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Question for written answer P-006247/2018 

to the Commission 
Rule 130 

Kateřina Konečná (GUE/NGL) 

Subject: Sale of the ArcelorMittal Ostrava a.s. steel company 

Following negotiations between the trade unions, the preferred buyer – Liberty House – and the 
director, a number of new facts have come to light that conflict with the Commission’s reply to question 
P-004808/2018. 

Firstly, the Czech Government is currently claiming – and has told the director of the steel company – 
that it can block the sale of the company or create serious difficulties, and that its position must be 
included in the director’s opinion. Is this approach possible, and if so, what is its legal basis? 

What is more, in my previous exchange with the Commission, it claimed that it does not have any 
control over how the buyer then manages the business, which means that it cannot, as part of its 
assessment of the sale, require the buyer to invest in the steel company. Nonetheless, in the case of 
the Romanian steelworks ArcelorMittal sold as part of the same compensation package, the 
Commission appears to have required the seller to do just that. 

The director of the Ostrava steelworks has publicly said pointed out that the Romanian steelworks will 
be receiving EUR 100 million from ArcelorMittal, into a dedicated account for investment in the 
development of the steelworks, and that the Commission required ArcelorMittal to do this as part of 
the compensation for the sale of the Romanian company. Is this true? 

Is it possible to require the seller or buyer to carry out a particular investment and make the purchase 
agreement conditional on that investment, and then even carry out checks to make sure that those 
investments have been made? 

And if so, why were the Ostrava-based steel companies that were under threat not allowed to take the 
same approach? 



 

 


