion to decide not to 
apply the limitation period and, for that purpose, may take into 
account the period of the delay on issuing the proceedings, the 
duration of any inability of the claimant to handle his claim and 
obtain the necessary evidence to establish his case, the attitude 
of the defendant towards the claimant’s effort to obtain those 
pieces of evidence, and the consequences of the delay in relation 
to the reliability of the evidence.  The abovementioned discre-
tion should not be exercised after the lapse of two years from the 
expiry of the prescribed limitation period.

The DPL provides distinct limitation periods for proceedings 
brought under its provisions.  Section 11(a) of the DPL provides 
that proceedings under the DPL should be brought within three 
years from when the claimant acquired or should have acquired 
knowledge of the damage, the defect of the product and the iden-
tity of the producer.  Section 11(b) provides that any right to bring 
proceedings is extinguished after the lapse of 10 years after the 
product was put on the market unless:
(i) the producer or the importer of the product provided the 

consumer with a guarantee for a longer period; or 
(ii) the damage occurred within a period of 10 years, but it 

could only be reasonably discovered at a later time.
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7.3  If so, are there any restrictions on the availability of 
public funding?

If the requirement of cross-border dispute is satisfied, the Court, 
in order to decide whether or not to grant legal aid, will take into 
account the financial situation of the applicant and the nature of 
the case itself, especially its importance for the applicant.

If, after granting legal aid, the financial situation of the 
applicant changes or it is discovered that legal aid was granted 
based on misrepresentations of the applicant, the Court has the 
authority to revoke the legal aid provided to the applicant.

7.4  Is funding allowed through conditional or 
contingency fees and, if so, on what conditions?

Even though some scholars and lawyers in Cyprus hold the view 
that conditional or contingency fees are not permissible, the 
latter are not explicitly prohibited by legislation or the Lawyers’ 
Code of Ethics.

7.5  Is third party funding of claims permitted and, if so, 
on what basis may funding be provided?

There are no laws enacted prohibiting or regulating funding by 
third parties.

7.6 In advance of the case proceeding to trial, does the 
court exercise any control over the costs to be incurred 
by the parties so that they are proportionate to the value 
of the claim?

The Court cannot set a cap on the costs of the case in order to be 
proportionate to the value of the claim.  Nonetheless, the parties 
are free to come to an agreement regarding their costs.

8 Updates

8.1 Please provide a summary of any new cases, 
trends and developments in product liability law in your 
jurisdiction, including how the courts are approaching 
any issues arising in relation to new technologies and 
artificial intelligence.

No significant cases or developments in the legislation related to 
product liability law have been observed in recent years.

However, in relation to procedural law, it should be noted that 
a project for the reform of the Civil Procedure Rules in Cyprus, 
undertaken by the Supreme Court of Cyprus, is currently in its 
final stages.  The proposed Rules of Civil Procedure are expected 
to come into force within the next year or two.

In negligence, damages are intended to put the innocent party 
into the position he would have been in if the negligent act or 
omission had not taken place.

Punitive damages are seldom, if ever, awarded.

6.5  Is there a maximum limit on the damages 
recoverable from one manufacturer e.g. for a series of 
claims arising from one incident or accident?

No, there is no such limit.

6.6  Do special rules apply to the settlement of claims/
proceedings e.g. is court approval required for the 
settlement of group/class actions, or claims by infants, 
or otherwise?

No special rules apply to the settlement of claims.  In practice, 
when the parties reach an agreement, they will declare it before 
the Court and the Court will issue a by-consent order that incor-
porates the content of the settlement.

6.7  Can Government authorities concerned with health 
and social security matters claim from any damages 
awarded or settlements paid to the claimant without 
admission of liability reimbursement of treatment 
costs, unemployment benefits or other costs paid 
by the authorities to the claimant in respect of the 
injury allegedly caused by the product? If so, who has 
responsibility for the repayment of such sums?

There is no recognised legal principle that allows governmental 
authorities to claim any amounts of money spent by them in the 
context of health and/or social security programmes.

7 Costs / Funding

7.1  Can the successful party recover: (a) court fees or 
other incidental expenses; (b) their own legal costs of 
bringing the proceedings, from the losing party?

Yes, it is established practice that the winning party is entitled 
to recover all relevant legal and administrative costs.  However, 
the Court has discretion to decide otherwise if it considers this 
fair and reasonable.

7.2 Is public funding, e.g. legal aid, available?

Under the Legal Aid Law of 2002, Law 165(I)/2002, no legal aid 
is provided in cases of product liability claims.

However, in the case of cross-border disputes (when an appli-
cant is not a Cypriot citizen and has his domicile or habitual resi-
dence abroad), the law provides for legal aid.
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