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New Competition 
Council’s website 
launched
The Competition Council (KT) has re-
launched it‘s main website.

The new site is highly visual rather than text-
led. It incorporates and embeds social 
media channels, opens up some of the 
authority‘s data and offers opportunity to 
subscribe to KT‘s newsletter. Moreover, the 
website is fully compatible with all mobile 
devices to meet the needs of nowadays 
mobile society.

One of the principal innovations is to make 
the search facility simple and interactive, in 
order to encourage users to explore more 
of the site. One can now navigate the site 
using a search box in the upper right-hand 
corner.

June 20

Supreme Administra-
tive Court of Lithuania 
upheld Competition 
Council’s decision on 
10-year-long cartel be-
tween MAXIMA LT and 
UAB Mantinga June 20
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The Supreme Administrative Court of 
Lithuania (hereinafter – Court) rejected the 
appeals by MAXIMA LT, UAB (hereinafter 
– MAXIMA LT) and UAB Mantinga and 
upheld the Competition Council‘s decision, 
according to which, the aforementioned 
companies concluded an anti-competitive 
agreement.

The Court confirmed that the evidence 
obtained by the Competition Council 
shows that MAXIMA LT and UAB Mantinga 
agreed to refrain from selling bread and 
other bakery products produced by UAB 
Mantinga in MAXIMA LT shops below the 
base price. In addition, the Court noted that 
these companies had been coordinating 
their actions for 10 years and sought to 
maintain retail prices (or the so called 
“shelf“ prices) in MAXIMA LT shops. The Court 
upheld the ruling of the court of first instance 
which stated that, as a result of the cartel 
and unfair competition, consumers had to 

pay higher prices. The Court fined MAXIMA LT  
EUR 13 666 216 and UAB Mantinga – Eur 2 151 417.

On 4 December 2014 the Competition 
Council found that MAXIMA LT and  
UAB Mantinga entered into a 10-year long 
anti-competitive agreement. Part 1 of Article 
5 of the Law on Competition and Part 1 of 
Article 101 of the Treaty of the Functioning 
of the European Union prohibit agreements 
between companies which restrict or may 
restrict or distort competition.

In 2015 courts upheld about 90% of the Com-
petition Council‘s decisions.

Notes:

On 18 May 2015 Vilnius Regional Administra-
tive Court upheld the Competition Council‘s 
decision, according to which, MAXIMA LT 
and UAB Mantinga concluded an anti-com-
petitive agreement.

We are very happy with the Court‘s decision. It took four years of hard work 
to collect a sufficient amount of evidence proving that the companies 

entered into a 10-year-long anti-competitive agreement; the evidence, for 
instance, e-mails whereby companies agreed to “maintain the increased prices“, 
“stop the discounts“, “increase the shelf prices“, clearly prove the infringement. 
We do hope that this case will deter other companies from breaching competition 
rules and then hoping that the infringements will not be identified.

Šarūnas Keserauskas, Chairman of the Competition Council

“ “

Vilnius Regional Administrative Court upheld 
Competition Council’s decision on cartel 
among cinema operators
Vilnius Regional Administrative Court 
(hereinafter – Court) rejected the appeal 
by UAB Forum Cinemas (hereinafter – 
Company) against the Competition Council‘s 
decision whereby the Company was fined  
Eur 1 384 300 for concluding an anti-competitive 
agreement.

On 18 December 2015, the Competition 
Council found that the Company encouraged 
its competitors, namely, UAB Multikino Lietuva 
and UAB Cinamon Operations, to refrain from 
applying discounts to blockbuster movies 
during the first two weeks of their screenings. 

June 20
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In addition, the evidence obtained during 
the investigation revealed that UAB Multikino 
Lietuva and UAB Cinamon Operations, owners 
of the cinemas in Vilnius and Kaunas, restricted 
discounts and fixed prices for certain movies in 
support of the Company‘s initiative. According 
to the Competition Council‘s experts, the 
anti-competitive agreement between the 
Company and UAB Multikino Lietuva lasted 
about 2 years, while the agreement between 
the Company and UAB Cinamon Operations – 
over 3 years. The Competition Council believes 
that if there had been no cartel, more special 
offers and discounts could have been offered 
to consumers.

Having analyzed the appeal, the Court 
upheld the Competition Council‘s decision 
and confirmed that the fine imposed on the 
Company is fair having in mind the gravity of 
the infringement.

Notes:

UAB Multikino Lietuva and UAB Cinamon 
Operations confessed their involvement in a 
cartel and thus avoided the fines amounting 
to EUR 99 200 and EUR 138 800.

Supreme Court upheld Competition Council’s 
decision on cartel among travel agencies
The Supreme Administrative Court of 
Lithuania (Supreme Court) upheld Lithuanian 
Competition Council‘s (KT) decision that 29 
travel agencies used online booking system 
E-TURAS to concert practices when applying 
discounts to bookings and thus breached 
competition law.

The Supreme Court dropped the charges 
against several travel agencies since there 
was not enough evidence to prove that the 
companies were aware of discount restrictions 
applied in E-TURAS online booking system. In 
addition, the Supreme Court restored  the 
fines previously imposed by KT and reduced 
fines for some companies.

On 7 June 2012, KT found that travel agencies 
used online booking system E-TURAS to limit the 
size of discounts of booking travel packages 
online and thus breached competition law. 
KT imposed fines totalling ~1,5 million euros 
on all cartel parties, however, the companies 
appealed against the Council‘s decision to 
court. The Supreme Court suspended the case 
and on 17 January 2014 referred the question 
to the Court of Justice of the European 
Union (CJEU) asking for a preliminary ruling on 

companies‘ liability for the aforementioned 
anti-competitive agreement.

CJEU ruled that notifications about the 
applicable discounts or technical restrictions 
to apply discounts generated by the online 

This case is the first Lithuanian 
competition case that had a 

question referred to the CJEU. Digital 
age brings new challenges not only to 
business and competition authorities, but 
also to courts. As a competition authority, 
we must react to an ever-changing 
business environment and technological 
progress. Thus, the Supreme Court’s ruling 
is yet another significant proof of high 
professional standards of the Competition 
Council’s team. It is also our duty to further 
apply the highest standards of proof in 
each and every case. Needless to say, 
rulings both of the Supreme Court and 
CJEU are also significant to business as 
they help companies to better understand 
competition rules and challenges of the 
digital age.

Elonas Šatas,
Deputy Chairman of the Competition Council

“

“

May 3
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Competition Council called for opinions re-
garding market study report on reimbursable 
pharmaceuticals

booking system might have led to concerted 
practices among the companies. According 
to CJEU, the companies which were aware of 

the content of notifications but did not take 
any actions to prevent discount restrictions, 
were part of the cartel.

June 6

The Competition Council (hereinafter – KT) 
submitted its preliminary market study report 
on reimbursable pharmaceuticals for public 
consultation. KT experts aimed at finding out 
if current legal regulation does not create 
obstacles for pharmaceuticals to enter the 
market of reimbursable pharmaceuticals 
and stay in it, and whether competition in 
the market is efficient.

Preliminary report revealed that the entry for 
analogous but cheaper pharmaceuticals into 
the market is restricted. KT experts also found 
that legal regulation creates favourable 
conditions for the manufacturers who offer 
more expensive pharmaceuticals compared 
to their competitors. It leads to weak 
competition among the products included in 
the price list of reimbursable pharmaceuticals. 
As a result, consumers are prevented  
from purchasing cheaper pharmaceuticals, 
the variety of pharmaceuticals does not 
increase and Compulsory Health Insurance 
Fund (CHIF) is used inefficiently. KT offers 
to amend conditions on the basis of  
which pharmaceuticals are included in the  
Price list of reimbursable pharmaceuticals and 
encourage the inclusion of more analogous 
pharmaceuticals in the Price list, which would 
ensure better competition.

Another problem is that the prices of 
pharmaceutical products funded by CHIF 
(so-called “basic“ price) are calculated 
on the basis of publicly declared but not 
factual prices, which enables manufacturers 
to manipulate the system of reimbursable 

pharmaceuticals and maintain higher prices.

In addition, KT experts note that doctors or 
pharmacists have a considerable impact 
on the consumer‘s choice of a product, 
therefore, KT suggests that customers should 
be better informed of analogous, equally 
efficient but cheaper pharmaceuticals.

Having assessed the comments and 
proposals collected during the public 
consultation, KT will draw its final conclusions 
and submit proposals to the Seimas, 
Government and Ministry of Health of the 
Republic of Lithuania.
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Competition Council terminated investigation 
into actions of companies engaged in 
cement production and trade
Having evaluated the evidence on the 
suspected anti-competetive behavior of 
Lithuanian companies engaged in cement 
production and trade, the Competition 
Council (hereinafter – KT) terminated the 
investigation.

KT opened the investigation having suspected 
that by acquiring the shares of AB Akmenės 
cementas, as well as the right to veto certain 
board decisions, HeidelbergCement Northern 
Europe AB (hereinafter – HeidelbergCement) 
implemented an unnotified merger. KT sought 
to find out whether AB Akmenės cementas 
disclosed strategic information regarding 
company activities to a HeidelbergCement 
representative who is also a member of AB 
Akmenės cementas board. KT also aimed at 
identifying whether such actions could be 
considered an anti-competitive agreement 
or concerted practices.

Having evaluated the fact that 
HeidelbergCement did not exercise its 
veto rights and proved that the scope 
of shares owned by the aforementioned 
representative has been limited and 
that the board member of AB Akmenės 
cementas was replaced by a person in no 
way connected to HeidelbergCement, KT 
terminated the investigation. KT believes 
that further investigation would have no 
significant impact on effective competition.

However, if KT found out that HeidelbergCement 
can impact on AB Akmenės cementas 
activities and have access to strategic 
information related to AB Akmenės cementas 
activities, the authority may reopen the 
investigation.

May 20

Competition Council: merger between classi-
fied ads websites restricted competition
On 6 May 2016, the Competition Council 
(hereinafter – KT) prohibited a merger 
whereby in 2014 AS Eesti Meedia acquired 
100 per cent of AllePAL OÜ shares. KT found 
that the merger restricted competition in the 
Lithuanian markets of classified ads for real 
estate and vehicles.

UAB Plius and UAB Vertikali medija, which are 
related to AS Eesti Meedia, and UAB Diginet 
LT, which is related to AllePAL OÜ, are the 
biggest managers of classified ads websites 
for real estate and vehicles in Lithuania. 
Having suspected that the merger might 
have created or strengthened a dominant 
position or restricted competition in the 
relevant markets, KT obliged the merging 

parties to submit a merger notification. Having 
examined the notification, KT found that the 
merger implemented in 2014 eliminated 
competition among classified ads websites 
and increased prices of classified ads for real 
estate and vehicles.

May 6

Our aim is to make markets as 
competitive as possible for the benefit 

of consumers. We prohibited the merger 
because it limited the possibilities of other 
economic entities willing to enter the market 
and increased the prices of classified ads.

Šarūnas Keserauskas,
Chairman of the Competition Council

“ “
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In addition, KT examined the application of AS 
Eesti Meedia whereby the company asked to 
terminate the merger examination procedure 
since on April 26 the company transferred the 
shares of UAB Vertikali medija to third parties. 
However, since the companies informed KT 
about these changes only six days prior to 
the end of the merger examination, KT was 
not able to gather necessary data to assess 
whether the transfer of shares eliminated 
competition concerns identified by KT. As a 
result, KT did not satisfy the application.

During the last five years, KT cleared 
158 mergers, 3 of which were subject to 
remedies, and prohibited one merger. In five 
cases, merging parties withdrew their merger 
notifications after receiving KT conclusions 
which stated that the intended mergers 
would restrict competition.


