Answer 1:
Critically examine the significance of the concept of the relevant market in the context of competition law.
“Competition is the relationship between a number of undertakings which sell goods or services of the same kind at the same time to an identifiable group of customers.” (Goyder). The most prominent purpose behind introducing competition law was to ensure healthy competition and “to promote fair competition on equal terms” (Hildebrand). Some the main elements in respect of competition law include relevant market, dominant position, and market share amongst others. These will be assessed and evaluated below.
There are various reasons behind the concept of relevant market being so significant in the context of competition law. For starters, the idea of relevant market comes into play in regard to the Article 101 and Article 102 of the Treaty of the Functioning of the European Union (hereinafter referred as TFEU). The importance given to the concept at hand can be found in the following words written by the Commission in its Notice in the year 1997:
“The concept of relevant market is closely related to the objectives pursued under Community competition policy. A dominant position is such that a firm or group of firms would be in a position to behave to an appreciable extent independently of its competitors, customers and ultimately of its consumers. Such a position would usually arise when a firm or group of firms accounted for a large share of the supply in any given market, provided that other factors analyzed in the assessment (such as entry barriers, customers' capacity to react, etc.) point in the same direction.”
Article 101 of the TFEU states that any and all agreements that have the object of preventing, restricting, or distorting the competition within the internal market (to a certain extent) are considered void, unless one of the exemptions applies. Whereas, Article 102 of the TFEU states punishments for the undertakings that abuse their position in the market, for example, any and all abuse of power is prohibited by an undertaking which is in a dominant position in the internal market – abuse of power that may affect the trade between the member states. 
The starting point of any analysis viz-a-viz competition is the definition of the relevant market. Defining a relevant market acts as an instrument to identify the boundaries of competition amongst the undertakings (Robertson, 2019).  By defining the relevant market, the Commission is able to establish a framework to apply the principles of competition policy in. By defining the relevant market, the Commission clarifies the competitive constraints that are applicable on the undertakings (Robertson, 2020). In regard to Article 102, the concept of relevant market is also used to calculate an undertaking’s share of the market, making it possible to assess whether an undertaking is in a dominant position or not (Werden, 2014). To simplify and to understand Article 102, United Brands Case defined dominant position as, “position of economic strength enjoyed by an undertaking which enables it to prevent effective competition being maintained on the relevant market by giving it the power to behave to an appreciable extent independently of its competitors, customers, and ultimately, of its consumers.”
As per the principles of competition law, prior to deciding whether any company has significant market power to ascertain the need for governmental intervention, the SSINP test is used; the test is of small but significant and non-transitory increase in price – the said test is used for the purposes of defining the relevant market in a manner that is consistent. The test aims at identifying the smallest market in which a hypothetical monopolist may be able to impose a small but significant non-transitory increase in price; typically, the same is defined as a price increase of 5% for a minimum of a year (Massey, 2004).
In relation to evaluating the dominant position of an undertaking under Article 102, courts take into account the position of economic strength that the undertaking enjoys, putting it in a position to prevent effective competition in the relevant market. Hence, to ascertain whether an undertaking is in a dominant position, the court takes into account factors such as market share, relevant market and geographic element. 
For market share, as seen in the case of AKZO Chemie v Commission, a company with a market share of more than 50% is seen as being in a dominant position. However, other relevant factors are also taken into account, such as the fact that the courts also consider the time duration for which the undertaking has held the dominant market share (Hoffman-La Roche v AG). At times, the courts regard undertakings to be in a dominant position even when they do not have the market share of more than 50%; such as in the case of British Airways, the undertaking only held market share of 39.7%, the courts still considered it to be dominant as the next closest rival only possesses 5.5% of the market share (British Airways v Commission 2007). Next, relevant market will be assessed. The notion of a relevant market is two-folds, relevant product market and geographic market. The former, put simply, a relevant product market consists of any and all products and services that can be termed as alternative, substitutable, or interchangeable on the basis of their price, characteristics, and usage (concurrences); this can be seen in the case of United Brands Company and United Brands Continental BV v Commission. It was held in the said case that the bananas were not substitutes for other fruits as they had novel characteristics and there was no cross-elasticity of demand. The second fold is that of geographic market. The Commission defines the relevant geographic market in terms of the geographical area where the undertakings involved are conducting their operations relating to the supply and demand of their product/services (European Economic Commission, 1997). The Court of Justice defined, in the case of United Brands, the geographic market as an area where the objective conditions are the same for all undertakings. 
Apart from the fact that the concept of relevant market is very important for the assessment of dominant position of an undertaking under Article 102, and for the Commission to ascertain competition constraints as mentioned in the Notice of 1997; the said concept is just as important for the purposes of the interpretation and applicability of Article 101. 
For Article 101, the concept of relevant market has gained importance in the recent times. The reliance on the exemptions of Article 101 requires the courts to assess the relevant markets that the involved undertakings operate in. Moreover, for the undertakings to use the block exemption on the basis of the de minimis rule (safe havens), the courts need to assess the market share of the undertakings involved (that is, for the undertakings to benefit from the said exemption, they need to hold a market share of not more than 30%); in order to assess the market share, the concept of relevant market comes into play the same way it operates under the Article 102 (Dunnes, 2020). 
Therefore, upon critical examination of the concept of the relevant market in the context of competition law, it is concluded that the said concept is crucial for the interpretation, application, and successful operation of Article 101 and 102 of the TFEU – both of which are vital in regards to the competition law. While some argue that the Court of Justice should amend the manner the said concept is used, it is nevertheless, evident that the said concept suffices to achieve the objectives that it is designed to achieve. “Our fundamental aim is to ensure that the EU's powers to intervene against monopoly abuses are applied consistently and effectively, not only by the Commission but also by national competition agencies and courts throughout the EU which also now apply EU competition law.” (Commissioner Neelie Kroes)
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Answer 2:
Advice Mary, Nadine and Oscar as to their rights under EU law in relation to the situation set out above.
The case at hand revolves around the topic of Free Movement of Persons under the European Union law. The notion of free movement of persons is a compulsory element of an internal market. The idea of free movement of persons is based on the notion of an integrated EU market; because in order to achieve a market in which goods can move freely, it is compulsory that the people are able to move freely as well. The free movement of persons is divided into three main categories; workers (Article 45 of the TFEU), self-employed people and companies registered in another member state (Article 49 of the TFEU), as well as people and companies that provide services in another member state (Article 56 of the TFEU). As the European Union grew and evolved from just an economic unit into a much bigger entity, the Court of Justice started interpreting the free movement articles more expansively (Horspool, Humphreys and Well-G). The importance given to the free movement articles became more prominent when the Council Directive 2004/38/EC was enacted to protect the rights and interests of the citizens of the Union and the rights and interests of their family members; the said Directive gave the rights to the EU citizens and their families to freely move and reside anywhere within the boundaries of the union.
Referring back to the case facts, since Mary, Nadine, and Oscar are all EU citizens, their case falls under the ambit of Article 20, Article 9, 24, 2, 3, 6, and 7 of the TFEU. As per the Article 20 of the TFEU, “Every person holding the nationality of a Member State shall be a citizen of the Union. Citizenship of the Union shall be additional to and not replace national citizenship.” Since Mary and Oscar are Irish citizen, and Nadine is French, they are all EU citizens under Article 20; the same can be seen in the case of Micheletti.  
In order for Mary to be able to reside anywhere as per her needs, she would need to represent herself as a worker under Article 45 of the TFEU (Craig & Burca), or as a student which will allow her to stay in Netherlands for 3 months under Article 6. However, if Mary would want to reside for more than 3 months, then it is vital that she can prove that she is self-sufficient and that she would not resort to public funds – as per Article 7. If not, then Mary would have to show her status as employed or self-employed (Article 7) for Mary to stay for more than 3 months, such is seen in the case of Antonissen. Courts tend to provide a reasonable time period to EU citizens to migrate to another member state to look for work. The reasonable time period for Mary can vary from 3 months to 6 months. Also, as per Article 14(4)(b) of the Directive 2004/38, the expiry of the reasonable time period does not mean that the job-seekers who are unable to find employment should be sent back to their national states; in fact, if it can be proven that they are still in search for job and they do have a genuine chance of finding work, then the time period can be extended. Therefore, Mary can go to Netherlands as a job-seeker.
However, since Mary wants to study in Dutch University, once she goes to Netherlands, she can become a full-time student as far as she can establish a connection between her course of study and line of work; doing the same does not render the status of the immigrant as any other than that of the job-seeker. The same can be seen in the case of Sylvie Lair v. Universitat Hannover. Mary would not be entitled to benefit from her boyfriend being a citizen of Netherlands because she does not fall under the list of family members that are covered under the Directive 2004/38 (Meehan). At the same time, Mary can also claim that the said policy is a discriminatory measure as it distinctly applies for the immigrants – as seen in the case of Grzelczyk.
Assuming that Mary is able to reach Netherlands as a job-seeker, who then successfully enrolls into a fulltime student at the Dutch University; can Mary take benefit from the social benefits that are granted to Netherland citizen students, or would Mary not be entitled to the benefit of paying university’s fee at 1 year arrear in instalments? The answer to this question is in negative, Mary would not be entitled to the same social benefits as the citizen of the host country in regards to the right to education, as to enroll into a course, there is a requirement to prove that one has sufficient resources to complete the course. Also, if Mary remains in Netherlands for more than 3 months and less than 5 years and she also remains economically inactive, then it is a requirement that she has sufficient resources of her own – this is done to ensure that EU citizens do not move from one member state to another solely to abuse the social benefits of other; the same was seen in the case of Alimanovic.  Therefore, if Mary seeks social benefits to pay the fee in 1 year in arrears, should will be denied on the basis of the requirement of sufficient resources – the same can be seen in the case of Rudy Grzelczyk v. Centre Public which attracted Article 7(1)(c) of the Directive 2004/38. 
In regards to Mary’s aunt, Article 3(2)(a) of the Directive 2004/38 do not does not automatically give her a right to move freely on the sole grounds that Mary is able to move to Netherlands. However, as per Article 2(2), the aunt may be allowed to move along with Mary because her health conditions strictly require personal care by Mary. After completion of a mandatory investigation in the said matter, Mary’s aunt will be able to join her as well.
In regards Oscar, he will be able to join if his mother is allowed to accompany Mary; as he is a direct descendent of Nadine and he is under the age of 21; these are the only two requirements which are to be met under the list provided in Directive 2004/38 for him to be entitled to the right to install himself with the migrant. However, the Court takes a comprehensive analysis in regards to this as per Article 27, as it is vital to infringe the right to free movement in EU that the person poses a genuine and sufficiently serious threat presently. The fact that Oscar has a criminal record does not make him a serious present and genuine threat. Therefore, for the Netherlands government to prohibit Oscar from moving in, they would need more than previous criminal records; a threat that Oscar currently poses to the national safety or security should be present. In my view, and as per the case facts, such is not the case, which is why Oscar will also be able to move to Netherlands under the notion of free movement of persons.
Having said that, the Netherlands government can choose to reject the immigration of Mary, Nadine, and Oscar on the basis of three reasons under Article 45(3); public health, public security, or public policy. If the government of Netherlands find the past record of Oscar to be a threat to public security, or any past records of the three parties to be a threat to public health, security, or policy, then the entry can be lawfully denied and the derogation from Article 45 will be in line with the Article 45(3) of the TFEU – as seen in the case of Van Duyn v Home Office. 
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