
4. Fourth ground: The defendant calculated the sums to be 
recovered incorrectly. 

The applicant maintains that the defendant is unable to 
calculate precisely the supposed advantage of the recipients 
of the aid and does not take into account the effect which 
the charging of a lower ticket price had or could have had 
on demand. 

( 1 ) Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 of 22 March 1999 laying 
down detailed rules for the application of Article 93 of the EC 
Treaty (OJ 1999 L 83, p. 1). 
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