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AUXÍLIO ESTATAL — SUÉCIA
Auxílio estatal SA.33618 (12/C) (ex 11/N) — Complexo polivalente de Uppsala
Convite à apresentação de observações nos termos do artigo 108.o, n.o 2, do Tratado sobre o
Funcionamento da União Europeia
(Texto relevante para efeitos do EEE)

(2012/C 152/07)
Por carta de 21 de março de 2012, publicada na língua que faz fé a seguir ao presente resumo, a Comissão
notificou à Suécia a decisão de dar início ao procedimento previsto no artigo 108.o, n.o 2, do Tratado sobre
o Funcionamento da União Europeia (TFUE) relativamente à medida acima mencionada.
As partes interessadas podem apresentar as suas observações relativamente à medida em relação à qual a
Comissão deu início ao procedimento no prazo de um mês a contar da data de publicação do presente
resumo e da carta que se lhe segue, enviando-as para o seguinte endereço:
Comissão Europeia
Direção-Geral da Concorrência
Direção C
Rue de la Loi/Wetstraat 200
1049 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIË
Fax +32 22961242
Estas observações serão comunicadas à Suécia. Qualquer interessado que apresente observações pode soli
citar por escrito o tratamento confidencial da sua identidade, devendo justificar o pedido.

RESUMO

Procedimento
As autoridades suecas notificaram à Comissão Europeia uma
medida relativa a um novo complexo polivalente em Uppsala,
na Suécia.
Descrição da medida
O complexo polivalente de Uppsala será concebido para diver
sos tipos de atividades desportivas (hóquei sobre o gelo, bas
quetebol, hóquei de salão, andebol e equitação desportiva), vá
rios tipos de eventos de lazer (concertos, espetáculos familiares,
produções televisivas e reuniões de gala), bem como diversos
tipos de reuniões (congressos, conferências, reuniões de empre
sas, feiras comerciais, eventos empresariais e manifestações reli
giosas). A maior sala deste complexo polivalente terá uma ca
pacidade de 8 500 espetadores no caso de eventos desportivos e
de 10 000 visitantes no caso de convenções e concertos.
As partes envolvidas no projeto relativo ao complexo poliva
lente de Uppsala são o município de Uppsala, a Arena Com
pany (empresa responsável pela exploração do complexo), a
Property Company (sociedade imobiliária) e a Events Company
(empresa responsável pela organização dos eventos). O custo
deste complexo está orçamentado em 650 milhões de SEK
(72 milhões de EUR). O município contribuirá com uma sub
venção de 150 milhões de SEK (16,5 milhões de EUR), en
quanto o montante remanescente será financiado principal
mente através de empréstimos e, em certa medida, pelos inves
timentos de entidades privadas. O complexo polivalente será da
propriedade da Property Company que, por seu turno, será

detida exclusivamente por investidores privados. Deste modo, o
município não disporá de qualquer participação no complexo
polivalente, nem exercerá qualquer influência sobre as atividades
da Property Company. Quanto à garantia subjacente à sua con
tribuição, o município receberá uma opção de compra em re
lação à Property Company. O complexo polivalente deverá ser
construído num terreno do município, relativamente ao qual
será celebrado um contrato de arrendamento entre a Property
Company e o município, com uma vigência de 50 anos.
A exploração do complexo polivalente será assegurada pela
Events Company (da propriedade de investidores privados). O
município celebrará separadamente um contrato de arrenda
mento com a Events Company, no intuito de regulamentar,
nomeadamente, o tempo adstrito no gelo às associações des
portivas e ao público em geral, bem como a utilização do
complexo polivalente pelo município para eventos próprios.
No que se refere à utilização do complexo polivalente, a Events
Company deve assegurar que este seja tornado acessível ao
público em condições de mercado e não discriminatórias.
Apreciação da medida
A Comissão, após uma apreciação preliminar, tem dúvidas de
que seja possível excluir que a medida constitua um auxílio
estatal, na aceção do artigo 107.o, n.o 1, do TFUE. Em especial,
a apreciação preliminar da Comissão revela que não é possível
excluir a existência de uma vantagem económica seletiva a to
dos os níveis (construção, exploração e utilização). Além disso,
o cofinanciamento público do complexo polivalente circunscre
ve-se alegadamente ao défice de financiamento (ou seja, ao
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montante que outros intervenientes no mercado não estão dis
postos a contribuir); por conseguinte, sem a contribuição mu
nicipal, não existiriam fundos suficientes para financiar o com
plexo desportivo, pelo que esta é claramente suscetível de falsear
a concorrência, ou, pelo menos, de ameaçar falseá-la. Muito
embora a maioria das atividades a realizar no complexo poli
valente assumam uma natureza local, o complexo terá capaci
dade para acolher igualmente grandes eventos internacionais,
pelo que não é de excluir um efeito sobre a concorrência e as
trocas comerciais entre os Estados-Membros. Por conseguinte,
na presente etapa e com base na sua avaliação preliminar, a
Comissão entende que a medida notificada pode constituir um
auxílio estatal, na aceção do artigo 107.o, n.o 1, do TFUE.
Nas condições acima referidas, é portanto necessário analisar se
a medida pode ser considerada compatível com o mercado
interno nos termos do artigo 107.o, n.o 3, alínea c), do TFUE.
Uma tal apreciação deve examinar se a medida prossegue um
objetivo de política de interesse comum, se se trata de uma
medida necessária e proporcionada e se, para além disso, não
causa distorções indevidas da concorrência. Na sequência da sua
apreciação preliminar, a Comissão duvida que o projeto pro
posto possa ser considerado compatível nos termos do ar
tigo 107.o, n.o 3, alínea c), do TFUE, na presente fase, dada a
existência de um eventual auxílio a três níveis (construção, ex
ploração e utilização).
Tendo em conta estas dúvidas e o impacto dos potenciais au
xílios estatais sobre os investimentos dos operadores privados,
afigura-se necessário que a Comissão dê início ao procedimento
formal de investigação.
TEXTO DA CARTA

«The Commission wishes to inform Sweden that, after having
examined the information supplied by your authorities on the
measure referred to above, it has decided to initiate the
procedure laid down in Article 108(2) of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union.
1. PROCEDURE
(1) On 7 December 2012, the Swedish authorities notified the
European Commission a measure for a new arena in
Uppsala following a pre-notification phase. On 17 January
2012, the Commission sent a request for information. The
Swedish authorities submitted their reply on 16 February
2012. The Swedish authorities have provided a language
waiver and agree that the decision will be adopted in
English as the authentic language.
2. DESCRIPTION OF THE MEASURE
(2) The parties involved in the Uppsala Arena project are the
municipality of Uppsala (1) (hereafter the "municipality"),
the Arena Company, the Property Company and the
Events Company. The Arena Company will manage and
coordinate the Arena project until the Property Company
and Events Company have been formed. The Arena
Company is thus the only one of the three companies
which currently exists. It is owned by the private
companies SH Bygg (45 %), Aros Holding (45 %) and the
sports association Almtuna IS (10 %).
(1) Uppsala is the fourth largest city in Sweden (located approx. 70 km
north of Stockholm).
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(3) In order to meet the current and future need for new
facilities for sports and cultural events, the municipality
of Uppsala claims, based on the result of studies
made (2), that a multifunctional facility of the size of the
arena must be constructed.

(4) The arena will be designed for several types of sports (ice
hockey, basketball, floor ball, handball and equestrian
sports), several types of entertainment events (concerts,
family shows, TV productions and gala events) as well as
various types of meetings (congresses, conferences,
company meetings, trade fairs, corporate events and
church meetings). The largest “arena room” will have the
capacity to take 8,500 visitors at sport events and 10,000
at conventions and concerts. (3) The arena will also house
a gym and restaurants.

(5) There are six existing arenas/concert halls in Uppsala (four
owned by the municipality and two privately owned). In
addition, there are other large arenas within 1-2 hours
distance from Uppsala, i.a. in Stockholm. The new arena
is to be located next to the present Gränby Ice Rink (the
largest existing indoor arena in Uppsala). However, the
municipality claims that the present capacity is insufficient
to meet the needs for arena space and does not allow
hosting of larger sports and cultural events and that alter
native means of expansion would be more expensive for
the municipality (4).

(6) The municipality had hoped that private investors would
be able to finance the realization of the arena without
municipal intervention. However, this has proven
impossible.

2.1. Construction and Ownership
(7) The arena will be owned by the Property Company which
in turn will be owned exclusively by private investors
(currently not known which these will be). The munici
pality will thus not own any part of the arena nor have
any influence over the activities of the Property Company.
As regards security for its contribution, the municipality
will receive an option to purchase the Property Company.
(2) For the Uppsala Arena, several surveys have been submitted e.g. a
survey on the needs for facilities for organized sports associations in
Uppsala, the result thereof showed that currently only around 70 %
of the need for facilities for major sports in Uppsala is being satisfied
and thus the lack of capacity would correspond to approximately
30 %. Another questionnaire amongst the residents of Uppsala in
which 37 % of the residents believe that the Municipality should
invest in sports halls, arenas and stadiums (the second most
required investment after bike and walking paths), and that
investments in sport events are preferred by 16 %.
(3) The larger of the two wings of the Arena will have the capacity to
take 2,000 visitors at sports and 3,500 visitors at congresses and
concerts. The smaller of the two wings of the Arena will have the
capacity to take around 1,000 visitors at any event and the “con
ference room” of the Arena has room for 10-400 visitors.
(4) E.g. only maintaining the existing Gränby Ice Rink without any
expansion of capacity would allegedly not be a realistic alternative,
because it would not solve the need for new capacity and expanding
the capacity of Gränby Ice Rink would allegedly involve higher costs
for the municipality.

C 152/20

PT

Jornal Oficial da União Europeia

(8) The key elements of the option are as follows: The option
may not be exercised prior to the expiry of 5 years and
after the expiry of 25 years from the date it comes into
force; the option shall be transferable and may not be
disposed of prior to the expiry of 5 years; and the
option holder shall pay a fee for exercising the option
[…] (*). The option is allegedly valued, in the most likely
scenario, i.e. the base scenario, at […]. From the muni
cipal's perspective, the value of the option lies primarily in
the fact that the option can be sold in the future for a
profit to someone that has a real interest in owning and
operating the arena.
(9) The Arena Project is budgeted at SEK 650 million (EUR
72 million). The municipality would contribute with a
grant of SEK 150 million (EUR 16.5 million), the rest
will be financed mainly by loans and to a certain extent
by investments from private investors. The Property
Company will receive SEK 15 million from the munici
pality, as an advance payment, once/if the project is
found compatible with the internal market by the
Commission for building planning and design work. The
remaining amount of the municipal grant will only be
provided once binding agreements regarding the private
funding have been secured. Private investors shall
contribute SEK 75–100 million (EUR 8-11 million) in a
financial instrument, the exact form is under negotiation.
The Property Company will take up loans of between SEK
400–425 million (EUR 44-47 million) for which the
municipality will not guarantee any commitments. The
lenders will take security in the arena.
(10) The arena is to be constructed on the municipality’s land,
for which a site leasehold agreement will be entered into
between the Property Company and the municipality with
duration of 50 years. The lease shall be SEK 50,000 per
year (EUR 5,500), which is claimed to be on market terms.
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of the total possible use of the Arena (on its own behalf or
sublease to a third party). Besides the municipality's rent,
the arena is estimated to have other revenues of initially
SEK 30 million per year (EUR 3.3 million).
(13) Regarding the use of the arena, the Events Company has
to ensure that the arena is made available to the general
public on market terms and under non-discriminatory
conditions. Thus, the arena is claimed to be multifunc
tional open to all with no main user.
3. THE VIEWS OF THE SWEDISH AUTHORITIES
(14) The Swedish authorities have, for the purpose of the notifi
cation, assumed the presence of aid with regard to the
proposed measure and only claim compatibility.
(15) If the arena project would involve state aid, the Swedish
authorities argue that it should be considered compatible
with the internal market under article 107(3)(c) TFEU.
They argue that in particular the following should be
taken into consideration:
— The arena satisfies a well-defined objective of common
interest in light of the arena's multifunctional character
and present lack of facilities capacity in Uppsala, the
municipality will be fulfilling its responsibility to the
general public by making the arena project possible.
— The necessity of the arena is based on the fact that the
current arena capacity is not enough and not of the
modern design that is demanded for current and future
needs of which several studies have been made. (5) The
current sports and cultural facilities in Uppsala are out
of date and hence the arena will not compete with any
of the arenas that are used today.

2.2. Operation and Use
(11) The operation of the arena will be conducted by the
"Events Company" (owned by private investors, which
will not at the same time own shares of the property
Company). The Events Company will handle the letting
and booking of the arena and shall enter into a lease
agreement with the Property Company for this purpose.
There are currently […] letters of intent from different
private companies with experience from operating similar
businesses.
(12) Separately, the municipality will enter into a lease
agreement with the Events Company in order to
regulate, inter alia, ice times for sports associations and
the general public, as well as the municipality’s use of
the arena for its own events. The basic features of the
lease are the following: The lease will be for 25 years
with a rent of SEK 15 million (EUR 1.7 million) per
year, indexed annually according to consumer price
index (however the first four years the municipality will
pay two years rent in advance each year). In return, the
municipality shall be entitled to use the arena around 20 %
(*) Business secret

— There is a market failure (the project would not be
realised in the absence of public co-funding as
without the municipal contribution there will not be
enough funds to finance the arena project, the lease is
necessary in order for the municipality to be granted
access to the arena, and the site leasehold is essential as
only the municipality can provide a place for the
arena);
— The public co-funding is limited to the strictly
necessary in order to realise the project (the
municipal contribution is limited to the funding gap
i.e. what no other market actors are willing to
contribute), the lease that the municipality will pay
for 20 % of the arena's capacity is fair and on
market terms (the municipality is paying a lower
hourly price than the Events Company) and the site
leasehold is the same as that paid by other site
leasehold interest holders in Uppsala to the munici
pality for land that can only be used for the building
of sports facilities;
(5) See footnote 2 above.
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— Alternatives are more expensive or not realistic. A
possibility would be to maintain the existing arena
(Gränby Ice Rink) without any expansion of capacity,
however this would not be a realistic alternative to the
arena because it would not solve the need for new
capacity and the costs for operation and maintenance
of an unchanged Gränby Ice Rink are particularly
high (6). A realistic alternative to the arena could be
to expand the capacity of Gränby Ice Rink, although
this would involve higher costs for the municipality (7)
and the arena would not be in a position to satisfy the
need for facilities to host larger events. Thus, the alter
natives to the arena do no fulfil the need for facilities.
— Limited, if any, effect on competition and trade
between member States since the economic activities
are mostly local and thus do not significantly affect
trade between EU member States. In addition the
private facilities in the municipality have different
profiles and cannot be considered to compete for the
same audiences as the arena.
4. ASSESSMENT OF THE MEASURE
4.1. Existence of aid within the meaning
Article 107(1) of the TFEU (8)

of

(16) According to Article 107(1) TFEU, "any aid granted by a
Member State 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 Member States, be incompatible
with the internal market".
(17) In order to be classified as a state aid, the notified project
must thus fulfil the following cumulative conditions: 1) the
measure must be granted through State resources; 2) it has
to confer an economic advantage to undertakings; 3) this
advantage must be selective and distort or threaten to
distort competition; and 4) the measure must affect
intra-Community trade.
(18) With regard to the requirement that the measure must be
granted through State resources and attributable to the
State, this criterion is clearly fulfilled in this case as the
municipality of Uppsala itself will contribute with a direct
grant, pay rent for use of the arena and provide the land
where the arena is to be built. Municipalities, like Uppsala,
(6) The current value of maintaining the existing Gränby Ice Rink for
the next 25 years is SEK 430 million (EUR 48.4 million) at a
discount interest if 8 %.
(7) As regards the alternative of expanding the capacity of Gränby Ice
Rink, it would increase the costs further and the current value of the
costs for an expansion is SEK 455 million (EUR 51.3 million). The
municipality's rent payments for the arena, in comparison, would
allegedly be at the current value of SEK 382 million (EUR 43 mil
lion).
(8) With effect from 1 December 2009, Articles 87 and 88 of the EC
Treaty have become Articles 107 and 108, respectively, of the TFEU.
The two sets of provisions are, in substance, identical. For the
purposes of this Decision, references to Articles 107 and 108 of
the TFEU should be understood as references to Articles 87 and 88,
respectively, of the EC Treaty where appropriate.
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are public authorities and part of the State and their
resources thereby deemed attributable to the State.
(19) The Commission is of the opinion that both the
construction and operation of an infrastructure constitute
an economic activity in itself (and are thus subject to state
aid rules) if that infrastructure is, or will be used, to
provide goods or services on the market. In this case,
the arena is intended for e.g. music, culture and sport
events on a commercial basis, i.e. for the provision of
services on the market. This view has been confirmed by
the General Court in Leipzig/Halle. (9) Consequently in
infrastructure cases, aid may be granted at several levels:
construction, operation and use of the arena.
(20) Regarding the construction, according to the Swedish
authorities, the municipality had initially hoped that
private investors would finance the realization of the
arena, but it has proven impossible to carry out the
project without public funding. The direct grant by the
municipality is thus claimed to be necessary, as without
it there will not be enough funds to finance the arena
project. In return for its contribution, the municipality
will receive access to the arena (through a lease agreement)
and an option to purchase the Property Company (see
paragraph (8) above). The lease agreement, and its
relatively long duration, is claimed to be necessary and
also reducing risk since the municipality is expected to
be an essential customer of the arena. If the municipality
would abstain from using the arena, the prerequisites of
the project would, according to Sweden, change dramati
cally. The municipality is also essential for the purpose of
the site leasehold, as this measure, allegedly, can only be
taken by the municipality. According to the Commission,
at least at this stage, the public co-financing of the
construction of the arena would constitute an economic
advantage and thus aid, since the project would admittedly
not be realised in the absence of public funding and the
municipality's participation (direct grant, lease agreement
and site leasehold) is essential to the arena project as a
whole.
(21) The operation of the Uppsala arena will be carried out by
the Events Company, which will be a wholly privately
owned company devoted to making the arena as profitable
as possible. The municipality will not be involved in
selecting the companies that will ultimately make up the
ownership and management of the Events Company, as
this selection will be coordinated by the Arena Company
together with the Property Company, with the expressed
condition that the Events Company and the Property
Company will not be part of the same corporate group.
At this stage, the details of the selection criteria are, at
least to the Commission, not clear. The Swedish au
thorities have stated that "it is reasonable to assume that
the selection criteria will be rational and business-focused"
and that "the criteria will include experience and
knowledge of the events, sports and restaurant markets
and commitment to the Events Company". So far […]
letters of intent have been signed by private companies
interested in becoming involved in the Events Company.
(9) Joint cases T-455/08 and T-443/08.
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(22) Regarding the operation of the Uppsala arena, and as
explained above, this will be assigned to a predetermined
company and the conditions of the lease agreement
between the operator and the owner are unclear. Unless
the conditions are market-conform, aid from the
investment could be passed on to the operator. In
addition, the municipality will enter into a lease
agreement with the operator. The lease agreement shall
be for 25 years with a basic rent of SEK 15 million
(EUR 1.7 million) per year (however during the first four
years of the agreement the municipality will pay two years
rent in advance each year) in return for use of around
20 % of the total possible use of the arena. At this
stage, the Commission takes the view that it is very
unlikely that such conditions could be considered to
represent market terms (e.g. the long duration of 25
years and the amount appears high in relation to the
return). This could also point to the existence of aid at
the operator level. The Commission can therefore not on
the evidence available rule out state aid to the operator of
the Uppsala arena. Thus, both the precise details of the
selection process and criteria for the operator and its lease
agreement with the Property Company would need to be
clarified..
(23) Regarding aid at the user level, it needs to be further
verified whether use of the arena will be ensured on a
non-discriminatory basis without favouring any specific
undertaking(s) and on market terms. This is particularly
so as there are indications that it may be intended
mainly for elite sports associations and/or that it may
become the home arena for (a) certain sport association(s).
(24) In fact, the potential beneficiaries of the measure could be
all undertakings, which can own, use or manage part of
the facilities benefiting from the aid, unless these under
takings would pay comparable prices for comparable
facilities on the same relevant market.
(25) Considering the above and in particular the lack of details
regarding the selection of the operator and its lease
agreement with the Property Company, and possible
main user(s) and its/theirs economic activities, the
Commission is not, at this stage, in a position to rule
out an economic advantage at the operator and user levels.
(26) Thus, the preliminary assessment of the Commissions
shows that a selective economic advantage cannot be
excluded at any level (construction, operation and use)
and consequently the project would involve state aid. In
addition, the public co-financing of the arena, which
allegedly is limited to the funding gap (i.e. that no other
market actors are willing to contribute) and thus without
the municipal contribution there would not be enough
funds to finance the arena, would most likely thereby
distort, or at least, threaten to distort competition. Even
if most of the activities which are to be carried out in the
arena are of local character, the arena will have the
capacity to host large international events as well, and
thus an effect on competition and trade between
Member States cannot be excluded. It has also been
stated that the majority of the arena's capacity will have
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to be rented out commercially in fierce competition in
order for the arena to be profitable. Moreover, the
General Court has recently, in its Order concerning the
Ahoy complex in the Netherlands, held that there was
no reason to limit the market for use of this type of
facilities to the territory of that Member State. (10)
(27) Therefore, at this stage and based on its preliminary
assessment, the Commission cannot exclude that the
notified measure includes elements of state aid within
the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU. Under the conditions
referred to above, it is thus necessary to consider whether
the measure can be found to be compatible with the
internal market.
4.2. Compatibility assessment
(28) The Swedish authorities argued that if the measure was
found to constitute state aid, this should be declared
compatible under article 107(3)(c) TFEU. In order for a
proposed measure to be found compatible with the
internal market under this derogation, the Commission
examines whether it pursues a policy objective of
common interest, as well as whether it is necessary and
proportional and does not cause undue distortion of
competition.
(29) With regards to the achievement of a policy objective of
common interest, it is noted that the construction of
venues for sport and other public events and supporting
different types of activities which benefit the general public
can be considered as a State responsibility, particularly in
light of the Amsterdam Declaration on Sport and
article 165 TFEU. In addition, the construction of arenas
implies a large and risky investment which the market may
not be able to carry out entirely on its own.
(30) Concerning necessity and proportionality of the proposed
measure, the Commission notes the alleged need of
additional arena capacity as there is a lack of capacity in
existing arenas and/or existing arenas would be inappro
priate for certain types of events etc (e.g. the Swedish
authorities claim that the existing facilities have become
outdated and would need to be modernised if they are to
meet the modern requirements of the public and that the
privately owned facilities typically arrange only smaller
types of events). In this respect it should also be noted
that the arena would, at least to some extent, result in
duplication of infrastructures (other arenas exist both
directly in the areas and in nearby cities/countries) and
at this stage it has not yet been sufficiently justified why
the need of the arena's additional capacity cannot be met
by private actors or by use of the existing arenas in
Uppsala and/or expansion thereof. The argument that
expanding and/or renovating existing arenas would be
more expensive can easily be questioned as the costs of
the municipality for the construction and use of the new
arena would be SEK 150 million, EUR 16.5 million, (direct
(10) Case T-90/09, Mojo Concerts BV and Amsterdam Music Dome
Exploitatie BV v. the European Commission, Order of the General
Court of 26/01/2012, paragraph 45.
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grant) + SEK 15 million/year (EUR 1.7 million) for 25
years for use of 20 % of the arena capacity. Consequently
it would need to be further justified how/why expanding/
renovating the existing arena (located next to the proposed
new arena) would be more expensive than constructing
the new proposed arena. Moreover, it would also need
to be further assessed whether the public financing is
indeed limited to the strictly necessary and whether it is
proportionate in order to achieve its objective.
Furthermore, in case state aid would also be found at
the level of operation and use of the arena, it would
need to be further examined (e.g. the selection of the
operator and its agreement with the Property Company)
whether the necessity and proportionality requirements are
fulfilled.
(31) With regards to the user level, the openness to all potential
users and, access conditions should be further verified
and/or justified in particular taking into account how
much the arena appears to be intended/used by elite
sports associations and/or may become the home arena
for (a) certain sport association(s). It should also be
further examined whether the municipality's foreseen use
of the arena (approximately 20 % of the time), really
means that the arena is open to the general public.
(32) Consequently, following its preliminary assessment, the
Commission has doubts whether the proposed project
could be deemed compatible under Article 107(3)(c)
TFEU, at this stage at all three levels of possible aid (con
struction, operation and use) in accordance with the above.
(33) At this stage, the Commission has not carried out an
assessment with respect to other possible derogations,
under which the measure could be found compatible
with the internal market. In this respect, the Swedish au
thorities did not bring forward any further specific
arguments.
5. CONCLUSION
(34) Based on the information submitted by the Swedish au
thorities, the Commission, after carrying out the
preliminary assessment, is of the opinion that the
financing by the municipality of Uppsala of a new arena
in Uppsala - within the context of the project as outlined
above – might constitute state aid within the meaning of
Article 107(1) TFEU. As outlined above, the Commission
has doubts as regards the compatibility of the potential
state aid with the internal market.
(35) Given these doubts and the impact of potential state aid
on the investments of private operators it appears
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necessary that the Commission opens the formal investi
gation procedure.
(36) Finally, the opening of the procedure enables interested
third parties to comment on the questions raised by this
project.
(37) In the light of the foregoing considerations, the
Commission, acting under the procedure laid down in
Article 108(2) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union, requests Sweden to submit its
comments and to provide all such information as may
help to assess the aid/measure, within one month of the
date of receipt of this letter. It requests your authorities to
forward a copy of this letter to the potential recipient of
the aid immediately.
(38) The Commission wishes to remind Sweden that
Article 108(3) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union 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. In this respect, Sweden is to
confirm that no aid has been paid with regards to this
project and that the standstill obligation, i.e. that the aid
can only be granted after the Commission has approved
the aid, will be respected and thus the proposed measure
will not be put into effect before it has been authorised by
the Commission. (11) If not, the measure is considered as
unlawful (non-notified) aid.
(39) The Commission warns Sweden that it will inform
interested parties by publishing this letter and a mean
ingful summary of it in the Official Journal of the
European Union. It will also inform interested parties in
the EFTA countries which are signatories to the EEA
Agreement, by publication of a notice in the EEA
Supplement to the Official Journal of the European
Union and will inform the EFTA Surveillance Authority
by sending a copy of this letter. All such interested
parties will be invited to submit their comments within
one month of the date of such publication.
(40) It should also be noted that this decision in no way
prejudges any possible further analysis by the Commission
as far as compliance with EU public procurement rules is
concerned.
(41) The Commission notes that Sweden has agreed that the
decision shall be adopted in English as the authentic
language.»

(11) See Article 3 of Regulation 659/1999, Council Regulation No
659/1999 of 22 March 1999 laying down detailed rules for the
application of Article 93 (now Art.88) of the EC Treaty. Official
Journal L 83/1, 27.03.1999, p. 1-9.

