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Antitrust compliance in the EU – Reason rules again! 
Agreements between undertakings that may affect trade between Member States and have as their 
object or effect the restriction of competition are prohibited pursuant to Article 101(1) of Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). If an agreement has the object to restrict competition, that is 
to say that by its very nature it has the potential to restrict competition under Article 101(1) TFEU, then it 
is not necessary to examine the actual or potential effects of the agreement on competition.1   

To assist companies in assessing whether their agreements have the object or the effect to restrict 
competition, the European Commission (EC) published, in 2001, the De Minimis Notice, which was 
revised in the summer of this year. The revised De Minimis Notice, (also) specifically aimed at providing 
guidance for the finding of “by object” restrictions on competition. That part of the revision was based on 
the Expedia ruling where the ECJ emphasized that “an agreement that may affect trade between Member 
States and that has an anti-competitive object constitutes, by its nature and independently of any 
concrete effect that it may have, an appreciable restriction on competition.”2 The revision of the De 
Minimis Notice in light of the 2012 Expedia ruling supported the view of many parties that the Expedia 
ruling should be a landmark ruling, simplifying greatly the sanctioning of anti-competitive behavior.3 In 
doing so, the EC however neglected the 2013 Allianz ruling of the ECJ issued a couple months after the 
Expedia ruling. In the Allianz ruling, the ECJ broadened the understanding of by object restrictions, stating 
that “to determine whether an agreement constitutes a by object restriction, the following should be 

                                                 
1 The European Court of Justice (“ECJ”) held in Case 5/69 Völk v Vervaecke [1969] ECR 295 that only agreements 
which ‘appreciably’ restrict interstate trade and competition fall within the scope of Article 101 TFEU. 
2 Case C-226/11 Expedia, Dec. 13, 2012. 
3 See also the GT Alert, “ECJ eliminates Noticeability Test in Regard to Restriction of Competition by Object” of 
January 2013 by Hans Urlus and Sanne Mulder, and  "HvJ EU Expedia en de mededingingsrechtelijke merkbaarheid, 
Gevolgen voor de Nederlandse praktijk," Markt & Mededinging, Aug. 1, 2013. 

http://www.gtlaw.com/News-Events/Publications/Alerts/166855/ECJ-Eliminates-Noticeability-Test-in-Regard-to-Restriction-of-Competition-by-Object
http://www.gtlaw.com/News-Events/Publications/Published-Articles/171436/HvJ-EU-Expedia-en-de-mededingingsrechtelijke-merkbaarheid-Gevolgen-voor-de-Nederlandse-praktijk
http://www.gtlaw.com/News-Events/Publications/Published-Articles/171436/HvJ-EU-Expedia-en-de-mededingingsrechtelijke-merkbaarheid-Gevolgen-voor-de-Nederlandse-praktijk
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considered: the agreement’s content, objectives, economic and legal context, the nature of the goods or 
services affected, and the relevant markets’ conditions, function, and structure.”4   

Now, in its ruling of Sept. 11, 2014 in Groupement des Cartes Bancaires,5 the ECJ has (again) drastically 
altered the legal landscape, adding a new chapter on the determination of “by object” restrictions in 
which the (almost forgotten and often misunderstood) ruling in Allianz appears to make a remarkable 
comeback. 

Facts 

The Groupement des Cartes Bancaires (CB) is an economic interest group created for the holders of CB-
cards issued by CB members to make payments to affiliated traders and/or withdrawals from automatic 
teller machines operated by the members of CB. In 2002, CB adopted new pricing measures, which the 
EC concluded shut out new entrants from the market for the issuance of payment cards in France. 
According to the EC, this hindered the issuance of cards by smaller banks prepared to offer cards at lower 
prices. The General Court (GC) fully upheld this Commission decision, considering the conduct a 
restriction “by-object.” CB appealed to the ECJ. 

Ruling 

The ECJ declared that whether an agreement between undertakings or a decision by an association of 
undertakings reveals a sufficient degree of harm to competition to constitute a restriction of competition 
“by object” within the meaning of Article 101 TFEU, must be determined on the basis of the content of its 
provisions, its objectives, and the economic and legal context of which it forms a part. It is also necessary 
to consider the nature of the goods or services affected, and the functioning and structure of the market 
or markets in question. The ECJ confirmed that the GC should have considered whether there was a 
restriction of competition “by object” and if the CB activities had a sufficient degree of harm to 
competition. 

Analysis 

The ECJ has now made it clear that even though the parties’ intentions is not a necessary factor in 
determining whether an agreement is restrictive, the assessment of a “by-object” restriction is to be 
based on the content of its provisions, its objectives, the economic and legal context of which it forms 
part, and the “nature of the goods of services affected.” In sum, the ECJ annulled the GC’s judgment by 
finding that the GC failed to properly apply the essential criterion of determining the existence of a “by-
object” restriction, namely whether the measures “revealed a sufficient degree of harm to competition.”  

The CB judgment is a rather strongly worded ECJ statement and contains a cautionary message to the EC 
and all national authorities and court about their reliance on the Expedia ruling to the “by-object 
formula.” The ECJ favors an extensive and full judicial review of EC competition decisions, and also 
requests the EC to apply a more detailed assessment of the arguments of the parties and the relevant 
factors when concluding that measures harm competition in such a way that it should be qualified to be a 
restriction “by-object” in the meaning of Article 101 TFEU. This indicates that the reasonable approach to 
the “by object” standard, as already defined in Allianz, is making a comeback. 

                                                 
4 Case C‐32/11 Allianz Hungária a.o./Gazdasagi Versenyhivatalon, March 14, 2013. 
5 Case C-67/13 P Groupement des cartes bancaires, Sept. 11, 2014. 
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> Emilie Van Hasselt | +31 (0) 20 301 7354 | vanhasselte@eu.gtlaw.com  
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> Or your Greenberg Traurig attorney 
≠Not admitted to the practice of law. 

 

This Greenberg Traurig Alert is issued for informational purposes only and is not intended to be construed or used as general legal 
advice nor as a solicitation of any type. Please contact the author(s) or your Greenberg Traurig contact if you have questions 
regarding the currency of this information. The hiring of a lawyer is an important decision. Before you decide, ask for written 
information about the lawyer’s legal qualifications and experience. Greenberg Traurig is a service mark and trade name of 
Greenberg Traurig, LLP and Greenberg Traurig, P.A. *Operates as Greenberg Traurig Maher LLP. **Greenberg Traurig is not 
responsible for any legal or other services rendered by attorneys employed by the strategic alliance firms. +Greenberg Traurig’s 
Mexico City office is operated by Greenberg Traurig, S.C., an affiliate of Greenberg Traurig, P.A. and Greenberg Traurig, LLP. 
∞Operates as Greenberg Traurig LLP Foreign Legal Consultant Office. ^Greenberg Traurig's Tel Aviv office is a branch of 
Greenberg Traurig, P.A., Florida, USA. ~Greenberg Traurig’s Warsaw office is operated by Greenberg Traurig Grzesiak sp.k., an 
affiliate of Greenberg Traurig, P.A. and Greenberg Traurig, LLP. Certain partners in Greenberg Traurig Grzesiak sp.k. are also 
shareholders in Greenberg Traurig, P.A. Images in this advertisement do not depict Greenberg Traurig attorneys, clients, staff or 
facilities. No aspect of this advertisement has been approved by the Supreme Court of New Jersey. ©2014 Greenberg Traurig, LLP. 
All rights reserved. 

Albany  
+1 518.689.1400  

Amsterdam  
+31 (0) 20 301 7300  

Atlanta 
+1 678.553.2100  

Austin  
+1 512.320.7200  

Boca Raton  
+1 561.955.7600  

Boston  
+1 617.310.6000  

Chicago  
+1 312.456.8400  

Dallas  
+1 214.665.3600 

Delaware  
+1 302.661.7000   

Denver  
+1 303.572.6500  

Fort Lauderdale 
+1 954.765.0500  

Houston  
+1 713.374.3500  

Las Vegas  
+1 702.792.3773  

London*  
+44 (0) 203 349 8700  

Los Angeles  
+1 310.586.7700  

Mexico City+  
+52 (1) 55 5029 0000  

Miami  
+1 305.579.0500  

New Jersey  
+1 973.360.7900  

New York  
+1 212.801.9200 

Northern Virginia  
703.749.1300  

Orange County  
+1 949.732.6500  

Orlando  
+1 407.420.1000  

Philadelphia  
+1 215.988.7800  

Phoenix  
+1 602.445.8000  

Sacramento  
+1 916.442.1111  

San Francisco  
+1 415.655.1300  

Seoul∞ 
+82 (0) 2 369 1000 

 

Shanghai  
+86 (21) 6391.6633 

Silicon Valley  
+1 650.328.8500 

Tallahassee  
+1 850.222.6891  

Tampa  
+1 813.318.5700  

Tel Aviv^  
+972 (0) 3 636 6000   

Warsaw~  
+48 22 690 6100  

Washington, D.C.  
+1 202.331.3100 

Westchester County  
+1 914.286.2900 

West Palm Beach  
+1 561.650.7900  

 

http://www.gtlaw.com/People/Hans-Urlus
mailto:urlush@eu.gtlaw.com
http://www.gtlaw.com/People/ScherIrving
mailto:scheri@gtlaw.com
http://www.gtlaw.com/People/Emilie-van-Hasselt
mailto:vanhasselte@eu.gtlaw.com
http://www.gtlaw.com/People/Teresa-Charatjan
mailto:charatjant@eu.gtlaw.com
http://www.gtlaw.com/People/Cory-W-Eichhorn
http://www.gtlaw.com/

