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II

(Avakowaoeig)

ANAKOINQZXEIY ITPOEPXOMENEX ATIO TA OPTANA KAI TOYZ OPTANIEMOYX

THE EYPQITAIKHY ENQIHY

EINITPOITH

'Eykpion tov kpatikdv eviexUoeov oto mhaicto Tov Satafeev tov apdpov 87 kat 88 e cuvdnkne EK

epitdoeig omov n Emrpom dev mpofalier avtippnen

(Keipevo mou mapouoriler evdiagépov yia tov EOX)

(2008/C 137/01)

Hpepopnvia €kdoorng e andgaons 30.1.2008
Apdpog evioyuong N 435/07
Kpértog péhog TalMia

TTeprpepeia

Tithog (1)/kat dvopa tou dikatolyou)

Soutien de T'Agence de linnovation industrielle en faveur du programme
MINimage

Nopukr faon

Régime N 121/06

Eibog pétpou

Atopkr) evioyuor

Ztox06

Epeuva kat avamtuén

Eibog evioyuorng

ApEon eMyopr)yNol), EMOTPENTEN EMIYOPT YN ON)

Tpoumoloyiopog TpoPAenopevn ouvohikn evioxuor: 69 932 308 EUR
‘Evraon 50 %
Aapeta Méypt g 31.12.2010

K\adot g oovopiag

H\ektpikoc kat omtikodg eEomMiopog

‘Ovopa ket dievduvon g yopryouoag

apxfis

Agence de l'innovation industrielle
195, Bd Saint Germain
F-75007 Paris

Aowég mAnpogopies

To kelpevo TG andgaons oty (0Ti)

oty dievduvon:

audevtikr(-£g) YAwooa(-£c), xwpic Ta epmoTevtika otolyela, eival Stadéotpo

http://ec.europa.eu/community_law/state_aids|
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Hpepopnvia €kdoorng e andgaons 16.4.2008
Apdpog evieyuong N 457/07
Kparog péhog ItaNa
Teprpepeia Marche

Tithog (1)/kar dvopa Tou dikatolyou)

Promozione della ricerca industriale e dello sviluppo sperimentale in filiere
tecnologico-produttive — Marche

Nopukr faon

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

Eidog pétpou

Kadeotag evioxUoewv

Ztox06

Epeuva kat avamtuén

Eidog evioxuong

Apgon emixoprynor

Tpotmoloyiopog Tpofhenopevn ouvolikr evioyuor: 30 ekat. EUR
‘Evtaon 80 %
Apeta Méypt g 31.12.2013

K\adot g oovopiag

'OMot ot kKhadot

‘Ovopa kar dievduvon g yopmyouoag
apxiis

Regione Marche
Via Tiziano, 44
[-60100 Ancona

Aownég mAnpogopieg

H andgaon avty katapyel kat avukadiota mv anogaor] e 21n¢ lavovapiov 2008

To kelpevo NG anogacns oty (oTig)
ot dievduvon:

audevtikr(-€6) YAoooa(-€c), Xwpig Ta EUMOTEVTIKG oTotyela, eivar diadéotjto

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

Hpepopnvia £kdoorng e andgaons 2.4.2008
Apdpog evioyuong N 575/07
Kparog péhog T[oAwvia

[Teprpepeia

Tithog (1j/kar ovopacia tou dikatolyou)

Pomoc pafistwa dla polskiego gornictwa w latach 2008-2010

Nopukr faon

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

Tunog pétpou

Kadeotarg evioxUoewv

Stox06

Evioyuorn yia mv kaAuyn anpoflentov danaviv
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Mopgn evioxuong

Enyopriynon, katdpyron tev ouvdpopav mpog PFRON kat Twv TEAOV Kal TIpOOTijLeaV
o onoia eivar katafhntéa mpog NFOSIGW, kat avaotolr utoypehoewy mpog ZUS

TIpoimnoloyiopog 1 305 598 500 PLN
‘Evtaon —
Aapketa 2008-2010

Orkovopikol Topelg

K\adog tou avdpaxa

Ovopaoia kat dievduvon e xopnyovsag
apxis

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

Panstwowy Fundusz Rehabilitacji Os6b Niepelnosprawnych (PFRON)
Al Jana Pawla I1 13
PL-00-828 Warszawa

AN\eg mAnpogopieg

To keiievo NG anogacng oty (oTig)
otV dievduvon:

audevtik(-€6) YAOOOa(-€G), XWPIG TA EUMIOTEVTIKA OTOtXElD, eival dladéotjto

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

Hpepopnvia kSoorng e andgaons

16.4.2008

Apwpog evioyuong NN 17/08 (ex N 301/07)
Kpdrog péhog ItaNa
TTeprepeia Campania

Tithog (1)/kat dvopa tou dikatolyou)

Aiuto a favore di Digital Display Devices (MSF 2002)

Nopukn faon

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

Eidog pétpou

Atopuki} evioyuon

T10)06

Tlepipepetakn) avamtuén

Eidog evioxuong

Apieon emixopriynon
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[Ipoumoloytopog IpoPAenopevn ouvolikr evioxuon: 179,8 exat. EUR
‘Evraon 12,08 %
Aapeta 27.12.2006-31.12.2009

K\adot g otkovopiag

H\ektpikoc kat omtikodg eEomiopog

‘Ovopa kar diebduvon e yopryovoag
apxns

Ministero dello Sviluppo economico
Via Molise, 2
[-00187 Roma

Aowég mAnpogopies

To keievo G and@aons omv (o) audevtikr(-€6) YAOOOA(-£C), XwpiG T ERMOTEUTIKA OTOXElD, eival dadéoipo

oty Sdievduvon:

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

Hpepopnvia €kdoorng e andgaons

26.3.2008

Apdpog evioyuong

N 106/08

Kpartog péhog

Opocmnovdiakn Anpokpatia e Teppaviag

Tepipépeta

Tithog (1j/kar ovopacia Tou dikaiolyou)

Richtlinie zur Forderung der Anschaffung emmissionsarmer schwerer Nutzfahr-
zeuge

Nopukr] faon

Haushaltsgesetz

Tunog pétpou

Kadeotag evioxUoewv

Ztox06

Tpowdnon fehuwptvov faptwy oxnudtey, ikikdv mpog to neptpaiiov

Mopgn evioxuong

Enyoprynoeis enevloewv 1 emdotoelg enttokiou

TIpoimnoloyiopog 120 exaroppupia EUR emoing, kat” avatato oplo
‘Evtaon Méyiot évtaon 50 % Tev emAegipwy danavev (emmpocdeto eneviuTIkO KOGTOG)
Aapkeia 1.1.2007-31.12.2013

Otkovopikol Topeig

Metagopég

Ovopaoia kat dievduvon e yopnyovsag
apxiis

Bundesministerium fiir Verkehr, Bau und Wohnungswesen
Invalidenstrafle 4
D-10115 Berlin

AN\eg mAnpogopieg

To keipevo G andgaons oty (o) audevtikr(-€6) YAOGOA(-£C), XwPIG T ERMOTEUTIKA OTOLXEld, eival dadéoipo

ot dievduvon:

http://ec.europa.eu/community_law/state_aids|
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Mn dwatdmeocn avtppiioeov oxetikd pe kowvonoudeica ouykivipoo

(Ynodeon COMP/M.5143 — Barclays/CID)
(Keipevo mov mapovoraler evdiagepov yia tov EOX)

(2008/C 137/02)

Yug 15 Maiou 2008, 1 Emitponr) anogdoioe va pn dlatundoel aviipprioels yia TV mapandve kowonotrdeion
OUYKEVTPWOT] Kat va Ty knpuEel oupfat pe v kown ayopd. H andgaon fasiCetar oto apdpo 6 mapaypagog 1
otoxeio ) tou kavoviopoU (EK) apw). 139/2004 tou Supfouliov. To mAfpes keipevo g andaons diartidetal
povo oty ayyAikr) yAoooa kat da dnpocievdel petd v andAeupn TUXOV ENLYEIPTHATIKOV QNOPPITOV TOU MEPLEXEL.
Oa datidetar:

— ano tov diktuakod Tomo tou Europa yia tov aviayoviopo (http:/[ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/mergers|
cases/). Ztov TOMO auUTO mpoogipovtal Sidgpopa EPYAAEld Yl TOV EVIOMIOHO TGV HEHOVOUEVOV UTOUEGEMV
OUYKEVTPOOEWY, OTOG EUPETIPLL PE TIG ETALPEIES, TOUG APWHOUG UTOVECEWY, TIG MHEPOUNVIES KAl TOUG
dagopoug Khadoug,

— o¢ nAektpovikn poper otov diktuakd Ttomo Ttou EUR-Lex pe tov apipo eyypagou 32008M5143. To
EUR-Lex eivan diktuakog tomnog mou divel mpoePaocn oty kowotikr) vopoveoia (http://eur-lex.europa.cu).

Mn dwatdmecn avripprioeov oxetikd pe kowvonoudeica ouykEvipoo

(Ynodeon COMP/M.5131 — Rewe/Fegro-Selgros)
(Keipevo mou mapovordler evdiagipov yia tov EOX)

(2008/C 137/03)

Stug 16 Maiou 2008, 1 Emttponr] anogactoe va pr SIATUTOGEL QVTIPPTOELS Yo TNV TAPATAVL Kowornotndeioa
GUYKEVTP®OT] Kat va Ty knpugel oupfatn pe v kown ayopd. H andgaon Pasiletar oto apdpo 6 mapaypagog 1
ototyelo P) tou kavoviopoy (EK) apw). 139/2004 tou Supfouliou. To mMpes keipevo g anogaong Swtidetar
povo ot yeppaviky y\oooa kot Ja dnpoocieudel petd Ty amdleupn TUXOV EMIYEPTHATIKGY OMOPPTTGY TOU
nepieyel. Oa datidetar:

— anod tov diktuakod Tomo tou Europa yia tov aviayoviopo (http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/mergers|
cases/). TTOv TOMO auTO TMPOCPEpOVTAL S1apopa ePYANED Yl TOV EVIOMIOUO TOV HEHOVOUEVGY UTIODECEWY
OUYKEVTPOOEWY, OTLG EUPETIPLL PE TIG ETALPEIES, TOUG APWHOUG UTOVECEWY, TIG MUEPOUNVIES KAl TOUG
dapopoug Khadoug,

— oe nhextpoviki) popery otov diktuakd tomo tou EUR-Lex pe tov appod eyypagou 32008M5131. To
EUR-Lex eivar diktuakog tomog mou divel mpoePaoct oty kowotikr) vopoeoia (http://eur-lex.curopa.cu).
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Mn dwatdmeocn avtppiioeov oxetikd pe kowvonoudeica ouykivipoo

(Ynodeon COMP/M.4786 — Deutsche Bahn/Transfesa)
(Keipevo mov mapovoraler evdiagepov yia tov EOX)

(2008/C 137/04)

Yuc 18 Maptiou 2008, n Emtponr) anogdotoe va i dlaTumdeel aviipprioeis yia Ty mapanave kowonotrdeion
OUYKEVTPWOT] Kat va Ty knpuEel oupfaty pe v kown ayopd. H andgaon fasiCetar oto apdpo 6 mapaypagog 1
otoixeio ) tou kavoviopoU (EK) apw). 139/2004 tou Supfouliov. To mAfpes keipevo g andaons diartidetat
povo oty ayyAikr) yAoooa kat Ja dnpooievdel petd v andAeupn TUXOV ENLYEIPTHATIKOV QNOPPTOV TOU TEPLEXEL.
Oa datidetar:

— and tov diktuakd tomo tou Europa yia tov avtayeviepo (http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/mergers|
cases/). Ztov TOMO auTO mMpoogipovtal Sigpopa EPYAAEld Yl TOV EVIOMIOHO TGV HEHOVOUEVOV UTOUEGEWV
OUYKEVTPOOEWY, OTWG EUPETIPLL PE TIG ETALPEIES, TOUG APWHOUG UTOVECEWY, TIG MHEPOUNVIES KAl TOUG
dapopoug Khadoug,

— o¢ nAektpovikn poper otov diktuakd Ttomo Ttou EUR-Lex pe tov apipo eyypagou 32008M4786. To
EUR-Lex eivan diktuakog tomog mou divel mpoePaocn oty kowotikr) vopodeoia (http://eur-lex.europa.cu).

Mn dwatdmecn avripprioeov oxetikd pe kowvonoudeica ouykEvipoo

(Ynodeon COMP/M.5008 — Vivendi/Activision)
(Keipevo mou mapovordler evdiagipov yia tov EOX)

(2008/C 137/05)

Sug 16 Ampihiou 2008, n Emitponi} anogaoioe va i diatunaocel avtipproels yia Ty napandve kowonotndeioa
GUYKEVTP®OT] Kat va Ty knpugel oupfath pe v kown ayopd. H andgaon Pasiletar oto dpdpo 6 mapaypagog 1
ototyelo P) tou kavoviopot (EK) apw). 139/2004 tou Zupfouliou. To mMpes keipevo g anodgaong Swtidetar
povo oty ayyAikn yAoooa kai Ja dnpooievdel Petd v andAeupn TUXOV ENLYEIPTIHATIKOV QNOPPITOV TOU TEPLEXEL.
Oa datidetar:

— anod tov diktuakod Tomo tou Europa yia tov aviayoviopo (http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/mergers|
cases/). TTOv TOMO auTO TMPOCPEPOVTAL S1apopa ePYANED Yl TOV EVIOMIOUO TOV HEHOVOUEVGY UTIODECEWY
OUYKEVTPOOEWY, OTLG EUPETNPLL HE TIG ETALPEIES, TOUG APWHOUG UTOVECEWY, TIG MUEPOUNVIES KAL TOUG
dapopoug Khadoug,

— oe nhextpoviki] popery otov diktuakd tomo tou EUR-Lex pe tov appod eyypagou 32008M5008. To
EUR-Lex eivar diktuakog tomog mou divel mpoePaocn oty kowotikr) vopodeoia (http://eur-lex.curopa.cu).
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I\

(TMAnpogopiec)

[TAHPO®OPIEZ TTPOEPXOMENEX AIIO TA OPTANA KAI
TOYZ OPTANIEMOYZ THZ EYPQITAIKHYE ENQXHE

EINITPOITH

Emtokio mov epappoier n Evponaikn Kevepikn Tpanela otic npakeic xiprag avaxpnpatodomone ():
4,19 % wv 1n Iouviouv 2008

Iootipieg Tou eupo (%)

3 Iouviou 2008

(2008/C 137/06)

1 eupo =

Noptopatikr) povada lootpia Noptopatikr) povada lootpia
uUsD dohapio HITA 1,5593 TRY  toupkikn Mpa 1,9132
JPY 1AMOVIKO Yiev 163 AUD  avotpahiavo Solapto 1,6272
DKK  davikr kopova 7,4583 CAD  kavadikd Sohdpio 1,562
GBP Nipa otephiva 0,79105 | HKD  Soldpio Xovyk Kovyk 12,1702
SEK coundiki) kopova 9,3408 NZD  veolnhavdiko dolapio 1,9822
CHF e\fetikod gpayko 1,611 SGD  dohapio Tiykamolpng 2,1202
ISK 1oAavdikn kopova 118,79 KRW  votiokopeatikd youov 1587,29
NOK  vopfmyin kopova 7,9615 ZAR  vOTIOQQPIKAVIKO pavT 12,0315
BGN Poulyapiko \ef 1,9558 CNY  kweCiko yiouav 10,7982
CZK TOEYIKT] KOPOVaL 24,84 HRK  kpoatikod kolva 7,252
EEK €0J0VIKI) KOpovaL 15,6466 IDR  wdovnoakn pounia 14 517,08
HUF OUYYPIKO Qropivt 241,48 MYR  polaoiavo piyki 5,0256
LTL Mdouvavikd Mtag 3,4528 PHP  méco Ohimmvev 68,212
LVL Aettoviko Aat 0,7031 RUB  pwoiko poufit 36,902
PLN nohwvikd Q\oTt 3,365 THB  tailavdiko pmat 50,841
RON  poupavikd et 3,62 BRL  Ped) BpaCihiag 2,5267
SKK o\ofakikr kopova 30,36 MXN  Mefikavikd néco 16,0686

(') Emtokio mou e@appootke oty mAEov mpOoQATn mPALH mMPw TV avagepopev) npepopnvia. e mepintwor dnpompasiag
PETAPANTOU EMITOKIOU, TO EMTOKIO EIVAL TO OPIAKO EMTOKIO.
() Inyn: leonipieg avagopag mou dnpootevoviar and v Evpenaikr Kevepiki Tpanela.
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Avakoivoon ¢ Emrtporic — Kowonoinon tev tithev exnaideveng edikevpivou watpol, vocokopou

yeviknig mepidalyng, eidikevptdvou odovtiatpou, paiag/pateut kar apyrréktova
(Keipevo mou mapouvoraler evliagepov yia tov EOX)

(2008/C 137/07)

v odnyia 2005/36/EK tou Eupownaikol Kowofouliou ket tou Supfouliou, g 7n¢ Zemtepfpiov 2005,
OXETIKG 1€ TNV QVAYVOPIOT] TOV EMAYYEMHATIKOV TPOCOVILVY OMwg Tpononouidnkav pe v odyia 2006/100/EK
tou ZupPouliou, e 20rg Noepfpiou 2006, yia TV TPOCAPHOYT) OPLOHEVEOV 0dNYLHV OTOV Topa TG eAeldepng
Kukhogopiag Twv mpoceney, Aoyw TG mpooxdpnong s Boukyapiag kat ¢ Poupaviag, kat 1diwg oto apdpo 21
napaypagog 7, mpofAénetar 0t ta kpatr) pEkn Kowomnotoly otV Enttpomt| Tig VOROVETIKES, KAVOVIOTIKEG Kat dtot-
Kkiuikég dtarageig mou Jeomilouv yia T Xoprynon TIAGV ekmaideucns oToug TOHES MOU KOAUTTOVTAL ano TO KEPA-
Nato III e odnylac. H Emrtponr) mpoPaiver oe oyetikr dnpooievon omy Emionun Eonuepida ¢ Evpwmaiktc
'Evwoti¢, emonpaivovtag TG OVORAoLeG mou £X0uv UIODETHOEL Ta Kpatr N yio Toug TThoug eknaideuons kai,
€VOEOUEVHS, TOV QPOPEN TIOU XOPIYEL TOV TITAO EKTAIOEVOTG, TO TIOTOMOUTTIKO MOU GUVOJEVEL TOV &V AOY® TITAO
KaL, evOEXOHEVWG, TOV aVTIOTOIO emayyeNpatikd TTho, 0 omoiog avagépetar oto mapaptpa V, onpeia 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 xat 5.7.1 avtiototya.

Agdopgvou OTL oplopéva kpat pEAN kowomoinoav vEoug TITAOUG Kot TUXOV GANGYEG OTOUG UTAPYOVTES
tithoug, 1 Emtponny dnpooteler v mapovoa avakoivwor oUpgeva pie o apdpo 21 mapaypagog 7 TG
odnyiag 2006/100/EK (1).

1. Eidikevpdvor atpoi

Ot Katw Xopeg kowomoinoav Tig akoloudeg alhayé oTouG KaTAx@PMHEVOUG TITAOUG 10TPIKNG EOIKOTITAG
(mapaptpa V, onpeio 5.1.3, g odnyiag 2005/36/EK):

a) yio tov Titho «Mateutikr] ko [uvarkohoyiay:
Obstetrie en Gynaecologie:
B) yia tov titho «[actpeviepooyian:
Maag-darm-leverziekten-
y) Y Tov Titho «Bloynpeia:
Klinische Chemie (éw¢ 4 Anpidiov 2000)-
d) yua tov ttho «AN\epyroloyiar:
Allergologie (éw¢ 12 Auyovotou 1996).

. Noocokopot unebduvor yia yeviki) nepidalyn

H Tohovia kowonoinoe tov akoloudo Tpocveto TIAO VOOOKOpOU Yevikig mepidadyng (mapaptnpa V,
onpelo 5.2.2, me odnylag 2005/36EK):

Xapa

EnayyeApatikog Huepopmvia

Tithog eknaidevong Opyaviopog mou yopryel Tov Ttho eknaideuong Tithoc avagopic

Polska

Dyplom ukoficzenia studiéw wyzszych zawo- | Instytucja  prowadzaca  ksztalcenie  na | Pielggniarka 1.5.2004
dowych na kierunku/specjalnoici  piele- | poziomie wyzszym uznana przez wlasciwe
gniarstwo z tytulem ,licencjat pielegniarstwa” | wladze

. Eidiceuptvor odovtiatpor

1. H Ioproyahia kowonoince toug akdAoudoug Tithoug odovuidtpou ewdikeupévou oty opdodovtikr kat T
OTOHATIKY XEIpoupyikr] (tapaptnua V, onpeio 5.3.3, me odnylag 2005/36/EK):

a) yia tov titho «OpYodovtiki»:

Xopa

Huepopmvia

Tl‘[)\()(} SKT[O.ISSUGY]C OpY(lVlG}lOC TIOU XOprnYeL TovV Ttho SKﬂGlEEUGI’]C avagop dC

Portugal

Titulo de Especialista em Ortodontia Ordem dos Médicos Dentistas (OMD) 4.6.2008

Kodionompévn éxdoon tou napap'n)parog Ve o&]ylag 2005/36/EK, datidetan oTov diktuakd TOno:

http://ec.europa.eufinternal_market/qualifications/
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B) xat yia Tov TiThO «ZTOPATIKY XELPOUPYIKT]»:
, . . . . . . Huepopmvia
Xopa Tithog exnaidevong Opyaviopog mou yopryel Tov ttho eknaidevong wvogopc
Portugal Titulo de Especialista em Cirurgia Oral Ordem dos Médicos Dentistas (OMD) 4.6.2008
2. H Zoundia koworoinoe tig akoloudes aAAayés 0TOUG KATAYWPTIHEVOUG TITAOUG 08OVTIATPOU EIBIKEUHEVOU
otV 0pYodovTiKY) Kat T OTORATIKT XELpoupyikn (mapaptnua V, onpeio 5.3.3, e odnyiag 2005/36/EK):
a) yia tov titho «Opdodovrikr):
, . . , . . . Hpepopnvia
Xopa Tithog exnaidevong Opyaviopog mou xopryel Tov ttho eknaidevong avagopé
Sverige Bevis om specialistkompetens i ortodonti Socialstyrelsen 1.1.1994
B) xat yia tov titho «ETopatikr XePOUpYIKT):
. . ' , . . . Huepopmvia
Xdpa Tithog Exnaibevong Opyaviopog mou xopryel Tov Ttho eknaideuong avagopéc
Sverige Bevis om specialistkompetens i oral kirurgi Socialstyrelsen 1.1.1994
. Maieg/Mareutic
H IToAwvia kowornoinee tov akddoudo mpocdeto titho paiac/pateuty (napaptpa V, onpeio 5.5.2, g odnyiag
2005/36/EK):
Xdpa Tithog exnaidevong Opyaviopog mou xopryel Tov ttho eknaidevong Ena\{l/is-z;\p:)tnkég H&z{zggg{;ﬁa
Polska Dyplom ukoficzenia studiéw wyzszych zawo- | Instytucja ~ prowadzaca  ksztalcenie  na | Polozna 1.5.2004
dowych na kierunku/specjalnosci potoznictwo | poziomie wyzszym uznana przez wlasciwe
z tytulem ,licencjat poloznictwa” wladze
. Apyrtéktoveg
1. H ItaMa koworoince toug akohoudoug mpoOGUETOUG TITAOUG OTOV TOHER TIG APXLTEKTOVIKNG (mapaptnpa V,
onpeio 5.7.1, g odnyiag 2005/36/EK):
Xopa Tithog exaidevon Opyaviopiog mou Xopnyet Tov ttho TTiotonouukd mou oUVodEVEL TOV TITAO AKaﬁT]}l(ﬁK(‘l: £tog
eknaidevong eknaidevong avagopig
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}dlpende.n e .della profesmopg che 2003/2004
viene rilasciato  dal  ministero
Universita degli Studi di Brescia dell'Istruzione, dell'universita e della 2001/2002
Laurea specialistica in architettura Facolta di architettura dell'Universita | ficerca dopo ch.e il C?I,]dida,to ha | 5001 /2002
degli Studi «G. D'Annunzio» di | sostenuto con esito positivo l'esame
Chieti-Pescara di Stato davanti ad una commis-
sione competente
Facolta di architettura, pianificazione 2001/2002
e ambiente del Politecnico di Milano
Universita IUAV di Venezia 2002/2003
Laurea specialistica in architettura | Facoltd di architettura di «Valle 2004/2005
(Restauro) Giulia» dell'Universita degli Studi «La
Sapienza» di Roma
Universita degli Studi di Roma Tre 2001/2002
— Facolta di Architettura
Laurea specialistica in architettura | Facolta «Ludovico Quaroni» 2000/2001
— progettazione architettonica e | dellUniversita  degli Studi «La
urbana Sapienza» di Roma
Laurea magistrale/specialistica in | Facolta di architettura dell'Universita 2001/2002
architettura degli Studi di Trieste
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2. H Z\ofevia koworoinoe tmy akoloudn mpocdetr) ovopaocia yia Tov TITAO OTOV TOHEN TG APYITEKTOVIKIG
(mapaptua V, onpelo 5.7.1, me odnyiag 2005/36/EK):
Xépa Tithog exmaiSevonc Opyaviopiog mou Xopnyet tov ttho TTiotonouukd mou GUVOdEVEL TOV TITAO AK(XST]}!(ITK(‘Z" £tog
exnaidevong exnaideuong avagopis
Slovenija Magister inZenir arhitekture/Magi- | Univerza v Ljubljani, Fakulteta za 2007/2008
strica inZenirka arhitekture Arhitekturo
3. H Toggkn Anpokpatia kowomnoinoe Tov akOAoudo TPOGUETO TTAO OTOV TOHEN TG OPXLTEKTOVIKNG
(mapaptpa V, onpeio 5.7.1, g odnyiag 2005/3 6 [EK):
Xopa Tithoc exnaidevon Opyaviopog mou Xopnyet Tov titho TotonoumTikd mou ouvodevel Tov Titho AKaﬁl’]pd{K(‘)v £10¢g
exnaidevong exnaidevong avagopis
Ceska4 republika | Architektura a urbanismus Fakulta architektury, Ceské vysoké 2007/2008

uéenf technické (CVUT) v Praze
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v

(Tvworonomoeic)

AIOIKHTIKEE AIAAIKAXIEX

EYPQITAIKH YITHPEZIA EIMIAOTHE IMTPOZQITIIKOY (EPSO)

IIPOKHPYEH T'ENIKON AIATONIZMON EPSO/AST/58-63/08

(2008/C 137/08)

H Evponaikn Ynnpeoia Emhoyrg ITpocwnikot (EPSO) dtopyavaver toug yevikoUg dlayoviapolc:
— EPSO/AST/58/08 — Mnyavoloyia,

— EPSO/AST/[59/08 — Epyaotnpiokeg TeXVIKES,

— EPSO/AST/60/08 — 'Epya moAITikoU pnyavikoU kat nAEKTPONOYIKA

yia v mpoohnyn Pondev epyactmpiov (AST1) otov Topea e £peuvag Ka TG MUPNVIKNG evépyelag, 1lg yia
TNV TEXVIKT] UNOoTPIEN KaL TG EPYAOTIPLAKES EPYAOIEG,

Kat

— EPSOJAST/61/08 — Teyvikoi epyactnpiev kai TEXVIKOL UTOOOHGV,

— EPSO/AST/62/08 — Teyvikoi oTov mupnviko Topéa,

— EPSO/AST/63/08 — Tlupnvikoi emdewprteg

yia v mpocAnyn pondev (AST3) otov mupVIKO TopEa.

Ot mpoknpugels Twv dlaywviopov dnpocteloviar povo ota ayyMikd, ota yeANikd ko ota yeppavika oty Enionpun
Egnuepida C 137 A ¢ 4ng louviou 2008.

Tepioootepec mAnpogopies Snpooteboviar oto dictuakod tono g EPSO: http://europa.eu/epso
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AIAAIKAZIEE TI0Y A©@OPOYN THN EQAPMOTH THE ITOAITIKHE
ANTATONIEMOY

EINITPOITH

KPATIKH ENIZXYXH — ITAAIA

Kpaukr evioxuon C 19/08 (mponv NN 13/08) — Katdaxpnon ¢ evioxvene Saceons unép g
Sandretto

IpooxAnon yia vnofoli] napatnprioeny cbpgova ue to dpdpo 88 napaypagog 2 ¢ cuvdikns EK

(Keipevo mou mapovordler evdiagépov yia tov EOX)

(2008/C 137/09)

Me emotoh] ¢ 16nc Ampihiou 2008, 1 omoia avadnuoocievetar oy aUIEVTIK YAQOOO TOU KEWEVOU TG
enmoToN|¢ ot oehideg mou akohoudolv v napovoa mepiknyn, 1 Emtpon| kowornoince oty Itahia v andgaot)
e va kwvioet ) Sdikasia tou apdpou 88 mapaypagog 2 g ouvdnkng EK, oxetika pe to mpoavagepdév pétpo
evioyuorg.

Ot evdlagepopevol kahouvtat va unoPaAOUV TIC MAPATPTIOEIS TOUG GYETIKA HE TO HETPO EVIOXUGNG Yia TO OTOIO 1)
Enrtporr) kwvel ) dadikacia, evtog mpodeopiag evog pnvog and v nuepopnvia dnpocicuors e napovoag mepi-

Mg kat e enotol)g mou akohoudel, oty e&n¢ dtebduvon:

European Commission
Directorate-General Competition
State Aid Greffe

B-1049 Brussels

Oak: (32-2) 296 12 42

Ot mapamprjoets avtég da kowonomdouv oty Itakia. To andppnto TG TAUTOTNTAG TOU EVOIPEPOHEVOU HEPOUG
nou unofaA\et TG mapatnprjoels pnopel va JrTndel ypantdg, He PVELD TOV OXETIKOV AOY®V.

KEIMENO THE ITEPIAHYHE

AIAAIKATIA

Stg 29 lavouapiou 2007, i Emrtponr) evékpive evioxuon didoworng
Uyoug 5 ekat. EUR unép g Sandretto Industrie Srl (egeng
«Sandretto»). Ttig 14 AexepPpiov 2007, pn €xovrag Aafer mhnpo-
gopieg yioo Ty eEehifn e katdotaong, 1 Emitpomr) améoteihe
emotoM] oty ItaMa {nrévtag va mAnpogopnlel Tic vedTepes
ekehifeig oy umodeon. Ty andvtnon nou unéfale n Itahia otg
21 Iavouapiou 2008, mnpogopouce Tv Emrtponr| ot 1 evioyuon
xopnynonke oe dvo Odooews: otug 24 Iouhiou 2007 kot omig
13 Auyolotou 2007. Tug 23 lavouapiou 2008, 1 Emtpom
kaheoe v Italia eite va emPefaidoer on 1 eyylnon exmveer otig
24 Tavouapiou 2008 eite va unofdder oxedio avadiapdpwons. H
Itahia anavimoe otig 8 defpouvapiou 2008 mAnpogopavtag Ty
Emrtpon) ot n mpatn ddon g eyylnong efénvevoe  otig
24 Tavouapiou 2008 ka1 Ot 1y emiyeipron knpUdKe o€ TTOYEUOT.

MNEPITPA®H

H Sandretto eivar mapaywyog efomhiopol meompiov yia Ty
gyxuon mhaoTik®v, pe £dpa oty enapyia tou Topivo kat MPOCOMIKO
350 atopwv. And to 2005 avupetomle duokohies. H evioyuon
diilowong mou evékpve 1 Emitpomr) yopnyndnke pe T poporn

eyylnone yia dVo motwoeg Uyoug 2,5 ekat. EUR exaom). H
evioyuon yopnyronke mepinou €51 prveg peta Ty fykpior . H
Ttahia mAnpogopnoe v Emtpony ot omig apyés tou 2008 anetuye
anonelpa ekmoirong e Sandretto oe 1wt enevdu).

EKTIMHZH

H Emrtpormy dev yer Aoyoug va dewprioel o nj Sandretto £navoe va
enw@ekeital and Ty evioyuor diaowong petd Ty mapodo g
neplodou tev &L pnvav. Emm\éov, n Emtponn Oewpel Oom To
onpavtkd dompa mou mapn\e petatd TG €ykpiong kar TG
Xoprynone e evioyuong mpénet va Sikarohoyndel and g 1dia-
Couoeg ouvdnkeg TG umodeong, kat otV mapoloa umodeot 1|
Emtpory Swrtnpel apgifolies eav ouvtpeyouv Tetoteg 181alouoeg
nepotaoeis. Emméov, hapfavopévou umoyn tou ou 1 Itakia dev
unéPake mAnpogopieg oyetkd pe T Swdikasia krpuEne g
Sandretto oe mtoyevon, n Emtponr Swrtnpel apgifoMes eav 1
dadikacia aut) emTpéner TV AMOTENEOHATIKY avaKTION OLOUdN-
TOTE KATOYPaoUEvTtog moool evioyuone. Télog, Sedoptvou ot )
Ttahia dev uméfale oyedio avadiapdpwors, 1 Emrtpon), oto otddio
auto, dev Jewpel mdavod 0w 1) mapdtaon g evioyuorng didlswong pe
T popgn evioyuone avadidpdpeons Ja pmopoloe va dewpndel
oupfatr pe Ty Kowr| ayopa.
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KEIMENO THX EIIXETOAHX

«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
allarticolo 88, paragrafo 2, del trattato CE.

I. PROCEDIMENTO

(1) 1 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.

(2) 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.

(3) 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.

(4) 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.

(5) 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

(6) 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.
Attualmente 'impresa 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 mini-
stero 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

“lamministrazione straordinaria” & una procedura concorsuale appli-
cata alle imprese in stato di insolvenza con l'obiettivo di mantenerne
l'attivita 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'impresa, che conduce di solito alla liquidazione della societa.
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(14)

(16)

17)

(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 laiuto per il salvataggio a
favore di Sandretto (*). In seguito a questa decisione, '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 dallerogazione della prima tranche
allimpresa. II 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
dall'autorizzazione 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 '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'Ttalia si era impegnata a revocare la garanzia al pil 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)

(22)

(23)

(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
delleffettiva cessazione della garanzia né dell'effettivo
rimborso della prima rata del prestito. Riguardo alla
seconda tranche, I'ltalia non ha fornito alcun tipo di infor-
mazione 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 orie-
ntamenti, laiuto 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'aiuto 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 l'approvazione potrebbero non sussistere pitl.

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 lattivita della
societa 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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KPATIKH ENIZXYXH — HNOMENO BAXIAEIO
Kpatiki) eviexvon C 13/08 (mponv N 589/07) — Eviexuon oto Kavih 4 mou agopd v yn@iaki
petafaon
MpookAnon yia v unofol] mapatnprioeev kot e@appoyl] tou apdpouv 88 mapdypagos 2 ¢
ouvdnkne EK

(Keipevo mov mapovoriler evdiagipov yia tov EOX)

(2008/C 137/10)

Me emotohn] g 2ag Ampihiou 2008, mou avadnpooteletar oty audeviikl] YAOGGOQ TOU KEPEVOU TNG EMOTOM)|G
otig oeMideg mou akoloudolv v mapoloa nepiknyn, 1 Enttponr) kowornoinoe oto Hvepévo Baoileio v andgaot|
™me va kwnoer m dadikacia tou apdpou 88 mapaypaos 2 g ouvdnkng EK oyeukd pe v mpoavagepdeioa
otkovopkr] evioyuon oto Kavadt 4 wote va pmopécet va avtanokpidel 0Tto kOoTog TG YN¢Lakig petafaonc.

Ta evdiagepopeva pépn pmopolv va unoPfaAouV TG MAPATNPCELS TOUC OXETIKA HE TO LETPO Yl TO OTOIO 1]
Emtpor) kwvel ) dadikaocia evtog mpodeopiag evog pnvog and Ty nuepopnvia Snpooievong e napovoag mepi-

Nyng kat ™G ouvnppévng emoTtoAng, oty akdloudn dievduvor:

European Commission
Directorate-General for Competition
State Aid Greffe

SPA 3 6/5

B-1049 Brussels

dak: (32-2) 296 12 42

Ot mapatprioels autés da koworotdouv oto Hvepévo Basileto. To evdiagpepopevo pépog mou umoParet mapatr-
prioeig dhvatar va {NToEL YpamTas, HE avagopa TV AOY®V TOU ITHATOC TOU, TV TPNOT EUMOTEUTIKOTITAS

0G0V AQPOPA TV TAUTOTNTA TOU.

KEIMENO THE TEPIAHYHZE

AIAAIKATIA

To pétpo yia to omoio 1 Emrtponr) éxet kvijoel ) dtadikaocia mou
npofhénetar oo apdpo 88 mapaypagog 2 €tédn umdyn G
Enttponng ano éva katayyé\\ovia kar apydtepa and emionpn kowo-
moirjon twv apyev tou Hvopévou Basilewou.

MEPITPA®H TOY METPOY

To kowonomdév peTpo agopd v kowomowdeioa evioxuon &k
pépoug twv apxev tou Hvepévou Baoieiou vyoug 14 exat. GBP
mpo¢ to Kavalt 4 yia va punmopécel va avipetonioet To KOOTOG KEQa-
Aaiou and v ynetakr petdfaon.

To Kavaht 4 eivar évag padiotheontikos @opéag mou cuotadnke
oG Odnpoola  emiyeipnon, Oev Eyel HETOXOUG KL  EKTAPGVEL
ToUG oTOYoUG dnuootag umnpesiag. [Ipokertar yia T0 kavaAt Tou
Channel 4 Corporation (C4C) kat Aertoupyel e epmopikny faon
povo (ta dagnuuotikd ¢60da amoteolv TV KUpla TyT) €16007-
patog). To 2006, n Emtpor é\afe katayyehia amd epmopikd
padiotnheontikd gopéa tou Hvopévou Baoikeiou mou avtitideto oe
OMOLdNMOTE [OP@PI} OIKOVORIKNG evioxuong umép tou Kavakiol 4,
pe o okemukd ont o C4C dwdéter apkolviwg dapkr pevotd
Sodéoipa yia va avtipeTonicel To KOOTOG TG Yn@Lakng petafaons
Xopic va ypetaotel va Aafer otpién and to Snpooto.

H andgaon tov apyev tou Hvepévou Bact\eiou va yopmyroel
evioyuor oto Kavaht 4 énetar evog evdeENeYOUG XPIHATOOIKOVOLLKOU
e\éyyou tou Kavahiov 4 and mv Ofcom to 2007 kat puag éxdeons
ELMEPOYVOLOVOY TIOU GUVTAYUNKE amd éva ypagelo oupfoulwv
(LEK) yia Noyapaopd g Ofcom.

Ot apyéc tou Hvepévou Baotheiou Séyovtar ot To kowomowdév
PETPO amoTeNEl KpaTIKY evioyuon Katd Ty éwola tou apdpou 87
napaypagog 1 me ouvdnkng. Ynoompilouv ©otdc0 6Tt T0 HETPO
eivat oUpQoVo e T ouvdnkn faoel Tou apdpou 86 maplypagog 2,
Nappavovtag unoyn v avakoivoon e Emtponns (1) oxetka pe
TV €QAPHOYH TWV KAVOVGY Yo TG KPATIKEG eVioXUOEIS OIS
dnuooteg  umnpeoies  padiotAeontikov petadooewy  (egeEng  «)
aVaKolveor)») Kai Ta Tpic GUYKEKPLEVA kprtpla fAceL Tov onoiwy
Ya mpéner va afohoyndel 1 oupPatotta e evioxuong, dnhadn o
opiopac, 1 avddeon kat 1) avaloyikotTa.

O xatayyeA\ov ap@iofntel Ty avaykn yia OKOVORIKI] EvioXuon
npog o Kavéh 4. Ynootpiler on to Kavah 4 éxer onpavuka
XPTHATOOIKOVOIKG. AMODERATOL KOl APKETA peuatd dadéota yia va
katafdhel To kOOTOG TG YNQLaknS petdfaons. TUpQova pE Tov
katayyéAovta, napolo mou to Kavaht 4 evdéyetar va avripetemiost
oto péMov peiwon TG amodotkdTTAG Toug, autd Oev da
EMMPEACEL TNV IKAVOTITTA TOU VA EKTAT|PAOVEL TO GTOXO TG dnpootag
umnpeoiag kat enopévag 1) evioxuon dev elvar anapaity).

A&oloynen tov pétpou

SUPQOVA PE TV aVaKOVOOT Yia TG PadLOTIALONTIKEG HETAOOTELS,
OV MEPIMTWON KPATIKAG evioxuons yia dnuoctous padiotnieo-
TTKOUG QopelG, yia va kadopiotel eav umapyet umepfolik avti-
otddpon, 1 Emrtporr| mpémel mpdta va umoloyicel To KOGTOG TOU
otoyou G dnpoclag UTNPEsiag Kal Vo agalpéoel T kEPOOG anod
TNV epmopikr] ekpetaAevon Tig dnpodoteg umnpeotes (napadeiypatog
xapn dwagnpuion) wote va Mafer to kadapd kdoTog TG dnpootag
umnpeotac. EmmAéov, n Emtponn) mpémet va daopalioer ot o v

() EEC3201mc 15.11.2001, 6. 5.
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\oyw padiotnheontikog gopeag dev mpofaivel e mepITIEG oTpe-
PAocEl Tou avtayeviopol 600V agopd TG EUMOPIKES dpaotnpio-
Tteg mou ouvdtovtar pe T Snpoota umnpeoia. Eav umdpyer éva
kadapd kOOTOG, TOTE 0 &v AOY® THALOMTIKOG Popiag Va MPEmeL va
éxel To dikaiwpa va Aafet kpatikr) evioyuon.

Ot mAnpogopieg mou £xouv dodel pgxpt topa and to Hvopévo Baoi-
Aewo Sev emtpénouv oy Emitponr) va aflohoyrjoer v, Aoyo tov
UTIOYPEMOEWY TOU OXETIKA Lte Tv yrglakn petafaor), to Kavak 4
Yo mpemelL va avTipeTeMicel peconpodespa Kadapd KOoTog dnuootag
ummpeotag mou Ja tou emtpeyet va Aafet kpatiki) evioyuon.

(1)

KEIMENO THX EMIXTOAHX

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.

— 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.

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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(21) In its notification the UK authorities have estimated that manner that takes account of the BBC's possible liability to

(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)

(28)
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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 interve-
ntion and that accordingly there is a case for the UK
government 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
granting 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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(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 (*°).

(41) 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 tran-
smission 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 advantage (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.

(42) The UK authorities acknowledge that C4C has built substa-

ntial 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 requi-
rements (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 allegations by others, C4C
need to keep these reserves to protect against revenue
variations and to make further investments in new busi-
ness activities that could offset the expected decline of the
core PSB channel.

(43) 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.

(44) 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

(45) 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)

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 overco-
mpensation 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 exem-
ption 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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(58)

(59)

(60)

(61)

(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

(63

(66

*)

*)
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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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(68)

(69)

(71)

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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