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Preserving and Promoting Competition: A European Response (1)

Philip LOWE, Director-General, Directorate-General for Competition

Competition is not an end in itself, but an instru-
ment designed to achieve a certain public interest 
objective, consumer welfare. At the same time, 
competition policy can contribute to other objec-
tives: in the EU context, for example, it can work 
towards the success of the strategy for growth and 
jobs, and form part of the public debate about the 
role of state intervention and regulation in indus-
try. Only competition, and not economic national-
ism of whatever overt or covert form, allows the 
emergence of firms capable of succeeding in glo-
bal markets. If preserving competition is the letter 
of competition law enforcement, making markets 
work better is the leitmotiv of an active competi-
tion policy.

Competition Policy and 
the EU Economy �

The Commission proposed a Partnership for 
Growth and Jobs (2) as the core of the renewed 
Lisbon Strategy. The renewed strategy (�) is much 
more focused. The tools are reduced and sharp-
ened: there are 25 national reform programmes 
(�) plus the Community Lisbon programme (5). 
There is only one programme per Member State 
and only one programme at EU level. The division 
of responsibilities is thus much clearer than before. 
Everybody can be held accountable for the goals 
achieved — or not achieved — under their own 
programme.

Competition policy has a substantial role to play 
in that process. Effective competition is an impor-
tant driver of the growth and jobs strategy, both 
 statically by removing restrictions and exces-
sive market power and dynamically by fostering 
innovation. In fact, a recent study realised for the 

(1) This article is based on a speech delivered at the St Gallen 
Competition Law Forum on 11 May 2006.

(2) Working together for growth and jobs — A new start for 
the Lisbon Strategy Communication to the Spring Euro-
pean Council — COM (2005) 2�, Brussels, 2 February 2005 
http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/pdf/COM2005_02�_
en.pdf

(3) Conclusions of the Spring European Council 22-2� March 
2005 

	 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/ 
docs/pressData/en/ec/8���5.pdf

(4) Published at  
http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/key/index_en.htm

(5) Common Actions for Growth and Employment: The 
Community Lisbon Programme — COM(2005) ��0 final 
http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/pdf/COM2005_��0_
en.pdf

Commission (6) shows that competition plays an 
even greater role in harnessing benefits of globali-
sation than the well-known effects of increased 
international division of labour and comparative 
advantage. Globalisation enhances the level of 
competition; the increase in competition in turn 
lowers prices and increases demand for labour and 
capital. This has particularly beneficial effects for 
the real income of workers both directly and indi-
rectly via higher investment, with the additional 
income gains estimated at around 8% over the next 
half century. In absolute terms this would translate 
into over € 2 000 annually in 200� prices for every 
EU citizen, over € 5 000 for every EU household.

Competition policy must therefore use its whole 
potential for the benefits of growth and jobs. To 
do so, we need to go beyond preserving competi-
tion through our traditional enforcement action. 
We must also actively promote competition. This 
is an extension of the traditional work of a compe-
tition agency, but I believe an increasingly impor-
tant one.

The Developing Role of Competition 
Policy

It is therefore important to enforce a rigorous com-
petition policy through anti-trust, merger control 
and the state aid rules. That is the core business 
of an effective enforcement agency, and requires 
focus, resources and determination. But it is not in 
itself sufficient.

Aside from merger control and some parts of State 
aid control, enforcement intervenes ex post. It sets 
important precedents, but it sometimes comes 
too late; harm has been done, and remedying that 
harm can be quite difficult. Establishing the liabil-
ity for harm is laborious, and once that is done, 
designing an effective remedy for the future based 
on the precedent of EU decisions is even more 
challenging; if companies have exited the market 
it may be impossible. The economy may be better 
off if we sometimes intervene much earlier in the 
process. We need more advocacy of competition 
approaches and market-based solutions.

(6) THE EU ECONOMY 2005 REVIEW, Rising Internatio-
nal Economic Integration, Opportunities and Challenges: 
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/euro-
pean_economy/2005/ee605/ee605en.pdf

http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/pdf/COM2005_024_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/pdf/COM2005_024_en.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/84335.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/84335.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/antitrust/cases/decisions/38348/commitments.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/pdf/COM2005_330_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/pdf/COM2005_330_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/european_economy/2005/ee605/ee605en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/european_economy/2005/ee605/ee605en.pdf
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Better Regulation
At the same time, we have to be aware that in our 
enthusiasm to find ex-ante solutions, we do not sti-
fle competition through overregulation. The con-
cern to deal with potential excessive market power 
by sector-specific regulation may be appropriate 
(for example in telecoms or energy), but has a cost 
in the medium to long term. What is described as 
transitory tends to be provisionally forever. Once 
regulations are in place, will they or the incum-
bents they are looking after ever be parted from 
each other?
We have said that we will undertake a more sys-
tematic competition screening of EC legislation (�), 
and we are doing so. Competition concerns must 
be, and are, part of the balancing exercise when 
looking at new legislation: other legitimate policy 
objectives may well require solutions which restrict 
or limit competition, but the aim is that these are 
proportionate and the overall balance is weighed.
For example, we are currently providing input into 
the Commission’s potential clearing and settlement 
directive, to help identify a market-based, demand-
driven solution. We are also working very closely 
with our colleagues of DG Information Society on 
the proposal to regulate roaming prices, so that 
any distortive effects of the proposed price regu-
lation are minimised. We are sharing our market 
knowledge to provide the best empirical basis for 
the upcoming regulation, regulation which raises 
an interesting question: is the threat of regulation, 
rather than regulation, the more effective instru-
ment for market correction?
Last, but not least, we are helping in the Commis-
sion’s review of the Electricity and Gas Directives. 
We have detailed knowledge of the energy markets 
through previous case work in state aid control, 
antitrust and merger control, but also through our 
ongoing sector inquiry, the preliminary results of 
which were presented to the public on 16 Febru-
ary (8). Two issues of particular importance for the 
legislative process emerged from our investiga-
tion. First, joint ownership of supply and network 
businesses as well as gas storage facilities results in 
chronic competition problems. Imposing full struc-
tural unbundling in the next legislative package is 
one of the solutions proposed to get the incentives 

(7) See section 9 of the Revised Impact Assessment Gui-
delines adopted by the Commission in June 2005: 
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/docs/SEC2005_
�91_IA%20guidelines-main.pdf

(8) Preliminary report and executive summary available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/antitrust/others/
sector_inquiries/energy/. See also European Energy 
Sector — Quo Vadis? First results of the Sector Inquiry, 
Competition Policy Newsletter, Spring 2005, p.12: 
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/publications/
cpn/cpn2006_1.pdf

right once and for all. Second, the inquiry identi-
fied the lack of transparency as one of the main 
barriers to competition in the sector. This is also 
an important input for the ongoing review process. 
At least partly in response to DG Competition’s 
interest in the question, the Florence Forum (9) 
has discussed the issue and Eurelectric (the elec-
tricity suppliers association), the transmission sys-
tem operators and the regulators have produced 
detailed proposals to strengthen the transparency 
obligations. Furthermore from April 2006 the four 
largest generators in Germany have voluntarily 
started to publish aggregated generation figures. 
In relation to concerns about investment in inter-
connection, some operators have also mentioned 
plans to extend interconnection capacity.
Competition advocacy is perhaps even more 
important at the national level, as national regu-
lation may also introduce or maintain barriers 
to competition. DG Competition thus tries to 
encourage a more systematic competition-input 
into national legislation. This input can be either 
hard or soft. The area of professional services is 
probably the best known example of the latter. As 
you know, we published a report in February 200� 
as part of a long running programme of advocacy 
and reform. The discussions with Member States 
and professional bodies in order to modernise the 
applicable rules are ongoing.

Beyond Advocacy
The Commission has also more stringent powers 
at its disposal if discussions do not seem to be the 
right way forward.
First, the Commission has powers under Article 
86 in conjunction with Article 81, 82 or the state 
aid rules in previous state monopoly areas, such 
as postal services and telecoms. In October 200�, 
the Commission challenged the German Postal 
Law which induced the German incumbent Deut-
sche Post to bar private postal operators from 
discounts for downstream network access. Good 
cooperation with the Bundeskartellamt helped 
us to achieve an almost immediate impact on the 
market: very shortly after the Commission’s Arti-
cle 86 decision (10), the Bundeskartellamt adopted 
a decision on the basis of Article 82 (11), obliging 
Deutsche Post to apply the discounts in a non-
 discriminatory manner.

(9) http://ec.europa.eu/energy/electricity/florence/index_
en.htm

(10) Commission decision of 20.10.200�, COMP/�8.��5 
BdKEP/Deutsche Post AG + Federal Republic of Germany: 
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/antitrust/cases/
index/by_nr_��.html#i�8_��5.

(11) Bundeskartellamt decision of 11.2.2005 in case B 9 — 
55/0�, Deutsche Post AG/DID Deniz Intelligente Diens-
leistungen et al.

http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/docs/SEC2005_791_IA%20guidelines-main.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/docs/SEC2005_791_IA%20guidelines-main.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/antitrust/others/sector_inquiries/energy/
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/antitrust/others/sector_inquiries/energy/
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/publications/cpn/cpn2006_1.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/publications/cpn/cpn2006_1.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/electricity/florence/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/electricity/florence/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/antitrust/cases/index/by_nr_77.html#i38_745
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/antitrust/cases/index/by_nr_77.html#i38_745
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Secondly, Article 10 in conjunction with Article 
81 and/or 82 is quite a powerful tool. Under the 
CIF (12) case law, national competition authori-
ties are entitled and even obliged to set aside the 
application of national law which infringes the EC 
competition rules. Within the European Competi-
tion Network ECN, the Commission encourages 
national authorities not to shy away from using 
this power proactively.

International Co-operation
Finally, EC competition policy also has a role to 
play on the international scene. Competition law 
enforcement is increasingly — and rightly — per-
ceived as one of the major instruments of global 
governance, ensuring free and fair competition by 
combating both private structures and behaviours 
(international cartels, market power) which harm 
consumers; and public subsidies. The Commission 
is the leading competition law enforcer in the larg-
est trading bloc in the world and the only author-
ity with direct powers to control State aid. We can 
and should help emerging countries to introduce 
or improve competition rules, and we can and 
should be ready to learn from the best practices 
of other authorities around the world. We need 
to promote multilateral discussions in the ECN, 
ICN and OECD, and we need to promote a shift 
of emphasis from trade regulation to competition 
within the WTO. We need to be more proactive in 
the area of global enforcement and advocacy and 
we should strengthen bilateral ties to ensure that 
global enforcement has teeth.

All of these elements, rigorous enforcement, 
greater advocacy and international co-operation 
will help us grow into a role of intellectual leader-
ship. There are many aspects to that leadership, not 
least that if we are to have credibility abroad, we 
must have clarity at home.

The Failure of Protectionism
An important message to be conveyed both by 
competition advocacy and enforcement is that 
protectionism is not the right answer to economic 
reform challenges. Nor is it a way to create more 
jobs and growth.

The national champion logic of artificially shelter-
ing European undertakings from competition is, 
and always has been, flawed. Domestic monopoly 
power has never helped firms become successful 
internationally. The often-quoted success of Asian 

(12) Case C-198/01 Consorzio Industrie Fiammiferi (CIF) v 
Autorità Garante della Concorrenza e del Mercato, 200� 
ECR I-08055: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexU-
riServ.do?uri=CELEX:62001J0198:EN:HTML

countries essentially relates to catch-up strategies 
by developing economies and the same logic sim-
ply does not apply to an economy that operates at 
the technology frontier (or aims to do so).

Furthermore, the EU countries trade first and 
foremost among themselves. The EU-15 in 200� 
exported (and imported) only 1�% of its goods 
and services (1�). If we are to have a set of national 
champions, then 8�% of the time, it’s the EU con-
sumer that will pay the price of inefficient resource 
allocation.

We must therefore combat any interference in the 
process of cross-border restructuring by national 
governments which is not justified by a legitimate 
interest foreseen in the Treaties. The Commission 
has two principal legal instruments at its disposal, 
the single market rules and Article 21 of the EC 
Merger Regulation. The recent months have dem-
onstrated that the Commission is ready and will-
ing to use both of these, and will continue to use 
them.

In the E.ON/Endesa case, for example, the Com-
mission first sent a letter to the Spanish authorities 
under the internal market rules requesting infor-
mation on the newly adopted measures designed 
to make the take-over by E.ON more burdensome. 
On � April, it decided to refer Spain to the Court 
of Justice for restrictions on investment in energy 
companies (1�). The Commission has just given 
its approval to the transaction under the merger 
control rules. The Commission will also take the 
necessary steps if specific national authorities seek 
to block mergers in this field in contravention of 
the legitimate exceptions — public security, pru-
dential rules, and media plurality — contained in 
Article 21 of the Merger Regulation.

What is clear, is that any attempt by a national 
government to create an additional barrier for a 
transaction cleared by the Commission will not be 
accepted.

At the same time, EC merger control does not stop 
the creation of national or European champions if 
this enhances competition rather than undermines 
it. In some cases, size may even lead to efficiencies 
which are positively factored into the assessment. 
There are numerous examples of mergers approved 

(13) «EU competitiveness and industrial location», European 
Commission, Bureau of European Policy Advisers, page 
20: http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/policy_advisers/publications/
docs/eu_competitiveness_industrial_location_2006_
en.pdf

(14) See Commission Press Release IP/06/���, Free move-
ment of capital: Commission refers Spain to the Court 
of Justice for restrictions on investment in energy 
 companies http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.
do?reference=IP/06/���

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:62001J0198:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:62001J0198:EN:HTML
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/policy_advisers/publications/docs/eu_competitiveness_industrial_location_2006_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/policy_advisers/publications/docs/eu_competitiveness_industrial_location_2006_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/policy_advisers/publications/docs/eu_competitiveness_industrial_location_2006_en.pdf
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/06/437
http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/06/437
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under the Merger Regulation which resulted in 
the creation or strengthening of leading European 
multi-nationals. To name just a few: in 2000, we 
approved the creation of the nuclear giant AREVA 
via the merger of Framatome and the nuclear 
activities of Siemens (15). In 2000, the Commission 
also approved the creation of the world’s largest 
pharmaceutical company Glaxo-Smithkline from 
a merger between two UK drugs companies (16). 
And indeed in 200� the Commission cleared the 
merger of Sanofi and Aventis to create yet another 
pharmaceutical giant (1�). Finally the European 
consortium EADS was created from a merger of 
several smaller European businesses. These are 
all examples of European champions which are 
leading global players in their respective markets: 
not only was their growth by merger/acquisitions 
approved by the Commission, but the companies 
benefited greatly from the one stop shop for con-
trol of mergers of European dimension instituted 
by the Merger Regulation.

Despite these clearances, the argument is some-
times made that “narrow market definitions” 
applied by the Commission mean that larger com-
panies in smaller Member States are unable to 
reach the critical mass required to face competi-
tion world-wide. This contention is simply not 
supported by the facts.

First, the Commission takes markets as it finds 
them. So if markets are genuinely global in scope, 
the Commission will define them as such (the mar-
ket for civil aircrafts for example). If they are local, 
because consumers do not have other alternatives 
to the merging companies than other local suppli-
ers, (as is often the case for retailing), the Commis-
sion will conduct an analysis at a local level.

Secondly, to allow mergers leading to significant 
market power in some small or local markets would 
lead to discrimination against consumers in smaller 
Member States. These consumers deserve the same 
level of protection from dominant suppliers as do 

(15) 2001/�69/EC: Commission Decision of 6 Decem-
ber 2000 on the compatibility of a concentration 
with the common market and with the EEA Agree-
ment (Case COMP/M.19�0 — Framatome/Siemens/ 
Cogéma/JV), OJ L 289, 06/11/2001, p. 8: http://eur-lex. 
europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX: 
�2001D0�69:EN:HTML

(16) COMMISSION DECISION of 08/05/2000 declaring a 
concentration to be compatible with the common mar-
ket (Case No IV/M.18�6 — *** GLAXO WELLCOME/
SMITHKLINE BEECHAM) according to Council Regu-
lation (EEC) No �06�/89, OJ C 1�0, 20/6/2000, p. 6 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri= 
CELEX:�2000M18�6:EN:HTML

(17) Commission Decision of 26/0�/200� declaring a concen-
tration to be compatible with the common market (Case 
No COMP/M.��5� — Sanofi-Synthelabo / Aventis) accor-
ding to Council Regulation (EEC) No �06�/89

those in larger economies. It is disappointing, of 
course, to find national governments complain-
ing that the Commission is discriminating against 
‘their’ industry, when they should be happy that we 
are not discriminating against ‘their’ citizens.

Thirdly, remedies for local markets are usually easy 
to devise if there is sufficient forethought, and suf-
ficient will.

Finally, a merger with the closest competitor in a 
domestic market is not the only way to reach the 
necessary scale to compete globally. Cross-border 
mergers are another, often less restrictive way. Take 
the mergers between Volvo and Renault (18) (instead 
of Volvo / Scania) or Abbey Bank / BSCH: (19) these 
examples show that cross-border consolidation 
is a real alternative for European companies that 
want to reach the scale needed to compete more 
effectively abroad.

The Right Way Forward
It is not enough, of course, to simply say that pro-
tectionism is misguided, without giving some 
indication of the right way forward. In addressing 
the challenges of globalisation, we must start with 
the recognition that innovation, economic growth 
and jobs are created mainly by companies, whereas 
governments (and the Commission) should con-
centrate on creating the right conditions for this 
to happen.

This means that where we intervene, we need a bal-
anced approach, one which takes into account the 
positive as well as the negative effects of a behav-
iour or a merger, and one which is underpinned by 
sound economic analysis. The Horizontal Merger 
Guidelines (20) recognise the positive role of effi-
ciencies. Through the Article 82 review (21), we 
allow for the possibility of efficiency arguments 
also being taken into account under Article 82. 

(18) COMMISSION DECISION of 01/09/2000 decla-
ring a concentration to be compatible with the com-
mon market (Case No IV/M.1980 — �* VOLVO/
RENAULT V.I.) according to Council Regulation 
(EEC) No �06�/89, OJ C �01 , 21/10/2000, p. 2� 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri= 
CELEX:�2000M1980:EN:HTML

(19) Commission Decision of 15/09/200� declaring a 
concentration to be compatible with the common mar-
ket (Case No IV/M.�5�� — BANCO SANTANDER 
/ ABBEY NATIONAL) according to Council Regu-
lation (EEC) No �06�/89, OJ 255 , 15/10/200� p. � 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri= 
CELEX:�200�M�5��:EN:HTML

(20) Guidelines on the assessment of horizontal mergers under 
the Council Regulation on the control of concentrations 
between undertakings, OJ C �1, 05.02.200�, pages 5-18: 
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/mergers/legisla-
tion/guidelines.htm

(21) http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/antitrust/others/
article_82_review.html

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32001D0769:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32001D0769:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32001D0769:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32000M1846:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32000M1846:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32000M1980:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32000M1980:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32004M3547:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32004M3547:EN:HTML
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/mergers/legislation/guidelines.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/mergers/legislation/guidelines.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/antitrust/others/article_82_review.html
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/antitrust/others/article_82_review.html
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Some practices under Article 82 are of a contrac-
tual nature and can thus under certain conditions 
be exempted under Article 81(�) — why should 
they not be exempted under Article 82 if the same 
or similar conditions are fulfilled? In short, most 
behaviours or mergers have both pro-competitive 
and anti-competitive aspects and it is our work to 
assess on balance which prevail.

We should concentrate our competition action 
on the most urgent market failures. This means 
that we must recognise that sector inquiries are a 
very valuable tool where a flood of complaints or 
other elements indicate that markets are not func-
tioning properly. The outcome may in some cases 
lead to immediate enforcement, in others to more 
medium-term and strategy orientation.

We cannot accept artificial barriers to cross-bor-
der mergers and acquisitions created by national 
governments, and we will use both the competi-
tion and the single market rules in order to achieve 
the best possible outcome in each case.

We must focus State aid control on ensuring that 
less and better aid is used to tackle real market 
failures. We want to concentrate the Commission’s 
in-depth scrutiny on the most distortive aid to 
provide more flexibility to the Member States. In 
December the Commission therefore adopted the

new Regional Aid Guidelines (22) for the period 
200� to 201� that are both fair and flexible(2�). Fol-
lowing our Communication on Innovation (2�), 
we are now designing rules on innovation to be 
included in the new common Framework on state 
aid for research and development and innovation. 
We are also revising the Communication on state 
aid to risk capital. And we will soon launch our 
first proposal to adapt the de minimis threshold, 
which dates from 1996, to the economic develop-
ment of the Union (25).

We need to play our part in reinforcing global co-
operation in enforcement, and in promoting effec-
tive competition policies in jurisdictions around 
the world.

In conclusion, competition and competition pol-
icy are key drivers for competitiveness, and com-
petitiveness is key to strengthening the EU econ-
omy. We need to expand the role of a competition 
agency both practically and culturally — beyond 
pure enforcement towards a wider role combining 
advocacy and enforcement. We need to push for 
greater awareness of the market and competition 
implications of European and national policies. 
We need a European response to preserve and pro-
mote competition: focused, balanced and resistant 
to national egoisms.

(22) OJ C 5�, �.�.2006, p. 1�.
(23) See also New guidelines on national regional aid for 

200� – 201�, Competition Policy Newsletter, Spring 2006, 
p. 18: 

	 http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/publications/ 
cpn/cpn2006_1.pdf

(24) See http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/state_aid/others/ 
action_plan/cdsai_en.pdf

(25) Copies of these documents, and information on ongoing 
public consultations, are available at http://ec.europa.eu/
comm/competition/state_aid/others/action_plan/

http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/publications/cpn/cpn2006_1.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/publications/cpn/cpn2006_1.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/state_aid/others/action_plan/cdsai_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/state_aid/others/action_plan/cdsai_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/state_aid/others/action_plan/
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/state_aid/others/action_plan/
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