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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Petition 0644/2006 by Melas Ianniotis (Greek), on behalf of ‘Air Intersalonika’, on 
alleged infringement of EU competition rules by the French company ‘Eurocopter’

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner, who is chairman of the board of the above Greek company, claims that the 
spare parts policy applied by the French company ‘Eurocopter’ to its customers is in breach of 
EU competition rules, in particular, Articles 81 and 82 of the EC Treaty. He points out that 
‘Eurocopter’ requires its customers to conclude an exclusive agreement for after-sales service, 
repairs and maintenance and that the company then uses its monopoly to demand exorbitant 
prices for spare parts from its customers. The petitioner asks Parliament therefore to call a halt 
to this direct imposition of unfair terms of business.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 19 January 2007. Information requested from the Commission under 
Rule 192(4).

3. Commission reply, received on 7 May 2007.

‘I. The petition

The petitioner is chairman of the board of Air Intersalonika, a transport company based at 
Thessaloniki in Greece.  According to information provided by the petitioner, a few years ago 
Air Intersalonika bought two helicopters of the type Écureuil AS-350 BA and AS-355 N from 
the French manufacturer Eurocopter, for use in its business. Air Intersalonika maintains in 
the petition that Eurocopter obliges purchasers to sign specific contracts for the supply, within 
48 hours, of spare parts and technical services at a price calculated by the hour, on the basis of 
each helicopter’s hours of flight.  These contracts also entail a service charge of 30% to 40% 
for immediate supply of spare parts.  The petitioner also mentions some failures to supply 
parts, when Eurocopter apparently claimed to be out of stock.
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In support of these allegations, Air Intersalonika, only supplies copies of some e-mails from 
the German company Helitec, which, on the basis of the available information, seems to be an 
independent company working in the field of helicopter repair and maintenance.  To 
summarise these e-mails, Helitec replies to Air Intersalonika, indicating the prices (and other 
conditions of sale, such as payment arrangements and delivery times) of certain products, and 
asks to be informed of its decisions on its proposals (e-mails of 22.3.06, 4.4.06, 5.4.06, 
20.4.06, 26.4.06, 2.5.06). During this correspondence, Helitec informs Air Intersalonika of the 
conditions relating to the replacement of a defective tail rotor which was in such a poor state 
that there was no question of a repair (e-mails of 25.4.06, 26.4.06 and 2.5.06).

Firstly, it should be pointed out that Air Intersalonika has supplied incomplete documentation.  
These documents all originate from Helitec, and there is no apparent link between the 
allegations made by Air Intersalonika concerning the behaviour of Eurocopter and the content 
of the e-mails from Helitec.

It should then be noted that the questions raised in the documents supplied by Air 
Intersalonika are only concerned with commercial issues relating to the sale of certain 
products (spare parts for helicopters) and in no way provide any evidence that could be used 
to assess the competition situation in this sector.  In particular, the documents provided by Air 
Intersalonika do not demonstrate that Eurocopter is in a dominant position and is abusing that 
position.

The petitioner has not supplied any documents concerning the agreements imposed on him by 
Eurocopter.

II. Background

To date, Air Intersalonika has not contacted the Commission concerning any infringement of 
Community competition rules.

The Commission does not have any information from other sources to enable it to evaluate the 
petitioner's allegations in the light of the legal and economic context of the market in 
helicopter repair and maintenance services.

Community competition law has instituted specific procedures for dealing with complaints on 
the basis of Articles 81 and 82 of the Treaty.  In particular, Commission Regulation No 
773/20041 lays down admissibility conditions for such complaints, which entail an obligation
to provide the minimum information set out in Form C attached to this regulation.

III. Commission’s comments on the petition

For the reasons set out at point I above, the information provided by Air Intersalonika is 
incomplete and does not indicate any evidence of unfair competition on the market in 
helicopter repair and maintenance services.

  
1 Commission Regulation (EC) No 773/2004 of 7 April 2004 relating to the conduct of proceedings by the 
Commission pursuant to Articles 81 and 82 of the EC Treaty, OJ L 123, 27.4.2002, p.18
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However, the Commission notes that the information provided by Air Intersalonika seems to 
concern a civil law matter.  The normal civil judiciary have the necessary powers to issue a 
judgment on the matter raised by Air Intersalonika.  The Commission wishes to point out that,
if civil proceedings revealed the existence of anti-competitive practices, the national judiciary
would be able to take this into account in their judgment, in view of the fact that Articles 81 
and 82 of the Treaty are directly applicable.

IV. Conclusion

In view of the above, the Commission considers that, on the basis of the information supplied, 
the actions of Eurocopter and/or Helitec, about which Air Intersalonika complains, do not 
seem to constitute infringements of Community competition rules, but seem to be a matter for
civil law, and within the competence of the national judiciary. ’


