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II 

(Komunikatai) 

EUROPOS SĄJUNGOS INSTITUCIJŲ, ĮSTAIGŲ IR ORGANŲ PRIIMTI 
KOMUNIKATAI 

EUROPOS KOMISIJA 

Neprieštaravimas praneštai koncentracijai 

(Byla COMP/M.5785 – Sun Capital/DSM Special Products) 

(Tekstas svarbus EEE) 

(2011/C 34/01) 

2010 m. gruodžio 2 d. Komisija nusprendė neprieštarauti pirmiau nurodytai koncentracijai, apie kurią 
pranešta, ir pripažinti ją suderinama su bendrąja rinka. Šis sprendimas priimtas remiantis Tarybos regla­
mento (EB) Nr. 139/2004 6 straipsnio 1 dalies b punktu. Visas sprendimo tekstas pateikiamas tik anglų 
kalba ir bus viešai paskelbtas iš jo pašalinus visą konfidencialią su verslu susijusią informaciją. Sprendimo 
tekstą bus galima rasti: 

— Komisijos konkurencijos svetainės susijungimų skiltyje (http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/ 
cases/). Šioje svetainėje konkrečius sprendimus dėl susijungimo galima rasti įvairiais būdais, pavyzdžiui, 
pagal įmonės pavadinimą, bylos numerį, sprendimo priėmimo datą ir sektorių, 

— elektroniniu formatu EUR-Lex svetainėje (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm). Dokumento numeris 
32010M5785. EUR-Lex svetainėje galima rasti įvairių Bendrijos teisės aktų. 

Neprieštaravimas praneštai koncentracijai 

(Byla COMP/M.6033 – Johnson & Johnson/Crucell) 

(Tekstas svarbus EEE) 

(2011/C 34/02) 

2011 m. sausio 28 d. Komisija nusprendė neprieštarauti pirmiau nurodytai koncentracijai, apie kurią 
pranešta, ir pripažinti ją suderinama su bendrąja rinka. Šis sprendimas priimtas remiantis Tarybos regla­
mento (EB) Nr. 139/2004 6 straipsnio 1 dalies b punktu. Visas sprendimo tekstas pateikiamas tik anglų 
kalba ir bus viešai paskelbtas iš jo pašalinus visą konfidencialią su verslu susijusią informaciją. Sprendimo 
tekstą bus galima rasti: 

— Komisijos konkurencijos svetainės susijungimų skiltyje (http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/ 
cases/). Šioje svetainėje konkrečius sprendimus dėl susijungimo galima rasti įvairiais būdais, pavyzdžiui, 
pagal įmonės pavadinimą, bylos numerį, sprendimo priėmimo datą ir sektorių, 

— elektroniniu formatu EUR-Lex svetainėje (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm). Dokumento numeris 
32011M6033. EUR-Lex svetainėje galima rasti įvairių Bendrijos teisės aktų.

LT 2011 2 3 Europos Sąjungos oficialusis leidinys C 34/1

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases/
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases/
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm


IV 

(Pranešimai) 

EUROPOS SĄJUNGOS INSTITUCIJŲ, ĮSTAIGŲ IR ORGANŲ PRANEŠIMAI 

EUROPOS KOMISIJA 

Euro kursas ( 1 ) 

2011 m. vasario 2 d. 

(2011/C 34/03) 

1 euro = 

Valiuta Valiutos kursas 

USD JAV doleris 1,3803 

JPY Japonijos jena 112,35 

DKK Danijos krona 7,4549 

GBP Svaras sterlingas 0,85190 

SEK Švedijos krona 8,8615 

CHF Šveicarijos frankas 1,2922 

ISK Islandijos krona 

NOK Norvegijos krona 7,8840 

BGN Bulgarijos levas 1,9558 

CZK Čekijos krona 24,124 

HUF Vengrijos forintas 269,59 

LTL Lietuvos litas 3,4528 

LVL Latvijos latas 0,7015 

PLN Lenkijos zlotas 3,9128 

RON Rumunijos lėja 4,2580 

TRY Turkijos lira 2,1824 

Valiuta Valiutos kursas 

AUD Australijos doleris 1,3676 

CAD Kanados doleris 1,3649 

HKD Honkongo doleris 10,7490 

NZD Naujosios Zelandijos doleris 1,7657 

SGD Singapūro doleris 1,7560 

KRW Pietų Korėjos vonas 1 521,85 

ZAR Pietų Afrikos randas 9,8704 

CNY Kinijos ženminbi juanis 9,0890 

HRK Kroatijos kuna 7,4207 

IDR Indonezijos rupija 12 462,41 

MYR Malaizijos ringitas 4,1945 

PHP Filipinų pesas 60,583 

RUB Rusijos rublis 40,6500 

THB Tailando batas 42,589 

BRL Brazilijos realas 2,2984 

MXN Meksikos pesas 16,5974 

INR Indijos rupija 62,8865
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( 1 ) Šaltinis: valiutų perskaičiavimo kursai paskelbti ECB.



VALSTYBIŲ NARIŲ PRANEŠIMAI 

Komisijos pranešimas pagal Europos Parlamento ir Tarybos reglamento (EB) Nr. 1008/2008 dėl oro 
susisiekimo paslaugų teikimo Bendrijoje bendrųjų taisyklių 17 straipsnio 5 dalyje nurodytą tvarką 

Naujas kvietimas dalyvauti konkurse dėl reguliarių oro susisiekimo paslaugų teikimo, kaip numatyta 
su viešosiomis paslaugomis susijusiuose įsipareigojimuose, paskelbtuose OL C 34, 2011 2 3 

(Tekstas svarbus EEE) 

(2011/C 34/04) 

Valstybė narė Italija 

Maršrutai Elbos salos Marina di Campo–Florencija (į abi puses) 
Elbos salos Marina di Campo–Piza (į abi puses) 

Sutarties galiojimo trukmė 1 metai nuo 2011 m. kovo 27 d. 

Pasiūlymų teikimo terminas 2 mėnesiai nuo šio pranešimo paskelbimo 

Adresas, kuriuo galima nemokamai gauti kvie­
timo dalyvauti konkurse tekstą ir visą reikiamą 
informaciją ir (arba) dokumentus, susijusius su 
viešuoju konkursu ir su viešąja paslauga susi­
jusiais įsipareigojimais 

ENAC (Ente nazionale dell’aviazione civile) 
Direzione centrale sviluppo economico 
Direzione sviluppo trasporto aereo 
Viale del Castro Pretorio 118 
00185 Roma RM 
ITALIA 

http://www.enac.gov.it 
El. paštas: osp@enac.gov.it
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Komisijos pranešimas pagal Europos Parlamento ir Tarybos reglamento (EB) Nr. 1008/2008 dėl oro 
susisiekimo paslaugų teikimo Bendrijoje bendrųjų taisyklių 16 straipsnio 4 dalies 1 punkte nurodytą 

tvarką 

Su viešąja paslauga susiję įsipareigojimai dėl reguliariojo oro susisiekimo paslaugų teikimo 

(Tekstas svarbus EEE) 

(2011/C 34/05) 

Valstybė narė Italija 

Planuojamas maršrutas Kalabrijos Redžas–Venecijos Tesera (į abi puses) 
Kalabrijos Redžas–Turino Kazelė (į abi puses) 
Kalabrijos Redžas–Milano Malpensa (į abi puses) 
Kalabrijos Redžas–Bolonijos Borgo Panigalė (į abi puses) 
Kalabrijos Redžas–Pizos San Džustas (į abi puses) 

Su viešosiomis paslaugomis susijusių įsipareigojimų nuro­
dytais maršrutais atšaukimo data 

2010 m. lapkričio 18 d. 

Adresas, kuriuo galima nemokamai gauti su viešąja 
paslauga susijusių įsipareigojimų tekstą ir visą atitinkamą 
su tuo įsipareigojimu susijusią informaciją ir (arba) 
dokumentus 

ENAC (Ente nazionale per l’aviazione civile) 
Direzione centrale sviluppo economico 
Direzione sviluppo trasporto aereo 
Viale del Castro Pretorio 118 
00185 Roma RM 
ITALIA 

http://www.enac.gov.it 
El. paštas: osp@enac.gov.it
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PRANEŠIMAI, SUSIJĘ SU EUROPOS EKONOMINE ERDVE 

ELPA PRIEŽIŪROS TARNYBA 

ELPA priežiūros institucija mano, kad toliau nurodyta priemonė nėra valstybės pagalba pagal EEE 
susitarimo 61 straipsnio 1 dalį 

(2011/C 34/06) 

Sprendimo priėmimo data: 2010 m. rugsėjo 29 d. 

Bylos numeris: 67278 

Sprendimas Nr.: 378/10/COL 

ELPA valstybė: Islandija 

Pagalbos priemonės (ir/arba pagalbos 
gavėjo) pavadinimas: 

tariama valstybės pagalba, kurią Reikjaviko uostas skyrė įmonei 
„Stáltak hf.“ 

Teisinis pagrindas: EEE susitarimo 61 straipsnio 1 dalis 

Priemonės rūšis: akcijų pirkimas 

Autentišką sprendimo tekstą be konfidencialių duomenų galima rasti ELPA priežiūros institucijos interneto 
svetainėje: 

http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/state-aid-register/
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Priemonė nėra valstybės pagalba pagal EEE susitarimo 61 straipsnį 

(2011/C 34/07) 

ELPA priežiūros institucija neprieštarauja šiai valstybės pagalbos priemonei: 

Sprendimo priėmimo data: 2010 m. spalio 13 d. 

Bylos numeris: 68560 

Sprendimas Nr.: 390/10/COL 

ELPA valstybė: Islandija 

Regionas: Pietų rinkimų apygarda, Šiaurės vakarų rinkimų 
apygarda ir Šiaurės rytų rinkimų apygarda 

Pavadinimas (ir (arba) pagalbos gavėjo pavadinimas): lengvatos pradinėms investicijoms Islandijoje 

Teisinis pagrindas: teisės aktas Nr. 99/2010 dėl lengvatų pradinėms 
investicijoms Islandijoje 

Priemonės rūšis: pagalbos schema 

Tikslas: regionų vystymasis 

Pagalbos forma: tiesioginė dotacija, mokestinės nuolaidos ir 
žemės pardavimas/nuoma už mažesnę nei 
rinkos vertę 

Biudžetas: kasmetiniai sprendimai dėl tiesioginių dotacijų 
biudžeto. Apskaičiuotos negautos pajamos – 
17 mln. EUR per metus 

Intensyvumas: 15 % (25 % vidutinio dydžio įmonėms ir 35 % 
mažoms įmonėms) 

Trukmė: nuo schemos galutinio teksto paskelbimo po to, 
kai institucija priims sprendimą, iki 2013 m. 
gruodžio 31 d. 

Ekonomikos sektorius: visi sektoriai, išskyrus finansų sektorių 

Pagalbą teikiančios institucijos pavadinimas ir 
adresas: 

Pramonės ministerija 
Arnarhvoli 
150 Reykjavik 
ICELAND 

Kita informacija: galutinis schemos tekstas bus paskelbtas http:// 
www.idnadarraduneyti.is 

Autentišką sprendimo tekstą be konfidencialių duomenų galima rasti ELPA priežiūros institucijos interneto 
svetainėje: 

http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/state-aid-register/
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Priemonė nėra valstybės pagalba pagal EEE susitarimo 61 straipsnį 

(2011/C 34/08) 

ELPA priežiūros institucija mano, kad toliau nurodyta priemonė nėra valstybės pagalba pagal EEE susitarimo 
61 straipsnio 1 dalį. 

Sprendimo priėmimo data: 2010 m. lapkričio 9 d. 

Bylos numeris: 62275 

Sprendimo numeris: 438/10/COL 

ELPA valstybė: Norvegija 

Priemonės rūšis: kryžminės subsidijos ir kapitalo injekcija 

Autentišką sprendimo tekstą be konfidencialių duomenų galima rasti ELPA priežiūros institucijos interneto 
svetainėje: 

http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/state-aid-register/

LT 2011 2 3 Europos Sąjungos oficialusis leidinys C 34/7

http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/state-aid-register/


Kvietimas teikti pastabas pagal ELPA valstybių susitarimo dėl Priežiūros institucijos ir Teisingumo 
Teismo įsteigimo 3 protokolo I dalies 1 straipsnio 2 dalį dėl valstybės pagalbos Opdalio savivaldybei 

parduodant žemės sklypą, kurio kadastrinis Nr. 271/8 

(2011/C 34/09) 

2010 m. lapkričio 3 d. Sprendimu Nr. 417/10/COL, pateiktu originalo kalba po šios santraukos, ELPA 
priežiūros institucija pradėjo procedūrą pagal ELPA valstybių susitarimo dėl Priežiūros institucijos ir Teisin­
gumo Teismo įsteigimo 3 protokolo I dalies 1 straipsnio 2 dalį. Norvegijos valdžios institucijoms buvo 
perduota šio sprendimo kopija. 

ELPA priežiūros institucija kviečia ELPA valstybes, ES valstybes nares ir suinteresuotąsias šalis per vieną 
mėnesį nuo šio pranešimo paskelbimo teikti pastabas dėl šios priemonės adresu: 

EFTA Surveillance Authority 
Registry 
Rue Belliard/Belliardstraat 35 
1040 Bruxelles/Brussel 
BELGIQUE/BELGIË 

Šios pastabos bus perduotos Norvegijos valdžios institucijoms. Pastabas teikianti suinteresuotoji šalis gali 
pateikti pagrįstą raštišką prašymą neatskleisti jos tapatybės. 

SANTRAUKA 

2007 m. vasario 7 d. „Strand Drift Oppdal AS“ pasiūlė Opdalio savivaldybei žemės sklype Nr. 271/8 
pastatyti slidinėjimo kurorto klientų aptarnavimo infrastruktūros objektą. Kad sklypą būtų galima naudoti 
kaip viešąją automobilių stovėjimo aikštelę, reikėjo iš dalies pakeisti savivaldybės teisės aktus. 2007 m. 
vasario 19 d. raštu savivaldybei „Strand Drift Oppdal AS“ išreiškė norą pirkti nekilnojamąjį turtą. 
2007 m. lapkričio 30 d. raštu savivaldybė atsakė, kad bendrovės „Strand Drift Oppdal AS“ pasiūlymas 
pirkti nekilnojamąjį turtą atidedamas tol, kol savivaldybė priims sprendimą dėl savivaldybės teisės aktų 
pakeitimo. 

2008 m. birželio 30 d. Opdalio savivaldybė nusprendė užsakyti du atskirus nekilnojamojo turto vertinimus 
ir tada pradėti derybas su „Strand Drift Oppdal AS“ dėl jo pardavimo. Savivaldybė gavo dvi atskiras 
ataskaitas. Nekilnojamasis turtas buvo atitinkamai įvertintas 850 000 ir 800 000 NOK. 

2008 m. liepos 15 d. savivaldybė pirmą kartą pakvietė bendrovę „Strand Drift Oppdal AS“ susitikti ir aptarti 
nekilnojamojo turto pardavimo sutarties projektą. Savivaldybė pranešė bendrovei „Strand Drift Oppdal AS“ 
apie vertinimus ir tai, kad pardavimo kaina būtų 850 000 NOK. 

Bendrovei „Oppdal Booking AS“ paprašius vertinimai jai buvo nusiųsti 2008 m. liepos 21 d. Liepos 23 d. 
raštu „Oppdal Booking AS“ skundėsi dėl vertinimų ir įtarė, kad jie neatitiko tikrosios rinkos vertės. „Oppdal 
Booking AS“, be kita ko, tvirtino, kad jie norėjo mokėti gerokai didesnę sumą. Tą pačią dieną „Oppdal 
Booking AS“ nusiuntė savivaldybei raštą, kuriame pasiūlė sumokėti 3,1 mln. NOK. Nurodyta, kad tai yra 
pirminis pasiūlymas, teikiamas su sąlyga, kad bus suteikti leidimai, būtini nekilnojamajam turtui plėtoti, ir 
kad bendrovei „Oppdal Booking AS“ bus skirta pakankamai laiko planuojamo statinio projektui parengti. 

2008 m. liepos 31 d. savivaldybė pasirašė sutartį su bendrove „Strand Drift Oppdal AS“. Institucijos 
vertinimu, tik tada remiantis Norvegijos įstatymais buvo sudarytas privalomas susitarimas. 

Institucija vertins valstybės institucijų atliktą žemės sklypo pardavimo sandorį pagal Valstybės pagalbos 
gaires dėl valstybės pagalbos elementų valdžios institucijoms parduodant žemę ir pastatus. Gairėse nuro­
domos dvi galimybės: pirma, rengti konkursą; antra, naudotis nepriklausomų ekspertų vertinimu. Tačiau jose 
nenagrinėjamas toks atvejis, kai privalomas pasiūlymas pateikiamas gavus eksperto vertinimą, bet prieš 
pasirašant privalomą sutartį. Šiuo atveju pasiūlyta kaina buvo beveik keturis kartus didesnė už ekspertų 
nustatytą rinkos kainą.
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Institucija mano, kad tokiomis aplinkybėmis gavus pasiūlymą turėtų kilti abejonių, ar vertinimai atitinka 
tikrąją nekilnojamojo turto rinkos kainą. Apskirtai patikimas ir privalomas pasiūlymas turėtų būti tikslesnis 
rodiklis nustatant rinkos kainą, nes juo parodoma, kiek iš tikrųjų bendrovė yra pasirengusi sumokėti už 
nekilnojamąjį turtą. Institucija pažymi, kad Norvegijos valdžios institucijos nepateikė jokių duomenų, kad 
pagrįstų, jog pasiūlymas nebuvo patikimas arba kad jis neatitiko tikrosios nekilnojamojo turto rinkos vertės, 
be kita ko, dėl to, kad pasiūlymą pateikusi bendrovė turėjo specialų interesą įsigyti nekilnojamąjį turtą. 

Paramos priemonės, apibrėžtos EEE susitarimo 61 straipsnio 1 dalyje, paprastai yra nesuderinamos su EEE 
susitarimo veikimu, nebent EEE susitarimo 61 straipsnio 2 arba 3 dalyse leidžiama nuo jų nukrypti. Vis 
dėlto Institucija abejoja, ar vertinamas sandoris gali būti pateisinamas EEE susitarimo valstybės pagalbos 
nuostatomis. 

Išvada 

Atsižvelgdama į tai, kas išdėstyta, Institucija nusprendė pradėti oficialią tyrimo procedūrą pagal EEE susita­
rimo 1 straipsnio 2 dalį. Suinteresuotosios šalys raginamos pateikti pastabas per vieną mėnesį nuo šio 
sprendimo paskelbimo Europos Sąjungos oficialiajame leidinyje. 

EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION 

No 417/10/COL 

of 3 November 2010 

to initiate the formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) in Part I of Protocol 3 to 
the Surveillance and Court Agreement with regard to the sale by Oppdal municipality of the plot of 

land gbnr 271/8 

(Norway) 

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY (the Authority), 

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic Area (the EEA Agreement), in particular to 
Article 61 and Protocol 26, 

Having regard to the Agreement between the EFTA States on the Establishment of a Surveillance Authority 
and a Court of Justice (the Surveillance and Court Agreement), in particular to Article 24, 

Having regard to Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement (Protocol 3), in particular to Article 
1(3) of Part I and Articles 4(4) and 6 of Part II, 

Having regard to the consolidated version of the Authority’s Decision No 195/04/COL of 14 July 2004 on 
the implementing provisions referred to under Article 27 of Part II of Protocol 3 (the Implementing 
Provisions Decision) ( 1 ), 

Having regard to the State Aid Guidelines on State aid elements in sales of land and buildings by public 
authorities ( 2 ), 

Whereas: 

I. FACTS 

1. Procedure 

By letter dated 3 July 2008 (Event No 484519), Oppdal Booking AS (OB) filed a complaint against Oppdal 
municipality’s intended sale of the property 271/8 in Oppdal to Strand Drift Oppdal AS (SDO). 

By letter dated 9 July 2008 (Event No 485146), the Authority requested additional information from the 
Norwegian authorities. The Norwegian authorities replied in a letter dated 9 August 2008 (Event No 
490114).
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( 1 ) Available at: http://www.eftasurv.int/media/decisions/195-04-COL.pdf 
( 2 ) This chapter of the Guidelines corresponds to the Commission communication on State aid elements in sales of land 

and buildings by public authorities (OJ C 209, 10.7.1997, p. 3) also available at: http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/ 
legal-framework/state-aid-guidelines/
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By letter dated 8 September 2008, the buyer, SDO, submitted comments to the Authority (Event No 
491369). 

On 1 October 2008, OB provided supplementing information in a letter to the Authority (Event No 
493593). 

2. Chronology of events 

On 7 February 2007, SDO had, through an application, proposed to the municipality the building of a 
service facility for ski resort customers on property 271/8. An amendment of the municipal regulations 
would be necessary to use the area as a public parking facility. In a letter to the municipality dated 
19 February 2007, SDO expressed their interest in buying the property. The municipality replied in a letter 
dated 30 November 2007, that until it had decided on the amendment of the municipal regulations, SDO’s 
proposal to buy the property would be put on hold. 

On 31 March 2008, the municipality approved the application. OB then filed a complaint on the muni­
cipality’s decision. By letter dated 5 May 2008, the municipality informed SDO of the complaint, and that 
the request to buy the property could not be considered before a decision on the complaint was taken. On 
26 May 2008, the municipality referred OBs’ complaint to the regional regulations authority (Fylkesmannen) 
for processing. 

By letter dated 30 May 2008, OB expressed its interest in buying the property to the municipality, in case 
their complaint was not sustained by the regional authority. By letter dated 6 June 2008, the municipality 
informed SDO that the municipality would not consider the request to buy the property until the complaint 
on the municipality’s decision had been dealt with by the regional authority. The municipality also explicitly 
denied that SDO had any option on buying the property. 

On 30 June 2008, Oppdal municipality decided to obtain two separate evaluations of the property, and 
thereafter proceed with sale negotiations with SDO ( 1 ). 

Oppdal municipality obtained two separate reports which assessed the value of the property. The first report 
dated 7 July 2008, was made by Ragnar Lian, and the second report, dated 9 July 2008, was made by Geir 
Husebø. The property’s value was assessed respectively as NOK 850 000 and 800 000. Both experts had 
estimated a ‘normal sales value’, defined as the price the property could be sold for on the day of appraisal, 
meaning a price that more than one buyer would be willing to pay. One of the experts, Geir Husebø, also 
added to this definition in his report, that the assessment disregarded potential buyers who due to 
exceptional circumstances were willing to pay a particularly high price. 

On 15 July 2008, the municipality invited SDO to a meeting to discuss a draft sales contract for the 
property for the first time. The municipality informed SDO of the appraisals, and that the sales price would 
be NOK 850 000. According to the municipality’s minutes from the meeting, the municipality planned to 
decide on the result of the negotiations on 24 July 2008. SDO signed the contract on 18 July. 

The appraisals were sent to OB at their request on 21 July 2008. By letter dated 23 July, OB complained 
about the appraisals, alleging that they did not reflect the proper market value. OB maintained, inter alia, 
that they were willing to pay a far higher price, based solely on a calculation of the profit they could derive 
from the property. The same day OB, forwarded a letter to the municipality with an offer of NOK 
3,1 million. The offer was described as a ‘starting offer’ and was made on conditions that the necessary 
permits for developing the property would be granted, and that OB would be given sufficient time to design 
the building that was to be erected. 

On 31 July 2008, the Municipality signed the contract with SDO. As the Authority understands the facts, it 
was only at this moment that a binding agreement under Norwegian law was entered into. 

3. The complaint 

In July 2008, OB complained to the Authority alleging that Oppdal municipality was going to sell property 
271/8, which served as a parking area for customers of a nearby ski resort, without notifying the sale. 

OB owns and operates a number of ski resorts in the Norwegian municipality Oppdal. The buyer of the plot 
in question, SDO, is a competitor who had previously leased an area from OB for use in its business related 
to ski equipment and ski instructor services. After OB increased the lease, SDO was looking for new 
premises.
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In its complaint, OB alleged that the property would be sold without conducting an unconditional bidding 
procedure, as described in the Authority’s guidelines for sales of land and public buildings, paragraph 2.1 ( 1 ). 
OB also argued that the municipality had not acted in accordance with the alternative procedure described 
in paragraph 2.2 in the Authority’s guidelines, since it had started sale negotiations with the potential buyer 
prior to obtaining an independent evaluation of the property. Moreover, OB maintained that it was unclear 
on which principles the evaluation reports are based. OB alleged that its own NOK 3,1 million offer, based 
on the same exploitation of the property as the buyer, showed that the market price was not reflected in the 
sales price, and that OB could not be considered to be a buyer with a particular interest in the property. 

4. Comments by the Norwegian authorities 

The Norwegian authorities consider that the procedure described in paragraph 2.2 in the Authority’s 
guidelines for sales of land and public buildings had been followed, and that no State aid was involved 
in the transaction. The Norwegian authorities argue that the expert evaluations were obtained prior to any 
sale negotiations with SDO and reflected the market price. Oppdal municipality has in addition produced an 
overview dated 29 August 2008, of prices on sales of land in Oppdal, which shows that the price obtained 
for the property involved is the highest price per square meter known to the municipality. 

The authorities further maintain that when assessing the market price the expert should consider which 
price regular buyers would pay for the property by voluntary sale. Speculative buyers, and buyers with 
particular needs should be disregarded. Thus, the experts in this case have assessed the market price 
correctly. 

The offer of NOK 3,1 million from OB must in any case be regarded as coming from a party with a 
particular need, since OB has a dominant position in the local ski service market, and is willing to go far in 
eliminating it’s competitors. 

II. ASSESSMENT 

1. The presence of State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) EEA Agreement 

Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement reads as follows: 

‘Save as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any aid granted by EC Member States, EFTA States or 
through State resources in any form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competition by 
favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods shall, in so far as it affects trade 
between Contracting Parties, be incompatible with the functioning of this Agreement’. 

In the following, the Authority will assess whether the municipality of Oppdal has granted State aid to SDO 
in connection with the sale of the plot of land gbnr 271/8. If the transaction was carried out in accordance 
with the market economy investor principle, i.e. if the municipality sold the land for its market value and 
the conditions of the transaction would have been acceptable for a private seller, the transaction would not 
have involved the grant of State aid. On the contrary, State aid could be involved if the sale was not carried 
out at market price. 

1.1. Market investor principle 

As a point of departure, the assessment of whether a property has been sold at market value should be 
assessed at the time of the conclusion of the contract. 

The State Aid Guidelines on State aid elements in sales of land and buildings by public authorities give 
further information on how the Authority interprets and applies the provisions of the EEA Agreement 
governing State aid when it comes to assessing sales of public land and buildings. Section 2.1 describes a 
sale through an unconditional bidding procedure, while Section 2.2 describes a sale without an 
unconditional procedure (by way of an independent expert valuation). 

In this case, the municipality did not organise an unconditional bidding procedure but the sale took place 
on the basis of two value assessments carried out by independent experts. The assessments were obtained by 
the municipality on 7 and 9 July 2008, respectively.
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Section 2.2 of the State Aid Guidelines on State aid elements in sales of land and buildings by public 
authorities, regarding sale without an unconditional bidding procedure, provides that ‘if public authorities 
intend not to use the procedure described under Section 2.1, an independent evaluation should be carried 
out by one or more independent asset values prior to the sale negotiations in order to establish the market 
value on the basis of generally accepted market indicators and valuation standards. The market price thus 
established is the minimum purchase price that can be agreed without granting State aid.’ (Emphasis added) 

Although SDO had already contacted the municipality in February 2007 and applied for an amendment of 
the use of property 271/8, and later the same month, signalled its interest in purchasing the property, the 
correspondence submitted by the Norwegian authorities indicates that the municipality refused to discuss a 
sale until the regulatory issues regarding the property were decided upon. This is the reason why it was not 
until 30 June 2008 that Oppdal municipality decided to obtain two value assessments, and then to proceed 
with the sale negotiations. According to the information provided by the Norwegian authorities, no 
discussions on the price or other conditions of the sale had taken place between the municipality and 
SDO prior to the value assessments. 

Both reports estimated a very similar market value for the property: NOK 800 000 and 850 000. The price 
paid by the purchaser was determined by reference to the valuation report which indicated the highest price, 
i.e. NOK 850 000. 

However, as the information has been presented to the Authority, before a binding contract was concluded 
on the basis of these value assessment, Oppdal municipality received a substantially higher offer of 
NOK 3,1 million from OB. Nevertheless, the municipality sold the land to SDO for NOK 850 000 on 
the basis of the price determined by the independent experts. 

It would appear that a situation such as the one in the present case is not explicitly foreseen by the 
Guidelines. The Guidelines refer to two possible scenarios: first, the use of a bidding procedure; second, the 
use of independent expert valuation. However, they do not deal with the situation that a binding offer is 
received after the receipt of the expert evaluation but prior to the conclusion of a binding contract. In the 
case at hand, the offer was close to four times higher than the price considered to be market price by the 
experts. 

The Authority considers that in a situation such as this, the submission of an offer is liable to cast doubts 
on whether the evaluations reflect the actual market price of the property. Generally, a credible and binding 
offer would seem to be a better basis for the determination of market price as it reflects what someone is 
actually prepared to pay for the property. The Authority notes that the Norwegian authorities have not 
presented any information substantiating that the offer was not credible or that it did not accurately reflect 
the market value of the property, inter alia, due to the special interest of the bidder in acquiring the 
property. 

The Commission has in a decision of 30 January 2008, in Case C 35/06, dealt with a similar issue, i.e. the 
situation that an offer is made after the receipt of the expert evaluation. In its decision, the Commission 
stated: 

‘Even if the expert evaluation had been carried out in accordance with the communication ( 1 ), i.e. an 
evaluation of the actual plot of land that was to be sold carried out just before the sale and on the 
basis of generally accepted evaluation standards, this evaluation would only be a second best instru­
ment to determine the market price of the land, in the absence of real price offers. From the moment 
that a credible and binding bid is submitted and provided that this bid is directly comparable to and 
higher than the price estimate according to the evaluation, the former must be preferred. The bid 
establishes a real market price and should be considered as a better proxy for the foregone State 
resources than an expert evaluation ( 2 ). 

___________ 
( 1 ) Section 2.2 of the State Aid Guidelines on State aid elements in sales of land and buildings by 

public authorities corresponds to the Commission communication on State aid elements in sales of 
land and buildings by public authorities (OJ C 209, 10.7.1997, p. 3). 

( 2 ) Commission Decision of 30 January 2008 in Case C 35/06, OJ 2008, 14.5.2008, L 126/3, 
paragraph 59.’
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On the basis of the above, the Authority cannot exclude that the sale of the concerned plot of land gbnr. 
271/8 to Strand Drift Oppdal AS for the sales price of NOK 850 000 involved State aid within the meaning 
of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, provided that the other conditions of the Article are fulfilled. 

1.2. The presence of State aid 

1.2.1. S t a t e r e s o u r c e s 

In order to qualify as State aid, the measure must be granted by the State or through state resources. The 
concept of the State does not only refer to the central government but embraces all levels of the state 
administration (including municipalities) as well as public undertakings. 

If the municipality sold the land below its market price, it would have foregone income. In such circums­
tances, SDO should have paid more for the land and therefore there is a transfer of resources from the 
municipality. 

For these reasons, the Authority considers that if the sale did not take place in accordance with market 
conditions, state resources within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement would be involved. 

1.2.2. F a v o u r i n g c e r t a i n u n d e r t a k i n g s o r t h e p r o d u c t i o n o f c e r t a i n g o o d s 

First, the measure must confer on SDO advantages that relieve the undertaking of charges that are normally 
borne from its budget. If the transaction was carried out under favourable terms, in the sense that SDO 
would most likely have had to pay a higher price for the property if the sale of land had been conducted 
according to the market investor principle, the company would have received an advantage within the 
meaning of the State aid rules. 

Second, the measure must be selective in that it favours ‘certain undertakings or the production of certain 
goods’. There is only one possible beneficiary of the measure under assessment, i.e. SDO. The measure is 
thus selective. 

1.2.3. D i s t o r t i o n o f c o m p e t i t i o n a n d e f f e c t o n t r a d e b e t w e e n C o n t r a c t i n g 
P a r t i e s 

The aid must threaten to distort competition and be liable to affect trade between the Contracting Parties of 
the EEA Agreement. 

A support measure granted by the State would strengthen the position of SDO vis-à-vis other undertakings 
that are competitors active in the same business areas. Any grant of aid strengthens the position of the 
beneficiary vis-à-vis its competitors and accordingly distorts competition within the meaning of Article 
61(1) of the EEA Agreement. It appears that SDO operates in the market for ski rental and related services, 
economic activities which are subject to competition from other undertakings. 

To the extent that the company is active in areas subject to intra-EEA trade, the requirements of Article 
61(1) of the EEA Agreement for a measure to constitute State aid appear to be fulfilled ( 1 ). It appears from 
the complaint that the ski resort in Oppdal competes for its customers particularly with ski resorts in 
Sweden. Also, the Swedish company, Skistar, is a large operator in the Norwegian market. Therefore, any 
state support granted in this case seems likely to affect trade between member states within the meaning of 
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. 

1.3. Conclusion 

For the above mentioned reasons, the Authority has doubts as to whether or not the transaction concerning 
the sale by Oppdal Municipality of the plot of land gbnr 271/8 to SDO as laid down in the agreement 
between the parties signed 31 July 2008 entails the grant of State aid. 

2. Procedural requirements 

Pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3, ‘the EFTA Surveillance Authority shall be informed, in 
sufficient time to enable it to submit its comments, of any plans to grant or alter aid. […] The State 
concerned shall not put its proposed measures into effect until the procedure has resulted in a final 
decision’.
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( 1 ) Cf. Commission Decision 2003/521/EC ‘Bolzano’ paragraph 32, where it is stated that ‘… cableways used to support 
an activity capable of attracting non-local users will generally be regarded as having an effect on trade between 
Member States.’ In this case, the intended use of the land was to erect a service center in support of the ski-sport 
activities in Oppdal. OB’s web pages seem to indicate that its activities in Oppdal are capable of attracting customers 
from Sweden, cf. http://www.oppdalbooking.no/Index.aspx?PageID=276 and its rating among international ski resorts 
http://www.oppdalbooking.no/Index.aspx?PageID=248
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The Norwegian authorities have not submitted a notification of the sale of land and the measure has been 
enacted. Therefore, the Authority concludes that if the measure constitutes State aid, the Norwegian 
authorities have not respected their obligations pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3. 

3. Compatibility of the aid 

Support measures caught by Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement are generally incompatible with the 
functioning of the EEA Agreement, unless they qualify for a derogation in Article 61(2) or (3) of the 
EEA Agreement. 

The derogation of Article 61(2) is not applicable to the aid in question, which is not designed to achieve 
any of the aims listed in this provision. Neither Article 61(3)(a) nor Article 61(3)(b) of the EEA Agreement 
applies to the case at hand. The area where the property is located can benefit from regional aid within the 
meaning of Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement, according to the Authority’s Decision No 227/06 ( 1 ). 
However, the Authority’s guidelines on National Regional Aid 2007-2013 at paragraph 30 require that the 
beneficiary has applied for aid and the authority responsible for administering the aid scheme has confirmed 
in writing that, subject to detailed verification, the project in principle meets the conditions of eligibility laid 
down by the scheme before the start of work on the project ( 2 ). Thus, the Authority has doubts regarding 
whether aid could be granted according to the above mentioned guidelines. 

The Authority therefore doubts that the transaction under assessment can be justified under the State aid 
provisions of the EEA Agreement. 

4. Conclusion 

Based on the information submitted by the Norwegian authorities, the Authority has doubts as to whether 
or not SDO has received unlawful State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement in 
the context of the transaction regarding the sale of a plot of land. 

The Authority has moreover doubts that this State aid can be regarded as complying with Article 61(3)(c) of 
the EEA Agreement. 

Consequently, and in accordance Article 4(4) of Part II of Protocol 3, the Authority is obliged to open the 
procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3. The decision to open proceedings is without 
prejudice to the final decision of the Authority, which may conclude that the measures in question do not 
constitute State aid or are compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement. 

In light of the foregoing considerations, the Authority, acting under the procedure laid down in Article 1(2) 
of Part I of Protocol 3, invites the Norwegian authorities to submit their comments within one month of 
the date of receipt of this Decision. 

Within one month of receipt of this Decision, the Authority request the Norwegian authorities to provide all 
documents, information and data needed for assessment of the compatibility of the said transaction. 

It invites the Norwegian authorities to forward a copy of this Decision to SDO immediately. 

The Authority would like to remind the Norwegian authorities that, according to the provisions of Protocol 
3, any incompatible aid unlawfully put at the disposal of the beneficiaries will have to be recovered, unless 
this recovery would be contrary to the general principles of law, 

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION: 

Article 1 

The formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3 is opened into the 
sale of the plot of land gbnr 271/8 in Oppdal, by Oppdal municipality. 

Article 2 

The Norwegian authorities are invited, pursuant to Article 6(1) of Part II of Protocol 3, to submit their 
comments on the opening of the formal investigation procedure within one month from the notification of 
this Decision.
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Article 3 

The Norwegian authorities are requested to provide within one month from notification of this Decision, all 
documents, information and data needed for assessment of the compatibility of the aid measure. 

Article 4 

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Norway. 

Article 5 

Only the English version is authentic. 

Done at Brussels, 3 November 2010. 

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority 

Per SANDERUD 

President 

Sverrir Haukur GUNNLAUGSSON 

College Member

LT 2011 2 3 Europos Sąjungos oficialusis leidinys C 34/15



V 

(Nuomonės) 

ADMINISTRACINĖS PROCEDŪROS 

EUROPOS KOMISIJA 

Nacionalinių teisėjų mokymas taikyti ES konkurencijos teisės aktus ir bendradarbiauti teisminiais 
klausimais 

(2011/C 34/10) 

Naujas kvietimas pateikti paraiškas nacionalinių teisėjų mokymas taikyti ES konkurencijos teisės aktus ir 
bendradarbiauti teisminiais klausimais, buvo paskelbtas nurodytame tinklapyje: 

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/calls/index.html 

Galutinis paraiškų pateikimo terminas: 2011 m. balandžio 4 d.
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2011 m. prenumeratos kainos (be PVM, įskaitant paprastosios siuntos išlaidas) 

ES oficialusis leidinys, L ir C serijos, tik spausdintinė versija 22 oficialiosiomis ES kalbomis 1 100 EUR per metus 

ES oficialusis leidinys, L ir C serijos, spausdintinė versija ir metinis 
skaitmeninis diskas 

22 oficialiosiomis ES kalbomis 1 200 EUR per metus 

ES oficialusis leidinys, L serija, tik spausdintinė versija 22 oficialiosiomis ES kalbomis 770 EUR per metus 

ES oficialusis leidinys, L ir C serijos, mėnesinis kaupiamasis 
skaitmeninis diskas 

22 oficialiosiomis ES kalbomis 400 EUR per metus 

Oficialiojo leidinio priedas, S serija (Konkursai ir viešieji pirkimai), 
skaitmeninis diskas, leidžiamas vieną kartą per savaitę 

daugiakalbis: 
23 oficialiosiomis ES kalbomis 

300 EUR per metus 

ES oficialusis leidinys, C serija. Konkursai konkursų kalbomis 50 EUR per metus 

Europos Sąjungos oficialųjį leidinį, leidžiamą oficialiosiomis Europos Sąjungos kalbomis, galima prenumeruoti bet 
kuria iš 22 kalbų. Jį sudaro L (teisės aktai) ir C (informacija ir pranešimai) serijos. 
Kiekviena kalba leidžiamas leidinys prenumeruojamas atskirai. 
Oficialieji leidiniai airių kalba parduodami atskirai, remiantis 2005 m. birželio 18 d. Oficialiajame leidinyje 
L 156 paskelbtu Tarybos reglamentu (EB) Nr. 920/2005, nurodančiu, kad Europos Sąjungos institucijos laikinai 
neįpareigojamos rengti ir skelbti visų aktų airių kalba. 
Oficialiojo leidinio priedas (S serija. Konkursai ir viešieji pirkimai) skelbiamas viename daugiakalbiame skaitmeni- 
niame diske visomis 23 oficialiosiomis kalbomis. 
Pateikę paprastą prašymą Europos Sąjungos oficialiojo leidinio prenumeratoriai gali gauti įvairius Oficialiojo leidinio 
priedus. Apie priedų išleidimą prenumeratoriai informuojami pranešime skaitytojui, kuris skelbiamas Europos 
Sąjungos oficialiajame leidinyje. 

Pardavimas ir prenumerata 

Įvairių mokamų leidinių, tokių kaip Europos Sąjungos oficialusis leidinys, galima užsiprenumeruoti mūsų pardavimo 
biuruose. Pardavimo biurų sąrašą galima rasti internete adresu 
http://publications.europa.eu/others/agents/index_lt.htm 

EUR-Lex (http://eur-lex.europa.eu) – tai tiesioginė ir nemokama prieiga prie Europos Sąjungos teisės 
aktų. Šiame tinklalapyje galima skaityti Europos Sąjungos oficialųjį leidinį, susipažinti su 

sutartimis, teisės aktais, precedentine teise bei parengiamaisiais teisės aktais. 

Išsamesnės informacijos apie Europos Sąjungą rasite http://europa.eu 
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