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II

(M3secmusg)

VBBECTUS OT MHCTUTYLUMMUTE U OPTAHUTE HA EBPOITEMCKUS CHIO3

KOMUCHKA

Paspemenue 3a oTImycKaHe Ha TBPXKABHM IIOMOLIYM MO CWIAaTa Ha pasmopenGure Ha uwieHose 87 u 88 or
Horosopa 3a EO

Cnyuau, B Kouto Komucusra HsMa Bb3paxkeHus
(TekcT oT 3HaueHme 3a EVII)

(2008/C 137/01)

Hata Ha mpueMaHe Ha pelIeHNETO 30.1.2008 r.
TTomor Ne N 435/07
IObpxaBa-ureHKa Dpanims
Pernon —

Haspanue|/Tuta (/wny nme Ha Genedu- | Soutien de I'Agence de linnovation industrielle en faveur du programme

1yepa) MINimage

[IpaBHO ocHOBaHMeE Régime N 121/06

Bum mepkm Munmmeuiyanna momomnn

Len Hayunn nscnenpanus n passutne

Bun Ha momoura HMpeKTeH IpaHT, Bb3CTAHOBAEM IPAHT
Bromxer 06wy Gromxer: 69 932 308 EUR
Vnrensurer 50 %

Bpemerpaene Ho 31.12.2010 r.

VkonoMmueckn orpacim Enekrpuuecko u ONTudHO 000pymBaHe

Hassanme u ampec Ha npemocrassiumsi | Agence de l'innovation industrielle
opras 195, Bd Saint Germain
F-75007 Paris

Hpyru cBenenms —

TekcTpT Ha petennero, KOITO He CbIIbp2Ka IOBEPUTEITHA I/IH(l)OpMa]_[I/ISI, € Hy6]'lI/IKyBaH Ha aBTCHTUMYHATA MM Ha
ABTEHTUYHUTE €3MIKOBJ BEPCUN Ha caira:

http://ec.europa.eu/community_law/state_aids|
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Hara Ha mpueMaHe Ha pelieHNeTo 16.4.2008 r.
TTomory Ne N 457/07
HbpxaBa-ureHka Wramna
Pervon Marche

Hassanue|/Tuta (/wiv nme Ha GeHedu- | Promozione della ricerca industriale e dello sviluppo sperimentale in filiere
1vepa) tecnologico-produttive — Marche

TIpaBHO OCHOBaHNE Bando per la promozione della ricerca industriale e dello sviluppo sperimentale
in filiere tecnologico-produttive

Bun Mepku (xeMa 3a IpeNoCTaBsHe Ha IOMOILL
Len Hayunn nscnenpanus u passutne
Bun Ha momoura HmpeKTeH rpaHT

Bromxer 06w Gromker: 30 Mmmona EUR
WuTensuter 80 %

Bpemerpaene Ho 31.12.2013 1.
VikonoMmueckm orpacim Bcuuku orpacin

Haspanme u ampec Ha mpepoctassiums | Regione Marche
opras Via Tiziano, 44
1-60100 Ancona

Hpyru cBenenms Tosa pemenye ormens u 3ameHs pewenuero ot 21 suyapu 2008 r.

TekcTsT Ha peuennero, KOITO He ChIbpXKa IIOBEPUTEITHA I/IH(i)OpMallI/IH, € Hy6HI/[KyBaH Ha aBTCHTMYHATA MM Ha
ABTEHTUYHUTE €3MKOBJ BEPCUM Ha caifTa:

http://ec.europa.eu/community_law/state_aids|

Hara Ha npueMaHe Ha PeleHNeTO 2.4.2008 1.
TTomoy Ne N 575/07
HbpxaBa-ureHka [omua
Pernon —

Hassanme/Tutna (ufwin ume Ha momy- | Pomoc panstwa dla polskiego gérnictwa w latach 2008-2010
yaress)

[IpaBHo ocHOBaHue Ustawa z 7 wrze$nia 2007 r. o funkcjonowaniu gérnictwa wegla kamiennego w
latach 2008-2015

Bun msapka Cxema 3a oMol

Hen [Tomol 3a M3BBHPEOHN Pa3XOIM
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Bum Ha momorira

Be3Bp3MesnHa momol, ocBobokmaBaHe oT BHOCKM 3a PFRON, KakTo ¥ Takcu u rmobm
matumu Ha NFOSIGW 1 pascpousase Ha myOnmuuHuTe 3agbiiKenus crpsiMo ZUS

bromxer 1 305 598 500 PLN
Mutensuter —
Bpemerpaene 2008-2010 1.

VkoHOMMYECKU CEKTOpU

Bor. ]'ICJ]O6I/[BH3 MPOMUIIITIEHOCT

Haspanme ¥ ampec Ha IpenoCTaBsums
OpraH

Minister Gospodarki (MG)
Plac Trzech Krzyzy 3/5
PL-00-507 Warszawa

Zaktad Ubezpieczen Spotecznych (ZUS)
ul. Czerniakowska 16
PL-00-701 Warszawa

Narodowy Fundusz Ochrony Srodowiska i Gospodarki Wodnej (NFOSIGW)
ul. Konstruktorska 3a
PL-02-673 Warszawa

Paristwowy Fundusz Rehabilitacji Oséb Niepelnosprawnych (PFRON)
Al Jana Pawla II 13
PL-00-828 Warszawa

Hpyra uapopmaums

TekcTbT Ha peennero, KOITO He ChIbpXKa IOBEPUTEITHA I/IHCI)OpMaIII/ISI, € l'[y6HI/[KyBaH Ha aBTCHTMYHATA MIIM Ha
ABTEHTUYHUTE €3MKOBJ BEPCUN HA caira:

http://ec.europa.eu/community_law/state_aids|

Hara Ha IpueMaHe Ha pelEHNETO

16.4.2008 r.

Tomoy Ne NN 17/08 (ex N 301/07)
HbpxaBa-ueHKa Uramus
Pervon Campania

Hasganve/Tutna (n/wm nme Ha GeHedu-
1yepa)

Aiuto a favore di Digital Display Devices (MSF 2002)

HpaBHO OCHOBaHME

Legge n. 488 del 19 dicembre 1992 «Disciplina intervento aree depresse terri-
torio nazionale»

Legge n. 662 del 23 dicembre 1996, art. 2, commi 203 e segg. «Disciplina della
programmazione negoziata/contratti di programma»

DPR n. 175 del 26 marzo 2001
Art. 60 legge finanziaria 2003 «Creazione fondo aree sottosviluppate»

DM Attivita produttive del 12 novembre 2003 modalita di accesso dei contratti
di localizzazione/programma

DM Sviluppo economico del 27 dicembre 2006

Bun Mepku

MumBumyarsa nomolr

Len

Permonanuo passutrue

Bum Ha momorira

HmpekTeH rpaHT
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bromxer O6u1 6romxer: 179,8 mumona EUR
Wnrensurer 12,08 %

Bpemerpaene 27.12.2006 1.-31.12.2009 r.
VIkoHOMMYECKM OTpacin Enekrpuuecko u onTudHO 000pymBaHe

Hasgauve u ampec Ha mpenocrassiums | Ministero dello Sviluppo economico
oprau Via Molise, 2
[-00187 Roma

Hpyru cenenus —

TekcTsT Ha peiennero, KOITO He CbIbp2Ka IOBEPUTEIIHA I/IH(l)OpMa]_[I/ISI, € Hy6]'l]/[KyBaH Ha aBTCHTUMYHATA WMIIM Ha
ABTEHTUYHUTE €3MKOBJ BEPCUN HA caira:

http://ec.europa.eu/community_law/state_aids|

Hara Ha npueMaHe Ha pelleHNeTo 26.3.2008 r.

TTomonr Ne N 106/08

Hbpkasa-urieHKa (Qenepanna peny6nuka Tepmanns
Pernon —

Haspanme/Tutma (u/win mMe Ha momy- | Richtlinie zur Forderung der Anschaffung emmissionsarmer schwerer Nutzfahr-

qaTeris) zeuge

[IpaBHO OCHOBaHME Haushaltsgesetz

Bun Mspka CxeMa 3a oMol

Len Tomnynspusypane Ha eKONOTMYHM TeXXKOTOBAPHY MPEBO3HM CPENCTBA

By Ha nomormra VIHBECTHUMOHHY CyOCHIMM MM HAMAJIsIBaHe HA JMXBEHNS! MIPOLICHT

Bromxer Makcumym 120 mmmmona EUR rommimno

VHTensuTer Makcumaner uHTeHsuteT — 50 9% OT mpueMIMBUTE Pa3XOOM  (TOITHIHUTETHU

MHBECTULIMOHHN pasxonn)

[IpombrKuTennHOCT 1.1.2007 r.-31.12.2013 1.

VIkoHOMIMUECKY CEKTOPU Tpancnopren cexTop

Hasganme u ampec Ha mnpenocrasums | Bundesministerium fiir Verkehr, Bau und Wohnungswesen
opra Invalidenstrafle 4
D-10115 Berlin

Hpyra uapopmaums —

TeKCTbT Ha peleHNeTO, KONMTO He ChIbpPXKa MOBEpUTENHA MHGOPMALMS, ¢ MyONMKYBaH HAa aBTCHTMYHATA WM Ha
aBTEHTMYHMTE €3MKOBYM BEPCUM Ha CaliTa:

http://ec.europa.eu/community_law/state_aids|
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HCHPOTMBOHOCTHBS[HC Ha KOHLIEHTpalusl, 332 KOATO € MOCThIINIO YBEIOMIIEHUE

(Memo COMP/M.5143 — Barclays/CID)
(TekcT oT 3HaueHue 3a EVII)

(2008/C 137/02)

Ha 15 mait 2008 1. Kommcusta pemm ga He ce IPOTMBOIOCTABSl Ha TOPENOCOYEHATa KOHLIEHTpaLMs, 3a KOATO €
TMOCTBIMIIO YBETOMIIeHMe, 1 [1a sL 00sIBM 32 ChBMeCTMMa C oOwMsl Tazap. PelleHMeTo ce OCHOBaBa Ha WieH 6, mapa-
rpad 1, Gyxsa 6) or Pernament (EO) Ne 139/2004 Ha CoBera. [TBIHMAT TEKCT Ha PELIEHUETO € TOCTBIIEH CAMO Ha
AHIIMIACKY €3UK M 1€ ce TyONyKyBa, Cliell Kato GBIaT MpeMaxHATH BCMUKM THPTOBCKM TAiiHM, KOMTO MOTAT Jia e
chbpxat B Hero. Toit wwie Obe JOCThIIeH:

— Ha CTpaHMIATa, TOCBETEHA HA KOHKypeHUMsTa, Ha yeOcaiita Europa (http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/
mergers/cases|). To31 CaifT MPeNOCTABS! PA3INUHM CPENCTBA 32 NOAIOMaraHe Ha JIOCThIA IO PELIECHNS 33 OTHENHM
CIIMBAHMS, BKITFOUMTEITHO MHIIEKCH 33 ThPCEHE M0 TPEMIPUATHE, 10 HOMEp Ha [IEIOTO, 10 [IaTa ¥ 110 OTPachll,

— B enekTpoHeH popmar Ha yebcaita EUR-Lex mom Homep 32008M5143. EUR-Lex mpemocTasi OHJIAiH HOCTHIT
mo esporerickoro mpaso (http://eur-lex.europa.eu).

HeﬂpOTMBOHOCTaBHHC Ha KOHLIEHTpalusl, 3a KOATO € NOCThbIINIO YBEIOMIICHUE

(demo COMP/M.5131 — Rewe/Fegro-Selgros)
(TekcT ot 3HaueHme 3a EVII)

(2008/C 137/03)

Ha 16 main 2008 1. KomucusAra pemm na He ce NPOTMBOIIOCTABSl HA TOPENOCOYEHATa KOHLEHTpALMs, 3a KOATO €
TMOCTBIIMIIO YBETOMIICHMe, 11 [1a 5L 00sBM 3a ChbBMecTMMa ¢ oOwIMst Mazap. PelieHnero ce OCHOBaBa Ha WwieH 6, mapa-
rpad 1, 6yksa 6) or Pernament (EO) Ne 139/2004 Ha CbBera. [TBIHMAT TEKCT Ha PELICHUETO € TOCTBIIEH CAMO Ha
Hemcku e3uk u mwie ce myOnukyBa, ciell KaTo ObIaT NMpeMaxHATH BCUUKM ThPTOBCKM TaifHM, KOMTO MOTAT Ja ce
ChIbp2KaT B Hero. Toil e Gble HOCTbIICH:

— Ha CTpaHML@Ta, [IOCBETEHA HAa KOHKypeHImsTa, Ha yebcaiita Europa (http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/
mergers/cases|). To3u CaiiT MPeNOCTaBs! PA3MNUHM CPEICTBA 3a NOAINOMAraHe Ha IOCThIA 10 PELIEHNS 33 OTIENHM
CMBaHMS, BKJTIOUMTENHO MHIEKCH 33 ThPCEHE TI0 NIPEINPUATHE, 10 HOMEP Ha [ENOTO, M0 [aTa ¥ 10 OTPachIl,

— B enekTpoHeH ¢opmar Ha yebeaiita EUR-Lex mon Homep 32008M5131. EUR-Lex mpemocrasst OHIaiH HOCTBII
1o esponerickoro mpaso (http://eur-lex.europa.cu).
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HCHPOTMBOHOCTHBS[HC Ha KOHLIEHTpalusl, 332 KOATO € MOCThIINIO YBEIOMIIEHUE

(Temo COMP/M.4786 — Deutsche Bahn/Transfesa)
(TekcT oT 3HaueHue 3a EVII)

(2008/C 137/04)

Ha 18 mapr 2008 r. Komucusra pemm ga He ce NPOTMBOINOCTABS HA TOPENOCOYEHATa KOHLEHTpALMs, 3a KOATO €
TMOCTBIMIIO YBEeTOMIIeHMe, 1 [1a SL 00SIBM 32 CbBMeCTMMa C oOwMsl Taszap. PelleHMeTo ce OCHOBaBa Ha WieH 6, mapa-
rpad 1, Gyxsa 6) or Pernament (EO) Ne 139/2004 Ha CoBera. [TBIHMAT TEKCT Ha PELIEHUETO € TOCTBIIEH CAMO Ha
AHITUIACKY €3MK M 1€ ce TyONyKyBa, Cliell KaTo GBIaT MpeMaxHATH BCMUKM THPTOBCKM TAiiHM, KOWTO MOTAT Jia e
chbpxat B Hero. Toit wwie Obe JOCThIIeH:

— Ha CTpaHMIUATa, TOCBETEHAa HA KOHKypeHUMsTa, Ha yeOcaiita Europa (http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/
mergers/cases|). To31 CaifT MPeNOCTABS! PA3INUHM CPENCTBA 32 NOAIOMAraHe Ha JOCThIA IO PELIECHNS 33 OTHENHM
CIIMBAHMS, BKITFOUMTEITHO MHIEKCH 33 ThPCEHe N0 TPEMIpUATHE, 10 HOMEP Ha [IEIOTO, M0 [IaTa ¥ 110 OTPachll,

— B enekTpoHeH ¢opmar Ha yebeaiita EUR-Lex non Homep 32008M4786. EUR-Lex mpenocrasst OHNaiH HOCTBII
1o esporerickoro mpaso (http://eur-lex.europa.cu).

HeﬂpOTMBOHOCTaBHHC Ha KOHLIEHTpalusl, 3a KOATO € NOCThbIINIO YBEIOMIICHUE

(Hemo COMP/M.5008 — Vivendi/Activision)
(TekcT ot 3HaueHme 3a EVII)

(2008/C 137/05)

Ha 16 anpun 2008 r. Komucnsita pemm 1a He ce IPOTMBOIOCTABS HA TOPENOCOYEHATa KOHIEHTpalys, 3a KOSTO €
TMOCTBIIMIIO YBETOMIICHME, 11 [1a 5L 00sBM 3a ChbBMecTMMa ¢ oOwIMst Mazap. PelieHneTo ce OCHOBaBa Ha WieH 6, mapa-
rpad 1, 6yksa 6) or Pernament (EO) Ne 139/2004 Ha CbBera. [TBNHMAT TEKCT Ha PELICHUETO € TOCTBIIEH CAMO Ha
AHIIMICKY €3UK M 1e ce MyOnuKyBa, Criell KaTo ObIAT MpeMaxHATy BCUYKM THPIOBCKY TAiiHM, KOMTO MOIAT [ia Ce
CchIbpaKaT B Hero. Toil e Gble HOCTBIICH:

— Ha CTpaHML@Ta, [IOCBETEHA HA KOHKypeHImsTa, Ha yebeaiita Europa (http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/
mergers/cases|). To31 CaiiT MPeNOCTaBs! PA3NUHM CPEICTBA 3a NOAINOMAraHe Ha IOCThIA 0 PELIEHNs 33 OTIENHM
CIMBAHMS, BKJTIOUMTENHO MHIEKCH 33 ThPCEHE 110 NIPENNPUATHE, [0 HOMEP Ha IENOTO, 10 [aTa 1 110 OTPack,

— B enekTpoHeH ¢opmar Ha yebeaiita EUR-Lex non Homep 32008M5008. EUR-Lex mpemocTasst OHIAlH IOCTBIT
1o esponerickoro mpaso (http://eur-lex.europa.cu).
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IV
(Undopmayus)

MHOQOPMALIMA OT VHCTUTYLIMUTE M OPTAHUTE HA
EBPOIIEMCKHMSA CbIO3

KOMUCHA

TIuxeeH npowueHT, npunarad ot Eponelickara neHTpanHa 6aHKa OTHOCHO HefiHUTE OCHOBHY OTEpaLyy 1o
pedunancupane ('):

4,19 % Ha 1 ronm 2008 r.

OGMmeHeH Kypc Ha eBpoTo (%)

3 roun 2008 1.

(2008/C 137/06)

1 eBpo =

Bamyta O6MeHeH Kype Bamyta OGMmeHeH Kypc
UsDh WATCKM A0Nap 1,5593 TRY  typcka nmpa 1,9132
JPY STIOHCKA JieHa 163 AUD  aBcrpanmiicku gonap 1,6272
DKK JIaTCKa KPOHa 7,4583 CAD  kaHafcku momnap 1,562
GBP pa CTEpIMHT 0,79105 HKD  XOHKOHICKM nonap 12,1702
SEK IIBENICKA KPOHA 9,3408 NZD  HoBo3enaHucku nomnap 1,9822
CHF LBeALAPCKU PpaHK 1,611 SGD  cuHramypcku nonap 2,1202
ISK VICIIaHICKA KPOHa 118,79 KRW  10XHOKOpeiicKy BOH 1587,29
NOK HOPBEKKA KpOHa 7,9615 ZAR  10KHOAQPVUKAHCKM PaHIL 12,0315
BGN ObIrapcKu Jies 1,9558 CNY  KuTaiicKy 10aH peH-M1H-6u 10,7982
CZK YelKa KpoHa 24,84 HRK  xbpBarcka KyHa 7,252
EEK €CTOHCKA KPOHa 15,6466 IDR  uHOOHe3miicKa pymus 14 517,08
HUF YHIapcku GOpuHT 241,48 MYR  Manaiiauiicku puHruT 5,0256
LTL JIUTOBCKY JIUT 3,4528 PHP Q)MHMHMHCKO eco 68,212
LVL TIaTBUIICKM JIaT 0,7031 RUB  pycka py6ra 36,902
PLN TOJICKA 3710Ta 3,365 THB TajinaHacky Oat 50,841
RON PYMBHCKa 11est 3,62 BRL  Opasuscku pean 2,5267
SKK CII0BallIKa KPOHa 30,36 MXN  MeKCHMKaHCKO IIeCO 16,0686

(') ObMeHeH Kypc, NMpwiaraH IpM MOCIEIHATA ONeEpALs, M3BbPLUCHA IpPeIy MOCOYCHMs MHeH. B cydvait Ha mpemaraHe npu
HPOMEHIIMB KyPC, O3HauaBa JIMXBATa 1 MApIMHAJIHATA JIMXBA.
() Vismounur: pedeperten oOMeHeH Kypc, myOmKysaH ot EBpornelickara LeHTpajiHa GaHKa.
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CoolGuenne Ha KoMmucusara — YBenomiteHue 3a ynocToBepeHMs 3a MpodecHOHaIHa KBATM(MKAMS HA
TNeKapy-CIIeLMATIMCTH, METMIMHCKN CeCTpH ¢ 061y mpodwt, JTekapu 1o TeHTaTHa MeIUIMHA-CIeLUAITNCTH,
aKyLIepKM ¥ apXUTeKTH

(TekcT ot 3HaueHue 3a EVII)

(2008/C 137/07)

Hupextyea 2005/36/EO Ha Eponesickus maprameHt u Ha ChBera oT 7 cerremspy 2005 romyHa OTHOCHO MpH3Ha-
BaHeTO Ha MpodecHOHaNHNUTe KBATMQuKALyy, mmeHeHa ¢ Hupektusa 2006/100/EO Ha Cweera or 20 HoemBpu
2006 romvHa 3a amanTMpaHe Ha HSKOM OMPEKTMBM B OONAacTTa Ha CBOOOIHOTO MHBIKEHME HA XOpa MOpamu
TMPUCheIMHsIBAHETO Ha Bbirapust u PympHus, u mo-cremmanso wiex 21, maparpad 7 OT MOCOUYEHATa IMPEKTHBA,
TpeNBMKIA, Ue IbPKaBUTe-UIeHKM yBedOMsBAT KoMucysra 3a 3aKOHOBUTE, MOA3AKOHOBUTE ¥ aIMMHMCTPATVBHUTE
pasnopenOu, KOMTO NpyeMaT BbB BPb3KA C M3IABAHETO HA YHOCTOBEPEHMS 3a NMPOPECHOHANHM KBAMMPUKALMU B
cepurte Ha mpunoxenue Ha rmaa III oT mocoueHata mupekTuBa. Komucusra my6nyKysa MOIXONSAWO ChOOLICHNE B
Oduyuanen secmuur Ha Esponeiicrus c103, B KOETO Ha30BaBa MPUETHTE OT TbPKABUTE-UIICHKN HAUMEHOBAHMS Ha
YHOCTOBepeHMs 33 MPOQECHOHANHM KBATMGMKALMM M, NPU HEOOXOMMMOCT, OpraHa, KOWTO M31aBa ChOTBETHMTE
YHOCTOBEpeHMs 3a TMPOPECHOHANHM KBaMQUKALMY, CBUNETENCTBOTO, KOETO HPUIPYXaBa yIOCTOBEPEHUETO M, M
HEOOXOMMMOCT, CHOTBETHOTO MPOPECHOHATIHO 3BaHMe, MocoyeHo B Toukyu 5.1.1, 5.1.2, 5.1.3, 5.1.4, 5.2.2, 5.3.2,
5.3.3, 5.4.2,5.5.2, 5.6.2 u 5.7.1 or npunoxenue V.

Thil KATO HAKONKO [[bPXKABU-WIEHKM CA YBETOMMIM 33 HOBU HAMMEHOBAHWS WIM 33 M3MeHEHMS Ha BKIIIOUEHUTE B
CIMChKa HaMMeHOBaHus, Komucusra ny6iKysa HACTOSIOTO ChoOLIEHMe B CHOTBETCTBUE C wiieH 21, maparpad 7 ot
Iupektusa 2005/36/EO ().

1. Jlekapu-cnenyammucTu

Huneprannus e yBemomiia 3a CJIeIHMTE M3MEHEHUS HA Bede BKITIOYEHWTE B CNMCHKA HAMMEHOBAHVS MO CIElVa-
Nu3MpaHa MemmimHa (touka 5.1.3 ot mpunoxenue V kb Hupektusa 2005/36[EO):

a) B rpada , Akymepo-rusexonorus
Obstetrie en Gynaecologie

0) B rpaga ,Tactpoertepornorms’:
Maag-darm-leverziekten

B) B rpada ,Broxumus:
Klinische Chemie (do 4 anpua 2000 2.)

1) B rpada ,Anepromorus®:

Allergologie (do 12 agzycm 1996 2.).

2. MeguumHCKHM cecTpu ¢ 00w npodu

Ilomua e ysemomwna 3a CIENHOTO HONBIHUTENHO HAJMMEHOBAHME Ha MeOMIMHCKA cecTpa ¢ obul mpodun
(touka 5.2.2 ot npunoxerue V kM dupektusa 2005/36/EO):

OpraH, KOITO 13[1aBa YIOCTOBEPEHUETO 33 IpodecnoHanto
Ibpxasa Ynocroeperne 3a poecHoHaHa KBamiuKams kannukaus . PedepeHTHa m1ata
Polska Dyplom ukoficzenia studiéw wyzszych zawo- | Instytucja  prowadzaca  ksztalcenie  na | Pielegniarka 1.5.2004 .
dowych na kierunku/specjalnoici  pieleg- | poziomie wyzszym uznana przez wlasciwe
niarstwo z tytutem ,licencjat pielegniarstwa” wladze

3. ]'[exapu 0 TE€HTAJTHA MEOUIIMHA-CICIUAJTITUCTU

1. Iopryranus e ysegoMmia 3a CledHMTE HAMMEHOBaHMs HA JIeKap IO NEHTalHAa MeNVMLMHA-CIENaCT 10
OPTOIOHTHSL ¥ OpaiiHa Xupyprus (Touka 5.3.3 or npunoxenue V kM Tupektusa 2005/36/EO):

a) 3a ,OprogoHTns:

Opras, KOJTO M3[1aBa YIOCTOBEPEHNUSTA 32 IIPOPECHOHATIHA
Ibpxasa Yiocroepenue 3a MpoecHoHaHa KBamipuKars KsanmuuKat PedepenTHa mrata
Portugal Titulo de Especialista em Ortodontia Ordem dos Médicos Dentistas (OMD) 4.6.2008 r.

KoHcomumumpana epcust Ha npunoxenne V kbM Hupektusa 2005/36/EO e ny6rykysaHa Ha:
http://ec.europa.eufinternal_market/qualifications/
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0) u 3a ,OpanHa xupyprus‘:
OpraH, KOITO 13[1aBa YIOCTOBEPEHMSTA 38 POPECHOHATHA
Hbpxasa YrocToBepeHue 3a IpodeCHOHaNHa KBATUGUKALIS KeauKas PedepentHa nara
Portugal Titulo de Especialista em Cirurgia Oral Ordem dos Médicos Dentistas (OMD) 4.6.2008 r.
2. IlIseuus e yBemommla 3a CIEIHUTE M3MEHEHMS! Ha Beue BKIIIOYEHNTE B CIVICbKA HAaVMEHOBAaHMS Ha JleKap IO
[eHTAJIHa MeTMIMHA-CIIELMAanucT (Touka 5.3.3 ot mpuoxenne V koM Hupektnsa 2005/36EO):
a) 3a ,OprogonHTus™:
OpraH, KOJITO 13[aBa YIOCTOBEPEHISITA 32 IPOYECHOHATHA
Hbpxasa YrocroBepeHne 3a IpodeCHOHaNHa KBAUGUKALS Keauams Pedepentna mara
Sverige Bevis om specialistkompetens i ortodonti Socialstyrelsen 1.1.1994 r.
0) u 3a ,OpanHa Xupyprus‘:
Hmbpkasa YrocToBepenne 3a npoecHoHaIHa KBamuduKaLmst Opra, KOHTo 13128 YIOCTOBEPEHIATa 52 HPOecioHaIIHa Pedepenta mara
KBaIQUKALILsS
Sverige Bevis om specialistkompetens i oral kirurgi Socialstyrelsen 1.1.1994 r.
. AKymepku
[Morma e yBemoMuIIa 3a CIEJHOTO NOITHITHUTEITHO HAMMEHOBAHME Ha aKyllepka (Touka 5.5.2 oT mpurioxeHue V
kbM upektyea 2005/36/EO):
OpraH, KOITO M3[1aBa yIOCTOBEPEHMSATA 3a Ipodecnonarto
Ibpskasa Yiocroeperne 3a poecnoHalHa Keaniuxaums Npodeckonaka KraGEAL SaHIC PedepenTHa I1ata
Polska Dyplom ukoniczenia studiéw wyzszych zawo- | Instytucja ~ prowadzaca  ksztalcenie  na | Polozna 1.5.2004 .
dowych na kierunku/specjalnosci poloznictwo | poziomie wyzszym uznana przez wlasciwe
z tytulem ,licencjat potoznictwa” wiadze
. ApxurteKTn
1. Vranust e yBenommna 3a CleHUTE TOMBITHUTEIIHY HAMMEHOBAaHMs B 0ONIACTTa Ha apxuTekTypara (rouka 5.7.1
or npwioxenue V ksM Tupeknsa 2005/36/EO):
; PedepentHa
Tpaasa Ynocroseperne 3a npodecHOHaNHa OpraH, KOI1TO M3}1aBa YIOCTOBEPEHUATA 32 CBUIIETESICTBO, KOETO MPHUIPYKaBA AKATMIUHA
KBarmQyKaLILs IPOeCHOHATHA KBAIMQUKALILST YHOCTOBEPEHIETO Tomia
Italia Laurea specialistica in ingegneria | Universita degli Studi di Salerno Diploma di abilitazione all'esercizio | 2005/2006 .
edile — architettura Universita degli Studi della Calabria u}dlpen.d ente della prf)f.ess1one cl}e 2003/2004 r.
viene rilasciato dal ministero dell'l-
Universita degli Studi di Brescia struzione, dell'universita e della 2001/2002 I.
Laurea specialistica in architettura Facolta di architettura dell'Universita | Ficerca dopo che il candidato ha | 540 2002 .

Laurea specialistica in architettura
(Restauro)

Laurea specialistica in architettura
— progettazione architettonica e
urbana

Laurea magistrale/specialistica  in
architettura

degli Studi «G. D’Annunzio» di
Chieti-Pescara

Facolta di architettura, pianificazione
e ambiente del Politecnico di Milano

Universita IUAV di Venezia

Facolta di architettura di «Valle
Giulia» dell'Universita degli Studi «La
Sapienza» di Roma

Universita degli Studi di Roma Tre
— Facolta di Architettura

Facoltd «Ludovico Quaroni» dell'Uni-
versita degli Studi «La Sapienza» di
Roma

Facolta di architettura dell'Universita
degli Studi di Trieste

sostenuto con esito positivo I'esame
di Stato davanti ad una commis-
sione competente

2001/2002 .

2002/2003 .
2004/2005 r.

2001/2002 .

2000/2001 .

2001/2002 .
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2. CroBeHysl € YBEOOMIIIA 32 CICAHOTO NOBIIHUTEIIHO HAMMEHOBaHNe B 0ONIACTTa Ha apXUTeKTypata (rouka 5.7.1
ot npusoxenve V kbM dupektusa 2005/36/EO):
. PedepentHa
Tspoxasa Ynocroseperne 3a npodecHOHaNHa OpraH, KOJfTo 13[IaBa YIOCTOBEPEHUSTa 3a CBMIETENCTBO, KOETO MPUIpPyKaBa AKATOMIUHA
KBarmQyKALLs IPOecHOHATHA KBAIMQUKALILST YHOCTOBEPEHIETO Tomia
Slovenija Magister inZenir arhitekture/Magi- | Univerza v Ljubljani, Fakulteta za 2007/2008 .
strica inzenirka arhitekture Arhitekturo
3. Yewkara pernyOnuka e yBENOMIIA 33 CIIEMHOTO MIOITBIIHUTEIIHO HAMMEHOBAHME B 0ONAcTTa Ha apXUTEKTypaTa
(rouka 5.7.1 or npunoxerue V ksM [upextusa 2005/36/EO):
. Pedepenta
pr}KaBa Y]IOCTOBepeHVle 3a l'lpO(l)CCVIOHa]'IHa OpraH, KOMTO M3[1aBa yIOCTOBEPEHMATA 3a CBUJIETEIICTBO, KOETO NpUIpyXKasa aKameMIHA
KBarQyKaLys npodecuoHasHa KBanuQuKaLys YHOCTOBEPEHMETO .
Ceskd republika | Architektura a urbanismus Fakulta architektury, Ceské vysoké 2007/2008 r.
uceni technické (CVUT) v Praze
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v

(Obaenenus)

AIIMUHUCTPATUBHM TTPOLEYPU

EBPOITEMCKA CITY2KBA 3A TIOJBOP HA ITEPCOHAIT (EPSO)

OBSIBJIEHMA 3A KOHKYPCU HA OBILLIO OCHOBAHUE EPSO/AST/58-63/08

(2008/C 137/08)

EBporejickara cryx6a 3a mogbop Ha nepconai (EPSO) opranmsupa cremHute KOHKYpCH Ha 0OLIO OCHOBaHMe:
— EPSO/AST/58/08 — MexaHuka,

— EPSO/AST/[59/08 — maGopaTopHu TexHUKH,

— EPSO/AST/60/08 — cTpouTenHO MHKEHEPCTBO U TIEKTPOCHEPIA,

3a HabupaHe Ha acucteHTM B nabopatopus (AST1) B cdepata Ha HayuyHMTe M3CTCOBAHMS U SIPEHATA EHEPIU,
MO-CIeLMAIHO 3a TeXHMYecKa MOIIPbXKKA 1 J1a00PaTOPHNM [ HOCTH,

u

— EPSO/AST/61/08 — Texuuuu B 1ab0opatopust 1 TeXHULM B cdepara Ha MHPPaCTPyKTypara,
— EPSO/AST/62/08 — Texuuum B chepata Ha SIIpeHATa CHEPIs,

— EPSO/AST/63/08 — uHcriekTopy B chepata Ha SIpeHATa eHEPrus,

3a HaGupare Ha acucteHTH (AST3) B cepara Ha sympeHaTa eHepriLsL.

OOGsiBreHysITa 32 KOHKYpCUTE Ca MyONMKYBaHM CaMO Ha aHITMIACKY, HEMCKM M $peHCKH e3uk B OQuumasieH BeCTHUK,
C 137 A ot 4 1oan 2008 1.

HombnxutenHa nudopMaLws 3a KOHKypCUTe € noMecteHa Ha yebeaiita Ha EPSO: http:/[europa.eu/epso
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[TPOLUENYPU OTHOCHO MBITBITHEHMETO HA TIOJIMTUKATA HA
KOHKYPEHIMA

KOMUCHA

IOBbP2KABHA ITOMOIL] — UTATINA

IOspxasHa nomouy C 19/08 (ex NN 13/08) — HemnpaguiHo u3MoiI3BaHe Ha IOMOLI 32 O3[PaBsiBaHe Ha
Sandretto

ITokaHa 3a mpencTaBsAHe Ha MHEHMs ChITIacHO wien 88, maparpa¢ 2 or Horosopa 3a EO

(TekcT or 3HaueHue 3a EVII)

(2008/C 137/09)

C mucmo or 16 ampun 2008 1. Bb3MpoM3BENEHO Ha CTpaHMUMTE CIIE[l TOBA PE3IOME Ha €3VKa, UMITO TEKCT € aBTeH-
iueH, Komucusra yBenomu Vtanus 3a peleHnero cu ia OTKpue IpoLieAypara, NpefBueHa B wieH 88, maparpad 2
oT [oroopa 3a EO, 0THOCHO NOcOYeHaTa Mo-rope MOMOLLL.

3aMHTepecOBAHNUTE CTPaHM MOTAT [Id IPEACTaBAT MHEHNMATA CY OTHOCHO MAPKATa 3a IIOMOLI, II0 OTHOUIEHVE Ha KOATO
Kowmmcusita oTKpuBa mpolieaypara, B CpoK OT e[MH Mecell OT [aTaTa Ha MyONMuKyBaHe HA TOBA PE3IOME U Ha IMCMOTO,

KO€TO CII€NIBa, Ha CIIEMHMS apec:

European Commission
Directorate-General Competition
State Aid Registry

B-1049 Brussels

(Daxkc (32-2) 296 12 42

Tesy mHeHust we ObaT mpemameHy Ha Vtamis. 3ama3BaHeTo B TaiiHa HA CaMOMMYHOCTTA HA 3aMHTEPECOBAHATA
CTpaHa, KOSITO IPEICTaBsSI MHEHNETO, MOXKe 1a Gble MOMCKAHO MICMEHO, KATO Ce MOCOYAT IPUUMHUTE 32 UCKAHETO.

PE3IOME

TNPOLIEOYPA

Ha 29 snyapu 2007 r. Komucusita omobpy moMol 3a o3IpassiBaHe
B pasmep Ha 5 miH. EUR 3a Sandretto Indusrie Srl (,Sandretto®)
Crient KaTo He MOJYYM HMKAKBA MHPOPMALILS 33 HANPEIBK MO CIy4as,
Ha 14 pekemspu 2007 r. Kommcuata msnpati micMO € MCKaHe 3a
akryamsauyst. Ha 21 smyapu 2008 1. Vramms  mHpOpMIpa
Komucnsra, ye momourra e OTIycHaTa B [Be 4acTu: Ha 24 1omm
2007 r. n Ha 13 asrycr 2007 r. Ha 23 anyapu 2008 r. Komucnara
noucka or Mramus ga noTsbpay, 4e rapaHumsTa U3TMya Ha 24 sgHya-
pu 2008 r. wim pa mpencraBu IUlaH 3a IpecTpyKTypupane. Ha
8 despyapu 2008 r. Uramust otroBopy Ha Kommcmsra, ye mppBata
YacT OT rapaHIysITa ¢ M3TeKna Ha 24 sHyapu 2008 1. u ue ¢pupmara
€ 00siBeHa B HECBCTOSITETHOCT.

OIIMCAHME

Sandretto e MPOM3BOIMTEN HA TPeCH 33 BIPHCKBAHE Ha IITACTMACOBH
Matepuan, Hamupa ce B obnactta TOPMHO M ocurypsiea paboTa Ha
350 mymm. [pennpustuero usnutsa TpynHoctyt oT 2005 r. Onobpe-
Hata or Kommcusita momour 3a osnpaBssaHe Oe OTIyCHATA IOM

dopMara Ha rapaHUys 3a [Be KPEMWTHM JIMHMN, BCSIKA B pasMep Ha
2,5 wminH. EUR. Tlomomrra 6e ormycHata moutM 6 Mecela Crien
onoOpennero . Vramust nudopmmpa Komucysra 3a Hecrosmywins
omut Sandretto ma Oboe MpomameHa Ha YacTeH MHBECTUTOP B Haya-
noro Ha 2008 .

OLEHKA

Komucusita He pasmorara ¢ napopMauus, ye Sandretto e npecraHara
I1a II0JI3Ba IIOMOIIITA 34 O3[PaBABAHE CIIEM M3TNYAHETO Ha 6 MECeuHMs
nepuon. Ocpen ToBa, Komucusara cumra, ue 3HaumMTeNHaTa pPasiyka
BbB BPEMETO MeXIy OHOOpsBAHETO M OTIYCKAHETO Ha IOMOLITA
TpsiBa 1a Oble ONpaBIAHA CbC CIELMATHM OOCTOSTENCTBA U 4e B
To3u ciydaii, Kommcmara ce cbMHABA B HalMuMeTo Ha Takysa
obcrosiTenctsa. B mombiHeHue, Kato ce uMMa npemsun e Vramus He e
nofana HMKAKBA MHQOPMALWS 32 MPOLENYpaTa MO HEChCTOSTENHOCT
Ha Sandretto, Komucusira ce ChbMHsIBA, ye IpOLEIypaTa OCUIypsiBa
IEJICTBUTEIIHO Bb3CTAHOBSBAHE HA HENPaBUIIHO MION3BAHM CPENCTBA
or nomora. Ha mocnenno mscro, cren xkato Mramus He npencrasu
INIaH 3a TpecTpyKTypupane, Komucusra cMATa Ha TO3M eTall, ue €
MAJIKO BEPOSITHO IIPOIBILKABAHETO HA IIOMOILTA 33 O3[paBsBaHE N1 €
CHBMECTUMO C IIOMOLITA 34 IIPECTPYKTypUpPaHe.
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TEKCT HA IIMCMOTO

,La Commissione informa Iltalia che, dopo aver esaminato le
informazioni trasmesse dalle autorita italiane sull'aiuto in
oggetto, ha deciso di avviare il procedimento di cui all'arti-
colo 88, paragrafo 2, del trattato CE.

(1)

I. PROCEDIMENTO

11 29 gennaio 2007 la Commissione ha approvato un aiuto
per il salvataggio dellimporto di 5 Mio EUR a favore di
Sandretto  Industrie Srl  (in  seguito  denominata
“Sandretto”) (!). L'aiuto consisteva in una garanzia su due
linee di credito fornite da banche private, le cui condizioni
erano da definire dopo l'approvazione della Commissione.
LTtalia si era impegnata a revocare la garanzia al piu tardi
sei mesi dopo la sua concessione e a fornire alla Commis-
sione un piano di ristrutturazione per Sandretto entro sei
mesi dalla data di autorizzazione dell'aiuto.

In mancanza di informazioni circa gli sviluppi della situa-
zione, la Commissione ha inviato una lettera allltalia il
14 dicembre 2007 (D/54995) per chiedere un aggiorna-
mento sul caso.

LTtalia ha risposto con lettera del 21 gennaio 2008
(A/1233), informando la Commissione che 'aiuto era stato
versato in due tranche: la prima erogata il 24 luglio 2007
e la seconda il 13 agosto 2007.

Con lettera del 23 gennaio 2008 (D/50314) la Commis-
sione ha chiesto allTtalia di confermare la cessazione della
garanzia al 24 gennaio 2008 o in alternativa di trasmet-
terle un piano di ristrutturazione, aggiungendo che in
mancanza di una sollecita risposta i servizi della Commis-
sione avrebbero proposto l'avvio del procedimento di inda-
gine formale.

L'8 febbraio 2008 ITtalia ha risposto (A[2526) alla
Commissione che la prima tranche della garanzia cessava il
24 gennaio 2008 e che la societa era fallita.

II. DESCRIZIONE
2.1. L’'impresa interessata

Sandretto ¢ un produttore di presse per iniezione per
materie plastiche. L'impresa ¢ stata fondata nel 1947 come
“Fratelli Sandretto” e da allora ha cambiato piu volte deno-
minazione e forma societaria: l'ultimo di questi cambia-
menti risale al 18 maggio 2005 quando limpresa ha
assunto la denominazione di Sandretto Industrie Srl
Sandretto ha due stabilimenti di produzione situati nella
provincia di Torino nei comuni di Grugliasco e Pont Cana-
vese, entrambi ammessi a beneficiare di aiuti ai sensi dell
articolo 87, paragrafo 3, lettera c), del trattato CE. Attual-
mente limpresa appartiene ad un unico azionista, la
societa statunitense Taylor’s International LLC.

(") CasoN 802/06 (GU C 43 del 27.2.2007, pag. 2).

(7) Sandretto ha 350 dipendenti e rappresenta la principale
fonte di impiego per l'economia locale. Le sue attivita
commerciali sono principalmente orientate al mercato
europeo, con varie imprese controllate in Francia, Spagna,
Regno Unito e Paesi Bassi. Sandretto & specializzata in
macchinari per usi speciali in mercati di nicchia: nel 2003,
quando ancora non si erano manifestate difficolta finan-
ziarie, era al decimo posto fra gli operatori di questo
mercato in Europa.

(8) Nel 2005 Sandretto ha realizzato un fatturato di
21,58 Mio EUR e subito perdite per 43,74 Mio EUR. Il
tribunale di Torino, con decisione del 16 marzo 2006, ha
ammesso la societa alla procedura di amministrazione
straordinaria (). Di conseguenza, l'azionista unico ha auto-
maticamente perso il controllo sulla gestione dell'impresa,
passata ai tre commissari straordinari nominati dal minis-
tero competente.

Secondo le autorita italiane, la principale causa delle diffi-
colta della societa ¢ da imputarsi al suo rilievo da parte
dell'investitore americano Taylor's International LLC che

non ¢ riuscito ad effettuare gli investimenti necessari
provocando l'inattivita degli stabilimenti produttivi.

—
O
~

(10) Nel giugno 2007 ¢ stato pubblicato un invito a manifestare
l'interesse all'acquisto, per vendere Sandretto ad un nuovo
investitore privato. Secondo quanto riferito dalle autorita
italiane, questo tentativo non ha avuto buon esito e la
societa € andata in fallimento (}). La Commissione non ¢ al
corrente se Sandretto abbia cessato la sua attivita.

2.2. La misura di aiuto

(11) Sebbene sia stato approvato il 29 gennaio 2007, l'aiuto per
il salvataggio € stato erogato solo sei mesi dopo: la prima
tranche il 24 luglio 2007 e la seconda il 13 agosto 2007.
Secondo [Ttalia questo periodo di tempo era necessario agli
amministratori straordinari per scegliere le banche private
che avrebbero concesso le linee di credito e per accordarsi
sulle condizioni del finanziamento.

(12) Laiuto al salvataggio ¢ stato concesso nella forma di una
garanzia su due linee di credito di 2,5 Mio EUR ciascuna,
fornite dalla Banca Popolare di Novara e Banca Intesa
Sanpaolo.

(13) Secondo Iltalia, la prima tranche dell'aiuto & terminata il

24 gennaio 2008. Tuttavia, nonostante due richieste da
parte della Commissione, le autorita italiane non hanno
presentato alcuna prova che la prima tranche della
garanzia ¢ terminata, né hanno fornito alcuna informa-
zione sulla seconda tranche, o un piano di ristrutturazione
(o di liquidazione) per la societa.

() La Commissione comprende dalla legislazione italiana che “l'ammini-

strazione straordinaria” & una procedura concorsuale applicata alle
imprese in stato di insolvenza con l'obiettivo di mantenerne lattivita
produttiva.

(*) La Commissione comprende dalla legislazione italiana che la “proce-
dura fallimentare” € una procedura concorsuale che ha l'obiettivo di
soddisfare le richieste dei creditori attraverso la vendita dei beni dell'im-
presa, che conduce di solito alla liquidazione della societa.
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(14)

(15)

(16)

17)

(18)

(19)

III. VALUTAZIONE
3.1. Esistenza di aiuto

La Commissione ritiene che la misura di aiuto per il salva-
taggio costituisca aiuto di Stato, ai sensi dell’articolo 87,
paragrafo 1, del trattato CE. La misura ha assunto la forma
di una garanzia, che costituisce un beneficio finanziato da
risorse pubbliche. L'aiuto & selettivo in quanto riguarda
solo Sandretto ed ¢ probabile che falsi la concorrenza
poiché garantisce allimpresa un vantaggio rispetto ad altri
concorrenti che non ne fruiscono. Infine, il mercato in cui
Sandretto opera & caratterizzato da notevoli scambi tra
Stati membri.

3.2. Applicazione abusiva di aiuto per il salvataggio

La Commissione ha approvato l'aiuto per il salvataggio a
favore di Sandretto (). In seguito a questa decisione, I'aiuto
per il salvataggio, se limitato a sei mesi, ¢ compatibile col
mercato comune. Per la proroga dell’aiuto per il salvataggio
oltre il periodo di sei mesi € necessaria una valutazione
sulla base degli Orientamenti comunitari sugli aiuti di Stato
per il salvataggio e la ristrutturazione di imprese in diffi-
colta [in seguito, “gli orientamenti” (°)], per verificare se
costituisca un’applicazione abusiva dell'aiuto per il salva-
taggio o se possa essere considerata compatibile a titolo di
aiuto per la ristrutturazione.

In base al punto 25, lettera a) degli orientamenti, l'aiuto
per il salvataggio deve cessare entro un termine non supe-
riore a sei mesi dall'erogazione della prima tranche all'im-
presa. Il punto 25, lettera c), degli orientamenti sembra
fissare un'altra data di inizio per il calcolo del termine dei
sei mesi, stabilendo che lo Stato membro deve presentare
alla Commissione, entro sei mesi dallautorizzazione dell’-
aiuto per il salvataggio, un piano di ristrutturazione (o di
liquidazione) o la prova che la garanzia & stata revocata.
Questo ultimo punto sembra basarsi sull'ipotesi che l'aiuto
per il salvataggio, per la sua natura temporanea e di
urgenza, viene di solito concesso immediatamente dopo la
sua autorizzazione da parte della Commissione.

Tuttavia, nel presente caso, I'ltalia ha concesso l'aiuto per il
salvataggio quasi sei mesi dopo la sua approvazione da
parte della Commissione e pertanto, in base alla semplice
enunciazione degli orientamenti, la data di inizio del
termine di sei mesi puo risultare non evidente. Poiché la
Commissione ritiene che eventuali distorsioni della concor-
renza possono verificarsi a partire dal momento in cui
laiuto ¢ effettivamente erogato, la data che da avvio al
termine di sei mesi coincide con la concessione all'impresa
della prima rata che ¢ assistita dalla garanzia.

Di conseguenza, il termine per la cessazione della garanzia
o per la presentazione di un piano di ristrutturazione
scade, conformemente al punto 25, lettera a), degli orienta-
menti, sei mesi dopo la concessione della prima tranche,
ossia il 24 gennaio 2008.

Al momento della notifica dell'aiuto per il salvataggio,
I'talia si era impegnata a revocare la garanzia al pit tardi
sei mesi dopo la sua concessione e a fornire alla Commis-

() CasoN 802/06 (GU C 43 del 27.2.2007, pag. 2).
() GU C 244 dell'1.10.2004, pag. 2.

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

sione un piano di ristrutturazione per Sandretto entro sei
mesi dall'autorizzazione dell'aiuto.

Tuttavia, nonostante le richieste della Commissione, le
autorita italiane non hanno presentato alcun piano di
ristrutturazione (o di liquidazione), né fornito la prova
della cessazione della garanzia a seguito del rimborso della
prima rata del prestito. Ad eccezione di una breve lettera
in cui affermavano che la data di cessazione per la prima
tranche dell'aiuto era il 24 gennaio 2008 (data presunta
del rimborso della prima rata del prestito), le autorita
italiane non hanno presentato sinora alcuna prova dell’ef-
fettiva cessazione della garanzia né dell’effettivo rimborso
della prima rata del prestito. Riguardo alla seconda tranche,
I'Ttalia non ha fornito alcun tipo di informazione relativa
alla cessazione della garanzia efo al rimborso del prestito.

Pertanto la Commissione non dispone di elementi atte-
stanti che la societa abbia cessato di beneficiare dell'aiuto
per il salvataggio dopo il termine dei sei mesi.

Inoltre, fra l'autorizzazione e la concessione dell'aiuto per
il salvataggio ¢ intercorso un lasso di tempo considerevole:
questo ritardo di quasi sei mesi suscita dubbi riguardo alla
necessita dell'aiuto. Conformemente al punto 15 degli
orientamenti, l'aiuto per il salvataggio ¢ uno strumento
previsto per sostenere un'impresa che affronta un’acuta
crisi di liquidita allo scopo di consentire di mantenerla in
attivita per il tempo necessario a elaborare un piano di
ristrutturazione. L'ajuto per il salvataggio ¢ quindi caratte-
rizzato dalla rapidita e dalla temporaneita e la decisione di
approvazione della Commissione non ne autorizza la sua
corresponsione ad una data di gran lunga posteriore,
quando le circostanze originarie che ne avevano giustifi-
cato I'approvazione potrebbero non sussistere pit.

Le autorita italiane sostengono che il periodo di tempo
intercorso era necessario per concordare con le banche le
condizioni del finanziamento e affermano che la societa
era ancora in serie difficolta sei mesi dopo l'autorizzazione.
La Commissione ritiene che un lasso di tempo di tale
durata fra l'autorizzazione e la concessione dell'aiuto debba
essere giustificato da speciali circostanze e nutre dubbi
circa la loro presenza nel caso di specie.

Inoltre, ITtalia non ha trasmesso informazioni circa la
procedura fallimentare applicata a Sandretto: in particolare
se liscrizione degli importi dovuti allo Stato ne assicuri il
totale ed immediato recupero e se e quando l'attivita della
societd dovesse cessare. Pertanto la Commissione non ¢
certa che la procedura fallimentare assicuri leffettivo recu-
pero degli importi di aiuto erogati abusivamente.

3.3. Compatibilita con il mercato comune a titolo di
aiuto per la ristrutturazione

La Commissione deve valutare se esistano altri motivi
per dichiarare la compatibilita con il mercato comune
dellaiuto per il salvataggio illegalmente prorogato.
Conformemente al punto 20 degli orientamenti, gli aiuti a
favore delle imprese in difficolta possono essere
unicamente  considerati compatibili in base agli
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(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(1)

orientamenti stessi. La proroga dell'aiuto per il salvataggio
puo costituire un aiuto per la ristrutturazione compatibile
qualora soddisfi le condizioni per l'autorizzazione stabilite
ai punti 32-51 degli orientamenti. In particolare,
lautorizzazione di un aiuto per la ristrutturazione ¢
subordinata all'attuazione di un piano di ristrutturazione
realizzabile, credibile e solido da presentare alla
Commissione per approvazione.

Poiché ITtalia non ha presentato tale piano di ristruttura-
zione, la Commissione in questa fase ritiene improbabile
che la proroga dell'aiuto per il salvataggio possa essere
considerata compatibile a titolo di aiuto per la
ristrutturazione.

IV. CONCLUSIONE

La Commissione non dispone di elementi attestanti che la
societa abbia cessato di beneficiare dell'aiuto per il salva-
taggio dopo il termine dei sei mesi.

La Commissione ritiene peraltro che il considerevole lasso
di tempo intercorso fra l'autorizzazione e la concessione
dell’aiuto susciti dubbi riguardanti la necessita dell’aiuto e
debba percio essere giustificato da circostanze speciali del
caso. In questa fase la Commissione dubita che sussistano
siffatte circostanze speciali.

Inoltre, poiché le autorita italiane non hanno comunicato
alcuna informazione sulla procedura fallimentare applicata
a Sandretto, la Commissione dubita che la procedura falli-
mentare assicuri leffettivo recupero degli importi di aiuto
erogati abusivamente.

Infine, poiché ITtalia non ha presentato alcun piano di
ristrutturazione, la Commissione in questa fase ritiene
improbabile che la proroga dell'aiuto per il salvataggio
possa essere considerata compatibile a titolo di aiuto per la
ristrutturazione.

V. DECISIONE

La Commissione in questa fase ritiene probabile che
la proroga oltre il termine di sei mesi dellaiuto per il
salvataggio approvato a favore di Sandretto Industrie Srl
sia illegale e nutre dubbi circa la compatibilita della misura
con il mercato comune. La Commissione decide pertanto
di avviare il procedimento di indagine formale ai sensi
dellarticolo 88, paragrafo 2, del trattato CE e del

regolamento (CE) n. 659/1999 del Consiglio (9. Cid
premesso, la Commissione, nell'ambito del procedimento
di cui allarticolo 88, paragrafo 2, del trattato della CE,
invita ITtalia a inviarle eventuali osservazioni e a fornirle
qualsiasi informazione che possa essere utile ai fini della
valutazione dell'aiuto entro il termine di un mese dalla
data di ricezione della presente, in particolare
le informazioni richieste dallingiunzione di fornire
informazioni di cui al punto seguente.

(32) La Commissione, dato che le autorita italiane, nonostante
un sollecito, hanno fornito risposte incomplete alla sua
precedente richiesta di informazioni, ingiunge allltalia ai
sensi dell’articolo 10, paragrafo 3, del regolamento (CE)
n. 659/1999 di:

— presentare la prova della cessazione della prima tranche
della garanzia a seguito del rimborso del prestito,

— fornire informazioni dettagliate sulla seconda tranche
della garanzia, in particolare se sia stata utilizzata,

— fornire informazioni dettagliate circa lo stato di avanza-
mento della procedura fallimentare applicata a
Sandretto, in particolare se liscrizione degli importi
dovuti allo Stato nell'ambito della procedura ne assicuri
il pieno e immediato recupero,

— comunicare se I'impresa Sandretto continui a svolgere
la sua attivita,

— presentare un piano di liquidazione, ammesso che
esista.

La Commissione invita inoltre le autorita italiane a trasmettere
senza indugio copia della presente lettera a Sandretto.

La Commissione richiama all’attenzione del governo italiano che
l'articolo 88, paragrafo 3, del trattato CE ha effetto sospensivo e
che in forza dell'articolo 14 del regolamento (CE) n. 659/1999,
essa puo imporre allo Stato membro di recuperare presso il
beneficiario un aiuto illegalmente concesso.

La Commissione comunica allTtalia che informera gli interessati
attraverso la pubblicazione della presente lettera e di una sintesi
della stessa nella Gazzetta ufficiale dell'Unione europea. L’autorita di
sorveglianza EFTA sara del pari informata tramite invio di copia
della presente lettera. Le parti interessate saranno invitate a
presentare osservazioni entro un mese dalla data di tale
pubblicazione.”

(°) GUL 83 del 27.3.1999, pag. 5.
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ObP2KABHA IOMOILL — OBEIVHEHO KPAJICTBO

Oepxkagna nomowy C 13/08 (ex N 589/07) — Ilomoux 3a Channel 4, cBbp3aHa ¢ NpeMUHABAHETO KBM
mppoBo pazsnpbCKBaHe

IokaHa 3a mpenCTaBsAHe HA MHEHUs ChITIacHO wien 88, maparpad 2 or dorosopa 3a EO

(TekcT ot 3HaueHme 3a EVII)

(2008/C 137/10)

C muemo or 2 ampunn 2008 ., BB3IPOM3BENEHO HA €3VKa, UMITO TEKCT € aBTEHTMYEH, HAa CTPaHMLMTE CIIed TOBA
pestome, Kommensira yemomyt OOeIMHEHOTO KPAniCTBO 33 PELIEHMETO CH [a OTKpMe MpOLeNypaTa, MpemBuiucHa B
urten 88, maparpad 2 or Joroeopa 3a EO, otHocHO mpemoxeHara ¢uuancosa mopkpena 3a Channel 4, umsro men
€ [ ce [O3BOMY Ha KOMITAHMSATA [ [IOCPEIIHE Pa3XOmMTe 10 MPEMUHABAHETO KbM LIMPPOBO PasNphCKBAHE.

33,I/(HT€peCOBaHI/[TC CTpaHM Morar pga IpedcTaBAT MHCHMATA €M OTHOCHO MApKara, II0 OTHOLICHME Ha KOATO
Komucusita OTKpMBa IIpoLeaypaTa, B CpOK OT €dMH MeCCI] OT JaTaTa Ha HY6HI/IKyBaHC Ha TOBa pe€3lOME U Ha INICMOTO,

KO€TO CJIeliBa, Ha CIICOHMS afgpec:

European Commission
Directorate-General for Competition
State Aid Greffe

SPA 3 6/5

B-1049 Brussels

(axc (32-2) 296 12 42

Tesu MueHms me ObmarT mpemameHn Ha OOEIMHEHOTO KPANcTBO. 3ala3BaHETO B TajiHa HAa CAMONMYHOCTTA Ha
3aMHTEpECOBAHATA CTPAHA, KOSTO TMPENCTAaBs MHEHMETO, MOXe [a Oble MOMCKAHO IMCMEHO, KATo Ce Mocodar

NPpUYMHATE 33 MCKAHETO.

PE3IOME

ITPOLEOYPU

Mepkure, o orHomenyue Ha xouto KommcymaAra 3amodna Iporermy-
para, mocoueHa B wieH 88, maparpad 2, Osixa M3IMOXEHM Ha BHMMa-
Hieto Ha KoMmcusita oTHauano or xanbormomartern, a Mmocrne U upes
oQuUMATHO YBeOMIIeHNMe OT oprarute Ha OOEIMHEHOTO KPAJICTBO.

OINCAHME HA MAPKATA

Msipkata, 3a KOSITO € MOJIyYeHO YBEIOMIIEHME, € CBbP3aHa C IIOMOLITA
ot oprannte Ha ObeIMHEHOTO KparcTso, mo Kosro Ha Channel 4 ce
npegoctasaT 14 mnH. GBP, 3a ma ce nmomorse Ha KommaHusTa nia
TOCPEIIHE KAMUTATIOBUTE PA3XOMMTE MO IPEMIHABAHE KbM LUPPOBO
PaslpbCKBaHe.

Channel 4 e pammo M TeneBUSMOHEH OIEPATOP, YCTAHOBEH KaTo
MyONMMYHO APYXecTBO Oe3 aKLMOHepM M € HATOBApeH C MMCHS 3a
obuwecrena yoryra. Kanamsr Channel 4 e ocHOBHMAT KaHan Ha
mpyxecteoro Channel 4 Corporation (C4C) u ce ynpasrssa
eIMHCTBEHO HA TbPIOBCKA OCHOBA (KATO OCHOBHMAT M3TOYHMK Ha
npuxomy e pekinamara). Ilpes 2006 r. Komucusita monyun xanda ot
TBPIOBCKM pPAIMO M TeNEBM3MOHEH omepatop oT OOenMHeHOTo
KPAJICTBO, KOWTO MPOTeCTMpa Cpelly BCSKA Bb3MOXKHA (UHAHCOBA
nonkpena 3a Channel 4, Toit kato C4C npurexasa 3HAUNTENTHU U
JIOCTATHYHM KELIOBY Pe3epBH, 3a 1a IMOCPELIHE PasXOMUTE MO MpeMit-
HaBaHe KbM LMQPOBO PasnpbckBaHe, O3 Ja MMa HyXNa OT MOIKpela
¢ myOIMYHN CPEcTBa.

Pewennero Ha opraHute Ha OBGEIMHEHOTO KPAICTBO Ma TPENOCTABAT
nomour Ha Channel 4 mupa cnen 3ambnGoueH GMHAHCOB Tpernien Ha
Channel 4 or Ofcom npes 2007 1. u eKCrepTeH NOKJIAf, U3BbpLIEH
3a Ofcom or koHcynranTcka ¢upma (LEK).

Opranyte Ha OGEIMHEHOTO KPAJICTBO NPVEMAT, Ye MSPKATa, 3a KOSTO
e TOIyYeHO YBelIOMIeHMe, MpefcTaBNsABa MOMOI MO CMMUCHIA Ha
wien 87, maparpa 1 or [loroopa. Te TBHpIAT 0baue, 4e MspKara e
chBMecTiMa ¢ JIOroBopa 1o cutata Ha wieH 86, maparpad 2, Kato ce
B3eMe Impemsui choOueHvero Ha Kommenmsra (') 3a mpuiarae Ha
IpaBMIaTa 3a IbPKABHMUTE MOMOLIM II0 OTHOLICHME Ha MyOnmuyHaTa
yclayra  paslpocTpaHeHMe Ha Paliio W TeNeBM3MOHHM IPOrpaMu
(,cbOOLIEHeTO ) U TpUTe KpUTepusl, COpel KOMTO ClielBa [a ce
TpeleHsBa ChbBMECTMMOCTTA Ha MOMOUI OT TO3M BUM, & MMEHHO
deuHuyUg, 6631a2aHe W NPONOPYLOHAAHOCN.

KanGonoparersT ocropsa HyXpata OT (MHAHCOBA MOIKpena 3a
Channel 4. Toit tBbpuy, ue Channel 4 npurexasa 3HaumTETHM
(MHAHCOBM pe3epBM M [OCTATBUHM KeLIOBY HAIIMYHOCTH, 33 [Id
IOKpMe PasXO[MTe 3a NPEMMHABAHE KbM LMQPOBO Pa3IpPHCKBAHE.
Crioper: xkan6ononarers, Boipekyt e Channel 4 Moxe ma mpersprn
B Objielle TM0-HMCKA PEHTAOMITHOCT, CIOCOBHOCTTa Ha KOMITAHMATA [a
V3ITBIIHYM MUCHSTA CU 33 OOLUECTBEHa yCIyra HsMa [a MOCTPaga oT
TOBA U CIIEIOBATEITHO [IOMOLLTA He € HeOOXOMMMA.

OueHka Ha MspKara

B choTBeTCTBME ChC CHOOLIEHNMETO 33 PA3IPOCTPAHEHME HA PAIMO 1
TEJIEBU3MOHHM TIPOTpaMM B CNlydas Ha IIbpKaBHA IOJKpena 3a
OOLIECTBEHN PAIMO M TENEBM3MOHHM OMEpaToOpy, 3a [Ia OMpeerni
Iamy e Hanuue CBPbXKOMIeHcupaHe, Komucusra e TpsiGBa mbpso
Ia M3uMcIyM OpYTHMTE Pa3XOmM Ha MMCHSITA 33 OOLIECTBEHA yCiyra,
I1a M3BaM Meyanbata OT ThPrOBCKATA eKCILIOATALMS Ha OOLIeCTBeHaTa
ycayra (Hamp. pekiama), 3a Oa TONMy4M HETHUTE pasXomM 3a
obmectseHata ycmyra. OcseH ToBa Kommcnsita TpsiOBa ma ce ysepw,
ye BBIPOCHMAT ONEPaTOp He HapyllaBa HEHYXXHO KOHKYPEHLMATA O

() OBC 320,15.11.2001 r., c1p. 5.
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OTHOIICHME HAa THPOBCKUTE HEHOCTH, CBBP3aHM C OOLIeCTBeHATa
yciayra. AKO ca Hanuile HeTHM Pa3XOfM, Ha BBIIPOCHMS OINepaTop
CIlefiBa J1a ce pa3peluy Ja MOy4y IbpKaBHa MOMOLL.

TpenocTasenara nocera uudopMatmsi or OOEOMHEHOTO KPancTBo He
1n103BOJIsIBA Ha KommcusTa a npeuieHM [amy IpemByi 3albIXEHUsTa
M 3a IpeMuHaBaHe KbM LMQPoBO pasnpbcksare C4 1ie IpeThpIN B
KPAaTKOCPOUEH IUIaH HETHM PasXolu 3a oOlllecTBeHa yciyra, KoeTo Ou
TIO3BONINIIO Ha KOMITAHMSATA []a NOTY4M AbPXKABHA MOMOLL.

(1)

TEKCT HA IIMCMOTO

The Commission wishes to inform the United Kingdom
that, having examined the information supplied by your
authorities on the aid referred to above, it has decided to
initiate the procedure laid down in Article 88(2) of the
EC Treaty.

I. PROCEDURE

On 2 August 2006, the Commission received a complaint
(CP 186/06) by a UK-based television broadcaster against a
possible funding support that the UK authorities were
about to grant to Channel 4 to help it meet the costs of
the digital switchover.

On 10 October 2007, the UK authorities notified to the
Commission their decision to grant an aid of
GBP 14 million to Channel 4 to assist it to meet the
capital costs of digital switchover. In the notification the
UK authorities acknowledged that the notified measure
constitutes an aid within the meaning of Article 87(1), and
invited the Commission “to find that this aid is compatible
with the EC Treaty by virtue of Article 86(2) EC, having
regard (in particular) to the Commission’s Communica-
tion (} on the application of the State aid rules in relation
to public service broadcasting (‘the Communication”)”.

On 23 November 2007, the Commission asked the UK
authorities to provide further information and to clarify a
number of aspects of the notification. On 22 January
2008, the UK authorities submitted their reply.

II. DESCRIPTION

Background: Digital Switchover and Public Service Broadcasting
in the UK: A Brief Overview

The system of Public Service Broadcasting (“PSB”) in UK
television has evolved over the course of more than
70 years and competition was introduced gradually into
the system: Independent television (ITV) was launched in
1955, BBC Two went on air in 1964, Channel 4 came into
being in 1982, and Channel 5 (later Five) was launched in
1997.

Three appear to be the major sources of PSB in the UK:

— the BBC has historically been at the heart of the PSB
system, with wide-ranging public service obligations.
The corporation is exempt from commercial pressures,
due to its licence fee funding, and as such has been
able to maintain a broad portfolio of public service
activities across television, radio and, more recently,
new media,

(3 0JC320,15.11.2001, p. 5.
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— Channel 4, although financed by advertising, has an
embedded specific public service remit to be distinctive
and to experiment, innovate, educate and reach cultu-
rally diverse audiences freed from some of the restric-
tions on other commercial broadcasters, notably share-
holder returns and some programming quotas,

— commercial PSB broadcasters — ITV, Five and Teletext
— also have specific programming obligations. The
public service provision from the commercial players is
delivered in return for privileged access to scarce
analogue spectrum and the right to broadcast ().

In February 2005, Ofcom published the final report and
conclusions of its statutory Review of Public Service
Broadcasting (PSB) (*). Previous phases of the Review
underlined why the framework for delivering PSB would
need to change. In those phases, Ofcom highlighted
amongst other that the existing terrestrial analogue model
of commercially-funded PSB will not survive the transition
to digital and may erode rapidly prior to 2012.

Phase 3 of the PSB Review committed Ofcom to conduct a
more detailed review of Channel 4’s financial position in
2006/07. The PSB Review identified that changes in the
market are threatening the established PSB system, in the
sense that the move from analogue to digital, and conse-
quently multichannel, television may mean it is no longer
realistic to expect commercial broadcasters to deliver signi-
ficant PSB obligations due to their fragmenting audience
base. In particular, a key issue of the review concerned the
future viability of and operating model for Channel 4.

Channel 4

C4 Television Corporation (C4C) is an operator providing
public service broadcasting whose principal function is to
provide the public service television channel called
“Channel 4”. It is incorporated as a not for profit public
corporation but run on a commercial basis. C4C receives
no direct financial support from the State and all of its
income is derived from its channels, such as by the sale of
advertising and the commercial sponsorship of
programmes, and from other commercial activities
connected with its channels, such as the sale of books and
DVDs.

(10) Channels 4’s public service programming remit is defined

=

in Section 265(3) of the Communications Act 2003:

“The public service remit for Channel 4 is the provision of
a broad range of high quality and diverse programming
which, in particular:

(a) demonstrates innovation, experiment and creativity in
the form and content of programmes;

(b) appeals to the tastes and interests of a culturally diverse
society;

() Ofcom makes reference to a fourth source of PSB, the broadcastinﬁ

market at large which includes all other commercial broadcasters whic
while not explicitly entrusted with a PSB remit and have received no
funding or privileged access to spectrum, nonetheless produce content
that meets the PSB purposes although the supply its not guaranteed, see
“Digital PSB, Public Service Broadcasting post Digital Switchover”, Ofcom
Issue Paper, 27 July 2007, p. 6.

Section 264 of the Communications Act 2003 required Ofcom to
report on the effectiveness of the existing television public service
broadcasters — BBC, ITV, Channel 4, S4C, Five and Teletext — in the
delivery of their PSB obligations; and to make recommendations for
maintaining and strengthening the quality of PSB for the future.
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(11)

(13)

(14)

(c) makes a significant contribution to meeting the need
for the licensed public service channels to include
programmes of an educational nature and other
programmes of educative value; and

(d) exhibits a distinctive character”.

C4C’s statutory powers permit it to engage in activities
apart from the provision of Channel 4 itself. On this basis,
C4C has launched a series of other channels: two general
entertainment channels called “E4” and “More4”, a film
channel called “Film4”, and “C4 + 17, which runs Channel
4’s schedules an hour later than the channel itself (°). These
channels are not public service channels under current
legislation, and do not have public service remits.

C4C is not permitted to engage in any commercial activity
only for financial reasons: Section 199(1) of the 2003 Act
provides that “the activities that C4C are able to carry on
include any activities which appear to them”

(a) to be activities that it is appropriate for them to carry
on in association with the carrying out of their
primary functions; and

(b) to be connected, otherwise than merely in financial
terms, with activities undertaken by them for the
carrying out of those functions.

Section 199(2) of the 2003 Act defines the “primary func-
tions” of C4C as securing the continued provision of
Channel 4, and the fulfilment of that channel’s public
service remit. Schedule 9 to the Act makes detailed provi-
sion as to the regulation of C4C’s commercial activities by
Ofcom who must approve arrangements prepared by C4C
concerning the management of those activities, and those
arrangements must (in particular) address any risks those
activities could pose to the fulfilment of the primary func-
tions, and financial transparency as between the primary
functions and other activities.

The funding of C4C

As stated above, C4C is run on a commercial basis only
and does not receive any State funding. C4C financial
results for 2006 showed post-tax profits of GBP 14,5
million on a turnover of GBP 937 million, compared with
GBP 48,5 million post-tax profits on a turnover of
GBP 894 million in 2005 (°).

In the past, in order to ensure that Channel 4 can
continue to provide public service broadcasting, the UK
Government introduced a “safety net” in the form of a
financial support that would be funded by a levy on the

(°) E4, More4, Film Four and C4 + 1 are owned and operated by 4 Ventures
Ltd, which is 100 % owned by C4C.

(%) These results are for the C4C group which includes Channel 4, all other
non PSB channels, its new media activities (Channel 4.com), and
Channel 4 International Limited which is responsible for the exploita-
tion of secondary rights. C4C also has partial stakes in a number of
other subsidiaries including One Word Radio Limited in which C4C
holds 51 % of the equitr, and the 4 Digital Group Limited (which holds

the licence to a nationa

DAB multiplex) in which it has a 55 % stake. It

also holds 50 % of a joint-venture digital channel business with Emap, a

ver
stakes in a number of other

successful UK media corgoration. 4 Ventures also holds equity
usinesses including Popworld (29 %),

SwitchCo (11 %), Espresso Broadband (10 %), Taste of London (50 %).

(16

(17

(19

(20

=

)

=

)

=

Channel 3 licence holders (that is, ITV) if Channel 4’s
advertising revenue proved insufficient. The commercial
success of Channel 4 was such that the system never
needed to be activated, and was repealed in 2003.

C4C and digital switchover

Channel 4 operates under a licence granted to C4C by
Ofcom. New licences were granted to ITV, Channel 4 and
Five by Ofcom in December 2004, and in common with
the other new licences, the Channel 4 licence requires C4C
to provide the service in digital form, and to deliver that
service by digital terrestrial television so as to secure cove-
rage that is equivalent to, or substantially the same as, that
currently achieved by the analogue service. According to
those licences, switchover must be completed by
31 December 2012. C4C was obliged to accept the new
licence whereas the legislation gave ITV and Five the
opportunity to refuse the new licences.

As part of the UK Government's switchover policy, all the
operators of the PSB multiplexes will need to extend their
transmission network from the current 80 digital transmit-
ters to the 1 154 transmitters currently used for analogue
transmissions.

Channel 4, in digital form, is currently delivered on the
Digital 3 & 4 multiplex (as well as on cable, satellite and
DSL). That multiplex carries the national and regional ITV
channels, Channel 4 and the free to view, commercial
channels E4, More4 and C4 + 1 (all 100 % owned by and
provided by the C4C). The licence for this multiplex is held
by Digital 3 & 4 a company which is owned in equal
shares by the ITV companies and C4C. 48,5 % of the capa-
city is reserved for ITV, 48,5 % for C4C, and 3 % for the
digital version of the public Teletext service.

C4C pays carriage charges to Digital 3 & 4 — the multi-
plex licence holder and operator. They are charged at cost,
and charges are apportioned between the two main users
of the multiplex in proportion to the capacity reserved for
them. Thus, C4C and ITV each pays 48,5 % of the multi-
plex’s costs ().

In turn, the multiplex operator must negotiate with the
owners of transmitting masts and sites and the providers
of “managed transmission services” to secure the physical
transmission of the services carried on the multiplex.
Negotiations for new digital terrestrial transmission
contracts were concluded in August 2007. The masts and
sites owners actually will incur the capital expenditure
needed to build the transmission network in order to meet
the coverage obligation in the new licences. They will
recover those costs from the multiplex operator over the
life of the transmission contract, and the multiplex
operator will in turn pass those costs on to the broadca-
sters seeking carriage.

(') C4C, by internal accounting, imposes a notional charge on Channel 4

and the other C4C channels for the capacity they occupy.
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(22)

(23)

(24)

C4C's share (48,5 % of the total) of the costs of building
out and running the Digital 3 & 4 multiplex to the extent
required to meet the coverage obligation in the new licence
will be in the region of GBP [...] (*) million through to the
end of 2034. The elements of the capital costs of the
project relevant to C4C are likely to be in the range GBP
[...] million to GBP [...] million over the build-out period.
Digital 3&4 has structured this into a 26 year management
contract to manage the impact on their annual cash flows.
The front-end of the management contract overlaps with
the BBC’s current licence fee period from 2008-2013. The
amount payable by C4C over the latter period is
GBP 14 million, of which GBP 7 million relates to the
repayment of principal and the remainder to the cost of
financing the capital over that period.

To date, take-up of digital platforms is growing very
rapidly in the UK. This has been driven both by rapid
growth in digital terrestrial television (the Freeview plat-
form), and continued growth by Sky (Satellite). Partly due
to this rapid penetration of multichannel television,
existing analogue channels as a whole have also lost share
on every platform, due to increased competition from
digital-only channels (although many of the more
successful channel launches have been by the existing
analogue channels themselves). Although analogue chan-
nels including the BBC and ITV have experienced over the
last year a declining audience share, digital only channels
have benefited from (and helped to cause) the main terre-
strial broadcasters’ declining audience share. In its “Issue
Paper” of July 2006, Ofcom noted that the digital channels
launched by the existing terrestrial broadcasters have
actually performed better and have compensated in part
for the decline in the flagship PSB (¥).

Main features of the aid

The UK government has announced that it will grant C4C
GBP 14 million to enable it to meet the costs of digital
switchover. The main features of the notified aid can be
described as follows.

The aid will be calculated according to the actual costs to
C4C of the capital expenditure (not running costs)
incurred in converting the DTT transmission network to a
fully digital operation. Negotiations between Digital 3 & 4
and its preferred transmission provider (Arquiva) were
jointly conducted by ITV and C4C in order to reach the
most advantageous deal with its broadcast transmission
service provider. The actual costs of converting the
network will be known by the time the aid becomes
payable.

The aid will be funded out of the proceeds of the TV
licence fee (levied on every household that uses a television
to receive broadcast services) and administered and
disbursed by the BBC. The level of the licence fee, and
hence the level of income to the BBC, has been set in a

(*) Confidential data.
(%) Ofcom: “Digital PSB, Public Service broadcasting post Digital Switc-
hover”, Issue PiFer 27 July 2006, “For Channel 4 — where the main

channel has pe

ormed well — strong digital share and revenues have

meant its overall performance has improved substantially”, p. 16.

(26)
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pay aid to C4C.

There will be a mechanism to ensure that the BBC is not
over-compensated. The BBC will receive no more from
licence fee proceeds than it is liable to disburse in aid to
C4C or in meeting the reasonable administrative costs of
the scheme proposed measure. In that sense, BBC is not in
any way whatsoever the recipient or beneficiary of the aid,
simply the administrator of the aid mechanism granted by
the UK authorities to C4C.

IIl. CHANNEL 4 FINANCIAL REVIEW BY OFCOM
(JUNE 2007): THE LEK STUDY

During the PSB Review in 2006, Ofcom found no strong
evidence of a short term funding gap at the time of the
review for Channel 4 which could threaten the delivery of
its remit but stated that there would be a need to revisit
the issue. In 2007, Ofcom carried out the Financial Review
of Channel 4 to assess the Channel 4 Group’s financial
viability in delivering its PSB remit by looking into the
historic and current financial position of Channel 4 and
the likely resilience of its funding model in the face of
changing competitive pressures. To that end, Ofcom asked
LEK, a financial consultancy, to undertake, on its behalf, a
detailed review of Channel 4 Group’s financial statements,
business plans and management accounts for the past five
years, and of its future performance projections. In parallel
to the LEK's report, Ofcom examined the delivery of
Channel 4’s public service remit, mainly how Channel 4
defines and implements its remit.

In short, LEK found that “there is likely to be a slow dete-
rioration in the Group’s surplus” to 2008 (%), but noted
that since Channel 4 has “substantial” cash reserves, there
would be “no immediate, pressing risk to Channel 4” ().
Even taking into account significant variations between
their “low”, “high” and “central” scenarios, LEK identified
“no significant risk of intractable financial challenges emer-
ging before 2010” (%), and “little evidence to suggest that
Channel 4’s remit delivery would need to be fundamentally
compromised before 2010” ().

LEK, however, concluded that “it is likely that the Group
will cease to be profitable around 2010, and will become
increasingly unprofitable thereafter ... LEK’s assessment is
that Channel 4’s funding model is likely, in the medium
term, to become unsustainable”. The Group’s other chan-
nels are expected to move into profit in 2007 but LEK did
not expect returns from this source to be sufficient to
offset losses on the core channel ('2).

LEK identified the following as the key trends driving the
C4C future performance (i) flat or declining advertising
revenues; (i) higher prices for acquired programming and
competition for its original productions; (iii) cost inflation;
and (iv) a more pessimistic view of the likely profitability
of the Group’s ancillary businesses than the group itself
takes.

Section 3, paragraphe 3.2.
19 Section 3, paragraphe 3.5.

Ibid.

13) Section 3, paragraphs 3.6 and 3.7.
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(31) In the light of this analysis, Ofcom took the view that the
current and future market pressures on Channel 4 “could
have a gradual, but cumulatively serious, impact on
Channel 4’s delivery of its remit” (**). For Ofcom, there is a
wider issue of how to measure and enhance the monito-
ring of Channel 4’s PSB output (4).

(32) Ofcom considered that there is a need to be open to
looking at fundamental reform of Channel 4's financial
model in the long term (**). Contrary to LEK’s figures
which suggested that there is time to monitor performance
further before intervening, Ofcom considered that it might
take time to identify and implement a long-term interven-
tion and that accordingly there is a case for the UK govern-
ment to look at short-term, transitional measures which:

— they would provide support during the transitional
period between now and 2011-2012,

— they would be quantifiable and hence provide the
Group with greater certainty,

— the Group would be able to demonstrate how these
measures would help delivery of Channel 4’s remit,

— they would not have long-term effects or implications
for longer-term policy (*°).

(33) Although Ofcom expressed no opinion on the notified aid,
the UK authorities consider that the notified aid meets
Ofcom’s above listed criteria.

IV. COMMENTS FROM THE PARTIES INVOLVED
The UK position: the justification for the aid

(34) The UK authorities argue that the aid to C4C is justified
for two main reasons. First, as a public corporation with
no shareholders, C4C has no access to the capital markets;
and second, any calls on its resources would mean that
there is less money available for other aspects of the busi-
ness, including public service programming, since the
reserves accumulated from previous years are finite and
partly required to fund the working capital requirements
of the business (7).

(35) In cash terms, in 2007 C4C will have spent
GBP 636 million on programming for Channel 4 and its
other non-PSB digital channels. At the same time, the UK
expects that income from Channel 4 over the same period
is likely to fall, as a result (in particular) of the fact that, in
a fully digital environment, Channel 4’s audience share will
drop, with a corresponding effect on advertising revenue.
In particular the UK has produced data showing that

(") Section 3, paragraph 3.16.

(**) Section 3, paragraphs 3.16 and 3.17 and Section 5, paragraph 5.10.

(") See Section 5, paragraphs 5.35 to 5.40.

(") Section 5, paragraphs 5.24 to 5.27.

(') The UK acknowledges that C4C’s currently healthy cash balances are
being used to acquire increased commercial footprint and further
cross-media access, e.g. moving into radio to address long term struc-
tural issues, including through investment in a company which
secured the newly-awarded national DAB multiplex as a joint venture
with a consortium of radio broadcasters.

Channel 4’s share of viewing is highest in an analogue
terrestrial home (14,5 %) with access to only five channels,
and lowest in a cable or satellite home having hundreds of
channels available (6,7 %). Digital switchover would mean
that the number of analogue terrestrial homes — where
Channel 4 performs best — will eventually fall to zero as
the remaining homes in the UK without digital television
are required to opt for one or the other of the multi-
channel platforms.

(36) The UK authorities add that while its audience is bound to

decline with the advent of the DTT and the multichannel
home environment, C4C must still assume the costs of
simulcasting in analogue and digital mode until switchover
is complete.

(37) Accordingly, the UK authorities argue that the negative

(38

=

effect of switchover on C4C’s financial position is signifi-
cant. Although the proposed GBP 14 million aid is relati-
vely small when compared to Channel 4’s total program-
ming expenditure, the aid will have a significant impact on
the ability of C4C to continue to deliver its public service
remit. As a commercial broadcaster, C4C’s funding model
involves an implicit cross-subsidy whereby its most profi-
table programming generates commercial surpluses to
finance loss-making programming, particularly in tradi-
tional PSB genres such as News and Current Affairs,
characterised by high costs and limited revenue potential.
Without the aid, C4C may be forced to divert expenditure
away from certain genres which deliver significant public
value in order to focus on more commercial programming.
In other words, without the aid, the costs of digital switc-
hover will have a direct impact on the resources available
to C4C to meet its public service remit. Moreover, since
the obligations of digital switchover and the associated
costs are essentially attributable to the Government’s switc-
hover policy, the UK authorities consider it appropriate for
there to be a contribution to those costs from public
resources.

Thus, the UK authorities believe that it is appropriate to
remove one of the pressures being faced by C4C, by gran-
ting State aid to give C4C assistance with meeting the
capital costs involved in converting to a digital transmis-
sion the network that carries Channel 4.

Aid compatible with the Treaty

(39) The UK authorities accept that the notified measure consti-

(")

tutes aid within the meaning of Article 87(1). It argues
however that the measure is compatible with the Treaty by
virtue of Article 86(2) EC, having regard to the Commis-
sion’s Communication (**) on the application of the State
aid rules in relation to public service broadcasting (“the
Communication®) and the three particular criteria accor-
ding to which the compatibility of aid of this nature falls
to be judged, namely, definition, entrustment and propor-
tionality.

Communication from the Commission on the application of Sate aid
rules to public service broadcasting (2001/C 320/04) (O] C 320,
15.11.2001, p. 5).
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(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)

(40) In particular, Sections 231, 264 and 265(3) of the

Communications Act 2003, taken with the new licence,
satisfy the “definition” criterion. Sections 23 and 24(3) of
the Broadcasting Act 1990 and Section 265(3) of the
2003 Act, along with the licence, will further satisfy the
“entrustment” requirement (*°).

With regard to the criterion of “proportionality* the UK
authorities consider that the sums paid in support of
Channel 4 will not exceed the capital costs of providing
near-universal coverage as a public service, and that any
market distortions implicit in the funding could not be
avoided or reduced by adopting another means of delive-
ring or funding the remit. They argue that the aid will
correspond to the capital costs of converting the transmis-
sion network to digital broadcasting by analysing the
charges paid by C4C to the multiplex operator for the
transmission of its services. The UK authorities clarify that
the costs to expand the multiplex are fixed regardless of
any other channels that may be carried alongside
Channel 4. Likewise any income or other economic advan-
tage (higher advertising revenues from a larger audience)
will need to be deducted from the amount of the aid.
Although in the long term C4C will no longer have to
incur any simulcast costs, which will help to reduce the
overall cost of C4C, the UK authorities consider that the if
C4C is entitled to an aid for the capital costs of digital
conversion, it is also entitled to any consequential benefits
that may result thereof.

The UK authorities acknowledge that C4C has built
substantial cash reserves through time (up to
GBP 170 million). They argue however that a significant
portion of those reserves is required to manage C4C’s
working capital requirements (an average of GBP 75 million
per month). Its average capital balance for 2007 stood at
GBP 137 million. The UK argues that contrary to allega-
tions by others, C4C need to keep these reserves to protect
against revenue variations and to make further investments
in new business activities that could offset the expected
decline of the core PSB channel.

Finally, the aid will not allow C4C to distort competition
in the advertisement market, given that the advertisement
market does not operate on the basis of discounted rates,
but on the basis of annual purchases of airtime that deliver
a number of “impacts“ to the advertiser.

In their reply to a request for further information, the UK
authorities further clarified that the aid to C4C is indented
to address not only the capital costs of switchover but also
the broader impact that switchover will have on C4C
medium-to-long term financial performance.

The complainant’s position

Although supportive of the PSB system and the State’s
intervention to maintain and sustain a high level of PSB,
the complainant considers that the proposed aid to

(") The “definition”, “entrustment” and “proportionality test” are the three

cumulative conditions that need to Ee met in order or a measure to
benefit from the derogation of Article 86(2), see paragraph 29 of the
“Broadcasting” Communication, op. cit.

(46
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Channel 4 is not justified. Channel 4 has accumulated
reserves of around GBP 150 million through its commer-
cial operations and is thus in a position to face up to the
expected short term challenges identified by the LEK report
and the Ofcom review.

The complainant considers that the question whether in
the longer term the funding mechanism of Channel 4
should be reviewed in detail to take into account the
changes in the broadcasting market post digital switchover
is a wholly separate issue, one which is currently under
review by Ofcom. The aid should not therefore be used to
address the longer term issues facing Channel 4 under the
disguise of a support mechanism for the capital costs of
digital switchover.

More importantly, the complainant argues that the current
decision-making process has been opaque given that there
has not yet been any kind of assessment of the costs for
Channel 4 to deliver its PSB remit. As a result, there is no
correlation between the GBP 14 million aid pledged for
Channel 4 and the alleged threat that digital switchover
will have on the delivery of its PSB remit.

The complainant stresses that during the period
1999-2005, all the non-PSB commercial activities of
Channel 4 made cumulative losses of GBP 200 million
which were offset by the profits made by the core
Channel 4. The complainant argues that the aid will allow
C4C to continue subsidising its non PSB commercial chan-
nels distorting competition in the market. For the
complainant, C4C would be better off in the coming years
sub-leasing the free DTT spectrum in has received for its
other non-PSB channels and reinvest the money to support
the core PSB channel. The complainant estimates that
subleasing the “free” spectrum used by the 3 commercial
channels between 2007-2012, C4C would have between
GBP 52 and GBP 116 million more than if it continued to
provide its digital channels.

V. ANALYSIS

1.1. The existence of aid

Article 87(1) of the EC Treaty states:

“Save as otherwise provided in this Treaty, any aid granted
by a Member State or through State resources in any form
whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competi-
tion by favouring certain undertakings or the production
of certain goods shall, in so far as it affects trade between
Member States, be incompatible with the common
market”.

In order for aid in the sense of Article 87(1) to be present,
there needs to be an aid measure imputable to the State
which is granted by State resources, affects trade between
Member States and distort competition in the common
markets, and confers a selective advantage to undertakings.
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(51) In the present case, the Commission notes that the notified

measure: (i) constitutes a transfer of State resources to
C4C (); (ii) it would favour a particular undertaking in
the market, C4C — BBC is not a recipient or a beneficiary
of the aid insofar as BBC will receive no more from the
licence fee proceeds than it is liable to disburse in aid to
C4C or in meeting the reasonable administrative costs of
the proposed measure (see paragraphs 25 and 26 above;
(i) by helping C4C to meet switchover costs that other
broadcasters might need to meet themselves it would
distort, or threaten to distort, competition; and (iv) it could
affect trade between Member States in that C4C operates
in a European market, even though it is providing public
service broadcasting in the UK — for example, it competes
with other broadcasters for sports and other programme
rights, and the market for the sale of broadcast advertising
is to an extent international. The UK authorities have
stated in the notification that the notified measure consti-
tutes and aid within the meaning of Article 87(1) of the
Treaty.

Conclusions

(52) In the light of the foregoing the Commission can therefore

conclude that the notified State measure, in as much as it
confers an advantage to C4C which is likely to distort
competition and affect trade between Member States
constitutes an aid within the meaning of Article 87(1).

1.2. The compatibility assessment

Preliminary remarks

(53) It should be recalled that the Commission is in principle in

favour of public support for the digital switchover
provided that a number of conditions are respected. In
particular, the Commission has stated in the past that it
would take a favourable view for “financial compensation
to public service broadcasters for the cost of broadcasting
via all transmission platforms in order to reach the entire
population, provided this forms part of the public service
mandate” (*!).

(54) However, the situation of Channel 4 is different in some

respects from that of other public service broadcasters.
Although entrusted with a PSB remit, Channel 4 is
supposed to conduct all of its business and operations on
the strength of its commercial activities only. Thus, C4C

(%% That conclusion is not affected by the fact that the aid will be funded

from the proceeds of the licence f}e,e of BBC. As the Commission found
in the past, “the compulsory legal nature of the licence fee [of BBC]
and the express approval by the State for the financing of the service
from licence fee funds unequivocally establish the use of state
resources”; see Commission Decision of 1 October 2003, State aid
37/03 — United Kingdom, “BBC Digital Curriculum”, at paragraph 21.
See in particular, IP/05/1394 issued at the time of the adoption of the
Commission Decision in case C 25/2004 “DVB-T Berlin-Brandenburg”
where the Commission also explained how digital TV could be
supported. The Commission is in favour of public support for the
digital switchover also for broadcaster’s activities beyond what is
covered by their public service remit. As the Commission has stated in
the past, grants can “aim at covering part of the additional cost of
broadcasters caused by the additional burden to broadcast both in
analogue and digital mode” and “it is also possible to award grants to
broadcasters for investments enabling digital signal transmission”.
Beneficiaries of such grants can be goth private broadcasters and
public service broadcasters. Such grants have to be technologically
neutral, beneficiaries have to be se(f)ected in open calls for proposals,
the funding has to be necessary for the realisation of the project and be
limited to the directly attributable, actually incurred eligilee costs for
the projects; see Commission decision of 16 March 2005, N 622/03
— Austria, “Digitalisierungsfonds”.

does not receive any public financial support (like the BBC
does through a licence fee or any other mechanism to that
effect) but relies on the strength and the flexibility of a
commercial operator to deliver its PSB remit. For that
reason, there is a need to ensure that the market condi-
tions within which C4C competes against other commer-
cial broadcasters is not distorted by the notified measure.
In this respect, the Commission notes that C4C, relying on
the strength of its recent commercial successes, has over
the last years launched other broadcasting commercial
channels, has ventured into video on demand services and
has made a foray into new media internet activities, increa-
sing its market share and advertising revenues. Therefore,
one would have expected that Channel 4, as the complai-
nant has argued, might be in a sound financial position
and able to pay for the costs of its digital expansion,
drawing on its current cash reserves and commercial reve-
nues.

It is equally true that as Ofcom has noted in its Review of
Channel 4’s financial situation, in the future, Channel 4,
like any other traditional analogue broadcasters, will most
likely have to compete within a fiercely competitive digital
multichannel environment, vying for advertising revenues
and audience capable for sustaining the delivery of its PSB
remit. In that sense, digital switchover presents new chal-
lenges for existing analogue broadcasters (but also more
opportunities).In the present case, for the reasons
explained in more detail below, the information provided
by the UK does not enable the Commission to assess
whether or not, taking into account the market develop-
ment, C4C will have in the short term a net public service
cost which could justify the granting of State aid. If such
net public service cost cannot be demonstrated, any grant
of State aid by the UK authorities would imply overcom-
pensation of C4C.

Assessment of compatibility under Article 87(2) and 87(3)

As stated in the Broadcasting Communication, State aid
provided for public service broadcasting must be examined
by the Commission in order to determine whether or not
it can be found compatible with the common market. The
derogations listed in Article 87(2) and Article 87(3) can be
applied. However, the UK authorities have not relied on
any of the above mentioned provisions nor have they
argued that the notified aid falls under the cultural exemp-
tion of Article 87(3)(d). Instead, the UK authorities have
argued that aid should be declared compatible under
Article 86(2) concerning services of general economic inte-
rest.

Assessment of compatibility under Article 86(2): Risk of
overcompensation

As the Court has consistently held, Article 86 provides for
a derogation and must therefore be interpreted
restrictively. The Court has clarified that in order for a
measure to benefit from such a derogation, it is necessary
that all the following conditions be fulfilled: (i) the service
in question must be a service of general economic interest
and clearly defined as such by the Member State
(definition); (i) the undertaking in question must be
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(62)

explicitly entrusted by the Member State with the
provision of that service (entrustment); and (i) the
application of the competition rules of the Treaty (in this
case, the ban on State aid) must obstruct the performance
of the particular tasks assigned to the undertaking and the
exemption from such rules must not affect the
development of trade to an extent that would be contrary
to the interests of the Community (proportionality test). In
the present case, it is not contested that the two first
above mentioned conditions that is “definition” and
“entrustment” are fulfilled. Indeed, Channel 4 has been
entrusted by law with the delivery of a public service remit
and is also subject to the supervision of Ofcom.
Channel 4's public service programming remit has also
been defined in Section 265(3) of the Communications
Act 2003.

The Commission has doubts as to whether the financial
support pledged for Channel 4 is necessary and propor-
tional within the meaning of the Broadcasting Communi-
cation. As mentioned above, the Commission’s practice
has been to accept that public service broadcasters can
receive aid for the extra capital costs that result from their
obligation to switch to digital transmission and their obli-
gation to continue covering as large a territory as in the
analogue era. In fact, BBC is funding its own digital switc-
hover from a corresponding increase in the licence fee.

As stated above, Channel 4 position is however different to
the extent that its PSB remit is funded and supported
exclusively by the commercial activities (advertising reve-
nues) of its core channel and all its other broadcasting,
non-PSB channels. Thus, to the extent that C4C may have
the financial resources to meet its PSB obligations on the
digital terrestrial platform (cash reserves), the mere fact
that the switchover may affect its profitability (but not
viability) does not constitute a valid reason for claiming
State funding.

In particular on the basis of the LEK report, the Commis-
sion has doubts as to whether there can be a proper or
adequate justification for the aid given to Channel 4 given
the basic conclusion of the report according to which,
although there may be a long term funding issue for
Channel 4, in the short to medium term Channel 4 faces
the prospect of declining profits, not the loss of its ability
to deliver its PSB remit or indeed to maintain its current
scheduling.

In fact, in a recent Statement by Channel 4 concerning its
Programme Policy for 2007, it is said that ,continuing the
corporate strategy initially set out in 2004, Channel 4 will
extend the values of its remit across the digital channels
More4, E4 and Film4 and in its new media services
without diminishing its core channel offer. For the first
time, Channel 4’s entire digital TV channel portfolio will
be available free-to-air on all digital platforms for the
whole year in 2007. New media activities will increase
considerably, with a 2007 budget of 22 million-key deve-
lopments will include the re-launch of E4.com, improve-
ments in the 40D video on demand service, new auto-
mated online programme support and the redesign of
channel4.com with new web2.0 tools for use across
Channel 4 sites”.

Far from indicating any kind of financial difficulties or
challenges, the above 2007 Statement shows that C4C will
not only maintain its core channel offer (thus no perceived
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threat to its PSB remit delivery) but will also invest in new
media, relaunch some of its non-PSB channels and invest
in new video on demand services.

In its reply to the Commission request for information, the
UK authorities stated that the aid is not only intended to
cover the capital cost of digital switchover, but also the
overall impact of switchover on Channel 4’s medium to
long-term financial performance. However, Channel 4’s
long-term financial performance is a separate issue, linked
to the question of what kind of funding support Channel
4 will need in the future to deliver its PSB remit.

This exercise would require assessing the costs for delive-
ring Channel 4’s PSB remit. This has not been done by the
UK authorities for the purposes of the notified aid mecha-
nism. Accordingly, the Commission does not have at this
stage the required information to assess whether the aid in
question is indeed necessary and proportional to help
Channel 4 meet its PSB remit post digital switchover.In
fact, given that C4C is not currently facing any financial
difficulty, the necessity of the notified aid is not clear.

The Commission’s doubts are further compounded by the
fact that all the other non-PSB Channels of C4C are also
benefiting from the digital expansion of the 3 & 4 Multi-
plex given to C4C without bearing the relative costs (*).
At this stage, it is not clear to the Commission why the
non-PSB commercial activities of Channel 4 should benefit
from the aid to Channel 4 if they are not entrusted by law
with the delivery of a PSB remit.

In its reply to the request for information, the UK authori-
ties stated that the current reserves of C4C (around
GBP 145 million) are earmarked to meet the monthly
capital expenditure of the Corporation and cannot be
treated as proper reserves. At this stage, however, it is not
clear to the Commission why the current reserves of C4C
could not also be used for the costs of digital switchover
and should only be used for the on-going financing of
C4C’s current and new media and broadcasting activities
that are non related to C4’s PSB remit.

It may be recalled that in the most likely scenarios, LEK’s
analysis of Channel 4’s business model points to declining
profits from 2008 onwards. However, as Ofcom has also
confirmed, in these scenarios Channel 4’s cash reserves are
more than sufficient to ensure the survival of the core
channel until at least 2010, “fluctuations in working capital
notwithstanding” (¥*). This conclusion by Ofcom is at odds
with the UK authorities’ position that the cash reserves
should remain intact to protect C4C against possible fluc-
tuations in the working capital requirementsln more posi-
tive scenarios, LEK’s analysis indicates that Channel 4’s
business model may be able to deliver stable profits and
growing cash balances throughout the period to 2012.
According to Ofcom, the above suggests that in LEK’s
projections there are unlikely to be “immediate, intractable
financial pressures that would require Channel 4 to make signifi-
cant reductions in its remit delivery before around 2010”.

Non-PSB channels would not meet any of the investment costs related
to the digital expansion. As mentioned in footnote 7, C4C currently
charges non-PSB channels for the spectrum capacity they occupy by
internal accounting.

Ofcom, Channel 4 Financial review, Statement, 14 June 2007, page 1.
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From 2010 onwards, LEK suggests that financial pressures
on the core channel are likely to grow. However, the
timing and extent of the pressures cannot be predicted
with certainty. If the programme mix remains unchanged,
LEK’s analysis suggests that Channel 4’s commercial perfor-
mance is likely to deteriorate, as a result of increasing
competition for its most profitable programmes, and some
ongoing inflation in other programme costs at a time of
flat or declining advertising revenues.

These scenarios are however separate issues not linked as
such to the capital costs of digital switchover, but to the
consequences of the digital switchover itself. The analysis
of these scenarios may result in an assessment of the
ability of Channel 4 to deliver its PSB remit in a multic-
hannel digital environment. Such an analysis however has
not been undertaken by the UK authorities in the notifica-
tion. The Commission notes that this issue is currently
being analysed by Ofcom and no conclusions are available
at this stage.

One would have expected Channel 4 to have made an
analysis of the expected costs of the public service and
expected revenues from the commercial exploitation of
that service (which according to the broadcasting commu-
nication must be discounted from the public service costs)
in order to assess whether the capital costs of switchover
can be met, or whether State aid is necessary.

It is important to stress here that Ofcom in its latest finan-
cial review of Channel 4 (see above paragraph (32)) did
not rule out the adoption of short term measures “if they
helped Channel 4 avoid making reductions in its public service
delivery in response to uncertainty about it financial position”.
For Ofcom such measures would need to have the follo-
wing characteristics: (i) provide support between now and
2011-2012; (i) their impact could be quantified and
known to Channel 4 with a reasonable degree of certainty;
(iiiy Channel 4 would be able to demonstrate how such
measures would help the core channel continue to deliver
its remit; and (iv) such measures should not have any
lasting consequences that might prejudice the Govern-
ment’s longer term policy for Channel 4 (*). Even if we
were to accept that the notified aid is in fact a short term
measure aimed not so much at enabling Channel 4
meeting the capital costs of digital switchover, but the
declining profitability in a multichannel competitive envi-
ronment, the notified aid does not appear to have any of
the above characteristics. In fact, although the notified
measure does not appear to have any long lasting effect on

(72)

(74

=

(75)

how Channel 4 may operate in the future, there has not
been any quantification so far of the net costs of C4Cs PSB
remit in a digital environment, neither Channel 4 has
demonstrated that the aid will be necessary to deliver its
PSB remit.

Conclusions

According to the broadcasting communication, in the case
of State support for public service broadcasting, in order
to determine whether there is overcompensation, the
Commission would need first to determine the gross costs
of the PSB, deduct the benefit of the commercial exploita-
tion of the public service (e.g. advertising) so as to obtain
the net public service cost. Moreover, the Commission has
to ascertain that the broadcaster in question does not
engage in distortions of competition which are not neces-
sary for the fulfilment of the public service mission. Only
if there is a net cost, then the said broadcaster should be
entitled to obtain State aid.

The information provided so far by the UK does not enable
the Commission to assess whether or not given its digital
switchover obligations, C4 will have in the short term net
public service costs which would allow it to receive State

aid.

To conclude, the Commission doubts whether the notified
measure is compatible with the common market.

VI. DECISION

In the light of the foregoing considerations the Commis-
sion requests the UK authorities to provide all necessary
information to demonstrate (on the basis of the appro-
priate financial data) that the aid they intend to grant to
C4 is necessary in order to enable C4 to deliver its public
service remit, and is not going to result in overcompensa-
tion, taking into account also the revenues of C4C from its
commercial activities.

The Commission request your authorities to forward a
copy of this letter to the recipient of this aid immediately.

The Commission wishes to remind the United Kingdom
that Article 88(3) of the EC Treaty has suspensory effect,
and would draw your attention to Article 14 of
Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999, which provides
that all unlawful aid may be recovered from the recipient.”

(**) Ibid atp. 5.
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