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Joacim Öberg, Tobias Bengtsson & Karin Andreasson
Wistrand

Overview of the law and enforcement regime relating to cartels

Legislation
The Swedish Competition Act (2008:579) (Sw: Konkurrenslagen) is the main instrument in Swedish 
competition law.  The provision containing the prohibition against cartels is found in Chapter 2, Section 
1 of the Competition Act.  This provision prohibits all agreements which “…have as their object or 
effect, the prevention, restriction or distortion of competition in the market to an appreciable extent”. 
According to the Competition Act, concerted practices and decisions by associations of undertakings 
are considered to constitute “agreements”. 
The Swedish prohibition on anti-competitive agreements (including cartels) is modelled upon the 
corresponding prohibition in European Law (Article 101 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union, TFEU) and is intended to be applied similarly. 
The Swedish Competition Act is a civil legislation in the sense that it is not possible to take any 
criminal proceedings against cartelist behaviour.  Except for private enforcement, which is further 
covered below, the principal sanctions available are corporate fi nes and disqualifi cation of directors.
Enforcement regime
The Competition Authority (Sw: Konkurrensverket) is the only governmental enforcement agency, 
i.e. no other governmental authority is authorised to initiate investigations or proceedings under the 
Competition Act.  The Competition Authority is, however, not entitled to issue decisions on corporate 
fi nes or disqualifi cation of directors.  To effectuate these sanctions, the Competition Authority has to 
bring action against the alleged offender in court, in proceedings that are similar to private litigation 
proceedings according to Swedish law. 
The Competition Authority is an independent governmental body consisting of some 130 offi cials.  It 
is organised into specialised departments and other units.  The Authority is independent in relation to 
the European Commission but is required to cooperate with it. 
The Competition Authority’s law enforcement departments 1, 2, 3 and 4 are responsible for 
investigating infringements of competition law, and for handling complaints and notifi cations.  Each 
of the three law enforcement departments deals with different sectors of the economy.  Department 
1 specialises in the building sector, foodstuffs (including non-durable goods) and the agriculture 
sector.  Department 1 is also responsible for the coordination of leniency applications.  Department 
2 specialises in fi nancial services, telecommunications, media and IT.  Department 3 specialises 
in the transport, energy and petroleum sectors, chemical-technical industry and pharmaceuticals.  
Department 4 specialises in competition between the public and private sector.  The department for 
public procurement is, among other things, responsible for monitoring that procuring entities act in 
compliance with the Public Procurement Act.
The Competition Authority is allowed to order, under the penalty of a fi ne, that a company refrains 
from certain activities that are considered an infringement of the Competition Act, e.g. stopping the 
application of an anti-competitive agreement or concerted practices.  Such an order can be appealed to 
the courts.  In addition, since 2008 the Competition Authority also has the possibility to settle certain 
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cases out of court.  This is applicable where the undertaking concerned admits an infringement of the 
Competition Act and accepts a so-called fi ne order.  An approved fi ne order is enforceable in the same 
way as a court ruling.  This settlement procedure may be used provided that the Competition Authority 
is satisfi ed that all relevant facts concerning the infringement have been properly established.
The only courts involved in competition law proceedings, except as regards private enforcement 
actions, are (i) the District Court of Stockholm (Sw: Stockholms tingsrätt), which is the fi rst instance 
court for all cases concerning cartel fi nes, and (ii) the Market Court (Sw: Marknadsdomstolen), which 
is the appeal court for cases from the District Court of Stockholm, as well as the fi rst instance court for 
appeals of (mainly) procedural decisions of the Competition Authority.  These courts have been granted 
exclusive authority over competition law cases, in order to gain suffi cient expertise in dealing with the 
legally and economically complex issues that may arise in such proceedings.

Overview of recent cartel enforcement activity 

Up to now, only a very small number of genuine cartels (i.e. price fi xing or market dividing practices) 
have been disclosed in Sweden.  Whether this is attributable to a high level of compliance among 
Swedish companies or to poor enforcement could be discussed.  In any case, we have in recent 
years seen an increased level of activity from the Competition Authority, when it comes to initiating 
investigations of suspected infringements of competition law, although this activity has not (yet) 
resulted in any major cartel cases. 
Court cases (excluding private enforcement)
For the year 2012, fi nes have been imposed in only one case (The Competition Authority vs. Scandorama 
and Ölvemarks).  These fi nes were imposed in a ruling from the Stockholm District Court on two bus 
transport companies which had cooperated on prices, rebates, departures and destinations.  Interestingly, 
this case is an example of so-called “gun jumping”.  The cooperation between the companies was 
made in a pre-transaction context, in which the two companies discussed a full merger.  The District 
Court of Stockholm issued fi nes amounting to SEK 6.7m (approximately €760,000) and SEK 4.6m 
(approximately €512,000) respectively.  There has been no appeal made to the Market Court. 
Moreover, the District Court of Stockholm shall settle proceedings concerning the car tyre market.  
The Competition Authority applied in 2010 to impose corporate fi nes against two car tyre companies, 
of which one of them raised a plea of lapse of time.  Subsequently the Market Court recently, in an 
intermediate ruling, stated that the application from the Competition Authority was made in due time, 
and the proceedings shall be resumed by the District Court of Stockholm.
In addition, there are two on-going court proceedings in the Market Court concerning anti-competitive 
agreements, or rather decisions made by associations of undertakings.  The origin of both cases is 
that the Competition Authority has ordered certain sport organisations to change (or refrain from 
applying) internal rules that the Competition Authority deems restrictive to competition.  The fi rst case 
concerns regulations applied by the Swedish Car Sports Association, forbidding members to participate 
in competitions organised by other independent parties.  The second case concerns the legality of 
a transfer rule applied in the highest division of the Swedish ice hockey league.  The Competition 
Authority has not applied to the court for the imposition of fi nes in these cases.  The authority has 
instead ordered, under penalty of a fi ne (amounting to SEK 1m and SEK 20m respectively), the two 
organisations to stop the alleged infringements, orders which in both cases have been challenged by the 
sport organisations, and therefore these orders are now the subject of court proceedings. 
To fi nd major cartel cases in Sweden, one has to go back to 2008 (car distribution cartel), 2007 (asphalt 
cartel), 2005 (gasoline cartel and ventilation cartel) and 2001 (plastic pipe cartel).
Dawn raids
During 2011-2012, the Competition Authority carried out dawn raids concerning cartels in several 
economic sectors.  At least the following markets were investigated:  health care services, cleaning 
services, stock exchange services, hotel and accommodation services, marine engine spare parts, 
medical technical products and construction services. 
In addition, the Swedish Competition Authority has, in approximately ten cases over the last two years, 
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assisted the European Commission and competition authorities from other countries in dawn raids 
concerning Swedish companies or companies active in Sweden.  These dawn raids have concerned e.g. 
the markets for engine spare parts, white goods and pharmaceutical drugs. 
On-going investigations
Confi rmed on-going investigations by the Competition Authority at present affect the following 
economic sectors: the health-care industry, the cleaning industry, the medical technical products 
industry and the stock exchange.  Apart from that, the Competition Authority is also investigating an 
alleged restraint on competition in regard to a transfer rule in the highest division of the ice hockey 
league.  
Files that have been recently closed without further investigation, are in the construction industry, 
hotels, and companies selling replacement parts for marine engine spare parts.
Value of cartel fi nes in numbers
In 2012, the only cartel fi nes imposed amounted to SEK 6.7m (approximately €760,000) and SEK 
4.6m (approximately €512,000).  They were imposed by the Stockholm District Court upon the two 
above mentioned bus transport companies which had cooperated on prices, rebates, departures and 
destinations. 
In 2011, no cartel fi nes were imposed by court rulings, but an administrative settlement was reached in 
one case resulting in fi nes of SEK 293,000 (approximately €33,000) and SEK 175,000 (approximately 
€20,000) respectively imposed on two small companies participating in a cartel concerning transport 
of combustion products.
The fi nes imposed in the above mentioned cases should be compared with the highest fi nes that have 
ever been imposed in Sweden for participation in a cartel, which were imposed in the asphalt cartel 
case, amounting to, in total, SEK 277m (approximately €31m).  Other cartels worth mentioning are 
the gasoline cartel where the total fi nes amounted to SEK 112m (approximately €12m) and the car 
distribution cartel where the total fi nes amounted to SEK 21m (approximately €2.3m).  All of the 
major cartels mentioned were, however, settled between 2005 and 2009.

Key issues in relation to enforcement policy

No outspoken enforcement policy specifi cally regarding cartel infringements has been introduced 
by the Competition Authority.  However, cartel infringement is a priority area for the Competition 
Authority according to their general priority policy.  In the priority policy, the following areas are 
defi ned as focus areas: cases of a general interest, especially severe infringements; repeated offenders; 
infringements affecting the whole or a major part of the Swedish market; and infringements affecting 
sectors of great importance to the general economy.  Mentioned as focus areas are also infringements 
affecting concentrated markets and recently liberalised markets. 
As regards complaints or information provided to the Competition Authority, the authority is entitled 
to sort and prioritise between the cases that come to its knowledge and choose whether or not to act 
in matters where, for instance, the public interest is disproportionate to the resources needed for the 
enforcement.  Accordingly, there is no legal duty to act on all cases, as is the case in other jurisdictions. 
Even though few complaints have rendered further investigations from the authority, the output of the 
cases investigated is relatively low.  For example, of the ten dawn raids carried out in 2011 and 2012, 
only three resulted in further investigation from the Competition Authority. 
The Competition Authority has not identifi ed any particular sector of the economy as an area of particular 
concern, although there is a tendency to act on alleged cartels in relation to public procurement.  The 
Competition Authority has urged all governmental authorities and other bodies involved in public 
procurement to look for signs of collusion among tenderers, and has organised training for procurement 
offi cers on this topic.  Apparently, these efforts have resulted in an increased vigilance and an increase 
in reported suspected collusion. 
Surprisingly, the sports sector in Sweden has recently been the focus of interest.  The Competition 
Authority has carried out investigations in at least two cases within a relatively short time period 



GLI - Cartels First Edition 201  www.globallegalinsights.com

© Published and reproduced with kind permission by Global Legal Group Ltd, London

Wistrand Sweden

concerning the types of rules and limitations that may be applied by sport organisations and the head 
of the authority, Mr Dan Sjöblom, has written a debate article on this topic in a major newspaper, 
emphasising that competition rules also apply to sports organisations. 
The activity from the Competition Authority against vertical agreements has been quite low.  Amongst 
the two offi cially reported cases in recent years, the Competition Authority has acted in one case and 
ordered a franchise company to stop applying common pricing in its catalogues, while in the other the 
authority dismissed the case, which thereafter ‒ through private litigation by the Swedish Car Spare 
Parts Association ‒ has resulted in an on-going process before the Market Court.

Key issues in relation to investigation and decision-making procedures

The Swedish Competition Authority has relatively limited powers compared to the powers of the 
European Commission and those of competition authorities in other European countries.  The authority 
could be described as the competition law equivalent to the prosecutor in criminal proceedings.  
Accordingly, the Authority cannot give penalties, i.e. fi nes, except in those matters where the defendant 
admits to the infringement and agrees to pay the fi nes.  In all other cases, the Competition Authority 
must bring the case to the District Court of Stockholm.  Even regarding orders under penalty of a fi ne, 
the Competition Authority may only issue such an order, in order to enforce the fi ne; the authority has 
to apply for a court ruling.  The procedural rights of companies may therefore be considered to be 
safeguarded by the courts. 
Even procedural decisions by the Competition Authority may be challenged in court, such as provisional 
decisions on whether an action has been brought within the prescribed time limit, etc. 
As most important decisions are reserved for the courts and are subject to the normal procedural court 
rules, matters concerning right to defence and access to fi les have not been an issue in Sweden.
Challenging the present division of power between the Competition Authority and the courts, the 
Director-General of the Competition Authority has pleaded for a change in the system to become 
more in line with enforcement procedures in other member states of the European Union.  In a speech 
from April 2012, he advocates a procedure whereby the Competition Authority may, without consent 
from the company, impose fi nes without applying for a court ruling.  So far, no legislative steps have 
been initiated. 
Statutory limitation for the Competition Authority to bring action in court for imposing a fi ne is fi ve 
years from the date the infringement ceased.  There are no time limits applicable to the investigation 
phase, although the Competition Authority has a non-binding internal objective that it should either 
close the case or present its fi ndings to the companies concerned within one year from initiation of 
the matter. 
The routines of the Competition Authority at dawn raids generally work out well.  Very few cases have 
been reported concerning disagreement over whether a document falls under legal privilege or not.  
No more than one or two such cases have been reported in recent years, according to the Competition 
Authority.

Penalties and sanctions

Fines
Corporate fi nes constitute the primary sanction in Swedish competition law.  The Competition Authority 
uses a comprehensive, easily available method for deciding the size of corporate fi nes, which is closely 
modelled on European law. 
The starting point for the method is to establish a “sanction value” based on the company’s turnover 
in the relevant market.  The highest possible sanction value is 10% of the turnover, which may be 
reduced to a lower percentage depending on whether the seriousness of the infringement is considered 
to be small in relation to the type of infringement and the size of the market affected, whether the 
infringement has taken place or was only planned, or whether any or several consumers have been 
directly affected.  The sanction value is subsequently adjusted by multiplying the number of years that 
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the cartel has been in force.  Finally, the sanction value may be further reduced or increased depending 
on whether the company has taken an active or passive role in the cartel, whether the company has 
repeatedly infringed cartel law, and other specifi cally defi ned circumstances.  The highest possible 
company fi ne will, however, never exceed a limit of 10% of the company’s total turnover in all markets.
Several important questions, such as the liability for parent companies and joint liability for damages, 
remain unanswered in Swedish competition law.  This is simply due to the fact that there have not been 
any proceedings where such liability is relevant, or in which the Competition Authority has sought to 
enforce such liability.  As regards joint liability, it is never relevant in relation to fi nes.  Each offender is 
subject to an individual fi ne and no other party can be liable for the payment thereof.  Joint liability may 
however arise in relation to private actions for damages.  As mentioned above, there is hitherto no case-
law on this topic in Sweden, but Swedish law relating to damages generally recognises the principle of 
joint liability for offenders and, in our view, we must presume that the same principle applies in relation 
to damages based on the Competition Act as well. 
Disqualifi cation of directors
In addition to corporate fi nes, the second penalty available according to Swedish law is disqualifi cation 
of directors.  Requirements that have to be fulfi lled are that the director has grossly neglected his/her 
duties and that a disqualifi cation is called for in the public interest.  Hitherto, the Competition Authority 
has never applied for disqualifi cation of directors.  In this regard it should be noted that it is possible for 
a director to apply for leniency from disqualifi cation.

Leniency/amnesty regime

Legislation
Rules relating to leniency and reduction of fi nes were introduced in Sweden in 2004.  According to 
the leniency rules, the fi rst company to present suffi cient information for the Competition Authority 
to intervene against the infringement may completely escape company fi nes.  Companies that later 
present valuable information to the authority may have the fi nes reduced, although they will not be 
waived in total. 
The present leniency regime may, however, be altered within a year or two.  The government has appointed 
a certain investigator for the purpose of investigating more closely the possibility of introducing a queue-
number system comparable to those common in other member states of the European Union.  Using 
such a system, every company that reports an infringement will be awarded a queue number, and even 
the companies which are not fi rst to report an infringement still have the possibility of getting a full 
reduction, should the fi rst, or the companies ahead, fail to present suffi cient information.
Procedure
It is possible to apply for leniency or reduction of the fi nes with the Competition Authority according 
to an established procedure.  The Competition Authority will normally take a decision within a few 
weeks from receipt of a complete application.  A decision of the Competition Authority that a company 
fulfi lls the conditions for being granted leniency or reduction of the fees may not be challenged in court. 
Result of the leniency regime
It can be said that the leniency regime has, since its introduction in 2004, not had much effect 
regarding disclosure of, and enforcement against, cartels in Sweden, if only taking into account the 
offi cially reported cartel cases which have been settled by court or through administrative settlement.  
The largest cartel cases in Sweden, i.e. the asphalt and gasoline cartels, were not disclosed as a result 
of leniency applications, even though the investigations in both cases to some extent were facilitated 
by companies applying for leniency.  According to available information, there are only two cartel 
cases settled by courts that have started with leniency applications.  In these cases, the companies in 
question were granted full leniency. 
However, the Competition Authority states that there are a certain amount of applications for leniency 
from companies every year, applications which could lead to a declaration of leniency and, now 
and then, no further action from the Competition Authority.  However, information regarding the 
number of such applications and granted declarations is classifi ed.  No particulars regarding how 
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many of those applications have led to an in-depth investigation have been disclosed.  The only 
information available is that some of the applications may lead to further investigations; for others, 
the Competition Authority may, using the priority policy, decide that the infringement is not severe 
enough to justify any deeper investigation at the moment, or may take the view that the alleged 
infringement does not constitute an infringement. 

Administrative settlement of cases

The administrative settlement by the Competition Authority of cases concerning cartel infringements 
has only been possible since 2008.  As mentioned above, this procedure may be used where the 
undertaking concerned admits an infringement of the Competition Act and accepts a so-called fi ne 
order.
No special reduction regime applies when a case is the subject of an administrative settlement.  The 
amount of the fi ne is decided by applying the procedure for fi xing fi nes, produced by the Competition 
Authority, which is applied both when the fi ne is set by administrative settlement, and when the 
authority applies for a court ruling.  The administrative settlement should thus not be regarded as a 
“plea bargain” procedure.  On the contrary, the lawmaker has made it clear that the same level of fi nes 
must be applied regardless of whether the company concerned has admitted to the infringement or not.
The number of cases where the Competition Authority has ordered and the companies have consented 
to pay the fi nes only amounts to 3 cases in total, one case per year for the years of 2009, 2010 and 
2011 respectively.  The highest individual company fi ne imposed through administrative settlement 
amounted to SEK 2m (approximately €220,000) and concerned a cartel of producers of impregnated 
power line poles.  The company fi nes in the remaining cases were signifi cantly lower; between SEK 
41,000 and SEK 293,000 (comparable to €4,500 and €32,000). 
According to statements from the Competition Authority, administrative settlement is preferable to 
court proceedings, and from the authority’s point of view, the three cases represent a new trend in 
Swedish cartel enforcement policy.  If a comparison were to be made of the total number of cases where 
company fi nes have been imposed since the possibility of administrative settlement was introduced, the 
three cases of administrative settlement defi nitely outnumber the single case where the Competition 
Authority has applied for fi nes in court.  The administrative settlement is considered to be more 
effective, both in terms of the time aspect and the economic aspect, which motivates the choice of 
this alternative as soon as the company has admitted the infringement.  Even for the company such 
administrative settlement may be preferable when it is clear that an infringement has taken place. 

Third party complaints

Third parties may freely complain to the Competition Authority.  It is possible to inform the Competition 
Authority anonymously, although such a complaint, for obvious reasons, may be considered as less 
credible than a complaint from an identifi ed person or company. 
There are no offi cial statistics which clearly indicate the number of complaints related to cartels, but 
from the statistics regarding the number of tip-offs to the Competition Authority concerning cartels and 
anti-competitive cooperation, it is possible to say that the volume of alleged anti-competitive behaviour 
far exceeds the number of cases where the Competition Authority has found suffi cient reasons or 
evidence for taking further measures or initiating an in-depth investigation.  For example, the number 
of complaints concerning cartels or anti-competitive cooperation for the year of 2011 amounted to 
around a hundred.  There are no statistics available regarding the number of complaints that led to 
actual investigations, but we estimate it to be less than 20.  However, the total number of complaints 
includes all complaints without discretion.  This means that both anonymous, short telephone calls as 
well as written, relatively well-funded complaints are represented.  It should be pointed out that most 
complaints resulted in the Competition Authority closing the fi le without initiating any investigation. 
In spite of this, it is our impression that the Competition Authority has become somewhat more active 
in recent years and more likely to initiate an investigation, if the complaint is presented in a credible 
manner. 
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As indicated above, the authority has no obligation to investigate the matter if it considers the issue 
to be of little priority.  A decision by the Competition Authority not to further investigate an alleged 
infringement cannot be challenged by the complaining party.  If the Competition Authority has decided 
not to investigate or not to take action against an alleged infringement, any undertaking that is concerned 
by the (alleged) infringement may however bring the case to the Market Court and ask the court to 
prohibit the behaviour that is considered an infringement, without involvement from the Competition 
Authority.  The Market Court cannot, in this kind of privately initiated proceeding, impose fi nes on the 
infringing party.  Accordingly, this method of private enforcement is not aimed at combating hard-core 
cartels, but is rather intended for less severe forms of competitive restraints, e.g. restraints found in 
vertical agreements. 

Right of appeal against civil liability and penalties

The only courts handling cartel cases are the District Court of Stockholm, being a court of general 
jurisdiction, which has been especially appointed for handling cases concerning company fi nes, and 
the Market Court which is a special court for cases concerning competition, public procurement and 
marketing.  Action for damages regarding cartel infringements may, however, be presented in other 
courts. 
The courts handling competition cases may accordingly be considered to have obtained a considerably 
higher degree of specialisation as regards competition law matters.  A special unit, consisting of about 
40 persons, within the District Court of Stockholm handles all competition cases.  As regards the 
Market Court, it consists of a chairman and a vice chairman plus fi ve special members.  The chairman, 
the vice chairman and one of the special members must be lawyers with experience as judges.  The 
other special members are appointed experts in economics.  Both the District Court of Stockholm and 
the Market Court base their judgements on both fi ndings of fact and fi ndings of law.  The courts have 
a wide range of discretion on whether to take up new evidence or hear new witnesses.  At least the 
Market Court has the necessary competence to handle complex economic evidence and facts, as the 
economic experts who regularly serve in the court are, with one exception, professors in economics.
Since the number of cartel cases in Swedish courts is generally low and since the number of cases that 
are appealed to the Market court is even lower, it is hard to pass an opinion on whether the Market 
Court has a tendency to overturn decisions from the lower court or not.  Amongst the cases appealed to 
the Market Court (from 2003 onwards), the court has, as opposed to the court rulings from the District 
Court of Stockholm, only in one case reduced the fi ne; in one case increased the fi ne; in one case 
upheld the verdict of the District Court; and in the remaining case found the companies guilty of cartel 
infringement and thereby overturned the decision of the District Court. 
As regards the decisions of the District Court of Stockholm, the court has in the majority of cases 
reduced the corporate fi nes claimed by the Competition Authority, in 5 cases from 1999 onwards, 
and has dismissed the action brought by the Competition Authority in 2 cases from 1999 onwards.  
The court has only in one case fully approved the claim of the Competition Authority, which, in this 
case, was quite modest.  In one case the District Court granted a company leniency in which the 
Competition Authority had claimed a fi ne of SEK 23m (approximately €2.5m). 
Summarising the court rulings, it may therefore be noted that historically it has been advantageous not 
to accept the claim of the Competition Authority for the companies, but to have the claim reviewed by 
the District Court of Stockholm.  However, it does not seem to be equally favourable for companies 
to have their cases reviewed by the Market Court.  

Cross-border issues

Apart from the cases where dawn raids have been carried out for the Commission or other European 
competition authorities, cross-border issues have not been very prominent in the caseload of the 
Competition Authority.  In addition to the previously mentioned ten cases over a two-year period where 
the Swedish Competition Authority has assisted other authorities, there are two examples of when 
the Swedish Competition Authority has asked for assistance from another authority.  Both of them 
concerned dawn raids carried out by the Danish competition authority. 
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In some of the cases investigated there have, however, been markets of other member states that have 
been affected.  One such example was the recently (2012) adjudged case concerning the tourist bus 
transportation market, which also affected Norwegian consumers.
One example of cross-border activity which is willingly highlighted by the Competition Authority 
concerns information received from a small Swedish glass company whose suppliers were 
simultaneously increasing their prices on glass.  This information led to a cross-border investigation 
carried out by the European Commission which eventually resulted in the disclosure of an international 
cartel on glass. 

Developments in private enforcement of antitrust laws

As described above, a third party may apply for an injunctive order in front of the Market Court, should 
the Competition Authority decide not to raise action in a certain case.  One recent example of this is the 
above mentioned case where the Swedish Car Spare Parts Association of wholesale fi rms brought an 
action against KIA Motors, after a decision from the Competition Authority not to further investigate 
the alleged infringement. The judgement of the court will be delivered before the end of the year. 
There is only one clear example of actions for damages being brought before the Swedish courts (in 
relation to cartels that is; more actions have been brought regarding alleged abuse of dominant position).  
The victims who brought the action were in total nine municipalities which had suffered from the 
asphalt cartel between a number of construction and asphalt companies between 1998 and 2001.  The 
actions were eventually not settled in court as the municipalities reached amicable settlements with the 
asphalt cartelist companies.
Furthermore, the authority responsible for claims from consumers, the Consumer Ombudsman, has in 
the media expressed support for consumers who want to bring action against the tourist bus companies 
which were convicted for cartel infringement in February 2012.  So far, the Consumer Ombudsman has 
not received any notifi cation of a claim from a consumer which concerns the actual time period, and the 
Consumer Ombudsman has therefore been unable to bring a test case to court.
Although there are almost no cases regarding damages in relation to cartels or anti-competitive 
agreements brought to the Swedish courts, we are now seeing an increased awareness of the right to 
claim damages among Swedish companies, as well as an increased willingness to consider such an 
action.  As no signifi cant cartels among Swedish companies have been disclosed in recent years, this 
increased awareness has not yet led to an action for damages in the Swedish courts.  Nevertheless, 
Swedish companies are increasingly taking measures against (non-Swedish) participants in the large 
cartels that have been disclosed by the European Commission and other foreign competition authorities 
in recent years. 

Reform proposals

Apart from the above mentioned investigation by the government inviting proposals on how to 
introduce a queue-number system, no other reforms are planned or measures taken at the moment.  
The same investigator shall, however, also make proposals on certain other reforms or additions to the 
enforcement regime.  The additional reforms that shall be further investigated concern the need for 
legislative measures as regards the obligation for undertakings to cooperate with the authorities at dawn 
raids, especially the duty to provide login information, encryption keys and likewise to enable access to 
electronically stored information, as well as the need for legislative measures concerning the methods 
of the Competition Authority when safeguarding access to electronic information.
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