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Anogaon tou Awaotnpiov (tétapto tuipa) e 9Ine Tentepfpiov 2021 [aitnon Tou
Bundesverwaltungsgericht (Avetpia) yia v ¢kdoon npodikactikic anogdaoeng] — Adler Real Estate
AG, Petrus Advisers LLP, GM «ata Finanzmarktaufsichtsbehorde (FMA)

(Ynodeon C-605/18) ()

([Ipodixaotik mapamnoprni — Kivytés akiec sionypéves npoc Sanpaypdtevon oe pudulopevy ayopa
nov Ppioketar 1) Aertovpyel o€ kpatog pélog — Yroxpéworn Siapaveias — Kowornoiron tr¢ anokriorc
«OHHAVTIKOV CUPHETOXOV» OTO KEPAAALO ETAIPIOV ATIO «TIPOCWTIA TIOU EVEPYOUV GE GUVEVVON|GI]» —
Obnyia 2004/109/EK — Apdpo 3, mapaypagoc 1a, tétapto dagio — Evwoia Tov «avotpitepov
anartijoswvy — O8yia 2004/25/EK — «Enomteia» and apyr mov £xet oprotei Suvapel Tov apdpov 4 ti¢
od1yiag avtrg)

(2021/C 462/04)

IMwooa diadikaciag: 1 yeppaviki

Artolv dikaetipio

Bundesverwaltungsgericht

Awadikor oty unddeon e kopiag dikng

Adler Real Estate AG, Petrus Advisers LLP, GM
Kara

Finanzmarktaufsichtsbehorde (FMA)

AatakTikd

To apdpo 3, mapaypagog la, tetapto edagio, onpelo iii, g odnylag 2004/109/EK tou Eupwnaikot Kowofouliou kat tou
SupPouliou, g 151¢ Aekepfpiou 2004, yia ™V evapuovion TV TPOUTOVEcELY Slapavelag avagopika {ie vy mAnpo@opnon
oyetika pe ekdOTec TV omolwv ot kvtég afieg éyouv ewsaxdel mpog dampaypdtevon ot pudpOpeV ayopd Kal yia TV
Tpomonoinon g odnyiag 2001/34/EK, dnwg tpononomdnke e v odnyia 2013/50/EE tou Eupenaikod Kowofouliou kat tou
Supfouliou, g 22a¢ Oktwfpiou 2013, éer Ty éwola Ot dev emtpénet pudon Kpatoug pENOUG 1) omoid, ®G TPOG TNV
KOWVOTIOINON TG AnOKTNONG ONHAVIIKOV TOCOOTOV GUHHETOXNG, EMPAANEL OTOUG KATOXOUG LETOXGV 1| OTG QUOLKA 1) VOLKE
mpOceNa TOU pvijpovevovtal oto apdpo 10 1 oto apdpo 13 g odnylag 2004/109, onwg Tpomomowidnke pe v odnyla
2013/50, anautioeig ot OMoOieg €lvaL AUCTIPOTEPES, KATA TV EWOLA TOU TETAPTOU auToU edagiou, and TG mPoPAENOpeves and v
ibie v odnyia 2004/109, o6nwg tponomowdnke pe v odnyla 2013/50, kar anoppéouv and g deomioveioeg edvikeg
VOROUETIKEG, KAVOVIOTIKEG 1) Stowkntikes Statageig mou diémouv, eldikdTepa, TG SNHOGIEG TPOSPOPES EEAYOPAS, YWPIC KOTOGO Va
avadetouy Ty Eouaia EAEYXOU TNG TNPNONG TV €V AOY® AMAITHOEMV OE apyT| TOU OlKelou kpAToug ENOUG 1} omola va el oploTel
duvayper tou apdpou 4 e odnyiac 2004/25/EK tou Eupwnaikol KowoPouliou kat tou Supfouliou, e 21nc Anpikiou 2004,
OYeTIKG pe TG dnpooies mpoogopis eEayopas.

() EE C 445 mc 10.12.2018

Anogaon tou Awaotnpiov (Sékato tufpa) e Inc ZemtepPpiov 2021 [aitnon Tou Obvodni soud pro
Prahu 9 (Totxikn Anpoxpatia) yia v £kdoon mpodikaotikic anogdoenc] — XR katd Dopravni podnik
hl. m. Prahy, akciova spole¢nost

(YnoOeon C-107/19) ()

(Hpo&tcao*mct] napanoym] Kowwvmr] nohmxr] Obnyia 2003/88/EK Opyaveot] Tou xpovov
gpyaciag — Evwoig¢ Tov 0pwV «xpovog spyamw;» Ka «nspro; avanavm,;» AlaMl}lpa Kata T
S1apkeia Tov 0moioU 0 EPYALOPEVOC UTIOXPEOUTAL Va £ival £TOHOC VA avaxwPToEL eVTO¢ 800 AemTov yia

apeon enépfaocn — Yrnepoxn tov Sikaiov th¢ 'Evoorc)
(2021/C 462/05)

IMwooa dadikaciag: 1 ToEYIKN

Artobv dikactipro
Obvodni soud pro Prahu 9
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Atadikor oty unodeon e kopiag dikng

XR
Kata

Dopravni podnik hl. m. Prahy, akciovd spole¢nost

AatakTikd

1) Tuviotd «xpdvo epyaciagy, kata v éwota tou dpdpou 2 e odnyiag 2003/88/EK tou Eupwndikou Kowofouliou kat tou
Suppouliou, e 4ng Noeufpiou 2003, oYeTIKA 1€ OPIGPEVA GTOLYELR TG OPYAVAOTIG TOU XPOVOU EPYAGLAG, TO APEXOHEVO OE
epyalopevo Katd Tov xpovo g nueprolag epyaoiag dithetppa kata m Sidipkeia Tou onoiou autdg ogeilel, o mepimTon
AVAYKIG, va ivar oe DE0T) Ve avaywproeL eViog dU0 Aemtov yia djteor enépfact], EQOCOV and T OYALPIKT EKTINON ONWV TV
Kplolpwv meploTioemy mPOKUTTEL 0Tt ot deopelioeig mou emifalhovtat otov epyalopevo evoow diapkel To Sidheia givat Tétoag
QUOTNG (OOTE Va EMNPEALOUY AVTIKEPEVIKA Kat o€ TONU peyaho fadpd v euxépetd Tou va dtayetpiletar eetdepa Tov xpovo katd
™ Silipkela Tou onolou dev amarteital Vo MAPEKEL TIC EMAYYEAHATIKEG TOU UTINPEGIEG KAl VOl TOV AQIEPOVEL 0TA SIKA TOU
evoLagépovra.

>

H apxn wg unepoyrs tou dikatou ¢ Evwone avutidetar oto va deopevetar, katd To edvikd dikovopikd dikato, edvikd
dkaotplo mou o@eilel va ano@avdel KATOMV GVAIPECEMS TG AMOPACT)G TOU AMO AVOTEPO OIKACTAPLO AMO TIG VOMIKEG
EKTINOEIG TOU AVATEPOU auToU dikaoTplou, OTav autés dev elval UpQoVES pie To dikato e Evworg.

(") EEC 131 mg 8.4.2019

Anogaon tou Awaotnpiov (tpito Tuipa) ™ Ing Zentepfpiov 2021 [aitnon tou
Bundesverwaltungsgericht (Teppavia) yia v ékdoon npodikactikic anogacenc] — Bundesrepublik
Deutschland kata SE

(Ynodeon C-768/19) ()

(Mpodikactikn mapanopn — Kown noArtik acvAov kar emkoupikiic mpootaciac — Odnyia
2011/95/EE — Apdpo 2, otoixeio v, Tpity mepintoon — 'Evvola Ttou «pédouc Tr¢ orkoyéverac» — EvijAikoc
nov vnofaler aityon Siedvolc mpootaciag A0y Tou okoyeveIakol Tou Seopol pe avijAko oTov 0moio
£xe1 mapaoyedei To kadeoTd¢ emKovpikic npootaciac — Kpiow quepopnvia yia tv extipnon nepi

¢ 1810THTAC TOU «avijAiKou»)

(2021/C 462/06)
Ioooa dadikaociac: 1) yeppavikr

Artodv Sdikaotipro

Bundesverwaltungsgericht

Atddikor oty unoddeon e kiprag Sikng

Bundesrepublik Deutschland
Kata
SE

napiotapévou Tou: Vertreter des Bundesinteresses beim Bundesverwaltungsgericht

AataxTiko

1) To apdpo 2, otoryeio v, Tpitn mepintwot, e odnyiag 2011/95/EE tou Eupwnaikou Kowvofouliou kat tou Tupfouliou, g
13ng Aekepfpiou 2011, oxetika pe TIC OMOITHOES Vi TV AVAYVOPIOT TGV UTNKOGY TPITOV YOPGOV 1] TOV andtpidov og
dikarovywv dtedvols mpootasiag, yia éva eviaio KadeoTOS yid TOUG TPOGPUYES 1] YO TG ATOHM TOU SKALOUVTAL EMKOUPIKT|
TPOGTAGIA KAL YLOL TO TEPLEYOUEVO TIG TAPEYOUEVIG TPOTTAGLAG, TPEMEL Ve EPPNVELDEL UTIO TV Ewvola OTL, OTAV 0 ATV AGUAO, O
onoiog elonAde 0To KPATOG [ENOG UMOBOXIG 0TO OTOI0 EUPIGKETAL TO AVIMKO KL AYAHO TEKVO TOU, EMIOKEL VA AVIANCEL and
TO KAUEOTOG EMKOUPIKIG TPOCTAGIAG TOU MAPAcKEUNKE 0TO TEKVO diKaimpa acUNou BAcet TNG VOpOVEGLAE TOU OIKELOU KPATOUG
pEloug mou avayvepilel Tétoo dikaivpa ota MPOCENA TOU EPninTouV oTo medlo epapuoyng Tou apdpou 2, otolyelo U, Tpity
nepintwor), g odnyiag 2011/95, n kplown npepopnvia yia va ekupndel av o Sikaolyog TG mpootaciag autrg eivat
«av\K0G», Katd TNV €vvota g Sidtagng autrg, mpoketpévou va Anedel anogact) eni G artioens diedvols mpootaciag Ty
onoia katédeoe 0 AtV AcUNo, gival 1) UEPOHNVIA KATA TNV onoia 0 TEAeUTaiog UMEPANE, £0T® AVEMONHWG, ALTHOT XOPNYHoEnS
acbAou.

2) Kat' opOnv epunveia tou apdpou 2, ototeio v, Tpit mepintwor), e odnyiag 2011/95, oe cuvduaopo pe to apdpo 23,
napaypagog 2, e odnyiag auts kat to apdpo 7 tou Xapt twv Oepehiodov Akaopdtev e Euponaikig Evoong, o 6pog
«HENOG TG OIKOYEVELACH ExeL TV Evvota OTL dev anarteital mpaypatikr enavévapén g okoyevelakng (ong petabl tou yovéa tou
dikarovyou diedvoug TpoaTasiag kal Tou TEKVOU Tou.
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