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AIAAIKAZIEY TIOY AOOPOYN THN E®APMOIH THXE TIOAITIKHE
ANTATONIEMOY

EYPQITAIKH EITITPOITH

KPATIKH ENIZXYXH — EAAAAA

Kpatk) eviexvon SA.34488 (2012/C) (ex 2012/NN) — Eviexuon vnép g Néag Tpanelag Proton péoe

¢ ebotaons kat ¢ kepalatoroinong e Néag Tpanelag Proton, kat kivijen ¢ emionung £peuvag

IpoekAnen vnoforrc mapatnprioeoy cdpgova pe to apdpo 108 mapaypagog 2 e Tuvdikne ya T
\ertoupyia ¢ Evpondikic 'Eveorns

(Keipevo mou mapouoriler evdiagépov yia tov EOX)

(2012/C 357/05)

Me emotoN] ™ 26ng loukiou 2012, 1 omoia avadnuooteletar oty audeviikiy YAOOOO TOU KEWEVOU TNG
€MoTONNG oTiG oehideg mou akoloudouv v mapouca mepi\nyn, 1 Emttponn kowornoinoe oty ENAada v
andgaot] ¢ va kwnoel ] dadikacia tou apdpou 108 mapaypagos 2 g Tuvdnkng yia T Aertoupyia g
Euponaikng Evoong OYeTika pe T0 avoTéP® HETPO EVIGYUOTS.

Ta evdiagepopeva pépt Hmopouv va umoPAlouy TIG TAPATIPIICEIS TOUG OCOV APopd TO HETPO EVIOYUGTG Yial TO
onoio 1 Emtpor kwvel ) dtadikaocia evtog evog pvoc and v nuepopvia dnposicuong g napovoag mepiAnyne

Kai TG €MOTOAG Tou akoloudel, oty akoloudn dievduvor):

European Commission
Directorate-General for Competition
State Aid Greffe

J70 03/225

1049 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIE

Apd. @ak: (+32)-2-296.12.42

Ot napatnprioels autés Ja kowonomdovv oty EANada. To andppnto g TautdtTag ToU evOLapepOLEVOU LEPOUS
nou unofaA\et Tig mapatnprioels pmopel va (el ypamtae, pe pvela v oxeTikGv AOyov.

1. AIAAIKATIA

Stug 12 Maptiou 2012, ot eAMvikég apyég Kowomnoinoav oty
Emitponr) oxedo  avadiapdpwong yia v Néa Tpanela Proton.
Ttg 16 Touhiou 2012, ot eA\vikes apyég unéfalav To emkatpo-
nompévo oxedo avadiapdpwong e Néag Tpanelag Proton.

2. TEPITPA®H
2.1 Meprypagn ¢ TpaneCag Proton

H TpaneCa Proton, 1 omola ftav pkpou peyédoug tpamela »¢ mpog
T0 pepidid ™G €ni TOU GUVONOU TGV TEPLOUCIAKGY OTOLXEIWY TOU
eMnvikoU tpanelikol cuotipatog, ouveotn to 2001, pe kUpto
Topa dpaoctplotytey v enevdutikn tpaneliki. H Tpanela Pro-

ton dtdete diktuo 28 unokatactnpdtev avd v ENada ke v
301 Iouviou 2011 anacyololoe 562 umalAfloug.

Katd ta €m mou mponyndnkav e efuyiavong e, n Tpamela
Proton avtipetonioe cepd mpofApdtey (my. mpogkuye pia umo-
veon amdtne) kar mapouoiace {npieg eni oepd etov. H Tpamela
Proton é\afe onpavukd mood kpatikev evioxUoewv. H tpamela
ebuyavdnke otig 9 OktwPpiou 2011 mpokeévou va mpootatevdel
1 ouaTNKt oTadepoTNTA Kot TO ONHOGIO GUHQEPOV.

2.2 Meprypagn e Néag Tpanetag Proton

g 9 Oxtefpiov 2011, katomv mpotacewns g Tpamelng g
EN\adoc, kar petda v andgaon tou Ymoupyeiou Okovopikav,
ouveotdn n Néa TpaneCa Proton. Movog pétoyog e Néag
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TpaneCag Proton eivar o eNAnvikod Tapeio Xpnpatonototknig ta-
Yepotnrag (TXE). To Uyog tou 1oloyiopol avoiypatog e Néag
Tpanelag Proton avépyetar oe mepinou 3 dioekat. eupe. H adea
e «nahadc» Tpanelag Proton, avexkhidn and twyv Tpamela g
EN\adog kat 1 tpanela ekuyavinke.

Ot anartioeig eni pHETOXGOV, TO Xpéog Hewwpévs eEaopdhione, ot
avafal\opevor @opot kat ta davela uynlov kvdUvou mapépevay
oty «nahawd» TpaneCa Proton. ‘Oleg ot katadéoeg (Mavikés, tpa-
meCOV Kar Kevipikng doiknong), to SIKTUO UMOKATACTHATOY Kat
enmilekta meplovotaka otoryeia (davela katr Xapto@uAAKIa TITAWV)
petapipactrav ot Néa Tpanela Proton.

2.3 To ox¢dio avaduapdpeone e Neag Tpanelag Proton

Ttg 12 Maptiou 2012, ot eAMvikég apyés kowomnoinoav oty
Emitporr] autoteNég oydio avadiapdpwone yia w Néa TpameCa
Proton (pe nuepopnvia 30 Iavouapiou 2012).

Ot otpatnyikoi otoyor e Néac TpdmeCag Proton eivat, petaby
MoV, va KaTaoTel TEPLOGOTEPO ENKUOTIKY YO TOUG EMEVOUTES
Kat va PENTIOOEL TO OIKOVOMIKA TG QNOTEAEOHATA HE OKOTO TV
TOANOT TG O€ TPITOUC EVTOG dUO £0G TPIAV ETOV, GULPGVA LIE TO
mhaioto yia v euylaver tov Tpanelov, va evioxUoel TG mEAQTEL-
OKEG OXEOEIG TG, Va augnoet Tig duvatdtnteg mwAnons tou dictlou
unokataotpdtey, va petafdler plikd TG KPATOUOES TPOKTIKES,
(OTE QMO HNYAVIOROG amodOoxMG KAToNEcEWY Va KaTaoTel Tpanelikog
Poptag dampocwemkeV oyEsewy | Slaotaupolpevoy oloewy, va
napartdel and oplopeves dpacTnpLOTNTES, va eVIoXUOEL OUCLAGTIKA
TIG IKAVOTITEG dLAYEIPIONG KIVOUVGY KAl ECWTEPIKOU ENEYYOU, Kal vat
TEPLOpioeL TO MPOcLMIKO Mou anacyolel katd 30 %, and 521 IIA
(toodUvapa mpoug amacyoAnong) oe 369 IMA £wu¢ To TENog ToU
2012.

SUpgova pe TG MPOPAEYELS Yi TOV AOYOPLAGHO OMOTENEGHATOY
xpNoews (Baciko cevapio) tou oyediou avadiapdpwong mou umo-
PAOnke otig 16 Touhiou 2012, kata ta éuy 2012-2014 n Néa
Tpanela Proton Ja epgavicer {nuies (Cnpieg katomv gopwv) eve
and to 2015 1 tpanela Ya epgavicer kepdoopia (képdn katomv
POPAV).

2.4 Tleprypagr) Tou PETPOU[TIG EVIGXUOTG OF OXEOT HE TO
oroio 1 Emitpor) kivel ) Sradikacia

2.4.1 IapéuPact tou pnyaviopov eévyiavone touv TEKE oty Néa
Tpanela Proton

O prxaviopoc gguytavong tou eNnvikou Tapeiou Eyyuneng Karta-
V¢oewv kot Emevdvoewv (TEKE) evepyomorinke and v Tpanela
e ENadog yia v kéhuyn tou kevou oty Néa Tpdanela Proton,
dn\. g Sapopag petaty, agevog, g afiag tev petafifacdevioy
OTOLXEIWY evepynTIKOU (mou anotipdvtat oty eUAoyn akia Toug mou
fTav onpavtkd Yapn\otepn and wmy afie pe Ty omoia Ta &v Aoyw
otoueia evepyrtikou eixav kataywpiodel oto fifhio e Tpdamelag
Proton TV mpomyoupévn) Kai, ageETEPoU, TG OVORaoTikng akiag
tov petafifacdéviev otoryeiov madntuikov. To &v Adyw mocod, To
omoio optoTikonotdnke otig 19 Iavouapiov 2012 anod v Tpanela
¢ EN\adog, avi\de oe 1,122 dioekat. eupw (1).

(") To xpnuatodotikd kevo vyoug 1,122 Sisekat. eupe kaklgdnke oe Svo
dooeic: 862 exat. eupw elye katafalet to TEKE to 2012 kat ta umo-
Nowma 260 ekat. evpw extapevdnkav and to TXE, to onoio avéhafe Tig
unoypewoels tou TEKE oUpgova pe tov vopo 3845/2010 (Bacer tou
vopou 4051/2012).

2.4.2 Ewopopéc kepahaiov amd to TXE oty Néa Tpdneta Proton

To TXZ, to omoio amotelel Tov povo pétoyo g Néag Tpamelag
Proton, yopriynoe ot Tpanela kpatikr evioyuon pe T HOPQN
apyikoU  peToytkoU KeQalaiou (koweg petoyes) vyoug 250 exart.
eupd (mou katafndnke oe dvo dooel).

Supgova pe To emkaiponotpévo oxedio avadiapdpwone mou umo-
PAfOnke onig 16 Iouhiou 2012, n Néa TpameCa Proton ypeialetat
npocveto kepahato [230 — 300] exat. evpd ([...] (*), avti tou
npoodetou kepakaiou Uyoug 35 ekat. eup® mou mpoPAendtav oo
oxedio avadiapdpwong to onoio umoPMidnke oug 12 Maptiou
2012. H Néa Tpanela Proton uméotn {nuieg Aoyo Tou PSI (3
(ov Cnuiec amopeivone yie to 2011 avi\av oe 146,5 ekat.
EUPA), MPOOUETEG AMOHEINOES UYPOUG 22 eKAT. €UPH TEPIANPINKAY
ota anoteléopata Tou mpetou Tptprvou tou 2012). Evag aAhog
\oyog yia Tov omolo Ypelalovtal meplocOTepa Kepalala lvar To
yeyovog ot ot mpoPAéwei yia to 2011 fwg to 2016 evar vyn-
Notepeg and 0,1 eixe mponyouptvas mpoflegdel oto oxedo ava-
dapdpwone mou umofAndnke otig 12 Maptiou 2012.

3. EKTIMHZH TOY METPOY/THX ENIZXYXHX

H Emtpom katalMyet oto cupmépacpa OTL Ta Koivomoudévia
pétpa, ta omoia cuviotaviar oe mapepfaon vyoug 1,122 dioekar.
eupd Tou pnyaviopoy e&uyiaveng tou TEKE, e elogopa kepalaiou
vyoug 0,25 Sioekat. evpw and to TXE kot o€ €106¢QopEs Kepaaiou
and to TXE ouvohikot vyoug [0,23-0,3] Sioekat. eupd ([...]) unép
¢ Néag Tpanelag Proton, GuviotoUv Kpatikr) evioyuon Katd Tnv
éwota tou apdpouv 107 mapaypagog 1 e Tuvdnkng yia m Ael-
Toupyia g Eupwenaikrg Eveong (SAEE). Ipokepévou va diatrpr-
Uel 1 xpnpatomototkn otadepomta oy EANada, 1 Emitpom)
EVEKPIVE TPOCWPLVE TNV Kpatikr| evioyuon, dnAadn to mocd Twv
1,122 dioekat. eupod g mapepfaons tou pnxaviopou eguyiavong
tou TEKE, tov 0,25 eupe dioekat. eupd g e169opds kepaaiou
and 1o TXZ kar Tig e0gopég kepalaiou and to TXE cuvolikou
vyoug [0,23-0,3] &oekat. eupd ([...]) umép e Néag Tpanelag
Proton g cupfifaciun evioxuon Siowong, éwg otou 1 Emitporr
exdwoer tehikr) andgaon avadiapdpwocns ocov agopa Tt Nea Tpa-
neCa Proton. Kata v napovoa @dor, n Emrtponr| Siatnpel apgt-
Pohieg 6oov agopa ) frwodtra e Néag TpameCag Proton oe
autotehr] Paon, kar ap@ifalhel Katd mOGOV UMAPXOUV EMAPKT
PETPA EMUEPIOROY TwV PapmY Kal TEPIOPIOHOU TWV OTPEPAOCELY
TOU QVTAYWVIGHOU.

Q¢ ek TouTou, 1 Emttponr| anogactoe va kwrjoet ) dadikasia mou
npofAénetar oto apdpo 108 maphypagog 2 e Tuvdnkne yia
\ertoupyia g Evponaikng Eveong.

H Emtporr) xahel v ENAda va uvmofdler véo oxédio avadidp-
Ypworns yia ) Nea Tpanela Proton, to omoio Ja Aapfaver unoyn
TG apgifoles mou eEégpace 1 Emttponn omv mapovca andgaor).

Tupgova pe to apdpo 14 tou kavoviopou (EK) apw. 659/1999
Tou Zupfouliou, o anodéktng kade mapavoun evioxuong pnopet va
kAnUel va Vv enoTpEpeL.

(*) Epmiotevtika otoryeia

() Zuppetoxn tou Wwtikov topéa (PSI): Awanpaypdtevon petaby twv eNAn-
VIKOV apyOv Kol TOV 1010TOV TOTOTOV HE 0TOX0 TV emiteur pepkig
napaitong and to ENAVIKO dnpocto XpEog and Toug 1IMTEG TOTWTES
oe edehovriki) Paon. To PSI éyel EKTAKTO YAPAKTAPA Kat Elye ONUAVTIKO
avtiktuno otg eNnvikée Tpaneles: apketes Tpameleg epgavicav Cnpieg
\oyw tou PSL
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KEIMENO THEX EMNIETOAHX

«The Commission wishes to inform Greece that, having
examined the information supplied by your authorities on the
aid referred to above, it has decided to initiate the procedure
laid down in Article 108(2) of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union (TFEU).

1. PROCEDURE

(1) In May 2009, Proton Bank received a capital injection of
EUR 80 million from the Greek State under the recapitali-
sation scheme for credit institutions in Greece (?).

(2) On 1 October 2010, the Greek authorities submitted to
the Commission a restructuring plan for Proton Bank.

(3) By letter dated 12 October 2011, the Commission services
asked the Greek authorities, under case number SA.31711,
to submit information regarding the resolution of Proton
Bank.

(4) On 15 December 2011 and 10 January 2012, the Greek
authorities submitted information.

(5) On 12 March 2012, the Greek authorities notified to the
Commission, under case number SA.34488 (2012 |N), a
restructuring plan for Nea Proton Bank. The case number
SA.34488 (2012 |N) was administratively transformed
into case number SA.34488 (2012 |NN) as Greece
already granted parts of the aid to Nea Proton Bank.

(6) On 13 March 2012, the Greek authorities submitted to the
Commission further information.

(7) On 30 June 2012, the Commission services asked the
Greek authorities to provide additional information.

(8) On 6 July 2012, the Greek authorities informed the
Commission services that Greece accepts the adoption of
the Decision in the English language.

(9) On 13 July 2012, the Greek authorities submitted
additional information.

On 16 July 2012, the Greek authorities submitted an
updated restructuring plan for Nea Proton Bank.

(10) On 17 July 2012, the Commission services asked the
Greek authorities to provide additional information,
which the Greek authorities submitted on the same day.

2. DESCRIPTION
2.1 Proton Bank

(11) Proton Bank, which was a small sized bank based on its
share in the total assets of the Greek banking system, was
incorporated in 2001 with primary focus on investment
banking. In 2005, the bank was listed in the Athens Stock

() Commission decision of 19 November 2008 in State Aid N
560/2008 "Support Measures for the Credit Institutions in
Greece", O] C 125, 05.06.2009, p. 6.

12

13

(14

Exchange. Proton Bank had a network of 28 branches
across Greece and as of 30 June 2011 employed 562
people. The bank was resolved on 9 October 2011 in
order to protect systemic stability and the public interest.

—

In the last years before it was resolved, the corporate credit
portfolio of Proton Bank expanded very rapidly. Part of the
credit expansion was extended to companies directly, indi-
rectly or economically interconnected with a major share-
holder of the bank. The balance sheet total of Proton Bank
Group increased from 1,9 billion EUR at the end of 2008
to 2,9 billion EUR at the end of 2009 and to 4,3 billion
EUR at the end of 2010. From the end of 2008 until the
end of 2010, the balance sheet total therefore grew by
more than 100 %. At the end of 2010, the group’s risk
weighted assets amounted to 3,1 billion EUR. The amount
of client deposits increased rapidly. Nevertheless, the bank
still was a small bank with a market share in the retail
deposits segment of approximately 1 %.

=

Proton Bank started to suffer from significant loan
impairments and had to rely on high deposit rates in
order to maintain deposits and liquidity. There was also
a fraud investigation regarding former members of the
board of directors and regarding a major shareholder.

=

Proton Bank received, under the Greek bank support
scheme (*), a capital injection of EUR 80 million (cor-
responding to 4,58 % of the bank’s risk weighted assets
at that time) from the Greek State in May 2009, a State
guarantee for issued bonds with a nominal value of EUR
149,4 million, and Greek government securities
amounting to EUR 78 million in April 2009. On
1 October 2010, the Greek authorities submitted to the
Commission a restructuring plan for Proton Bank.

(*) See Commission decision of 19 November 2008 in State Aid N

560/2008 "Support Measures for the Credit Institutions in
Greece", O] C 125, 05.06.2009, p. 6. and the respective prolon-
gation and amendment decisions: Commission decision of
18 September 2009 in State Aid N 504/2009 "Prolongation and
amendment of the Support Measures for the Credit Institutions in
Greece", O] C 264, 06.11.2009, p. 5.; Commission decision of
25 January 2010 in State Aid N 690/2009 "Prolongation of the
Support Measures for the Credit Institutions in Greece", O] C 57,
09.03.2010, p. 6.; Commission decision of 12 May 2010 in State
Aid N 163/2010 "Amendment to the Support Measures for the
Credit Institutions in Greece", O] C 166, 25.06.2010, p. 2.
Commission decision of 30 June 2010 in State Aid N 260/2010
"Extension of the Support Measures for the Credit Institutions in
Greece", O] C 238, 03.09.2010, p. 3., Commission decision of
21 December 2010 in State Aid SA.31998 (2010/N) "Fourth
extension of the Support Measures for the Credit Institutions in
Greece", O] C 53, 19.02.2011, p. 2, Commission decision of
4 April 2011 in State Aid SA.32767 (2011/N) "Amendment to
the Support Measures for the Credit Institutions in Greece", O] C
164, 02.06.2011, p. 8.; Commission decision of 30 June 2011 in
State Aid SA.33153 (2011/N) "Fifth prolongation of the Support
Measures for the Credit Institutions in Greece", O] C 274,
17.09.2011, p. 5.; Commission decision of 6 February 2012 in
State aid SA.34149 (2011/N) "Sixth prolongation of the Support
Measures for the Credit Institutions in Greece", O] C 101,
04.04.2012, p.2-3.; Commission decision of 6 July 2012 in State
aid case SA.35002 (2012/N) "Seventh prolongation of the Support
Scheme for Credit Institutions in Greece", not yet published.
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(15) In the summer of 2011, the four largest banks of Greece extended by two more years by decision of the Minister

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

offered to support Proton Bank, by purchasing convertible
bonds of approximately 50 million EUR issued by Proton
Bank.

Proton Bank also received around EUR 900 million in
Emergency Liquidity Assistance (ELA) funding from the
Bank of Greece (°).

In March 2011, the bank held Greek government bonds
amounting to 1,2 billion EUR (including Treasury bills) (°),
amounting therefore to more than 25 % of the balance
sheet total.

2.2 Nea Proton Bank

On 9 October 2011, upon proposal of the Bank of
Greece, and following the decision of the Ministry of
Finance, Nea Proton Bank was created. The sole share-
holder of Nea Proton Bank is the Hellenic Financial
Stability Fund (HESF). The size of the opening balance
sheet of Nea Proton Bank is approximately EUR
3 billion. The license of the "old" Proton Bank was
recalled by the Bank of Greece and it was put under
liquidation.

Equity claims, subordinated debt, deferred taxes and high-
risk loans remained with "old" Proton Bank. All deposits
(retail, bank and government), the branch network and
selected assets (loans and securities portfolios) were trans-
ferred to Nea Proton Bank. Loans and securities were
transferred at fair value. The Greek government bonds
were transferred at 50 % of their nominal value (con-
tributing therefore significantly to the funding gap).

At the end of 2011, Nea Proton Bank’s risk weighted
assets amounted to EUR 1,2 billion.

According to the current resolution framework in Greece,
the HESF needs to dispose of its shares in Nea Proton Bank
within two years from the date of the Ministerial decision
establishing the new bank and that period may be

(22)

(23)

(24)

Table 1

of Finance following a recommendation from the Bank of
Greece for reasons of financial stability. In the event that
the HFSF does not succeed in disposing of its shares in
Nea Proton Bank, or at any time by decision of the
Minister of Finance following a recommendation from
the Bank of Greece, Nea Proton Bank will be put into
liquidation.

2.3 Nea Proton Bank’s restructuring plan

On 12 March 2012, the Greek authorities notified to the
Commission a restructuring plan for Nea Proton Bank
(dated 30 January 2012).

The strategic objectives of Nea Proton Bank are inter alia:

(i) To improve the bank’s investor attractiveness and
financial results with the aim of selling it to a third
party within two to three years, as per the resolution
framework

(i) To strengthen customer relationships

(iii) To strengthen the selling capabilities of the branch
network to effectively change the culture from a
deposit-taking mechanism into a relationship/cross-
selling banking facility

(iv) To dispose of certain activities

(v) To drastically enhance the risk management and
internal control framework capabilities

(vi) To reduce the headcount by [...] % (*) from 521 FTEs
(Full Time Equivalents) to [...].

The key figures (approximate amounts in EUR million)
from the Profit and Loss statement forecast (base case)
of the restructuring plan which was submitted on
12 March 2012 are listed in Table 1:

Key figures from the Profit and Loss statement forecast (base case) of the restructuring plan which was
submitted on 12 March 2012

9 Oct.2?1;1 Dec) 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Net interest income | loss -23 [.] [.] [.] [...] [...]
Net Fee and Commission Income 0,6 [.] [.] [.] [...] [..]
Total banking income -1,6 [.] [.] [.] [...] [..]
Total operating expenses -9,9 [.] [.] [.] [...] [..]
Profit | Loss after tax -133 [.] [.] [.] [...] [...]

(°) The ELA funding provided by the Bank of Greece is covered by an
"umbrella" State guarantee. That means that the guarantee is not
earmarked to cover the ELA funding received by any particular
bank; it rather covers the total amount of ELA funding provided
to the whole banking sector and it aims to cover potential future
losses of the Bank of Greece.

(°) Short-term notes issues by the Greek state for raising funds.

(*) Parts of this text have been omitted to ensure that confidential
information is not disclosed. Those parts are indicated by three
full stops enclosed in square brackets and marked with one asterisk.
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(25) On 16 July 2012, the Greek authorities submitted to the
Commission an updated restructuring plan for Nea Proton
Bank. The Commission notes that the update does not
contain  substantial changes regarding restructuring
measures. However, the financial forecasts were updated
in order to take into account recent developments (inter
alia: there was a significant impact of the "Private Sector
Involvement" ()  (PSI) exercise, the macroeconomic
assumptions had to be changed). The aid amounts were

(26)

Table 2

also revised; i.e. Nea Proton Bank will need more aid
compared to the aid amounts mentioned in the restruc-
turing plan which was submitted on 12 March 2012.

The key figures (approximate amounts in EUR million)
from the Profit and Loss statement forecast (base case)
of the restructuring plan update which was submitted on
16 July 2012 are listed in Table 2:

Key figures from the Profit and Loss statement forecast (base case) of the restructuring plan update which was
submitted on 16 July 2012

made losses stemming from PSL

The funding gap of EUR 1,122 billion was covered in two tranches:
EUR 862 million were paid up by the HDIGF and the remaining
EUR 260 million were disbursed by the HFSF which undertook the
obligations of the HDIGF according to the Law 3845/2010 (based
on Law 4051/2012).

B3
=

2011
9 Oct. - 31 Dec) 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Net interest income | loss 7.1 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Net Fee and Commission Income 0,6 [...] [...] [...] [..] [...]
Total banking income 5,3 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Total operating expenses -11,7 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Profit | Loss after tax —244,6 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
2.4 The measures capital of EUR [230 — 300] million ([...]), instead of
additional capital of EUR 35 million as mentioned in the
2.4.1 Intervention by the Resolution scheme of the HDIGF in restructuring plan submitted on 12 March 2012. Nea
Nea Proton Bank (measure 1) Proton Bank suffered losses because of PSI (%) in Greece
27) The Resoluti b f the Hellenic D . d that imposed haircuts on holdings of Greek sovereign debt
(27) The Resolution scheme of the Hellenic Deposit an (impairment losses for 2011 reached EUR 146,5 million
Investment Guarantee Fund (HDIGF) was called upon by related to the Greek government bonds, additional
the Bank.of Greec.e to cover the gap in Nea Proton Bank, impairments of EUR 22 million were incorporated in the
representing the difference _betvyeen the vall}e of the j[rar_ls_— results of the first quarter of 2012). Another reason for the
ferreld a]s)selts (Val}?ed atl their fair }‘1J al}?e’ }‘;V hich was signifi- higher amount of capital needed is, that the provision
cantly de ow ht eb V:Luefa; W ICB tkOS}el :jsetsb vaere charges for 2011 until 2016 are higher than previously
registered in ,t ¢ book of Froton Bank t ¢ day be ore) assumed in the restructuring plan that was submitted on
and the nominal value of the transferred liabilities. That 12 March 2012
amount was finalized on 19 January 2012 by the Bank of ’
a1
Greece at EUR 1,122 billion (3). 3 ASSESSMENT
PR . 3.1 Existence of State aid in the meaning of
2.4.2 Capital injections by the HFSF into Nea Proton Bank Article 107(1) TFEU and quantity of State Aid
(measure 2)
(28) The HFSF constitutes the sole shareholder of Nea Proton (30) The Comm15510r1 .flrst.ha.s t0 assess Whether th.e measures
X s L constitute State aid within the meaning of Article 107(1)
Bank and provided State aid in the form of the initial share TFEU. Accordi that ision. State aid i id
ital (common shares) of EUR 250 million - According To that provision, dtate aid is any ai
capt ) granted by a Member State or through State resources in
any form whatsoever which distorts, or threatens to
(29) According to the updated restructuring plan submitted on distort, competition by .favormg certain underta.k ngs or
16 July 2012, Nea Proton Bank stil needs additional the production of certain goods, in so far as it affects
y , Nea Proton Bank still needs additiona
trade between Member States.
() Private Sector Involvement (PSI): Negotiation between the Greek . .
authorities and its private creditors which aimed to achieve a Intervention by the Resolution scheme of the HDIGF for
partial waiver of the Greek government debt by its private Nea Proton Bank (measure 1):
creditors on a voluntary basis. The PSI is extraordinary in nature o ) ) )
and had a considerable impact on Greek banks: A series of banks (31) The Commission considers the intervention by the

Resolution scheme of the HDIGF amounting to EUR
1,122 billion to be State aid within the meaning of
Atrticle 107(1) TFEU.

(°) Explanation of PSI: See footnote 7.
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(32) According to case-law (1%) even if the Resolution Scheme is

(33

=

(34)

(35)

11

(12

financed through private contributions (which are collected
from banks), the intervention of the Resolution scheme is
considered to involve State resources as the scheme was
created by Greek law, which made contributions to the
Scheme by the banks compulsory, and the management
and use of its resources is decided in accordance with that
legislation. It should be noted that, unlike the deposit
guarantee part of the HDIGF, which was created
following the implementation of an EU Directive, the
Resolution scheme of HDIGF was not created to
implement EU legislation. When deciding to create the
Resolution scheme of HDIGF, Greece was therefore not
bound by an obligation originating from EU law. It was
an autonomous decision of the Greek authorities.
Therefore the set-up of the Resolution scheme and any
measures granted by the Resolution scheme are
imputable to the Greek State. The Commission considers
that the measure is financed through State resources, and
is imputable to the State.

Moreover, the measure is selective in nature, since it
benefits only banks in difficulty.

The Commission considers that the intervention does not
comply with the market economy investor principle ('!). In
fact, the HDIGF has no prospect of making a profit on its
contribution: in exchange for its contribution, it received
no claim against Nea Proton Bank but only a claim against
Proton Bank. The latter is a bankrupt entity with nearly no
assets remaining in it. Therefore, the HDIGF will almost
certainly not recover the money contributed. The
Commission considers that, under those circumstances
and taking into account the very bad track record of
Proton Bank, no private investor would have made such
an investment in Nea Proton Bank. As regards the fact that
the HDIGFs/the State’s contribution would have been
lower if Proton Bank had been let to go bankrupt, it is
not a valid comparison. Any such payment by the HDIGF
or by the State to indemnify depositors would not be
made as a market operator but would be made as a public
authority. It is settled case-law (12) that payments made by
an entity as a public authority should not be counted in
the application of private investor test or private creditor
test.

The measure provided the economic activities of Proton
Bank with a clear advantage by keeping them alive within
a new legal entity, i.e. Nea Proton Bank. Indeed, while the
equity, subordinated debt, deferred tax assets and high risk
loans of Proton were not transferred, all the key
productive banking assets were transferred (employees,
branches, deposits, part of the loans and central services

(1% See Case C-345/02 Pearle and Others [2004] ECR 1-7139, para-

graphs 37 and 38. That approach was applied in Commission
decision in the State aid case NN 61/2009 — "Rescue and restruc-
turing of Caja Castilla-La Mancha", Spain, 29.06.2010,
C(2010)4453 corr., recitals 96-118, and in Commission decision
in the State aid case SA.34115 (2012 /NN) — "Resolution of T
Bank", Greece, 16.05.2012.

) The Greek authorities do not discuss that issue in their submission.

As the General Court ruled in Case T-196/04 Ryanair v Commission
[2008] ECR 1I-3643 at paragraph 85, "the application of [the MEIP]
must be excluded in the event that the State acts as a public authority. In
[that] event, the conduct of the State can never be compared to that of an
operator or private investor in a market economy".

(36)

(38)

(40)

(41)

")

and infrastructure). It is therefore an advantage to the
economic activity that continues to exist due to the inter-
vention of the HDIGF which allows the transfer of those
productive assets to the newly created Nea Proton Bank.
Without the intervention of the HDIGF (in combination
with the capital provided by the HFSF), Nea Proton Bank
would have strongly negative equity and could not
operate.

That selective advantage distorts competition by keeping
the banking activities alive and allowing them to continue
competing on the market (*3). It also affects trade between
Member States as several subsidiaries of foreign banking
groups are present on the Greek banking market and in
direct competition with the banking activities previously
operated within the legal entity Proton Bank.

The Commission therefore considers the contribution by
the Resolution scheme of the HDIGF to be State aid. The
amount of aid is the amount of the contribution, which
according to available information is approximately EUR
1,122 billion.

The Commission considers Nea Proton Bank to be the
economic beneficiary as Nea Proton Bank harbours the
Proton Bank’s economic activity which continue to exist
because of the aid received.

The Commission regrets that Greece put the aid in
question into effect, in breach of Article 108(3) TFEU.

Capital injections by the HFSF into Nea Proton Bank
(measure 2):

The Commission considers the capital injection by the
HFSF amounting to EUR 250 million and subsequent the
capital injections by the HFSF amounting to a total of EUR
[230 — 300] million ([...]) to be State aid within the
meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU.

The Commission notes that the capital injections were
provided by the HFSF, an entity set up and financed by
the Greek State, and so was made by using State resources.
The Commission also notes that the capital injections
provided a selective advantage, enabling Nea Proton
Bank to obtain capital it could not have found on the
market. Given the difficulties of Proton Bank and given
the challenging economic situation in Greece which
directly affecta the banking sector, it is highly doubtful
that any private investor would have injected capital into
Nea Proton Bank under those conditions.

Nea Proton Bank is in competition with other banks, inter
alia with subsidiaries of foreign banks. Hence, the capital
injections have an effect on trade and are capable of
distorting competition.

See Commission decision of 25.01.2010 in the State aid case NN

19/2009 - Restructuring aid to Dunfermline Building Society,
recital 51; Commission decision of 25.10.2010 in State aid case
N 560/2009 — Aid for the liquidation of Fionia bank, recital 56;
Commission decision of 8.11.2010 in State aid case N 392/2010 —
Restructuring of CajaSur, recital 52.
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(43) The Commission therefore comes to the conclusion that (49) The Recapitalisation Communication (!”) elaborates further
the capital injections constitute State aid within the on the level of remuneration required for State capital
meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU. injections.

(44) The Commission regrets that Greece put parts of the aid in (50) Finally, the Commission has explained in the Restructuring
question into effect, in breach of Article 108(3) TFEU. Communication (*¥) how it will assess restructuring plans.

3.2 Compatibility of the aid 4.2.3 Compatibility with the Banking and Recapitalisation

4.2.1 Legal basis for the compatibility assessment Communications

(45) Article 107(3)(b) TFEU provides that aid falling within the a Appropriateness of the measures

scope (l)f Artf{cle 1}? 7<1), FEFEU r;ay be cgmpzzlt;ble EV ith t}_le (51) The intervention by the Resolution scheme is needed in

11}1lterna market fw ere 1tbrens1e 1€s a serious disturbance in order to fill the gap between the fair value of Proton

the economy of a Member State”. Bank’s assets and the nominal value of its liabilities
which were transferred to Nea Proton Bank.
(46) The Commission has acknowledged in its decisions
approving the Greek recapitalisation scheme and its . . . .
prolongation until now that there is a threat of serious (>2) 'lghe qummlsslllon cqnmders th‘r,’lt thg mterveptl}c:nl bykthe
disturbance in the Greek economy and that State support 1‘_"50 1}1)t10n SCB erE,e 1s appropriate | .ecaus}? 112 elps keep
of banks is suitable to remedy that disturbance. In view of ?we d rotI(\)In Pan 5 e];:onl(()n;;]c. ECUVIU}TS Which were trfalils-
the persistent turbulence that continues to affect the }frrel t9 ca hroton han : 1't_9utt ¢ 1?£erventﬁon Obt €
financial markets and institutions, the Commission still belso ution scheme, t lg)se actn];tlelz wou noL ave eenf

considers that requirements for State aid to be approved E ek to contm(lile., as rotor(li.fflanl waskon t ed.v.erge N

pursuant to Article 107(3)(b) TFEU are fulfilled (4. anxruptcy and in current difficult market conditions no

bank would have acquired a package having a negative
. ) value (i.e. with the fair value of the assets lower than
(47) For those reasons the Commission accepts that the inter- the fair value of the liabilities). The measure thereby
Ven.tion. b}' the Resolution Scheme of the HDIGF and the ensures that financial stability in Greece is maintained in
capital Injection by t}_le HFSF can be apalysed as measures the short-term. On that basis, the Commission finds that
tGaken to avoid a serious disturbance in the economy of the intervention by the Resolution scheme is appropriate
reece. ;
as rescue aid.
42.2 Compatibility assessment (53) The capital injections from the HFSF are needed in order
(48) In line with point 15 of the Banking Communication (*%), to have capital in Nea Proton Bank and to enable Nea
in order for an aid to be compatible under Proton Bank to adhere to the minimum capital adequacy

Article 107(3)(b) TFEU it must comply with the general ratio set by the Bank of Greece.

criteria for compatibility (19):

54) The Commission considers that the capital injection of
p )

a. Appropriateness: The aid has to be well-targeted in order EUR 250 million is appropriate as rescue aid since it
to be able to effectively achieve the objective of enabled the transfer of the economic activities of Proton
remedying a serious disturbance in the economy. It Bank to Nea Proton Bank and the creation of Nea Proton
would not be the case if the measure were not appro- Bank. Hence, the economic activities have not been
priate to remedy the disturbance. wound-up. An immediate winding-up of Proton Bank’s

activities could have led to a bank run and could have

b. Necessity: The aid measure must, in its amount and triggered a serious d1.sturbance on the Greek f%nanc%al
form, be necessary to achieve the objective. Therefore markets. A serious d1§turbance on the Gregk financial
it must be of the minimum amount necessary to reach markets could be avoided through the creation of Nea
the objective, and take the form most appropriate to Proton Be}nk and the transfer of Proton Bank’s economic
remedy the disturbance. activities into Nea Proton Bank.

c. Proportionality: The positive effects of the measure must (55) As regards the capital injections amounting to a total of

("

)

(')

be properly balanced against the distortions of
competition, in order for the distortions to be limited
to the minimum necessary to reach the measure’s
objectives.

See Commission decision of 6 February 2012 in State Aid

SA.34149 "Sixth prolongation of the Support Measures for the
Credit Institutions in Greece" O] C 101, 04.04.2012, p. 2.

The application of State aid rules to measures taken in relation to
financial institutions in the context of the current global financial
crisis, O] C 270, 25.10.2008, p. 8.

See recital 41 of Commission decision in Case NN 51/2008
Guarantee scheme for banks in Denmark, O] C 273, 28.10.2008,

p. 2.

*)

(*%)

EUR [230 - 300] million ([...]), the Commission notes
that, based on the restructuring plan update submitted
on 16 July 2012, Nea Proton Bank needs that capital in
order to adhere to the minimum capital adequacy ratio set
by the Bank of Greece.

Communication from the Commission - The recapitalisation of

financial institutions in the current financial crisis: limitation of
aid to the minimum necessary and safeguards against undue
distortions of competition, O] C 10, 15.1.2009, p. 2.
Commission Communication "The return to viability and the
assessment of restructuring measures in the financial sector in the
current crisis under the State aid rules" - Official Journal C 195,
19.8.2009, p. 9.
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(56) On that basis, the Commission finds that the capital form to achieve the objectives of limiting the disturbance

(59)

(61)

injections from the HFSF are appropriate as rescue aid.

b. Necessity — limitation of the aid to the
minimum

According to the Banking Communication, the aid
measure must, in its amount and form, be necessary to
achieve the objective. It implies that the capital injection
must be of the minimum amount necessary to reach the
objective.

As regards the amount of the intervention of the
Resolution Scheme, the Commission observes that the
amount exactly covered the difference between the fair
value of the transferred assets and the nominal value of
the transferred liabilities. The Commission concludes that
the amount was not excessive. The Commission also notes
that Proton Bank’s equity and subordinated debt was left
in Proton Bank. Therefore, the shareholders and
subordinated debt-holders will suffer a full loss and the
contribution of the HDIGF is not inflated by the cost of
rescuing those investors.

As regards the amount of the capital injections from the
HFSF, the Commission has doubts that the amount is
limited to the minimum necessary because the Member
State envisages that Nea Proton Bank is to be restructured
on a stand-alone basis. The Commission doubts that the
bank can be viable on a stand-alone basis. Hence, the
Commission is of the opinion that State aid is used for
an option which is not realistic in the long-term. The
Commission is of the opinion that Greece should also
assess other options, which might be less expensive than
the stand-alone option. At this stage the Commission is of
the preliminary view that the stand-alone option might
not be the cheapest option available and therefore it
doubts that the State aid is limited to the minimum
necessary. The Commission invites interested parties to
provide comments on that issue.

As regards the remuneration of the intervention of the
Resolution scheme of the HDIGF and the capital injections
from the HFSF, Nea Proton Bank will most probably not
be able to remunerate the State aid it received. The
Commission observes that in line with point 44 of the
Recapitalisation Communication any rescue recapitalisation
should in principle reflect the risk profile of the beneficiary
and not fundamentally sound banks should pay higher
remuneration than those that are fundamentally sound.
If a bank that is not fundamentally sound is unable to
sufficiently remunerate the received recapitalisation, it
can only be accepted on the condition of either a bank’s
winding-up or a through and far-reaching restructuring
including a change in management and corporate
governance where appropriate. In view of the fact that
Nea Proton Bank is not able to remunerate the recapitali-
sation by the HFSF, the Commission has doubts whether
Nea Proton Bank is a fundamentally sound bank.

In conclusion, the intervention of the Resolution scheme
of the HDIGF is necessary in both its amount and form to
achieve the objectives of limiting the disturbance in the
Greek banking system and economy as a whole. The
capital injections by the HFSF are also necessary in their

(62)

(63)

(64)

(65)

(66)

(68)

in the Greek banking system and economy as a whole.
However, at this stage the Commission has doubts that the
amount of the capital injections by the HFSF is limited to
the minimum. The Commission underlines that the
absence of remuneration triggers the need for in-depth
restructuring.

c. Proportionality - measures
negative spill-over effects

limiting

The Commission notes that the legal entity Proton Bank
will be liquidated and will exit the market. However,
thanks to measure 1 and measure 2, the economic
activities of Proton Bank continue to exist in Nea Proton
Bank and produce negative spill-over effects. Nea Proton
Bank should be subject to measures limiting negative spill-
over effects. However, the risk of distortions of
competition in the short-term is rather limited given the
very small size of Nea Proton Bank and the fact that Nea
Proton Bank does not aim to grow in the short-term.

Therefore the Commission considers that the intervention
by the Resolution scheme and the capital injections from
the HFSF are proportionate as rescue aid.

After having assessed whether the rescue aid measures
(measure 1 and measure 2) are compatible with the
Banking Communication and the Recapitalisation
Communication, the Commission will now assess
whether the restructuring envisaged complies with the
requirements of the Restructuring Communication.

4.2.4 Compatibility with the Restructuring Communication
Restoration of long-term viability of Nea Proton Bank:

The HESF has the obligation to sell the shares it owns in
Nea Proton Bank. Since the obligation is only to sell the
shares, it can be a sale to any type of investor. It means
that the sale does not necessarily entail the integration of
Nea Proton Bank into a larger banking group; the bank
could remain a standalone bank with the only change
being that it would have a new shareholder, for instance,
a private equity group. Given that uncertainty about the
type of the future owner, the notified restructuring plan is
based on continuation of the operations of the bank on a
stand-alone basis, i.e. not merged in a larger bank.

The Commission doubts that Nea Proton Bank can be
viable on a stand-alone basis, as planned in the restruc-
turing plan submitted to the Commission.

The Commission in particular notes that in a stand-alone
approach high costs have to be incurred to, for instance,
build solid risk management systems and solid IT
platforms which did not exist within Proton Bank and
which, as the failure of Proton Bank has shown, are
necessary for a viable business model.

High synergies could be achieved by integration of Nea
Proton Bank into a larger and viable financial services
group (e.g. another bank) or by merging it with other
small banks to form a larger and viable group. It would
allow a significant part of those infrastructures and
corporate functions costs to be saved.
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(69) In addition, the Nea Proton Bank has little franchise value, doubts that the bank can be made viable on a stand-alone

(71)

(76)

as its depositors are primarily attracted by very high
interest rates offered on deposits. The bank is structurally
unprofitable because its costs of funding are significantly
above the level of most of its competitors. Attempts by
the new management to reduce the interest rates have
resulted in deposit withdrawal, forcing the bank to keep
high interest rates. Conversely if the bank was integrated in
a larger and solid bank, it would probably give more
confidence to depositors and increase the range of
services offered to them, such that the bank would not
have to continue offering interest rates on deposits which
are significantly above the rate offered by most
competitors. The bank could thereby offer lower interest
rates to depositors without losing them, such that profit-
ability would be higher.

According to the updated restructuring plan submitted on
16 July 2012, Nea Proton Bank plans to increase its net
interest income from EUR [...]. The Commission doubts
that Nea Proton Bank can achieve such strong growth rate,
especially if it remains a stand-alone small bank.

The net interest income is an important income driver. If
Nea Proton Bank does not manage to achieve the planned
strong growth rate, it will not achieve the planned future
profits or will generate further losses in the future.

There is therefore a risk of Nea Proton Bank ending up as
a bridge bank repeatedly relying on State aid.

The Commission is at this stage of the opinion that the
reintegration of Nea Proton Bank into a larger viable
financial company might increase the viability prospects
of Nea Proton Bank. The Restructuring Communication
provides that in case a bank cannot return to viability
on a stand-alone basis, viability can be restored through
a sale and integration into a larger entity. In that respect,
point 17 of the Restructuring Communication clarifies that
the sale of an ailing bank to another financial institution can
contribute to restoring long-term viability, if the purchaser is
viable and capable of absorbing the transfer of the ailing bank
and may help restoring market confidence.

In conclusion, the Commission doubts that the restruc-
turing plan notified on 12 March 2012 and the updated
restructuring plan submitted on 16 July 2012 will restore
Nea Proton Bank’s long-term viability.

The Commission also doubts that the depth of the restruc-
turing is sufficient compared to the depth which is
required in the case of absence of remuneration.

Burden-sharing and limitation of the aid to the minimum
necessary:

The Commission has doubts that the aid is limited to the
minimum. In particular, the Commission doubts that the
restructuring costs are limited to the minimum, because
Nea Proton Bank is restructured on a stand-alone basis,
which inflates the restructuring costs. The Commission

(80)

*)

basis without incurring very high costs, notably to develop
a viable IT infrastructure and risk management structure.
At this stage the Commission considers that the stand-
alone option might not be the cheapest option and
doubts that the State aid is limited to the minimum.

Concerning  burden-sharing  of  shareholders and
subordinated debt holders, the Commission notes that
the shareholders and subordinated debt holders were not
transferred to Nea Proton Bank but have remained in the
entity in liquidation. Therefore, there is a high probability
that they will lose their investments. That burden-sharing
reduces the aid amount needed. Hence, the Commission
considers that sufficient burden-sharing of shareholders
and subordinated debt holders is achieved.

There will be no remuneration for the HDIGF. There is a
very small probability of recovering much of the amount
contributed by the HDIGF. It is therefore highly probable
that most aid is lost. The Greek State could expect to
recover only part of the capital injections by the HFSF
amounting to a total of EUR 550 million. By contrast,
the EUR 1,122 billion granted by the Resolution scheme
of the HDIGF to cover the gap between assets and
liabilities are most probably lost.

Therefore the Commission considers that the burden-
sharing, even if it probably represents the maximum of
what is feasible for that distressed bank, does not meet
the Communication’s requirement and that the absence of
remuneration triggers the need for in-depth restructuring,
both in terms of viability measures and in terms of
measures to limit distortions of competition.

Distortion of competition:

Nea Proton Bank will receive EUR 1,672 billion of aid
(EUR 1,122 billion intervention by the resolution scheme
of the HDIGF, EUR 0,25 billion capital injection by the
HFSF and EUR [0.23 - 0.3] billion capital injection by
the HFSF), which is a considerable amount of aid. That
aid represents more than 50 % of Proton Bank’s risk
weighted assets, respectively more than 130 % of Nea
Proton Bank’s risk weighted assets. The Commission
notes that Proton Bank (which is the legal entity which
previously performed the activities which are now
harboured in Nea Proton Bank) had received considerable
aid: Proton Bank received, under the Greek bank support
scheme (19), a capital injection of EUR 80 million from the
Greek State in 2009 (more than 4 % of that bank’s risk
weighted assets at that time), a State guarantee for issued
bonds with a nominal value of EUR 149,4 million, and
Greek government securities amounting to EUR
78 million. Such amounts of aid normally call for a
deep restructuring and reduction of the market presence
of the bank. Those requirements are even more acute if
there is no remuneration of the aid, most of which will
never be recovered.

See Commission decision of 19 November 2008 in State Aid N

560/2008 "Support Measures for the Credit Institutions in Greece",
O] C 125, 05.06.2009, p. 6. and the respective prolongation
decision.
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(81) In terms of market presence, the Commission observes
that the creation of the bridge bank is not a real resolution
of Proton Bank as the restructuring plan of Nea Proton
Bank foresees that Nea Proton Bank remains on the
market nearly as Proton Bank was before.

(82

—

Proton Bank was a very small bank (approximately 1 %
market share of Greek banks total assets and consequently
Proton Bank’s assets and liabilities transferred into Nea
Proton Bank are relatively small when compared with
the size of the Greek banking system, as indicated
above. Therefore, despite the exceptionally large aid
amount, the distortions of competition caused by the aid
to Nea Proton Bank could be considered to be limited.

(83) However, since the bank’s market behaviour has been
characterised by offering interest rates on deposits which
are much higher than the interest rates on deposits of
most of the competitors, a price leadership ban may be
contemplated for Nea Proton Bank. Such a price leadership
ban would decrease the probability that Nea Proton Bank
uses the State aid to pay high interest rates and distorts
competition on the market for deposits. To ensure that
Nea Proton Bank does not continue the unsustainable
business model of Proton Bank and to limit the
competition distortions, the Commission is of the view
that behavioural measures such as an acquisition ban
and a ban on strong growth in lending and deposit-
taking are necessary.

Conclusion

(84) On the basis of the above, the Commission comes to the
preliminary conclusion that the notified measures
consisting of measure 1 (EUR 1,122 billion intervention
by the Resolution scheme of the HDIGF) and measure 2
(EUR 0,25 billion capital injection by the HFSF and apital
injections by the HFSF amounting to a total of EUR [0,23
- 0,3] billion ([...])) for Nea Proton Bank constitute State
aid within the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU. The
Commission has at this stage doubts that such aid can
be found compatible with the internal market pursuant
to Article 107(3) of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union.

DECISION

In the light of the foregoing considerations, the Commission
has decided to initiate the procedure laid down in Article 108(2)

of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union with
respect to State aid (i.e. the EUR 1,122 billion intervention by
the Resolution scheme of the HDIGF, the EUR 0,25 billion
capital injection by the HFSF and the capital injections by the
HFSF amounting to a total of EUR [0,23 - 0,3] billion ([...])) for
Nea Proton Bank and with respect to Nea Proton Bank’s restruc-
turing plan and, acting under the procedure laid down in
Article 108(2) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union, requests Greece to submit its comments and
to provide all such information as may help to assess the aid
measures, within one month of the date of receipt of this letter.
It requests your authorities to forward a copy of this letter to
the potential recipient of the aid immediately.

In order to preserve financial stability in Greece, the
Commission temporarily approves the State aid (i.e. the EUR
1,122 billion intervention by the Resolution scheme of the
HDIGF, the EUR 0,25 billion capital injection by the HFSF
and the capital injections by the HFSF amounting to a total
of EUR [0,23 - 0,3] billion ([...])) for Nea Proton Bank as
compatible rescue aid until the Commission adopts a final
restructuring  decision regarding Nea Proton Bank. The
Commission requests Greece to submit a new restructuring
plan for Nea Proton Bank which addresses the Commission’s
doubts expressed in this decision.

The Commission wishes to remind Greece that Article 108(3)
of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union has
suspensory effect, and would draw your attention to Article 14
of Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999, which provides that
all unlawful aid may be recovered from the recipient.

The Commission warns Greece that it will inform interested
parties by publishing this letter and a meaningful summary of
it in the Official Journal of the European Union. It will also inform
interested parties in the EFTA countries which are signatories to
the EEA Agreement, by publication of a notice in the EEA
Supplement to the Official Journal of the European Union and
will inform the EFTA Surveillance Authority by sending a
copy of this letter. All such interested parties will be invited
to submit their comments within one month of the date of
such publication.

The Commission notes that Greece accepts that the adoption of
the Decision be in the English language.»
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