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II

(Съобщения)

СЪОБЩЕНИЯ НА ИНСТИТУЦИИТЕ, ОРГАНИТЕ, СЛУЖБИТЕ И АГЕНЦИИТЕ НА 
ЕВРОПЕЙСКИЯ СЪЮЗ

ЕВРОПЕЙСКА КОМИСИЯ

Оттегляне на уведомление за концентрация

(Дело M.7419 — Teliasonera/Telenor/JV)

(текст от значение за ЕИП)

(2015/C 316/01)

(Регламент (ЕО) № 139/2004 на Съвета)

На 27 февруари 2015 г. Комисията получи уведомление за предложена концентрация между Teliasonera AB и Telenor 
ASA. На 11 септември 2015 г. уведомяващата(щите) страна(и) информира(ха) Комисията, че тя/те оттеглят своето 
уведомление.

Непротивопоставяне на концентрация, за която е постъпило уведомление

(Дело M.7572 — OG Capital/Kem One Innovative Vinyls)

(текст от значение за ЕИП)

(2015/C 316/02)

На 6 юли 2015 г. Комисията реши да не се противопоставя на горепосочената концентрация, за която е постъпило уве
домление, и да я обяви за съвместима с вътрешния пазар. Решението се основава на член 6, параграф 1, буква б) от 
Регламент (ЕО) № 139/2004 на Съвета (1). Пълният текст на решението е достъпен единствено на английски език и ще се 
публикува, след като бъдат премахнати всички професионални тайни, които могат да се съдържат в него. Той ще бъде 
достъпен:

— в раздела за сливанията на уебсайта на Комисията, свързан с конкуренцията (http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/
cases/). Този уебсайт предоставя различни средства за подпомагане на достъпа до решения за отделни сливания, вклю
чително показатели за търсене по дружество, по номер на делото, по дата и по отрасъл,

— в електронен формат на уебсайта EUR-Lex (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/homepage.html?locale=bg) под номер на 
документа 32015M7572. EUR-Lex предоставя онлайн достъп до европейското право.

(1) ОВ L 24, 29.1.2004 г., стр. 1.
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Непротивопоставяне на концентрация, за която е постъпило уведомление

(Дело M.7741 — Apollo Management/Stemcor)

(текст от значение за ЕИП)

(2015/C 316/03)

На 17 септември 2015 г. Комисията реши да не се противопоставя на горепосочената концентрация, за която е постъ
пило уведомление, и да я обяви за съвместима с вътрешния пазар. Решението се основава на член 6, параграф 1, буква 
б) от Регламент (ЕО) № 139/2004 на Съвета (1). Пълният текст на решението е достъпен единствено на английски език 
и ще се публикува, след като бъдат премахнати всички професионални тайни, които могат да се съдържат в него. Той ще 
бъде достъпен:

— в раздела за сливанията на уебсайта на Комисията, свързан с конкуренцията (http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/
cases/). Този уебсайт предоставя различни средства за подпомагане на достъпа до решения за отделни сливания, вклю
чително показатели за търсене по дружество, по номер на делото, по дата и по отрасъл,

— в електронен формат на уебсайта EUR-Lex (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/homepage.html?locale=bg) под номер на 
документа 32015M7741. EUR-Lex предоставя онлайн достъп до европейското право.

(1) ОВ L 24, 29.1.2004 г., стр. 1.
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IV

(Информация)

ИНФОРМАЦИЯ ОТ ИНСТИТУЦИИТЕ, ОРГАНИТЕ, СЛУЖБИТЕ И АГЕНЦИИТЕ 
НА ЕВРОПЕЙСКИЯ СЪЮЗ

ЕВРОПЕЙСКА КОМИСИЯ

Обменен курс на еврото (1)

23 септември 2015 година

(2015/C 316/04)

1 евро =

Валута Обменен курс

USD щатски долар 1,1150

JPY японска йена 134,03

DKK датска крона 7,4599

GBP лира стерлинг 0,72970

SEK шведска крона 9,3798

CHF швейцарски франк 1,0882

ISK исландска крона

NOK норвежка крона 9,2370

BGN български лев 1,9558

CZK чешка крона 27,090

HUF унгарски форинт 310,91

PLN полска злота 4,2036

RON румънска лея 4,4183

TRY турска лира 3,3730

AUD австралийски долар 1,5813

Валута Обменен курс

CAD канадски долар 1,4790
HKD хонконгски долар 8,6414
NZD новозеландски долар 1,7712
SGD сингапурски долар 1,5850
KRW южнокорейски вон 1 328,24
ZAR южноафрикански ранд 15,2287
CNY китайски юан рен-мин-би 7,1165
HRK хърватска куна 7,5833
IDR индонезийска рупия 16 297,40
MYR малайзийски рингит 4,8471
PHP филипинско песо 52,174
RUB руска рубла 73,6019
THB тайландски бат 40,286
BRL бразилски реал 4,4794
MXN мексиканско песо 18,7989
INR индийска рупия 73,5690

(1) Източник: референтен обменен курс, публикуван от Европейската централна банка.
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ИНФОРМАЦИЯ ОТ ДЪРЖАВИТЕ ЧЛЕНКИ

Информация, която държавите членки съобщават относно забрана на риболовни дейности

(2015/C 316/05)

Съгласно член 35, параграф 3 от Регламент (ЕО) № 1224/2009 на Съвета от 20 ноември 2009 г. за създаване на система 
за контрол на Общността за гарантиране на спазването на правилата на общата политика в областта на рибарството (1) бе 
взето решение за забрана на риболовни дейности, както е предвидено в следната таблица:

Дата и час на въвеждане на забраната 21.8.2015 г.

Продължителност 21.8 — 31.12.2015 г.

Държава членка Германия

Запас или група запаси RED/N1G14P и RED/*5-14P

Вид Морски костур (Sebastes spp.)

Зона Гренландски води от NAFO 1F и гренландски води от V и XIV + меж
дународни води на зоната за опазване на морския костур

Вид(ове) риболовни кораби —

Референтен номер 38/TQ104

(1) ОВ L 343, 22.12.2009 г., стр. 1.

Информация, която държавите членки съобщават относно забрана на риболовни дейности

(2015/C 316/06)

Съгласно член 35, параграф 3 от Регламент (ЕО) № 1224/2009 на Съвета от 20 ноември 2009 г. за създаване на система 
за контрол на Общността за гарантиране на спазването на правилата на общата политика в областта на рибарството (1) бе 
взето решение за забрана на риболовни дейности, както е предвидено в следната таблица:

Дата и час на въвеждане на забраната 21.8.2015 г.

Продължителност 21.8 — 31.12.2015 г.

Държава членка Германия

Запас или група запаси MAC/8C3411 и MAC/* 8ABD.

Вид Скумрия (Scomber scombrus)

Зона VIIIc, IX и X; води на Съюза от CECAF 34.1.1 + VIIIa, VIIIb и VIIId

Вид(ове) риболовни кораби —

Референтен номер 35/TQ104

(1) ОВ L 343, 22.12.2009 г., стр. 1.
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Информация, която държавите членки съобщават относно забрана на риболовни дейности

(2015/C 316/07)

Съгласно член 35, параграф 3 от Регламент (ЕО) № 1224/2009 на Съвета от 20 ноември 2009 г. за създаване на система 
за контрол на Общността за гарантиране на спазването на правилата на общата политика в областта на рибарството (1) бе 
взето решение за забрана на риболовни дейности, както е предвидено в следната таблица:

Дата и час на въвеждане на забраната 21.8.2015 г.

Продължителност 21.8 — 31.12.2015 г.

Държава членка Германия

Запас или група запаси RED/51214D

Вид Морски костур (Sebastes spp.)

Зона Води на Съюза и международни води от зона V, както и международни 
води от зони XII и XIV

Вид(ове) риболовни кораби —

Референтен номер 37/TQ104

(1) ОВ L 343, 22.12.2009 г., стр. 1.

Информация, която държавите членки съобщават относно забрана на риболовни дейности

(2015/C 316/08)

Съгласно член 35, параграф 3 от Регламент (ЕО) № 1224/2009 на Съвета от 20 ноември 2009 г. за създаване на система 
за контрол на Общността за гарантиране на спазването на правилата на общата политика в областта на рибарството (1) бе 
взето решение за забрана на риболовни дейности, както е предвидено в следната таблица:

Дата и час на въвеждане на забраната 21.8.2015 г.

Продължителност 21.8 — 31.12.2015 г.

Държава членка Германия

Запас или група запаси WHB/2A4AXF

Вид Син меджид (Micromesistius poutassou)

Зона Фарьорски води

Вид(ове) риболовни кораби —

Референтен номер 36/TQ104

(1) ОВ L 343, 22.12.2009 г., стр. 1.
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ИНФОРМАЦИЯ ЗА ЕВРОПЕЙСКОТО ИКОНОМИЧЕСКО ПРОСТРАНСТВО

НАДЗОРЕН ОРГАН НА ЕАСТ

Покана за представяне на мнения съгласно част I, член 1, параграф 2 от Протокол 3 към 
Споразумението между държавите от ЕАСТ за създаване на надзорен орган и съд относно 
държавна помощ, предоставена в полза на Arion Banki и Islandsbanki под формата на разсрочени 

кредитни споразумения

(2015/C 316/09)

С Решение № 208/15/COL от 20 май 2015 г., възпроизведено на автентичния език на страниците след настоящото 
резюме, Надзорният орган на ЕАСТ започна производство съгласно част I, член 1, параграф 2 от Протокол 3 към Спора
зумението между държавите от ЕАСТ за създаване на надзорен орган и съд. Исландските органи бяха уведомени чрез 
копие на решението.

С настоящото известие Надзорният орган на ЕАСТ приканва държавите от ЕАСТ, държавите — членки на ЕС, и заинтере
сованите страни да изпратят своите мнения относно въпросната мярка в срок от един месец от публикуването на изве
стието на следния адрес:

EFTA Surveillance Authority
Registry
Rue Belliard/Belliardstraat 35
1040 Bruxelles/Brussels
BELGIQUE/BELGIË

Мненията ще бъдат предадени на исландските органи. Идентичността на заинтересованата страна, която е изпратила мне
ние, може да не бъде разкрита, ако има писмено искане, което съдържа причините за това.

ОБОБЩЕНИЕ

Процедура

През септември 2013 г. Органът получи жалба, в която се твърди, че Íslandsbanki hf. (ISB) и Arion banki hf. („Arion“) са 
получили неправомерна държавна помощ под формата на дългосрочно финансиране при привилегировани лихвени про
центи от Централната банка на Исландия (CBI). След като изпрати искания за информация относно въпросните мерки до 
исландските органи, Органът получи отговор с писма от 17 януари 2014 г. и 1 април 2015 г.

Факти

Като част от ролята си на централна банка и кредитор от последна инстанция и в съответствие с паричната политика на 
други централни банки CBI предоставя на финансовите предприятия краткосрочни кредитни инструменти под формата на 
обезпечени заеми.

През 2007 и 2008 г., когато размерът на обезпечените заеми се увеличи, Glitnir предостави на CBI ценни книжа, гаран
тирани с неговия портфейл с ипотечни заеми, като обезпечение за краткосрочните кредитни инструменти, предоставени 
от CBI. Със срива на Glitnir вземанията на CBI станаха дължими и изискуеми и следователно CBI се превърна в потен
циален кредитор на неплатежоспособната банка. С решение на Органа за финансов надзор (наричан по-нататък „FME“) 
през октомври 2008 г. всички местни активи и пасиви на Glitnir бяха прехвърлени на ISB, включително неуредените 
вземания от Glitnir към CBI в размер на приблизително 55,6 милиарда ISK, както и собствеността върху свързаното с тях 
обезпечение (портфейла с ипотечни заеми). Тъй като дългът към CBI включваше краткосрочни обезпечени кредити, неза
бавното им връщане щеше да окаже сериозно въздействие върху ликвидната позиция на ISB. Поради тази причина ISB се 
опита да предоговори своя дълг с цел да го трансформира в дългосрочен дълг с разумен профил на погасяване. Със спора
зумение от 11 септември 2009 г. ISB емитира самостоятелен дългов инструмент в полза на CBI в размер на 55,6 
милиарда ISK. Дълговият инструмент беше обезпечен със същия портфейл с ипотечни заеми като обезпечените облигации, 
емитирани от Glitnir в миналото. Матуритетът на дълговия инструмент е десет години, с лихвен процент от 4,5 %, обвър
зан с индекса на потребителските цени (ИПЦ) (индексиран с потребителските цени).
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Аналогично, преди началото на финансовата криза през октомври 2008 г. CBI предостави на Kaupthing краткосрочни 
обезпечени заеми, гарантирани с обезпечени ценни книжа, в това число и жилищния кредитен портфейл. Когато FME 
реши да раздели Kaupthing в стара и нова банка, всички национални активи и пасиви, включително всички вземания 
към жилищния кредитен портфейл, бяха прехвърлени на новата банка, която по-късно се трансформира в Arion Banki.

През ноември 2009 г. CBI и Комитетът за преструктуриране на Kaupthing сключиха споразумение за уреждане на дъл
гове, с което беше договорено, че Arion ще поеме дълга на Kaupthing към CBI чрез емитиране на облигации, при което 
жилищният кредитен портфейл ще бъде приписан обратно на Arion и ще се използва като обезпечение за погасяването 
на кредита. Споразумението за уреждане на дългове ще влезе в сила след решението на Kaupthing да придобие мажори
тарен дял в Arion (87 %). Въпреки това, по силата на споразумение, сключено между Arion и CBI през януари 2010 г., 
вместо емитиране на облигации между страните беше сключено кредитно споразумение. Според Arion и исландските 
органи кредитното споразумение е отразявало условията на облигациите, с изключение на факта, че главницата е била 
деноминирана в EUR, USD и CHF вместо в ISK поради валутния дисбаланс в счетоводния баланс на Arion.

Кредитното споразумение е предвиждало заем със седемгодишен период, който може да бъде удължен от две до три 
години, за сума в размер на 237,5 милиона EUR, 97 милиона USD и 50 милиона CHF. Arion получи разрешение да 
промени състава на валутите, в които трябваше да бъде възстановен заемът. Дължимите лихви възлизаха на EURIBOR/
LIBOR + 300 базисни пункта. Като гаранция на CBI беше предоставено обезпечение чрез жилищния кредитен портфейл.

С тези мерки исландската държава се опита да обезпечи интересите на държавата, като максимизира възможността да си 
възстанови вземанията срещу банките, причинявайки минимално смущение в тяхната жизнеспособност.

Оценка

Органът изразява съмнения дали условията по заемите, сключени с ISB и Arion, са в пълно съответствие с поведението на 
хипотетичен частен кредитор, който се стреми да събере възможно най-голяма част от своите вземания. В допълнение 
мерките са селективни по характер и могат да нарушат конкуренцията и да засегнат търговията в рамките на ЕИП. 
С оглед на това Органът не може да изключи, че разглежданите мерки представляват държавна помощ по смисъла на 
член 61, параграф 1 от Споразумението за ЕИП. Органът изразява съмнения също така дали тези мерки отговарят на 
член 61, параграф 3 от Споразумението за ЕИП.

Заключение

С оглед на горепосочените съображения Надзорният орган взе решение да започне официалната процедура по разследване 
съгласно част I, член 1, параграф 2 от Протокол 3 към Споразумението между държавите от ЕАСТ за създаване на надзо
рен орган и съд. Заинтересованите страни се приканват да предоставят своите мнения в срок от един месец от публикува
нето на настоящото известие в Официален вестник на Европейския съюз и в притурката за ЕИП към Официален вестник 
на Европейския съюз.

EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION

No 208/15/COL

of 20 May 2015

concerning alleged unlawful state aid granted to Íslandsbanki hf. and Arion banki hf. through loan 
conversion agreements on allegedly preferential terms

(Iceland)

[Non-confidential version]

[The information in square brackets is covered by the obligation of professional secrecy]

The EFTA Surveillance Authority (‘Authority’),

HAVING REGARD to the Agreement on the European Economic Area (‘EEA Agreement’), in particular to Article 61 and 
Protocol 26,

HAVING REGARD to the Agreement between the EFTA States on the Establishment of a Surveillance Authority and 
a Court of Justice (‘Surveillance and Court Agreement’), in particular to Article 24,

HAVING REGARD to Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement (‘Protocol 3’), in particular to Article 1(2) and 
(3) of Part I and Articles 4(2) and (4) and Article 6 of Part II,
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Whereas:

I. FACTS

1. Procedure

(1) On 23 September 2013, the Authority received a complaint alleging that Íslandsbanki hf. (‘ISB’) and Arion 
banki hf. (‘Arion’) had been granted unlawful state aid through long-term funding at favourable interest rates by 
the Central Bank of Iceland (‘CBI’) (1).

(2) By letter dated 23 October 2013, the Authority sent a request for information to the Icelandic authorities (2), to 
which the Icelandic authorities replied on 17 January 2014 (3).

(3) The case was discussed at a meeting on state aid between representatives of the Authority and of the Icelandic 
authorities in Reykjavík in May 2014. The discussions were followed up with a letter, dated 5 June 2014 (4).

(4) Finally, the case was again discussed at a meeting between representatives of the Authority and of the Icelandic 
authorities, including a representative from the Central Bank of Iceland Holding Company in Reykjavík in 
February 2015. These discussions were followed up with a letter dated 24 February 2015 (5), to which the 
Icelandic authorities replied on 1 April 2015 (6).

2. Description of the measures

2.1. Background

(5) The measures complained of are linked to CBI's collateral and securities lending. As part of its role as a central 
bank and lender of last resort and in line with the monetary policy of other central banks, the CBI provides 
short-term credit facilities to financial undertakings in the form of collateral loans (7), in accordance with the 
provisions of CBI rules pertaining thereto. Financial institutions have the option of requesting overnight loans 
or seven-day loans against collateral considered to be eligible by the CBI. Among the debt instruments meeting 
the requirements of the CBI rules are Treasury instruments and financial undertakings' debt instruments fulfill
ing minimum criteria, including credit rating criteria.

(6) In 2007 and 2008 collateral lending increased steadily, and the CBI became a major source of liquidity for the 
financial undertakings. At year-end 2007, the balance of collateral loans stood at 302 billion ISK, its highest 
point until that time. Collateral loans peaked on 1 October 2008, just before the collapse of the banks, when 
the CBI loaned 520 billion ISK to financial institutions. Thus, at the time of the collapse of the three commer
cial banks in October 2008, the CBI had acquired considerable claims against domestic financial undertakings, 
which were backed by collateral of various types. At that time nearly 42 % of the collateral for CBI loan facili
ties took the form of Treasury guaranteed securities or asset-backed securities while some 58 % of the underly
ing collateral consisted of bonds issued by Glitnir, Kaupthing, and Landsbanki (8).

(7) As for securities lending, the Government Debt Management (‘GDM’), which is administered by the CBI, offers 
lending facilities to primary dealers of government securities. The purpose is to improve market functionality 
and to maintain liquidity in the market for bond series that the GDM is building up. The securities accepted by 
the GDM as collateral for the Treasury Bonds and Bills are all government bonds and mortgage benchmark 
bonds traded electronically on the secondary market. Other electronically traded securities may also be accepted 
depending on criteria specified in the facility. The interest rate for these loans is based on the CBI repo rate. The 
maximum contract period is 28 days (9).

2.2. Loan conversion agreement concluded with Íslandsbanki hf.

(8) When the financial crisis in Iceland occurred, Glitnir had, in relation to the CBI short-term credit facilities in 
the form of collateral loans, pledged covered bonds to the CBI that were secured by Glitnir's mortgage loan 
portfolio.

(1) Document No 684053.
(2) Document No 685741.
(3) The reply from the Icelandic authorities contained letters from the CBI (Document No 696093), Íslandsbanki (Document No 696092) 

and Arion Banki (Document No 696089).
(4) Document No 709261.
(5) Document No 745267.
(6) The  reply  from  the  Icelandic  authorities  contained  letters  from  the  CBI  (Document  No  753104)  and  Arion  Banki  (Document 

No 753101).
(7) Collateral loans are also named repo loans, where repos or repurchase agreements are contracts in which the seller of securities, such as 

Treasury bills, agrees to buy them back at a specified time and price.
(8) For an overview of developments in collateral loans, see the CBI's Annual Report 2008, p. 9-11, available at http://www.sedlabanki.is/

lisalib/getfile.aspx?itemid=7076
(9) For further details see Rules on Central Bank of Iceland securities lending facilities on behalf of the Treasury for primary dealers dated 

28 November 2008, available at http://www.lanamal.is/assets/nyrlanasysla/regluren08.pdf
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(9) With the collapse of Glitnir, the CBI's claims became due and payable, thus making the CBI a potential creditor 
of the failed bank. By decision of the Financial Supervisory Authority (‘FME’) in October 2008, in principle all 
domestic assets and liabilities of Glitnir were transferred to ISB, including the outstanding debt of Glitnir to the 
CBI which amounted to approximately ISK 55.6 billion as well as the ownership of the underlying collateral 
(the mortgage loan portfolio).

(10) As the debt with the CBI consisted of short-term collateralised lending, instant repayment would have had 
a serious impact on ISB's liquidity position. According to the CBI, the alternative would have been for the CBI 
to collect the debt which would have left the CBI with the mortgage loan portfolio. This would have been 
difficult for a central bank to manage. Selling the mortgage loan portfolio at the time was also not considered 
an option taking into account the financial crisis and the very few potential purchasers on the market.

(11) Therefore, ISB sought to renegotiate its debt with the CBI in order to convert it into a long-term debt with 
a reasonable amortization profile, to avoid a further negative impact on ISB's liquidity position. Following nego
tiations between ISB and the CBI, an agreement was reached on 11 September 2009 resulting in ISB issuing 
a stand-alone bond (the ‘bond’) to the CBI in the amount of ISK 55.6 billion. The bond was asset-backed with 
the same, or similar, mortgage loan portfolio as the covered bonds that were issued by Glitnir in the past. The 
bond is over collateralized with a loan-to-value (‘LTV’) ratio of 70 % (1). The bond's maturity date is 10 years, 
with an interest rate of 4,5 %, CPI linked (consumer price-indexed).

2.3. Loan conversion agreement concluded with Arion banki hf.

(12) Before the onset of the financial crisis in October 2008, the CBI granted Kaupthing short-term collateral loans, 
secured against collateral securities, including the housing loan portfolio. When the FME decided to split 
Kaupthing into an old and a new bank, in principle all domestic assets and liabilities, including all claims to the 
housing loan portfolio, were transferred to the new bank, which later became Arion Banki.

(13) On 30 November 2009, the Ministry of Finance, the CBI and the Kaupthing Resolution Committee entered into 
a settlement agreement.

(14) According to Section I of the settlement agreement, the parties agreed to settle outstanding claims under other 
types of loans which had been granted by the CBI, as a lender of last resort, to Kaupthing before its collapse i.e. 
collateral loans which had become due on 22 October and 31 October 2008, and overnight loans, which also 
had become due on 22 October 2008. The agreement further stated that, in those instances where CBI's claims 
were higher than the value of the collateral which had been placed as security (as valued by an independent 
expert), the CBI would take over the collateral and file a claim for the remaining balance against the estate of 
Kaupthing.

(15) With respect to the collateral loans and securities loans, which are covered by Articles 1 and 2 of the settle
ment agreement, the parties agreed that the CBI's claims amounted to approximately ISK 17.4 billion and ISK 
138.3 billion respectively, taking into account the cash flow generated by the collateral and interests for the 
period from the loans' maturity date until 15 June 2009 (which the parties had agreed would be used as 
a reference date for the settlement of claims). Subtracting the value of the collateral in each case, the remaining 
balance amounted to ca. ISK 14 million and ISK 67.8 billion respectively, which were to be filed as claims 
against the estate of Kaupthing.

(16) The settlement of overnight loans was the subject of Article 3 of the settlement agreement. The overnight loans 
had been granted against collateral in various securities specifically listed in the agreement, including the hous
ing loan portfolio, the value of which the parties agreed was approximately ISK […] billion. The parties also 
agreed that the outstanding amount of the CBI's claims, accounting for cash flow, interests and subtracting the 
value of other collateral than the value of the housing loan portfolio, amounted to a total of approximately ISK 
[…] billion. The parties further agreed that Arion Bank would assume Kaupthing's debt towards the CBI by 
issuing a bond in the amount of approximately ISK […] billion, in a specific form attached to the agreement as 
Appendix II, with the CBI in turn assigning the housing loan portfolio to Arion Bank. The housing loan portfo
lio would again be used as collateral to secure repayment of the bond. The settlement agreement furthermore 
stated that it would become valid upon the approval of the FME and the Competition Authority, and upon 
Kaupthing deciding to acquire a majority stake in Arion Bank (in the amount of 87 %). It was further stated 
that once the agreement would become valid, the bond would be issued as a part of Kaupthing's contribution 
towards the acquisition of Kaupthing's majority stake in Arion. Thus, it was the parties' intention to use the 
difference between the value of the housing loan portfolio and the remaining debt, ca. ISK […] billion 
(ISK […] billion — ISK […] billion) as part of Kaupthing's payment towards the acquisition of a majority share
holding in Arion Bank, should Kaupthing elect to use its option to acquire the shares.

(1) The loan-to-value ratio is a financial term used by lenders to express the ratio of a loan to the value of an asset purchased.
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(17) On 1 December 2009, an agreement was reached between the Government, Arion Bank, and Kaupthing on 
settlements concerning assets and liabilities which had been transferred from Kaupthing to Arion Bank with the 
FME's decision of 21 October 2008. Furthermore, Kaupthing's Resolution Committee decided on that same day 
to acquire an 87 % stake in Arion Bank, leaving the remaining 13 % in the hands of the Icelandic Government. 
Kaupthing paid for the acquisition by transferring assets from its estate valued at ISK […] billion to Arion 
Bank, including with the ca. ISK […] billion generated by the assignment of the housing loan portfolio to 
Arion Bank in accordance with the terms of the settlement agreement. It should be noted that this particular 
transaction has already been addressed and approved by the Authority in Decision No 291/12/COL on restruc
turing aid to Arion Bank (1).

(18) On 22 January 2010, Arion and the CBI concluded a loan agreement, which replaced the bond previously 
issued by Arion Bank upon Kaupthing's decision to acquire a majority stake in Arion Bank, as agreed by the 
parties. The loan agreement essentially reflected the terms of the bond, although the principal amount was 
denominated in EUR, USD and CHF instead of ISK because of currency imbalances within Arion's balance 
sheet.

(19) The loan agreement provided for a seven year loan, extendable by two-three year terms, for an amount of EUR 
[…] million, USD […] million and CHF […] million. Arion was permitted to change the combination of the 
currencies in which the loan was to be repaid. The interests payable were EURIBOR/LIBOR + 300bps. The 
housing loan portfolio of Arion served as collateral to the CBI.

3. The complaint

(20) According to the complainant, the loan agreements between ISB, Arion and the CBI were not assessed in the 
Authority's decisions approving restructuring aid to ISB and Arion (2). Since the measures were not addressed in 
these cases, the complainant considers it imperative to obtain the opinion of the Authority on (i) the compati
bility of these additional aid measures with the EEA Agreement, and (ii) the consequences of the negligence by 
the Icelandic authorities to notify these measures.

(21) The complainant alleges that, at the time the CBI entered into the loan agreements with Arion and ISB, other 
banks in Iceland were not given the opportunity to receive such financing from the CBI or other government 
agencies. The aid was therefore selective as it was granted exclusively to certain financial institutions competing 
on the Icelandic banking market. By granting a loan to ISB, the bank was allegedly granted aid to avoid enforce
ment by the CBI on the covered bond issue. In Arion's case, the loan was granted to secure an appropriate 
balance on the bank's currency risk. According to the complainant, other financial institutions which did not 
receive such aid were forced to sell off assets in markets that favoured buyers. Moreover, the complainant 
claims that the terms of the funding were very favourable to ISB and Arion and below market terms at the time 
as long-term funding with relatively low interest rates was not available to other market operators at the time.

(22) The complainant refers to the Authority's previous decisions concerning the restructuring aid granted to ISB 
and Arion, where it found that significant entry barriers to the Icelandic banking market existed having detri
mental effects on competition (3). The complainant reiterates the Authority's finding that the Icelandic financial 
market is oligopolistic and that there are impediments for consumers to switch banks, in addition to an 
exchange rate risk due to the weak national currency. The complainant claims that substantial aid has been 
given to the largest banks, which have made the smaller banks and saving banks participating in the Icelandic 
banking market more vulnerable.

(23) According to the complainant, the agreements on the housing loan funding from the CBI to both ISB and 
Arion are sufficiently precise, firm, unconditional and legally binding to be considered state aid within the 
meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement because these measures were granted to certain but not all 
competing financial institutions on the market and gave ISB and Arion a clear advantage in the form of long-
term funding with favourable interest rates below market rates and which were not available to other market 
participants. According to the complainant, no private investor would have entered into such agreements at this 
turbulent time on the financial markets. In order to substantiate its claim that the long-term funding and the 
interest rates were below market rates at the time, the complainant submitted credit default swap (‘CDS’) 
spreads of the Icelandic government in 2009 and interest rates in 2009 on bond issues HFF150224 and 
HFF150434 by the Icelandic Housing Financing Fund (‘HFF’). The complaint maintains that the measures 
strengthened ISB and Arion on the banking market and therefore affected the position of other market 
participants.

(1) EFTA Surveillance Authority Decision No 291/12/COL of 27.6.2013 on restructuring aid to Arion Bank (OJ L 144, 15.5.2014, p. 169 
and EEA Supplement to the OJ 28, 15.5.2014, p. 89), paragraphs 86, 149, 168 and 238.

(2) EFTA Surveillance Authority Decision No 244/12/COL of 27.6.2013 on restructuring aid granted to Íslandsbanki (OJ L 144, 15.5.2014, 
p. 70 and EEA Supplement to the OJ 28, 15.5.2014, p. 1) and EFTA Surveillance Authority Decision No 291/12/COL of 27.6.2013 on 
restructuring aid to Arion Bank (OJ L 144, 15.5.2014, p. 169 and EEA Supplement to the OJ 28, 15.5.2014, p. 89).

(3) See Decision No 244/12/COL, paragraph 50, and Decision No 291/12/COL, paragraph 49.
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(24) Finally, the complainant argues that the restructuring plans of ISB and Arion, implemented by the Icelandic 
government and which the Authority found compatible with Article 61(3)(b) of the EEA Agreement, were suffi
cient to remedy the disturbance in the Icelandic economy. According to the complainant, the additional aid 
measures implemented by way of the abovementioned agreements were not necessary, appropriate or propor
tionate to restore the Icelandic banking system and therefore entail incompatible state aid.

4. Comments from the Central Bank of Iceland

(25) According to the CBI, the purpose of converting the short-term debt to long-term loans was to strengthen the 
likelihood of recovery of the collateralised debt and thus to better secure its interests as a lender.

(26) The CBI's role in providing liquidity facilities to financial institutions entails a given counterparty risk, which 
materialised in the autumn of 2008. In the beginning of October 2008, it became apparent that Glitnir and 
Kaupthing could not be saved. Thus the Icelandic Financial Supervisory Authority (FME) took over the opera
tions of Glitnir on 7 October and Kaupthing on 9 October 2008, using the powers conferred upon it by the 
Act No 125/2008, on the Authority for Treasury Disbursements due to Unusual Financial Market Circumstan
ces etc. (the ‘Emergency Act’), which was passed on 6 October 2008.

(27) The CBI's claims were rendered due and payable by the collapse of Glitnir and Kaupthing, thus putting the CBI 
in the position of a creditor of the failed banks because of claims that were backed by various types of 
collateral.

(28) Act No 36/2001 on the Central Bank (the ‘Central Bank Act’) contains no provisions on the CBI's position as 
a creditor, nor does it provide for processing or satisfaction of claims. The Act requires unequivocally that the 
CBI only grants loans against collateral that it deems adequate. With the collapse of the financial system, the 
CBI's position changed from that of a holder of collateral to that of a creditor and owner of assets appropriated 
from financial undertakings in winding-up proceedings.

(29) According to the CBI, the Central Bank Act does not contain any provision regarding the legal effect of the 
CBI's appropriation of assets used as collateral for loans or guarantees granted on the basis of Article 7 of the 
Act. On the other hand, it does assume that the CBI grants liquidity facilities to financial institutions, and that, 
as a result, the Bank acquires claims. Therefore, in matters falling outside the scope of the Central Bank Act, the 
general principles of law of obligations should apply to the CBI.

(30) In the wake of the banks' collapse in the autumn of 2008, the CBI was forced to appropriate collateral assets, 
convert them, and allocate them to its claims against financial institutions. The fundamental principles of 
administrative law have limited applicability to the processing and administration of the above-specified assets. 
The CBI's rights and responsibilities as owner and creditor are determined by the nature and substance of such 
assets and rely on the civil law rules of obligations and claims satisfaction procedures. The CBI's actions and 
decisions concerning the handling and allocation of claims and appropriated assets therefore fall under the 
realm of civil law.

(31) According to the CBI, it was in the same position as other creditors with respect to recovery of claims and 
collateral from the estates of the failed banks. The CBI was independent in its decisions and therefore rejects the 
complainant's allegation that ‘By implementing these measures the Icelandic government in fact replaced the role of pri
vate market participants’.

(32) On the other hand, the CBI realistically could not be expected to enforce collateral such as the ones in question 
in the case of Kaupthing (Arion) and Glitnir (ISB). In appropriating such collateral, the CBI would have been 
taking on the role of a commercial bank with one of the largest household loan portfolios in Iceland, which 
would have been inconsistent with its role as a central bank. There was also the risk of destabilising the opera
tions of the respective banks, which would have jeopardised financial stability. According to the CBI, it should 
be borne in mind that the loan portfolios represented a large share of Arion and ISB's customer base.

(33) The CBI therefore considered it preferable to aim for receipt of full payment of its claims, with interest and 
without having to incur administrative expenses, which was the maximum recovery possible at that time. The 
CBI's agreements with Arion and ISB also provided for minimal disturbance and were of benefit to the individ
ual borrowers under the mortgage loans who continued to be the customers of operating financial institutions. 
If the loan portfolios had been offered for sale, there was the risk that the borrowers would have cut their 
business ties with their commercial banks. Furthermore, the CBI would have had no assurance of acceptable 
recovery, and it was highly unlikely that investors with sufficient capital strength would have been available to 
buy the portfolios.

(34) According to the CBI, the measure entailed in the loan agreement with ISB was a logical continuation of the 
division of the banks into ‘new’ and ‘old’ pursuant to the Emergency Act and the FME decisions based on it. 
That measure obviated the need for the CBI to adopt measures vis-à-vis ISB that could have threatened its liquid
ity position.
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(35) Similarly, the measure entailed in the transfer of the loan portfolio from Kaupthing to Arion through the settle
ment and loan agreement was a logical continuation of the division of the banks into ‘new’ and ‘old’ pursuant 
to the Emergency Act and the FME decisions based on it. The loan agreement with Arion contained only one 
deviation from the terms of the settlement agreement, i.e. that the principal was denominated in EUR, USD and 
CHF instead of ISK because of currency imbalances within Arion's balance sheet. According to the CBI, this 
denomination change did not alter the nature of the CBI's claim and therefore cannot be considered to consti
tute state aid. The CBI emphasises that one of its objectives was to promote financial stability, and one of the 
components of financial stability was credit institutions' foreign exchange balance. As Arion's foreign exchange 
balance was in severe disequilibrium, the CBI felt that it was its role to address this and consequently to con
clude the loan agreement in foreign currency. Moreover, the CBI mentioned that information on the measures 
taken by the CBI to correct currency imbalances was included in the Minister of Finance's report on the restruc
turing of the commercial banks (and presented in March 2011), which was also provided to the Authority as 
part of its assessment of the restructuring aid that was notified and approved by the Authority in its Decision 
No 291/12/COL.

(36) In light of all the above, the CBI considers it clear that the measures complained of cannot be considered state 
aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

(37) Should the measures be found to constitute state aid, or should the measures in question be found to have 
conferred any advantages, the CBI believes that it is by no means evident that Arion or ISB would be the bene
ficiaries of such an advantage. The CBI rather advocates that such advantages accrued to Kaupthing and Glitnir 
as the measures complained of enabled Kaupthing to acquire shares in Arion and made it possible to dissolve 
the covered bonds that formed the guarantee for Glitnir's debt to the CBI and bring the underlying housing 
portfolio under the control of ISB.

(38) In addition, in its letter of 31 March 2015 (1), the CBI highlighted that, whereas its original lending to Kaup
thing and Glitnir undoubtedly fell within the scope of the monetary policy of the CBI in its role as lender of 
last resort, its position upon the conclusion of the long-term funding measures was that of a creditor in 
a similar position to that of a private creditor upon appropriation of collateral assets and in a claim satisfaction 
process with the debtors. According to the CBI, the conversion of the short-term credit facilities of Kaupthing 
and Glitnir, including interests and costs associated with the claim, to a long-term loan on terms that any pri
vate creditor would have found to be acceptable in the same circumstances does not amount to relieving the 
debtors, Kaupthing and Glitnir, of any obligations or conferring any advantages on the assignees of these 
liabilities.

5. Comments by the alleged beneficiaries

5.1. Comments from Arion Bank

(39) As a preliminary point, Arion submits that the measures in question formed an inseparable part of the final 
capitalization of Arion Bank with the participation of Kaupthing and the assets and liabilities (including the 
housing loan portfolio) that were assigned formed an integral part of the restructuring of Arion Bank that was 
submitted, investigated and decided upon by the Authority. Arion refers here to the Ministry of Finance's report 
on the restructuring of the commercial banks, that was allegedly source material for the Authority's decision 
No 291/12/COL, and to other communications between the Icelandic authorities and the Authority during 
which information on the measures complained above allegedly had been provided to the Authority. Arion 
therefore argues that the measures should not be taken out of context and separated from the overall assess
ment made by the Authority in Decision No 291/12/COL on restructuring aid to Arion Bank. In addition, the 
fact that the measures complained of were not specifically identified as state aid involved in the capitalisation of 
Arion Bank and notified as such in the final notification of the Icelandic Authorities on 20 September 2010 
only suggests that it was the common understanding of the Icelandic authorities and the Authority that these 
particular measures did not constitute state aid.

(40) Arion also argues that the funding provided through the loan agreement did not confer upon it any advantage 
which could be considered state aid, as it was provided on normal market terms at the time and fully in line 
with the market economy investor principle.

(41) Arion notes that other funding provided on or around the same time was comparable to the funding provided 
under the loan agreement, indicating that the terms of the loan agreement were not unduly favourable. Accord
ing to Arion, the Authority should mainly consider issued covered bond programs when establishing an appro
priate benchmark for determining the market rates and borrowing terms for Arion Bank with reference to the 
loan agreement, since it is secured with a pledge in a number of Arion Bank's bests quality assets, including 
municipality loans and mortgages. Arion provided information on all covered bond programs issued worldwide 
in the period from 1 January 2009 until 31 December 2010. According to Arion, this information clearly 
shows that the average interest rate, among a total of 357 issued covered bond programs in that period of 
time, is far below the interest rate of the aforementioned loan agreement.

(1) Document No 753104.
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(42) Arion also draws a comparison with a settlement that was negotiated in December 2009 between the ‘new’ 
Landsbanki (now Landsbankinn hf. (‘Landsbankinn’), NBI hf. at that time) and ‘old’ Landsbanki (now LBI hf., 
Landsbanki Íslands hf.). This settlement entailed the issue of a senior secured bond, denominated in EUR, GBP 
and USD, in the amount of ISK 247 billion in foreign currency for a term of 10 years by Landsbankinn to LBI. 
In addition, a contingent bond of ISK 92 billion in foreign currency was issued early in 2013. These senior 
secured bonds were a consideration for the assets and liabilities transferred from LBI on 9 October 2008 with 
the decision of the FME on the disposal of assets and liabilities of the ‘old’ Landsbanki to the ‘new’. These senior 
secured bonds mature in October 2018 and do not have instalment payments during the first 5 years. The 
interest rates are EURIBOR/LIBOR+175bps for the first 5 years and EURIBOR/LIBOR+290bps for the remaining 
5 years. The bonds are secured by pools of loans to customers of Landsbankinn.

(43) According to Arion, the terms of this settlement are directly comparable to the terms in the disputed loan 
agreement with the CBI and any differences that exist between the two are all favourable to the loan agreement, 
i.e. a higher interest rate, a lower principal amount and a stronger collateral pool, in spite of the fact that the 
lender in the Landsbanki case is a private party. According to Arion, this clearly indicates that the terms of the 
funding provided to Arion Bank under the loan agreement are in line with prevalent market terms at the time, 
and thus no advantage was conferred upon Arion Bank through the loan agreement which can be considered 
state aid.

(44) Arion also argues that the comparison made in the complaint between the terms of the loan agreement and the 
CDS spreads and the terms of the HFF bonds should by no means be considered relevant in determining 
whether the funding was provided on terms below market rates. Whereas the loan agreement provides for 
senior secured funding, a CDS is a swap designed to transfer the credit exposure of a senior unsecured instru
ment between parties. Therefore, Arion submits that a direct comparison between the interest rates stated in 
the loan agreement and the CDS spreads submitted by the complainant is not relevant.

(45) In line with the arguments put forward by the CBI, Arion also notes that, under the market conditions at the 
time when the settlement agreement and the loan agreement were entered into, the CBI was effectively left with 
no other option than to assign the housing loan portfolio to Arion Bank. The settlement agreement provided 
that Arion would assume the remaining balance of Kaupthing's debt, with the CBI in turn assigning it the 
housing loan portfolio. According to Arion, by adopting these measures, the CBI tried to secure full recovery of 
Kaupthing's debt.

(46) Had the CBI not entered into the settlement agreement and subsequently the loan agreement, it would have had 
to enforce the collateral in the housing loan portfolio. According to Arion, the CBI was not in a position to 
enforce the collateral as, first, it did not have the resources or manpower to service the portfolio itself and, 
second, the chances of offloading the housing loan portfolio on the open market were very slim or non-
existent as there were no market participants to which the portfolio could have been assigned. At that time, all 
of the three biggest commercial banks were being restructured and ownership of the ‘new’ banks was in the 
hands of the Icelandic Government. Further, the FME, by the powers conferred upon it under the Emergency 
Act, had already taken and subsequently took control of many other financial undertakings, such as Straumur-
Burðarás hf., Reykjavik Savings Bank hf. (SPRON), Sparisjóðabanki Íslands hf. (Icebank), VBS Investment Bank 
hf., Keflavík Savings Bank, BYR Savings Bank etc. MP banki hf. was in severe financial difficulties at that time 
and underwent its own financial restructuring with new shareholders providing it new funding in 2011. There
fore, the assignment of the housing loan portfolio via the settlement agreement and the loan agreement was, 
under the market conditions prevailing at the time, the only viable option.

(47) In addition, Arion notes that the FME had already assigned the housing loan portfolio to Arion Bank via its 
decision of 21 October 2008, and Arion Bank had subsequently continued to service the portfolio. The hous
ing loan portfolio was also comprised of many of Kaupthing's core clientele with long lasting business relation
ships with Kaupthing, which had now been transferred to Arion Bank. Assigning the housing loan portfolio to 
another market participant, even if such a participant had existed (who in addition would not have been as 
familiar with the portfolio as Arion Bank), could only have taken place at a substantial discount, thus not 
securing full recovery of CBI's claim against Kaupthing. Therefore, at the time there was no other viable option 
than to assign the portfolio to Arion Bank.

(48) In the event the Authority considers the measures complained of to constitute state aid, Arion further argues 
that they must be considered compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement on the basis of 
Article 61(3)(b) of the EEA Agreement.

(49) According to Arion, the measures were a very necessary part of and directly linked to the restructuring of the 
bank. Without the settlement agreement, under which the CBI agreed not to enforce the collateral granted in 
the housing loan portfolio and instead assign it to Arion Bank, the reconstruction of Arion Bank would not 
have taken place in the manner that it did, i.e. by the creditors of Kaupthing acquiring a majority stake in the 
new Bank, as a very valuable pool of assets, essential for the continued banking operations of Arion Bank in 
Iceland, would then not have been transferred to the new Bank. Therefore, Arion argues that the measures 
complained of were an integral part of measures which were necessary, proportionate and appropriate to rem
edy a serious disturbance in the Icelandic economy within the meaning of Article 61(3)(b) of the EEA 
Agreement.
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(50) In light of the above, Arion concludes that the measures complained of clearly cannot be considered to consti
tute state aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, and in the event they are viewed as 
state aid, these measures should be considered to be compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement 
pursuant to Article 61(3)(b).

5.2. Comments from Íslandsbanki hf.

(51) As a preliminary point, ISB points out that the question of whether comparable funding would have been avail
able to other banks or financial institutions at the time is irrelevant, since this was not a question of new 
funding being sought from, or offered by, the CBI. Instead, the CBI held a claim on ISB as per the decision of 
the FME. Paying up the debt would have had a serious impact on the liquidity position of the bank and there
fore ISB could have chosen not to pay the debt and leave the CBI with the mortgage loan pool. According to 
ISB, the CBI was thus left with the choice of renegotiating the claim with ISB or enforcing the security (acquir
ing the mortgage loan pool).

(52) However and in line with the arguments put forward by Arion and the CBI described above, ISB also notes that 
the enforcement of the security and the acquisition of the mortgage loan pool would have forced the CBI to 
manage the loan pool and service the underlying loans. This task does not form a part of the CBI's official role 
and would have involved further costs and risks, especially in view of many of the underlying mortgages need
ing to be restructured in the near future. It should also be kept in mind that the borrowers under the mortgage 
loans were not aware of the situation and had always, to the best of their knowledge, been borrowers of Glitnir 
and later ISB. Chances of the CBI selling off the mortgage loan pool at that point in time were slim and would 
have entailed a serious risk, as there were few, if any, market participants that were in a position to buy the 
mortgage loan pool, and if so, then hardly on better terms than the ISB bond offered. Renegotiating with ISB 
was therefore the financially viable option that best served the interests of the CBI itself.

(53) According to ISB, the terms of the long-term funding provided by the CBI to ISB were not favourable. ISB notes 
that the interest rate is at about 50bp on top of the state guaranteed HFF bonds on the date of issue whereas 
common rates in Europe at the time for similar asset-backed securities were at 40 to 80bp above state-
guaranteed papers. ISB also points out that it paid down 10 billion ISK of its debt on 10 April 2014 because it 
was able to obtain more favourable funding on the market. Therefore, ISB's outstanding debt with the CBI in 
May 2014 was reduced to 27 billion ISK.

(54) In view of the above, ISB is of the opinion that the bank did not receive any funding which may be considered 
as state aid in the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. The funding was granted at market compat
ible rates and was equal to the benefit of the CBI, ISB and the borrowers under the mortgage loans in the 
mortgage loan pool.

(55) However, should the Authority nevertheless consider the measures complained of to constitute state aid, ISB 
argues that they must be considered compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement on the basis of 
Article 61(3)(b) of the EEA Agreement.

(56) According to ISB, the background of the measures must be taken into consideration. ISB was allocated Glitnir's 
debt to the CBI and the ownership of the underlying collateral. Paying up a debt of roughly 55 billion ISK 
would have had a serious impact on the liquidity position of ISB and therefore making the restructuring of the 
bank all the more difficult to accomplish. According to ISB, it must also be kept in mind that at the time the 
government sought to have Glitnir take over a majority stake in the bank and provide the majority of the 
bank's initial capital. By collecting on the CBI claim, ISB's liquidity would have been made too weak to operate 
a healthy bank that the creditors of Glitnir might see as a viable increase in value and thus increase the cred
itors return on their claims.

(57) According to ISB, the measures were therefore a necessary part in the restructuring of the bank and in line with 
the measures already approved in the Authority's decision on restructuring aid granted to Íslandsbanki (1). The 
measures were proportionate and appropriate in view of the economic and financial conditions in Iceland at 
the time, where restructuring of the banking system in Iceland was crucial.

(58) In light of the above, ISB maintains that it is clear that the measures complained of cannot be considered state 
aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. However, in the event they would be regarded 
as state aid, ISB argues that they should be declared compatible pursuant to Art 61(3)(b) of the EEA Agreement 
because the measures aimed to remedy a serious disturbance in the economy of an EFTA State and were neces
sary, proportionate and appropriate for the restructuring of the bank.

(1) EFTA Surveillance Authority Decision No 244/12/COL of 27.6.2013 on restructuring aid granted to Íslandsbanki (OJ L 144, 15.5.2014, 
p. 70 and EEA Supplement to the OJ 28, 15.5.2014, p. 1).
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II. ASSESSMENT

1. The presence of state aid

(59) Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement reads as follows:

‘Save as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any aid granted by EC Member States, EFTA States or through State 
resources in any form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competition by favouring certain undertakings or the 
production of certain goods shall, in so far as it affects trade between Contracting Parties, be incompatible with the func
tioning of this Agreement.’

(60) For a measure to qualify as state aid, all conditions set out in Article 61(1) must be fulfilled. First, there must be 
an intervention by the State or through State resources; second, the intervention must be liable to affect trade 
between the Contracting Parties; third it must confer a selective advantage upon the recipient and fourth it 
must distort or threaten to distort competition.

(61) In the following, the Authority will assess whether the measures to convert short-term claims to long-term 
loans constitute state aid, and if so whether they are compatible with the state aid provisions of the EEA Agree
ment. However, it is clear that the State's involvement, as a major creditor to the undertakings concerned, 
derives from earlier measures, namely the CBI's short-term collateral loans to financial undertakings and its 
securities lending, on behalf of the Treasury, to prime traders of government securities. The background of the 
conversion loans is obviously the breakdown of the CBI's transactions with financial undertakings which in 
turn is related to the collapse of the financial system. It is therefore appropriate to consider whether the initial 
granting by the CBI of short-term credit facilities involved elements of state aid. The Authority will therefore, 
firstly, consider whether those measures possibly constitute state aid, and, secondly, examine in detail the loan 
conversion agreements in light of Article 61 of the EEA Agreement.

1.1. The Central Bank of Iceland's short-term credit facilities

(62) Paragraph 51 of the Authority's Guidelines on the application of state aid rules to measures taken in relation to 
financial institutions (‘Banking Guidelines’) contains provisions on other forms of liquidity assistance and cen
tral bank facilities in particular (1). On the latter the Guidelines state that ‘[t]he Authority considers that activi
ties of central banks related to monetary policy, such as open market operations and standing facilities, are not 
caught by the state aid rules. Dedicated support to a specific financial institution may also be found not to 
constitute aid in specific circumstances. Following the Commission's decision-making practice, the Authority 
considers that the provision of central banks' funds to the financial institution in such a case may be found not 
to constitute aid when a number of conditions are met, such as:

— the financial institution is solvent at the moment of the liquidity provision and the latter is not part of 
a larger aid package,

— the facility is fully secured by collateral to which haircuts are applied, in function of its quality and market 
value,

— the central bank charges a penal interest rate to the beneficiary,

— the measure is taken at the central bank's own initiative, and in particular is not backed by any counter-
guarantee of the state.’ (2)

(63) The Banking Guidelines were adopted on 29 January 2009 and published in the Official Journal of the European 
Union and in the EEA Supplement thereto on 20 January 2011. The Banking Guidelines were therefore not in 
effect at the time when the CBI provided the short-term credit facilities to Glitnir and Kaupthing. However, the 
Banking Guidelines were based on the existing decision-making practice of the European Commission (3). The 
Authority will therefore assess the measures in light of the fundamental principles which are outlined in the 
Banking Guidelines, and in light of the decisional practice that existed at the time the credit facilities were gran
ted and that has been continued in more recent cases.

(1) The Authority's Guidelines on the application of state aid rules to measures taken in relation to financial institutions in the context of 
the  current  global  financial  crisis  (OJ  L  17,  20.1.2011,  p.  1  and  EEA  Supplement  No  3,  20.1.2011,  p.  1),  available  online  at: 
http://www.eftasurv.int/?1=1&showLinkID=16604&1=1

(2) The European Commission has rarely deemed central bank operations to constitute aid. However, in particular where the State provided 
counter-guarantees  (such  as  in  Dexia  –  cf.  http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/case_details.cfm?proc_code=3_C9_2009)  the 
presence of aid was established.

(3) See for instance Commission Decision Case No NN 70/2007 of 5.12.2007 Northern Rock (OJ C 43, 16.2.2008, p. 1).
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(64) The CBI has underlined that the short-term credit facilities concerned are part of its regular monetary policy 
and financial market measures. Looking closer at the measures taken in the run-up to the financial crisis in 
2008, it is clear from publicly available information that due to the liquidity squeeze in the markets, the CBI 
took steps to increase access to liquidity (1). In that respect, the CBI pointed out that the European Central Bank, 
the US Federal Reserve Bank and many other central banks had taken significant steps to respond to deteriorat
ing conditions in the global financial markets by enhancing access to liquidity and relaxing the rules on securi
ties eligible as collateral for financial undertakings' transactions with them. The CBI was simply adapting to 
more flexible rules already introduced by European and other central banks. This argument finds support in 
independent sources (2).

(65) The Authority concurs that the CBI measures at issue fall within the scope of monetary policy. The financial 
institutions were solvent at the time of the liquidity provisions. The collateral lending backed by securities of 
the failed commercial banks halted automatically once the banks were submitted to public administration. The 
CBI liquidity facilities were not part of a larger aid package. The transactions were based on the Rules on Cen
tral Bank of Iceland Facilities for Financial Undertakings, No 808 of 22 August 2008 (3). These rules meet the 
conditions set out above, including the condition that the financial institutions should be solvent at the 
moment of the liquidity provision, that the facility should be fully secured by collateral to which haircuts are 
applied and that the financial institutions are required to pay penal interest rates in cases of default. The meas
ures were taken at the initiative of the financial institutions concerned and the CBI and were not, at the time, 
backed by any counter-guarantee of the state.

(66) In view of the above considerations, the Authority concludes that the conditions set out in the Banking Guide
lines concerning central bank facilities are fulfilled with regard to the CBI's short-term collateral lending to 
banks and other financial institutions. Accordingly, the short-term credit facilities provided by the CBI to Glitnir 
and Kaupthing did not involve state aid (4).

1.2. The loan conversion agreements

1.2.1. Presence of state resources

(67) In order to qualify as aid under Article 61(1) EEA, the measure must be granted by the State or through state 
resources.

(68) The measures under examination take the form of agreements between the CBI and Arion and ISB regarding 
the conversion of short-term claims which were due into long-term loans on allegedly favourable terms.

(69) As a preliminary point, it should be reminded that there is no blanket exemption of monetary policy from the 
application of State aid law (5). Indeed, the above-mentioned exclusion of liquidity assistance from the applica
tion of state aid law is only limited to measures fulfilling the conditions enumerated in the relevant paragraph 
of the Authority's Banking Guidelines and does not imply that all actions by central banks are excluded from 
the application of state aid law.

(70) It seems questionable that the provision of long-term loans by the CBI complies with the conditions enumer
ated in paragraph 51 of the Banking Guidelines as the measures seem to have been part of the larger aid pack
age provided to these banks. In addition, it is questionable whether the interest rates on these loans could be 
regarded as market-based or of a penal nature. Therefore, in order to determine whether the provision of long-
term loans by the CBI involves state aid, it first needs to be determined whether central banks are able to grant 
state aid and in order to assess this, it needs to be determined whether measures taken by a central bank can be 
regarded as imputable to the State. Central banks are in general independent from the central government. 
However, it is generally accepted that they do perform a public task and, in line with well-established case law 
that financial support granted by an institution serving a public purpose is regarded as a form of state aid (6), 
the public support granted by a central bank could thus also be regarded as being imputable to the State and 
thus qualify as state aid (7).

(1) See  the  article  on  Financial  Markets  and  Central  Bank  measures  in  the  CBI's  Monetary  Bulletin  2008-1  (April  2008),  available  at 
http://www.sedlabanki.is/lisalib/getfile.aspx?itemid=5883

(2) See for instance Bank State Aid in the Financial Crisis. Fragmentation or level playing field? A CEPS Task force report. October 2010. 
Centre for European Policy Studies, Brussels. See in particular chapter I, ‘An Overview of State Aid Provided during the Crisis’.

(3) These rules were replaced on 26 June 2009 by Rules No 553 on the same subject (currently applicable rules).
(4) See EFTA Surveillance Authority Decision No 363/11/COL of 23.11.2011 to initiate the formal investigation procedure provided for in 

Article 1(2) in Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement with regard to state aid granted to three Icelandic investment 
banks  through rescheduled loans  on preferential  terms (OJ  C 21,  26.1.2012,  p.  2  and EEA Supplement  No 4,  26.1.2012,  p.  10), 
paragraphs 53-55.

(5) See judgment in Hellenic Republic v Commission, C-57/86, EU:C:1988:284, paragraph 9.
(6) Judgment  in  Italy  v  Commission,  C-173/73,  EU:C:1974:71,  paragraph  16;  judgment  in  Steinicke  and  Weinling  v  Germany,  C-78/76, 

EU:C:1977:52.
(7) See Commission Decision 2000/600/EC of 10.11.1999 Banco di Sicilia and Sicilcassa [2000] OJ L 256/21, at paragraph 48 and 49, where 

it is accepted with no further discussion that advances granted by the Banca d'Italia to distressed banks constitute financial assistance 
provided by the State.
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1.2.2. Favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods

(71) This condition is twofold. Firstly, the measures must confer advantages that relieve the banks, as aid beneficia
ries, of charges or mitigate charges that are normally borne by their budgets. Secondly, the measures must be 
selective in that they favour ‘certain undertakings or the production of certain goods’.

Ad van t ag e

(72) Repayment of outstanding credit, including interests, and other costs associated with the banks' short-term 
credit facilities with the CBI are costs normally borne by the banks' budgets. The question of whether the con
version of these credit facilities to long-term loans could be regarded as relieving the debtor of such costs and 
thus as an advantage will ultimately depend on whether a private investor of a comparable size to that of the 
public body operating in normal market conditions would have granted a similar loan on similar conditions.

(73) The reason for converting the short-term claims to long-term loans was the banks' inability to honour these 
claims. The question thus arises whether a private investor holding similar short-term claims on the banks 
would have agreed (1) to a conversion of these short-term claims to long-term loans; and (2) according to the 
same conditions. In addition, the question also arises whether the initial delay in settling payments of the CBI 
short term credit facilities, which is understood to have lasted from around October 2008 until late 
2009/beginning of 2010, may involve state aid. In general, decisions by public bodies to tolerate late payments 
on a loan may entail an advantage to the debtor and involve state aid. While a temporary deferral of payment 
would probably correspond to the conduct of a private creditor and thus not involve state aid, such conduct, 
initially consistent with market conditions, could turn into state aid in cases of protracted delays in payment (1).

(74) The private creditor test, developed and refined by the courts of the European Union (2), serves to establish 
whether the conditions under which a public creditor's claim is to be repaid, possibly by rescheduling pay
ments, constitutes state aid. When the state is in the position, not as an investor or a promoter of a project, but 
as a creditor trying to maximise the recovery of an outstanding debt, lenient treatment alone, in the form of 
deferral of payment or favourable interest rates, may not be sufficient to presume favourable treatment in the 
sense of state aid. In such circumstances the conduct of the public creditor is to be compared with that of 
a hypothetical private creditor in a comparable factual and legal situation (3). As concerns interest rates, the 
correct term of reference is not the market interest rate but the rate deemed acceptable by a private creditor in 
similar circumstances. The crucial question is whether a private creditor would have granted similar treatment 
to a debtor in similar circumstances. Commercial advantage in the sense of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement 
can be presumed if the amount owed can be paid back to the public creditor on more favourable terms than 
would be accepted by a private creditor.

(75) From the point of view of a private creditor, enforcement of a claim that has become due is the self-evident 
norm. This also applies if the debtor undertaking is in financial difficulties as well as in the case of insolvency. 
Private creditors will not normally be willing in such circumstances to accept further deferral of payment if this 
does not bring them any clear advantage. On the contrary, once a debtor runs into financial difficulty, further 
loans would only be granted to the debtor under stricter terms, e.g. at a higher interest rate or with more 
comprehensive securities, as repayment is endangered.

(76) Exceptions may be justifiable in individual cases where non-enforcement seems to be the economically more 
sensible alternative. This would be the case when non-enforcement offers clearly improved prospects of collect
ing a substantially higher proportion of the claims in comparison with other possible alternatives or if even 
greater consequential losses can be averted in this way. It can be in the interest of a private creditor to keep the 
business of the debtor company running instead of liquidating its assets and thus, under certain circumstances, 
only collecting a part of the debt. When a private creditor accepts to refrain from enforcing his claim in full, he 
will normally require the debtor to provide additional securities and when this is not available, in cases of debt
ors in financial difficulty, he will seek assurances of maximum compensation should the financial condition of 
the debtor later improve. If insufficient securities or commitments are made by the debtor, a private creditor 
would generally not accept to conclude debt rescheduling agreements or provide the debtor with additional 
loans.

(1) See Opinion of Advocate General Jacobs in judgment in DM Transport, Case C-256/97, EU:C:1998:436, paragraph 38.
(2) See  judgment  in  Spain  v  Commission,  C-342/96,  EU:C:1999:210,  paragraphs  46  et  seq.;  judgment  in  SIC  v  Commission,  T-46/97, 

EU:T:2000:123, paragraph 98 et seq.; judgment in DM Transport, C-256/97, EU:C:1999:332, paragraphs 19 et seq.; judgment in Spain 
v Commission, C-480/98, EU:C:2000:559, paragraphs 19 et seq.; judgment in HAMSA v Commission, T-152/99, EU:T:2002:188, para
graph 167; judgment in Spain v Commission, C-276/02, EU:C:2004:521, paragraphs 31 et seq.; judgment in Lenzig v Commission, T-36/99, 
EU:T:2004:312, paragraphs 134 et seq.; judgment in Technische Glaswerke Ilmenau v Commission, T-198/01, EU:T:2004:222, paragraphs 
97 et seq.; judgment in Spain v Commission, C-525/04 P, EU:C:2007:698, paragraphs 43 et seq.; judgment in Olympiaki Aeroporia Ypiresies 
v Commission, T-68/03, EU:T:2007:253; and judgment in Buzek Automotive v Commission, T-1/08, EU:T:2011:216, paragraphs 65 et seq.

(3) For a helpful exposition of the application of the private creditor test, see also The EC State Aid Regime: Distortive Effects of State Aid on 
Competition and Trade, Michael Sanchez Rydelski (Ed.), Ch. 7.

24.9.2015 г. BG Официален вестник на Европейския съюз C 316/17



(77) In the wake of Glitnir's and Kaupthing's collapse in the autumn of 2008, the CBI found itself in a position 
where it was unrealistic to expect to enforce collateral like the ones in question in the case of Arion and ISB. In 
appropriating such collateral, the CBI would have taken on the role of a commercial bank with one of the 
largest household loan portfolios in Iceland, which would have been inconsistent with its role as a central bank. 
Taking into account that the loan portfolios constitute a large share of Arion's and ISB's customer base, appro
priating such collateral could also have jeopardised the financial stability of Arion and ISB and would have 
driven these financial undertakings into bankruptcy.

(78) According to the CBI, it therefore chose to enter into the loan conversion agreements because these agreements 
eventually would ensure the CBI full payment of its claims, with interest and without having to incur adminis
trative expenses, and thus constituted the maximum possible recovery at that time. In addition, the conclusion 
of these agreements would also lead to minimal disturbance and were of benefit to the borrowers who contin
ued to be the customers of operating financial institutions.

(79) The Authority considers that the available evidence so far suggests that the CBI and thus the Icelandic State has 
in many respects endeavoured to best secure the interests of the State and tried to maximise the Treasury's 
recovery of the claims. In return for agreeing to a conversion of the short-term credits to long-term loans, the 
State received consideration in the form of the conditions attached to the loan. The question thus remains 
whether these conditions, and in particular the applicable interest rates, also would have been sufficiently valua
ble to a private creditor to meet the requirement of the private creditor test.

(80) ISB claims that the interest loans are in line with the interest rates of similar asset-backed bonds at the time. 
The ISB bond's maturity date is 10 years, with an interest rate of 4,5 %, CPI linked (consumer price-indexed), 
and appears to be over collateralized with a loan-to-value (‘LTV’) ratio of 70 % (1). The interest rate was thus set 
at about 50bp on top of the state guaranteed HFF bonds on the date of issue whereas common rates in Europe 
at the time for similar asset-backed securities were at 40 to 80bp above state-guaranteed papers. ISB also poin
ted out that it paid down 10 billion ISK of its debt on 10 April 2014 because it was able to obtain more 
favourable funding in the market.

(81) Similarly, as mentioned in paragraphs (40) to (42) above, Arion Bank claims that the terms of its loan agree
ment with the CBI were on market terms and compares it, inter alia, to a similar agreement concluded between 
the old and new Landsbanki, whereby it appears that the terms of Arion's loan agreement were more stringent 
than those in the Landbanki agreement, involving a private lender. Indeed, it appears that the Landsbanki agree
ment required lower interest rates, involved a higher principal amount and had weaker and less diversified col
lateral than the Arion loan agreement.

(82) Although ISB and Arion have put forward evidence demonstrating that the interest rates applied to the loan 
conversion agreements did not differ substantially from interest rates applied to other similar loan agreements 
or bonds concluded or issued around the same time as the loan agreements, it is difficult to determine what the 
appropriate benchmarks for interest rates were during the financial crisis as credit markets were more or less 
frozen and no credit rating was available yet for the newly founded banks. In the Authority's preliminary view, 
additional evidence should therefore be collected in order to ascertain whether the lending terms in general, and 
the interest rates in particular, of the loan agreements would have been equally acceptable by a private creditor. 
As will be seen in section 3 below, the Authority also has doubts as to whether such terms meet principal 
requirements of compatibility for remuneration of state aid according to the Authority's temporary rules on aid 
to financial undertakings in the current financial crisis.

(83) In light of the above, the Authority concludes that doubts exist as to whether the measures under assessment 
are consistent with the conduct of a private creditor finding himself in a comparable legal and factual situation. 
Therefore, the Authority cannot exclude that the conversion of the short-term credits into long-term loans con
ferred an advantage upon ISB and Arion.

S e l e ct iv i t y

(84) According to established case law, a measure is normally considered to be selective if it favours a particular 
economic sector or certain undertakings, as opposed to other sectors or other undertakings which do not 
derive any benefit from it (2).

(85) The Icelandic authorities have so far not presented clear evidence that the allegedly favourable loan conversion 
agreements were effectively made available to all undertakings in a comparable legal and factual situation as ISB 
and Arion, i.e. to undertakings that were indebted to the CBI due to short-term collateral and securities lending. 
On the contrary, it appears that MP Banki was not offered the possibility of a favourable loan agreement and 
that Straumur apparently was also not offered to conclude a loan conversion agreement for payment of its 
short-term debt to the CBI, since it announced in August 2011 that it had paid in full all loans granted to it by 
the CBI without the CBI or the Treasury incurring any losses or write-offs.

(1) The loan-to-value ratio is a financial term used by lenders to express the ratio of a loan to the value of an asset purchased.
(2) See for instance judgment in Belgium  v Commission (Maribel bis/ter),  C-75/97, EU:C:1999:311 as well as the judgment in Commission 

v Government of Gibraltar, C-106/09 P and C-107/09 P, EU:C:2011:732, paragraph 75.
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(86) In view of the above the Authority concludes that the loan conversion agreements cannot be considered to 
represent general measures but must be considered to be selective in nature.

1.2.3. Distortion of competition and effect on trade

(87) The contested aid measures must be liable to affect trade and distort competition between the Contracting Par
ties to the EEA Agreement (1).

(88) Government measures favouring particular banks are liable to distort competition because these measures 
strengthen the position of the beneficiary banks compared to other financial institutions competing in the EEA. 
While ISB and Arion today operate mostly on the Icelandic market, they are nevertheless engaged in the provi
sion of financial services which are fully open to competition and trade within the EEA. This condition can 
therefore be presumed to be fulfilled.

1.2.4. Conclusion regarding presence of state aid

(89) In light of the above, the Authority cannot exclude that the conversion of the short-term credit facilities into 
long-term loans and the terms applied to these loan conversion agreements could constitute state aid within the 
meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. First, since the contested measures can be qualified as public 
support granted by a central bank, they could be regarded as being imputable to the State and thus qualify as 
state aid. Secondly, doubts exist as to whether these measures are consistent with the conduct of a private 
creditor finding himself in a comparable legal and factual situation. It thus cannot be excluded that these loan 
conversion agreements conferred an advantage upon ISB and Arion. Third, as these agreements were only avail
able to ISB and Arion, they cannot be qualified as general measures, but must be regarded as selective in nature. 
Finally, the measures under assessment also seem liable to affect trade and distort competition because they 
strengthen the banks' position compared to other financial institutions competing with them in the EEA.

2. Procedural requirements

(90) Pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3, ‘the EFTA Surveillance Authority shall be informed, in sufficient time 
to enable it to submit its comments, of any plans to grant or alter aid […]. The State concerned shall not put its proposed 
measures into effect until the procedure has resulted in a final decision’.

(91) The Icelandic authorities did not notify the loan conversion agreements to the Authority before implementing 
them. Moreover, these loan conversion agreements were neither covered as aid measures nor as potential aid 
measures in the restructuring plans for the two banks that were notified to the Authority. Moreover, the Icelan
dic authorities have put these agreements into effect before the Authority has adopted a final decision. The 
Authority therefore concludes that the Icelandic authorities have not respected their obligations pursuant to 
Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3. The granting of any aid involved might therefore be considered to be 
unlawful.

3. Compatibility of the aid

(92) Aid measures that are prima facie incompatible with Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement may qualify for exemp
tion if they fulfil the conditions set out in Article 61(2) or (3) of the EEA Agreement

(93) While it is the principal view of the CBI as well as of the beneficiaries ISB and Arion that the loan conversion 
agreements on potentially preferential terms did not involve any state aid, they also argue that should the 
Authority consider otherwise, such aid can nevertheless be found compatible. In this context reference is made 
to Article 61(3)(b) of the EEA Agreement, exceptionally allowing aid to remedy a serious disturbance in the 
economy of an EFTA State.

(94) In the Authority's letters requesting information on the measures, the Icelandic authorities have been invited to 
submit any information and observations which the Icelandic authorities consider relevant for the Authority to 
assess the compatibility of the measures with the state aid provisions of the EEA Agreement.

(95) The CBI, ISB and Arion have provided information to demonstrate that, in case the Authority were to consider 
the measures to involve state aid, the measures undertaken by the CBI should be considered to fall under 
Article 61(3)(b) of the EEA Agreement. Indeed, the CBI mentioned in paragraph (77) and (78) above that it had 
virtually no other option than to enter into the loan conversion agreements with both banks, if it wished to 
maximise the possibility of recovering its claims against the banks and cause a minimal disturbance to their 
viability.

(1) See Joined Cases E-5/04, E-6/04 and E-7/04, Fesil and Finnfjord and others v EFTA Surveillance Authority [2005] EFTA Court Report 117, 
paragraph  93;  judgment  in  Eventech  Ltd  v  Parking  Adjudicator,  C-518/13,  EU:C:2015:9,  paragraphs  64-70  and  the  case  law  cited 
therein.
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(96) Similarly, ISB notes that the measures undertaken were necessary, proportionate and appropriate for the 
restructuring of the bank because if ISB, who was allocated Glitnir's debt to the CBI and, indirectly, the owner
ship of the underlying collateral, would have been forced to pay up this debt to the CBI (in the amount of 
55 billion ISK), ISB's liquidity position would have suffered tremendously and could have jeopardized the gov
ernment's efforts to have Glitnir's creditors take over a majority stake in the bank.

(97) Arion Bank also puts forward arguments to demonstrate that the conclusion of the loan conversion agreement 
was a necessary part of the restructuring of the bank. Indeed, Arion states that it could not have been estab
lished as a viable bank if the CBI had decided to enforce the collateral, i.e. the housing loan portfolio, and not 
assign it back to Arion and enter into the long-term loan agreement. Indeed, without the transfer of the Hous
ing Loan portfolio, which constituted a very valuable pool of assets, the creditors of Kaupthing would never 
have agreed to acquire a majority stake in Arion and the bank's chances of survival would have been slim. 
Moreover, Arion refers to the Authority's Decision 291/12/COL of 11 July 2012 which Arion claims to have 
found that the subordinated loan granted to Arion on the terms EURIBOR/LIBOR + 300 to 500 bps did not 
constitute unlawful aid. Arion therefore suggests that the loan granted to Arion in the current case does not 
include terms that are unduly favourable to Arion as the terms are set at EURIBOR/LIBOR + 300 bps, whereas 
it concerns a senior secured loan and thus ranks higher in terms of security than the subordinated loan 
approved by the Authority. Therefore, a lower interest rate seemed justifiable.

(98) While the Icelandic authorities have not submitted any evidence in favour of assessing the compatibility of the 
measure in line with the Authority's temporary state aid guidelines regarding the financial crisis, it is neverthe
less appropriate to briefly consider the loan conversion agreements under those rules.

(99) The temporary rules on aid to financial undertakings foresee limitation of aid to the minimum necessary and 
safeguards against undue distortion of competition. In particular, the guidelines set out rules to secure appropri
ate and adequate remuneration for state recapitalisation (1). Without going into the details of those rules, they 
underline the importance of the closeness of pricing to market prices. Under certain circumstances, the Author
ity may be prepared to accept the price for recapitalisations at rates below current market rates, if this is likely 
to favour the restoration of financial stability, but the total expected return to the state should not be too dis
tant from market prices. The entry level price may thus be fairly low, but the price should normally be adjusted 
upwards to account for the need to encourage the redemption of state capital and prevent undue distortion of 
competition.

(100) Although it is still to be determined to what extent the interest rates applied to the loan agreement with ISB 
and with Arion could be regarded as close enough to market rates, if these can be determined at the time of 
the financial crisis, it is notable that no step-up of interest rates was foreseen to encourage redemption of state 
capital. Any possible upside in the operation of the debtors, which is partly the aim of the measures, would 
thus not be redeemed by the state to limit state aid, but would accrue to the debtors. Additional evidence 
should thus be provided to the Authority in order to allow it to determine whether these lending terms could 
be regarded as compatible with the Authority's state aid guidelines and the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

(101) Under those circumstances, the Authority has doubts as to the compatibility of the aid measures.

4. Opening of the formal investigation procedure

(102) Based on the information submitted by the Icelandic authorities, the Authority cannot exclude the possibility 
that the loan conversion agreements on potentially preferential terms constitute state aid within the meaning of 
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. The Authority also has doubts as to whether these agreements comply 
with Article 61(3) of the EEA Agreement and thus whether they can be found to be compatible with the func
tioning of the EEA Agreement.

(103) Consequently, and in accordance with Article 4(4) of Part II of Protocol 3, the Authority is obliged to open the 
formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3. The decision to open 
a formal investigation procedure is without prejudice to the final decision of the Authority, which may con
clude that the measures in question are compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

(104) In light of the foregoing considerations, the Authority, acting under the procedure laid down in Article 1(2) of 
Part I of Protocol 3, invites the Icelandic authorities to submit their comments within one month of the date of 
receipt of this Decision.

(1) See  for  instance  the  Authority's  Guidelines  on  the  recapitalisation  of  financial  institutions  in  the  current  financial  crisis 
(OJ L 17, 20.1.2011, p. 1 and EEA Supplement No 3, 20.1.2011, p. 1), available online at:
http://www.eftasurv.int/?1=1&showLinkID=16015&1=1
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(105) In light of the foregoing considerations, the Authority requests the Icelandic authorities to provide, within one 
month of receipt of this decision, all documents, information and data needed for the assessment of the com
patibility of the loan conversion agreements examined above.

(106) The Authority requests the Icelandic authorities to forward a copy of this decision to the potential recipients of 
the aid immediately.

(107) The Authority must remind the Icelandic authorities that, according to Article 14 of Part II of Protocol 3, any 
incompatible aid unlawfully granted to the beneficiaries will have to be recovered, unless, exceptionally, such 
recovery would be contrary to a general principle of EEA law.

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The short-term credit facilities provided by the Central Bank of Iceland to Glitnir and Kaupthing do not involve state aid 
within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

Article 2

The formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3 is opened regarding the possible 
state aid granted to Íslandsbanki hf. and Arion banki hf. through loan conversion agreements on potentially preferential 
terms.

Article 3

The Icelandic authorities are invited, pursuant to Article 6(1) of Part II of Protocol 3, to submit their comments on the 
opening of the formal investigation procedure within one month from the notification of this Decision.

Article 4

The Icelandic authorities are requested to provide, within one month from notification of this Decision, all documents, 
information and data needed for assessment of the measures under the state aid rules of the EEA Agreement.

Article 5

This Decision is addressed to Iceland.

Article 6

Only the English language version of this Decision is authentic.

Decision made in Brussels, on 20 May 2015.

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority

Oda Helen SLETNES

President

Frank BÜCHEL

College Member
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Покана за представяне на мнения съгласно част I, член 1, параграф 2 от Протокол 3 към 
Споразумението между държавите от ЕАСТ за създаване на надзорен орган и съд относно 
вероятна държавна помощ под формата на отдаване под наем на земя и сгради в района на 

Gufunes в Рейкявик, Исландия

(2015/C 316/10)

С Решение № 261/15/COL от 30 юни 2015 г., възпроизведено на автентичния език на страниците след настоящото 
резюме, Надзорният орган на ЕАСТ започна производство съгласно част I, член 1, параграф 2 от Протокол 3 към Спора
зумението между държавите от ЕАСТ за създаване на надзорен орган и съд. Исландските органи бяха информирани, като 
им беше изпратено копие от решението.

С настоящото известие Надзорният орган на ЕАСТ приканва държавите от ЕАСТ, държавите — членки на ЕС, и заинтере
сованите страни да изпратят своите мнения относно въпросната мярка в срок от един месец от публикуването на изве
стието на следния адрес:

EFTA Surveillance Authority
Registry
Rue Belliard/Belliardstraat 35
1040 Bruxelles/Brussel

Мненията ще бъдат предадени на исландските органи. Самоличността на заинтересованата страна, изпратила мнение, 
може да не бъде разкрита, ако това бъде поискано писмено, като се посочат причините за искането.

РЕЗЮМЕ

Процедура

През април 2014 г. Органът получи жалба, в която се твърди, че на предприятие Íslenska Gámafélagið (ÍG) е била пре
доставена неправомерна държавна помощ от страна на град Рейкявик чрез отдаването под наем на сгради и земя в района 
на Gufunes в Рейкявик на цена, за която се твърди, че е под пазарното равнище. След като отправи искания за информа
ция относно въпросните мерки, Органът получи отговор от исландските органи с писма от 24 юли 2014 г., 23 януари 
2015 г. и 23 март 2015 г.

Факти

Районът Gufunes се намира в община Grafarvogur в Рейкявик, Исландия. До 2001 г. заводът за производство на торове 
Áburðarverksmiðjan извършваше дейност в този район. През 2002 г. Фондът за планиране на Рейкявик (SR) закупи 
завода и района около него. Когато SR закупи земята и сградите в района на Gufunes, този район беше обитаван от 
няколко наематели (главно възложители и предприемачи), в това число ÍG. В съответствие с договора за покупко-
продажба SR пое всички права и задължения от Áburðarverksmiðjan по отношение на съществуващите договори за 
лизинг.

Според град Рейкявик районът на Gufunes е бил труден за управление, структурите са били в лошо състояние, някои 
наематели не са плащали наем и е имало натрупване на скрап, като например от изоставени автомобили. С оглед на това 
положение градът реши да не подновява различните договори за лизинг и вместо това да сключи договор само с една от 
страните. Следователно през 2005 г. SR реши да предоговори условията за отдаване под наем, почистване и надзор на 
района с ÍG, което освен че плащаше навреме дължимия наем, към въпросния момент беше и най-големият наемател. На 
14 октомври 2005 г. SR и ÍG сключиха договор относно наемането, почистването и надзора на земята в района на 
Gufunes. Общият размер на наема на месец беше определен на 2 000 000 ISK, като той ще се преизчислява ежемесечно 
в съответствие с индекса на потребителските цени. Договорът беше в сила до 31 декември 2009 г., но беше удължаван 
три пъти оттогава и понастоящем е в сила до 31 декември 2018 г.

Въпреки че нито един от договорите не съдържа информация относно стойността на услугите, предоставяни от ÍG, градът 
предостави приблизителна оценка на разходите на ÍG, посочени в основния договор, и последващите изменения. Съгласно 
оценките средните месечни разходи, направени от ÍG, възлизат на 10 815 624 ISK, в това число и месечният наем. Следо
вателно месечният наем е приблизително 25 % от общите месечни разходи на ÍG.
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Според жалбоподателя прогнозната цена в горепосочените договори не е ясна, т.е. не е ясно каква е била цената за ква
дратен метър и как е бил определен размерът на наема. Жалбоподателят обаче е посочил, че пазарната цена за наема на 
сградите би трябвало да бъде между 12 и 41 милиона ISK на месец. Според жалбоподателя отдаването под наем на 
сградите на ÍG на цена, която е далеч под пазарната стойност, противоречи на правилата на ЕИП за държавна помощ.

Според града договорите с ÍG не включват държавна помощ по смисъла на член 61, параграф 1 от Споразумението за 
ЕИП, тъй като ÍG не е получило предимство, което да не съответства на пазарните условия. Според града договорите за 
наем от 22 февруари 2005 г. и 14 октомври 2005 г. са били в съответствие с нормалните пазарни условия. Освен това 
според града лошото състояние на района и сградите към момента на покупката заедно с несигурността на планирането 
на района, т.е. бъдещите планове за райониране на града, са повлияли на цената на наема и са ограничили възможностите 
на града за организиране на търг за наема на сградите. Градът твърди, че няма намерение да удължава съществуващите 
договори за наем с ÍG след тяхното изтичане, тъй като този вид дейност не съответства на други планирани дейности 
в района.

Оценка

Органът има съмнения относно това дали условията на договорите, сключени между града и ÍG, отговарят на критерия за 
частния продавач, с който се проверява дали частен продавач при нормални пазарни условия би приел същите условия за 
наема на земята и сградите. В допълнение мерките са селективни по характер и могат да нарушат конкуренцията и да 
засегнат търговията в рамките на ЕИП. С оглед на това Органът не може да изключи възможността, че мярката предста
влява държавна помощ по смисъла на член 61, параграф 1 от Споразумението за ЕИП. На този етап исландските органи 
не са представили доводи, с които да докажат, че съответната вероятна държавна помощ може да се счита за съвместима 
с член 59, параграф 2 или член 61, параграф 3 от Споразумението за ЕИП.

Заключение

С оглед на горепосочените съображения Органът взе решение да открие официалната процедура по разследване съгласно 
част I, член 1, параграф 2 от Протокол 3 към Споразумението между държавите от ЕАСТ за създаване на надзорен орган 
и съд. Заинтересованите страни се приканват да предоставят своите мнения в срок от един месец от публикуването на 
настоящото известие в Официален вестник на Европейския съюз и в притурката за ЕИП към Официален вестник на Евро
пейския съюз.

EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION

No 261/15/COL

of 30 June 2015

to initiate the formal investigation procedure into potential state aid granted through the rent of 
land and property in the Gufunes area

(Iceland)

The EFTA Surveillance Authority (‘Authority’),

HAVING REGARD to:

The Agreement on the European Economic Area (‘EEA Agreement’), in particular to Article 61 and Protocol 26,

The Agreement between the EFTA States on the Establishment of a Surveillance Authority and a Court of Justice 
(‘Surveillance and Court Agreement’), in particular to Article 24,

Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement (‘Protocol 3’), in particular to Articles 4(4), 6 and 13(1) of Part II,

Whereas:

I. FACTS

1. Procedure

(1) By e-mail dated 2 April 2014, Gámaþjónustan hf. (‘GÞ’ or ‘complainant’) lodged a complaint with the Authority 
concerning alleged unlawful state aid granted by the City of Reykjavík (‘City’) through the rent of property and 
land in the Gufunes area in Reykjavík, Iceland, to Íslenska Gámafélagið (‘ÍG’) for a rate which is allegedly below 
market price (1).

(1) Documents No 704341-704343.
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(2) By letter dated 12 May 2014, the Authority requested information from the Icelandic authorities and invited 
them to comment on the substance of the complaint (1). The Icelandic authorities responded to this request by 
letter dated 24 July 2014 (2).

(3) By letter dated 6 November 2014, the Authority requested additional information from the Icelandic authori
ties (3). The second request for information was followed up with a telephone conference with the Icelandic 
authorities on 19 November 2014. By letter dated 23 January 2015, the Icelandic authorities replied to the 
request and provided the Authority with the relevant information (4).

(4) Moreover, the matter was discussed during a meeting between the Icelandic authorities and the Authority in 
Reykjavík on 13 February 2015. Following the meeting, the Icelandic authorities submitted additional clarifica
tions to the Authority on 23 March 2015 (5).

2. Description of the measure

2.1. The Gufunes area

(5) The Gufunes area is situated in the Grafarvogur district of Reykjavík, Iceland. Until the year 2001, a fertiliser 
factory, Áburðarverksmiðjan, was operating in the area. In 2002, the planning fund of Reykjavík 
(Skipulagssjóður Reykjavíkur, ‘SR’) bought the factory and the surrounding area. According to the Icelandic 
authorities, the plan at the time was to remove all the structures from the area. In 2007, SR was dissolved and 
a new fund, Eignasjóður, was founded and took over SR's assets and tasks.

(6) According to the Reykjavík Municipal Zoning Plan 2001-2024, the Gufunes area is intended for residential pur
poses and not for industrial activities (6). Additionally, the area is intended for the construction of the Sundabraut 
highway, connecting Laugarnes and Gufunes. Moreover, according to the Reykjavík Municipal plan for 
2010-2030, the industrial area of Gufunes is regressing and a mixed urban area of residential units and clean 
commercial activities is anticipated in the future (7). Neither plan foresees that industrial activities will continue to 
be located in the area in the future. Additionally, it was agreed early in 2014 to establish a steering committee to 
present a vision for the Gufunes area (8). The committee proposed an open idea competition for professionals on 
the future planning of the Gufunes area. This proposal was later approved by the Reykjavík City Council. The 
preparatory work regarding the competition has started, but it is uncertain when the competition will be 
launched (9).

2.2. Agreements concluded between the City of Reykjavík and Íslenska Gámafélagið

(7) In February 2002, when SR purchased the land and the properties in the Gufunes area, the area was occupied by 
several tenants (mainly contractors and developers). At the time, ÍG had a lease agreement with 
Áburðarverksmiðjan, which had been concluded 29 October 1999 (‘the 1999 Agreement’). The 1999 Agreement 
set out which properties ÍG rented, how big they were in square meters and the price per square meter for the 
respective property. The total monthly rental fee in the agreement was set at ISK 159.240 (10). According to the 
purchase agreement, SR took over all obligations and rights from Áburðarverksmiðjan regarding the existing 
lease agreements, including the 1999 Agreement with ÍG.

(8) According to the City of Reykjavík, the area was continuingly busy around the clock and difficult to manage. 
Moreover, the structures were in bad shape, some tenants were not paying rent and there had been an accumula
tion of scrap, such as car wreckages. It was therefore clear to the City of Reykjavík that in order to serve its role 
as a landowner, it would have to hire staff to control the area during day and night.

(1) Document No 706674.
(2) Document No 716985.
(3) Document No 721373.
(4) Document No 742948.
(5) Document No 751487.
(6) Available online at; http://skipulagssja.skipbygg.is/skipulagssja/.

See also http://reykjavik.is/sites/default/files/adalskipulag/08_grafarvogur.pdf.
(7) Ibid.
(8) Document No 716985.
(9) Document No 742948.

(10) Document No 716986, page 17.
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(9) In light of that situation, it was not considered realistic to offer the area for rental purposes. It was therefore 
decided not to renew the current lease agreements and instead conclude an agreement with one party only. Con
sequently, SR decided to negotiate terms regarding lease, clean-up and supervision of the area with ÍG, which 
was the largest single tenant at the time, in addition to being on time with its rental payments (1). The following 
is an overview of the agreements concluded between SR and ÍG:

(i) 22 February 2005. SR and ÍG concluded a lease agreement on some of the properties in the area, replacing 
the 1999 Agreement. The agreement set out which properties ÍG rented and their size in square meters. The 
total monthly rental fee was set at ISK 960.000 for a total of 4.676 square meters (including a 500 square 
meter lot) (2).

(ii) 14 October 2005. SR and ÍG concluded an agreement (‘Main Agreement’), replacing the previous agreement 
from 22 February 2005, regarding lease, clean-up and supervision of land in the area of Gufunes. According 
to the agreement, ÍG had the obligation to carry out all maintenance work and improvements on the prop
erty. The agreement was valid until 31 December 2009. The agreement did not set out how many square 
meters of property ÍG rented. However, as an annex to the agreement, an aerial printout demonstrated 
which parts of the area were rented to ÍG (3). Furthermore, the agreement did not set out the price paid per 
square meter or the value of ÍG's obligations. The total monthly rental fee was set at ISK 2.000.000, recalcu
lated monthly in accordance with the consumer price index (4).

(iii) 29 December 2006. The validity of the Main Agreement was extended until 31 December 2011. ÍG was 
also obliged to demolish specified properties and remove equipment on the ground. ÍG was allowed to keep 
devices and installations removed from the ground at its own expense (5).

(iv) 21 December 2007. The validity of the Main Agreement was extended until 31 December 2015. The 
owner could at any time take over part or all of the leased land if necessary due to changes in land use 
planning. ÍG also committed to reconnect pipes for electricity, water and heating that had become unusable. 
Moreover, ÍG withdrew a tort claim against the City (6).

(v) 15 June 2009. The validity of the Main Agreement was extended until 31 December 2018. ÍG undertook to 
handle the maintenance of the area, to raise a levee and an existing lease of a boat storage owned by 
Reykjav*k Yacht club was extended. ÍG also committed to withdraw a claim against the City regarding main
tenance costs (7).

(10) According to the City, although the size of land rented by ÍG is 130.000 m2, only 110.000 m2 is usable for their 
purposes. The total registered size of the buildings is 24.722 m2. According to the Icelandic Property Registry, 
the value of the land previously owned by Áburðarverksmiðjan is 211.000.000 ISK. The value of the land which 
ÍG rents has not been assessed, but it is estimated at around 137.000.000 ISK. The total registered value of 
buildings rented by ÍG is 850.323.512 ISK (8).

(11) According to Article 4(2) of the Act on Municipal Income No 4/1995, the property owner shall pay the prop
erty tax except where leased farms, leased lots or other contractual utilization of land are involved, in which case 
the tax shall be paid by the resident or the user. The land and structures in question are on a defined harbour 
area which belongs to Faxaflóahafnir sf. and is leased to the City of Reykjavík. The City therefore pays the prop
erty tax on the leased land and the properties rented out to ÍG.

(12) Although none of the aforementioned agreements include information concerning the value of the services pro
vided by ÍG, the City has provided a table setting out an estimation of ÍG's costs stipulated in the Main Agree
ment and later amendments from the time when the Main Agreement was concluded and until the end of the 
lease period in 2018 (9). The estimation was carried out by the City of Reykjavík's expert analysts. Furthermore, 
the information provided contains both the cost of finished and unfinished demolition projects. According to the 
information provided, the average monthly cost borne by ÍG is ISK 10.815.624, including the rental fee. The 
rental fee per month is therefore approximately 25 % of ÍG's total cost per month.

(1) Documents No 716985 and 742948.
(2) Document No 716986, page 21.
(3) The Icelandic authorities have later explained that ÍG rents about 130.000 square meters in the area. See Document No 716985.
(4) Document No 716986, page 25.
(5) Document No 716986, page 29.
(6) Document No 716986, page 31.
(7) Document No 716986, page 33.
(8) Document No 716985.
(9) Document No 742948.
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Figure  1.  Source:  City  of  Reykjavík
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(13) At  the  time  when  the  lease  agreement  dated  22  February  2005  was  concluded,  SR  did  not  impose  any 
obligations  on  ÍG.  ÍG's  obligations,  according  to  the  Main  Agreement,  were  determined  in  light  of  the 
proposed  demolitions  and  estimated  costs  of  cleaning,  disposal  and  supervision  of  the  area.  The  scope 
was  determined  by  the  City  of  Reykjavík's  expert  analysts  in  the  year  2005.  The  cleaning  and  disposal 
obligations  were  considered  an  extensive  procedure  in  light  of  the  area's  condition.

3. The  complaint  from  Gámaþjónustan  hf.  to  the  Icelandic  Competition  Authority

3.1. The  Complaint  to  the  Icelandic  Competition  Authority

(14) On  18  February  2013,  GÞ  sent  a  complaint  to  the  Icelandic  Competition  Authority  (‘ICA’)  regarding  the 
above  mentioned  agreements  between  SR  and  ÍG.  The  complaint  concerned  the  allegedly  low  rental  price 
for  the  land  and  property  and  the  fact  that  the  City  had  not  tendered  out  the  lease  of  the  property  to 
the  highest  bidder.

(15) The  complainant  noted  that  the  rental  price  was  set  at  ISK  2  million  in  the  Main  Agreement  from 
14  October  2005,  with  annual  increases  in  accordance  with  the  consumer  price  index.  Furthermore,  ÍG 
had  specific  maintenance  obligations  which  are  considered  as  being  a  part  of  the  rental  price,  although 
the  approximate  costs  of  those  obligations  are  not  to  be  found  in  the  agreements.  Moreover,  the 
agreements  do  not  forbid  ÍG  from  subleasing  the  land  to  third  parties.  The  complainant  stressed  that 
there  was  no  evaluation  to  be  found  in  the  agreements  concerning  the  possible  income  from  subletting 
parts  of  the  property,  and  whether  this  effected  the  rental  price.

(16) The  complainant  also  mentioned  that  the  price  estimation  was  not  clear,  i.e.  it  was  unclear  what  the 
price  per  square  meter  was  and  how  the  rental  price  was  determined.  According  to  the  complainant,  it 
was  therefore  impossible  to  measure  the  value  of  the  agreements  and  the  market  price  for  the  lease.

(17) According  to  the  complainant,  the  renting  of  the  property  to  ÍG  at  a  price  that  is  far  below  market 
value  is  contrary  to  the  rules  regarding  public  procurement,  Icelandic  competition  law  and  EEA  state  aid 
rules.

3.2. The  conclusion  of  the  Icelandic  Competition  Authority

(18) On  7  March  2014,  ICA  sent  a  letter  to  the  City  of  Reykjavík  where  it  noted  that  the  competitors  of  ÍG 
had  not  been  able  to  negotiate  the  rent  of  the  property  or  the  services  which  the  City  of  Reykjavík 
considered  to  be  required  in  the  area.  Therefore,  the  conditions  in  ICA  Opinion  No  1/2012  on  public 
tendering  had  not  been  fulfilled.

(19) According  to  ICA,  it  might  be  a  possibility  that  ÍG  was  the  only  party  that  could  or  would  have  been 
interested  in  negotiating  the  above  mentioned  agreements,  but  due  to  the  lack  of  a  call  of  interest  or 
a  tender  this  could  not  be  confirmed.  However,  it  was  clear  that  other  parties  were,  at  least  at  a  later 
stage,  interested  in  the  area.  According  to  the  City  of  Reykjavík,  the  rental  price  is  reasonable  and  does 
not  confer  an  advantage  on  ÍG.  Moreover,  the  gross  margin  of  the  agreements  was  positive  although  the 
profits  were  limited.  The  ICA  noted  that  it  is  difficult  to  determine  the  market  price  for  the  lease  in 
light  of  the  special  characteristics  of  the  buildings  situated  in  the  area.  Therefore,  public  tendering  is  the 
only  appropriate  way  to  determine  the  correct  market  price  for  the  land  and  the  properties.

(20) Since  ICA  does  not  have  the  competence  to  apply  the  EEA  state  aid  rules,  it  could  not  rule  on  that 
matter.  However,  ICA,  on  the  basis  of  Article  8(1)(c)  of  the  Icelandic  Competition  Act  No  44/2005 (1), 
suggested  that  the  City  of  Reykjavík  would  initiate  a  public  tender  for  the  lease  of  the  property  not  later 
than  31  January  2015.  Furthermore,  it  requested  that  the  City  of  Reykjavík  would  inform  the  ICA  before 
30  June  2014  on  how  it  intended  to  respond  to  those  instructions (2).

3.3. Response  by  the  City  of  Reykjavík

(21) By  letter  dated  5  June  2014,  the  City  of  Reykjavík  responded  to  ICA's  suggestion.  In  its  reply,  the  City 
stated  that  it  was  not  clear  how  the  area  would  be  developed  in  the  future.  However,  according  to  the 
City,  it  is  clear  that  the  agreements  with  the  current  tenants  would  not  be  extended,  since  their  activities 
are  not  in  line  with  the  City's  future  zoning  plans.  Furthermore,  the  City  stated  that  it  would  comply 
with  competition  rules  when  deciding  on  the  future  of  the  area,  and  that  it  would  make  sure  that 
scarce  resources  will  be  equally  available  to  all  interested  parties  by  way  of  a  tender (3).

(1) Act No 44/2005, Competition Law, English version available online at:
http://en.samkeppni.is/media/en-news/Competition_law_no_44_2005.pdf

(2) Document No 704343.
(3) Document No 718590.
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3.4. Response  by  the  Icelandic  Competition  Authority  to  the  complainant

(22) By  letter  dated  13  November  2014,  the  ICA  informed  the  complainant  that  the  case  had  been  formally 
closed  with  the  letter  dated  7  March  2014 (1).  Moreover,  ICA  informed  the  complainant  that  the  City 
had  responded  to  the  ICA  by  letter  dated  5  June  2014.

(23) ICA  noted  in  its  letter  dated  7  March  2014  that  it  had  instructed  the  City  to  initiate  a  public  tender  for 
the  land  and  property  in  the  Gufunes  area  before  31  January  2015  since  the  market  value  is  not  clear. 
However,  as  the  City  explained,  since  the  activities  in  the  area  are  not  in  line  with  the  City's  future 
zoning  plans,  the  area  will  not  be  tendered  out  for  similar  activities  and  the  current  lease  agreements 
will  not  be  extended.  ICA  therefore  concluded  that  there  were  not  sufficient  grounds  for  further  pursuing 
the  case,  citing  Article  8(3)  of  the  Icelandic  Competition  Act  No  44/2005,  which  concerns  the 
prioritisation  of  cases.

4. The  complaint  to  the  EFTA  Surveillance  Authority

(24) According  to  GÞ,  the  City  has  granted  unlawful  state  aid  to  ÍG  through  the  rent  of  property  and  land 
in  the  Gufunes  area  at  prices  which  are  below  market  rate.  In  its  complaint  to  the  Authority,  GÞ  states 
that  although  it  is  difficult  to  pinpoint  the  exact  aid  amount,  the  price  is  clearly  far  below  reasonable 
market  price.  Since  ÍG  is  not  paying  normal  market  price,  the  company  enjoys  a  competitive  advantage. 
Furthermore,  the  land  at  Gufunes  is  of  interest  for  many  companies  that  need  spacious  land  for  their 
operations,  for  instance  transport  hubs  and  storages.

(25) The  complainant  noted  that  the  rental  price  was  set  at  ISK  2  million  in  the  Main  Agreement,  with 
annual  increases  in  accordance  with  the  consumer  price  index  (the  property  tax,  which  is  not  paid  by 
ÍG  but  by  the  owner  of  the  property  (Reykjavík),  amounts  to  41 %  of  the  yearly  rental  amount). 
Furthermore,  ÍG  has  certain  maintenance  obligations,  which  are  considered  as  being  a  part  of  the  rental 
price,  although  the  approximate  costs  of  those  obligations  are  not  to  be  found  in  the  agreements. 
Moreover,  the  agreements  do  not  forbid  ÍG  from  subleasing  the  land  to  third  parties.  The  complainant 
stressed  that  there  is  no  evaluation  in  the  agreements  concerning  the  possible  income  from  subletting 
parts  of  the  property,  and  whether  this  effected  the  rental  price.

(26) The  complainant  also  mentioned  that  the  price  estimation  is  not  clear,  i.e.  it  is  unclear  what  the  price 
per  square  meter  is  and  how  the  rental  price  was  determined.  According  to  the  complainant,  it  is 
therefore  impossible  to  measure  the  value  of  the  agreements  and  the  market  price  of  the  lease.  The 
complainant  suggested  three  methods  which  could  be  used  in  order  to  determine  the  market  price  for 
the  lease  of  the  property:

(27) The  complainant  firstly  noted  that  ÍG  was  ready  to  sublease  a  300  square  meter  storage  building  with 
a  100  square  meter  outside  area  for  ISK  300.000  per  month.  ÍG  therefore  estimates  the  price  per  square 
meter  to  be  around  ISK  1000  and  consequently,  according  to  the  complainant,  the  agreements  with  SR 
should  be  valued  at  around  ISK  27  million  per  month  (excluding  the  outside  area).

(28) Moreover,  according  to  the  complainant,  the  rental  price  per  square  meter  for  similar  land  (though  in 
a  more  rural  area)  was  around  ISK  40-80  per  square  meter.  The  complainant  has  pointed  out  that  the 
Gufunes  land  is  173.000  square  meters  and  therefore  the  minimum  rent  for  the  land  should  be  at  least 
ISK  6.9  to  14  million  per  month.  Moreover,  it  was  stated  that  Efnamóttakan  hf.,  a  company  which 
handles  hazardous  waste,  was  renting  land  in  the  Gufunes  area,  with  the  equivalent  of  some  2.9 %  of 
the  building  area  occupied  by  ÍG,  but  paying  around  41 %  of  the  price  that  ÍG  pays.  The  complainant 
therefore  claims  that  in  order  to  pay  market  price  for  the  property  (including  the  land)  ÍG  should  pay 
around  ISK  44-66  million  per  month.

(29) Lastly,  the  complainant  stated  that  a  common  way  to  determine  rental  price  is  to  collect  at  least  1 %  of 
the  estimated  market  value  of  the  property  per  month.  The  Icelandic  Housing  Financing  Fund  (i. 
Íbúðalánasjóður)  base  their  evaluation  on  1 %  of  rateable  property  value.  The  rateable  property  value  of 
the  area  is  1.2  billion  ISK,  which  would  amount  to  ISK  12  million  per  month,  and  according  the 
complainant  the  market  value  is  supposedly  higher.

(30) Therefore,  according  to  the  complainant  the  market  price  for  the  lease  of  the  property  should  be  from 
ISK  12  to  41  million  per  month.  According  to  the  complainant,  the  renting  of  the  property  to  ÍG  at 
a  price  that  is  far  below  market  value  is  contrary  to  EEA  state  aid  rules.

(1) Document No 730017.
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5. Comments  by  the  City  of  Reykjavík

(31) According  to  the  City,  the  agreements  with  ÍG  do  not  involve  state  aid  within  the  meaning  of 
Article  61(1)  of  the  EEA  Agreement  since  ÍG  did  not  receive  any  advantage  that  was  not  in  accordance 
with  market  conditions.  According  to  the  City,  the  lease  agreements,  dated  22  February  2005  and 
14  October  2005,  were  in  accordance  with  normal  market  conditions,  since  the  rental  fee  was  based  on 
the  rental  fee  determined  following  an  open  advertising  process  towards  the  end  of  the  year  2003  and 
was  in  line  with  analyses/estimations  conducted  by  the  City's  experts.

(32) The  poor  condition  of  the  area  and  the  buildings  at  the  time  of  purchase  in  addition  to  the  uncertainty 
of  the  planning  of  the  area,  i.e.  the  City's  future  zoning  plans,  affected  the  price  of  the  rent  and  limited 
the  City's  options  with  regard  to  tendering  out  the  lease  of  the  property.  Moreover,  according  to  the 
City  there  is  no  intention  of  extending  the  existing  rental  agreements  with  ÍG  at  the  end  of  its  term 
since  this  kind  of  activity  would  not  coincide  with  other  planned  activities  in  the  area.  Furthermore,  the 
City  of  Reykjavík  was  not  in  the  position  of  assigning  lease  rights  for  longer  period  than  until  the  year 
2019  since  Faxaflóahafnir  sf.,  a  general  partnership  owned  by  five  municipalities,  has  taken  over  all 
rights  and  obligations  concerning  all  ports  previously  owned  by  the  respective  municipalities,  including 
the  land  of  Gufunes.

(33) According  to  the  City,  a  public  tender  was  not  initiated  because  of  the  exceptional  circumstances  relating 
to  the  area  in  question,  i.e.  the  distinct  nature  of  the  Gufunes  area.  It  was  therefore  decided  to  conclude 
an  agreement  with  ÍG,  which  was  the  largest  lessee  and  therefore  the  best  placed  to  supervise  and 
manage  the  area  for  a  short  period  of  time.  The  City  also  noted  that  commercial  property  leasing 
agreements  in  Iceland  are  generally  made  for  much  longer  periods  than  what  was  possible  in  this  case, 
i.e.  from  20  to  25  years.

(34) The  City  emphasised  that  the  agreements  in  question  are  lease  agreements  and  therefore  there  was  not 
a  legal  obligation  to  conduct  an  open  tender  procedure.  In  October  2005,  when  the  Main  Agreement 
with  ÍG  was  concluded,  the  applicable  rules  concerning  public  procurement  were  the  Public  Procurement 
Act  No  94/2001  (‘PPA’) (1)  and  the  Reykjavík  Public  Procurement  Rules,  adopted  by  the  Reykjavík  City 
Council  on  17  February  2005 (2).  According  to  Paragraph  1  and  5(a)  of  Article  4  of  the  PPA,  lease 
agreements  fell  outside  the  scope  of  the  PPA.  In  paragraph  5(a)  of  Article  4  of  the  PPA,  it  is  stipulated 
that  contracts  for  the  purchase  or  rental  of  land,  existing  buildings  or  other  real  estate  or  rights  to 
same,  shall  not  be  considered  supply,  service  or  work  contracts.  The  main  objective  of  the 
aforementioned  agreements  was  the  leasing  of  land  and  existing  buildings  and  therefore  the  contract  fell 
outside  the  scope  of  the  PPA.

(35) The  reason  for  extending  the  Main  Agreement  three  times  was,  according  to  the  City,  the  uncertainty 
concerning  the  zoning  plans  for  the  Gufunes  area,  the  main  factor  being  the  construction  of  Sundabraut, 
a  traffic  road  between  Laugarnes  and  Gufunes.  This  road  has  been  on  the  schedule  since  1984  and  in 
2005  all  preparations  were  under  way.  However,  in  2008,  the  Icelandic  government  postponed  all  major 
constructions  due  to  the  economic  crisis,  but  according  to  the  Ministry's  Transport  Plan  2013-2016,  the 
preparatory  work  is  scheduled  to  start  again  in  the  near  future.

(36) Furthermore,  according  to  the  City,  the  rental  fee  was  determined  by  SR  with  regard  to  other  rental  fees 
in  the  area,  the  lease  agreement  previously  made  between  SR  and  ÍG  and  taking  into  account  the  tasks 
that  ÍG  undertook.  The  City  emphasised  that  if  it  would  be  proven  that  the  rental  fee  was  not 
determined  in  accordance  with  market  price,  then  the  cost  of  ÍG  due  to  the  obligations  imposed  in  the 
agreements  must  be  taken  into  account,  such  as  cleaning  and  maintenance  of  the  area  etc.  Additionally, 
ÍG  has  the  obligation  to  return  part  of  the  land  upon  request  with  12  months'  notice  and  in  light  of 
the  substantial  uncertainty  of  the  planning  of  the  area  this  obligation  affected  the  value  of  the  property 
and  the  rental  price.

(37) The  City  further  explained  that  the  average  property  evaluation  of  all  the  properties  rented  by  ÍG  is 
850  million  ISK.  The  average  rental  fee  per  month,  over  the  period  of  the  validity  of  the  Main 
Agreement  and  its  amendments,  is  therefore  1.27 %  of  the  average  property  evaluation.

(1) Act No 94/2001 was later repealed and replaced by Act No 84/2007.
(2) Document No 742953.
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6. The  position  of  Íslenska  Gámafélagið

(38) By  letter  dated  11  June  2013,  ÍG  submitted  comments  regarding  GÞ's  complaint  to  the  ICA (1).  ÍG  noted 
that  the  company's  operations  in  the  Gufunes  area  started  in  1999  with  an  agreement  with 
Áburðarverksmiðjan.  In  2003,  ÍG  and  SR  started  negotiating  for  an  extended  lease  agreement.  Shortly 
after  the  lease  agreement  was  concluded,  in  light  of  the  issues  at  hand,  SR  contacted  ÍG  offering  the 
company  to  lease  the  whole  area,  since  it  was  the  biggest  single  lessee  at  the  time.

(39) ÍG  emphasized  that  when  they  concluded  the  agreement,  there  were  many  tenants  which  were  not 
paying  rent  and  the  area  needed  considerable  clean-up.  At  the  time,  there  were  around  2-3  full  time 
employees  tasked  with  the  maintenance  of  the  area.  The  condition  of  the  rental  properties  was  poor  and 
the  assignment  of  lease  agreements  was  encumbering  for  ÍG.  For  instance,  the  buildings  were  not  heated, 
without  power  and  water  etc.

(40) Each  time  the  agreement  was  extended,  more  obligations  were  imposed  on  ÍG  regarding  development  in 
the  area  and  other  concessions.  According  to  ÍG,  the  company  has  been  responsible  for  demolition  and 
restoration  of  buildings,  raising  a  levee  and  labelling  the  parking  lot.  Additionally,  ÍG  has  encountered 
costs  resulting  from  disposal  and  soil  work  among  other  things.  The  average  cost  per  month,  relating  to 
these  obligations,  was  estimated  by  ÍG  to  be  around  19  million  ISK.

II. ASSESSMENT

1. The  presence  of  state  aid

(41) Article  61(1)  of  the  EEA  Agreement  reads  as  follows:

‘Save  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Agreement,  any  aid  granted  by  EC  Member  States,  EFTA  States  or  through 
State  resources  in  any  form  whatsoever  which  distorts  or  threatens  to  distort  competition  by  favouring  certain 
undertakings  or  the  production  of  certain  goods  shall,  in  so  far  as  it  affects  trade  between  Contracting  Parties,  be 
incompatible  with  the  functioning  of  this  Agreement.’

(42) This  implies  that  a  measure  constitutes  state  aid  within  the  meaning  of  Article  61(1)  of  the  EEA 
Agreement  if  the  following  conditions  are  cumulatively  fulfilled:  the  measure:  (i)  is  granted  by  the  State 
or  through  state  resources;  (ii)  confers  a  selective  economic  advantage  on  the  beneficiary;  (iii)  is  liable  to 
have  an  impact  on  trade  between  Contracting  Parties  and  to  distort  competition.

(43) In  the  following,  the  agreements  between  the  City  of  Reykjavík  and  ÍG  will  be  assessed  with  respect  to 
these  criteria.

1.1. Presence  of  state  resources

(44) According  to  Article  61(1)  of  the  EEA  Agreement,  a  measure  must  be  granted  by  the  State  or  through 
State  resources  in  order  to  constitute  state  aid.

(45) The  State,  for  the  purpose  of  Article  61(1)  covers  all  bodies  of  the  state  administration,  from  the  central 
government  to  the  city  level  or  the  lowest  administrative  level  as  well  as  public  undertakings  and 
bodies (2).

(46) The  land  in  question  was  owned  by  SR,  a  former  municipal  fund  in  charge  of  purchase  and  sale  of  real 
estate  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Reykjavík.  In  2007,  SR  was  dissolved  and  a  new  fund,  Eignasjóður,  was 
founded  which  took  over  SR's  assets  and  tasks.  The  land  rented  by  ÍG  is  located  on  a  larger  land  fully 
owned  Faxaflóahafnir,  which  is  a  general  partnership  owned  by  five  municipalities,  one  of  them  being 
the  City  of  Reykjavík.  Any  discount  on  rental  price  would  therefore  constitute  a  transfer  of  state 
resources.

1.2. Undertaking

(47) In  order  to  constitute  state  aid  within  the  meaning  of  Article  61(1)  of  the  EEA  Agreement,  the  measure 
must  confer  an  advantage  upon  an  undertaking.  Undertakings  are  entities  engaged  in  an  economic 
activity,  regardless  of  their  legal  status  and  the  way  in  which  they  are  financed (3).  Economic  activities  are 
activities  consisting  of  offering  goods  or  services  on  a  market (4).

(48) The  alleged  beneficiary  of  the  measure  is  ÍG.  The  company  is  active  on  the  waste  collection  market, 
providing  such  services  in  Iceland.  Accordingly,  any  advantage  involved  in  the  leasing  by  the  City  of 
Reykjavík  of  the  land  in  question  would  be  conferred  upon  an  undertaking.

(1) Document No 704341.
(2) Judgment in Germany v Commission, Case 248/84, EU:C:1987:437, paragraph 17.
(3) Judgment  in  Höfner  and  Elser  v  Macroton,  Case  C-41/90,  EU:C:1991:161,  paragraphs  21-23  and  Case  E-5/07  Private  Barnehagers 

Landsforbund v EFTA Surveillance Authority [2008] EFTA Ct. Rep. 61, paragraph 78.
(4) Judgment in Ministero dell'Economica e delle Finanze v Cassa di Risparmio di Firenze SpA, C-222/04, EU:C:2006:8, paragraph 108.
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1.3. Favouring  certain  undertakings  or  the  production  of  certain  goods

(49) Firstly,  the  aid  measure  must  confer  on  the  beneficiary  undertaking  an  economic  advantage.  An  economic 
advantage,  within  the  meaning  of  Article  61(1)  of  the  EEA,  is  any  economic  benefit  which  an 
undertaking  would  not  have  obtained  under  normal  market  conditions (1),  thus  placing  it  in  a  more 
favourable  position  than  its  competitors (2).  For  it  to  constitute  aid,  the  measure  must  confer  on  ÍG 
advantages  that  relieve  it  of  charges  that  would  normally  be  borne  from  its  budget.  If  the  transaction 
was  carried  out  under  favourable  terms,  in  the  sense  that  ÍG  was  paying  a  lease  price  below  market 
price,  the  company  would  therefore  be  receiving  an  advantage  within  the  meaning  of  the  state  aid  rules. 
To  examine  this  question  closer  the  Authority  must  apply  the  ‘private  vendor  test’ (3)  whereby  the 
conduct  of  states  or  public  authorities  when  selling  or  leasing  assets  is  compared  to  that  of  private 
economic  operators.

(50) To  assess  whether  a  public  authority  has  acted  like  a  private  economic  operator,  the  European  Courts 
have  developed  the  ‘market  economy  investor  principle’ (4),  which  in  essence  provides  that  state  aid  is 
granted  whenever  a  state  makes  funds  available  to  an  undertaking  which,  in  the  normal  course  of 
events,  would  not  be  provided  by  a  private  investor  applying  ordinary  commercial  criteria  and 
disregarding  other  considerations  of  a  social,  political  or  philanthropic  nature (5).  A  closely  related  concept 
is  the  private  vendor  test,  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  assess  whether  a  sale  or  leasing  of  assets  carried 
out  by  a  public  body  involves  state  aid,  by  examining  whether  a  private  vendor,  under  normal  market 
conditions,  would  have  accepted  the  same  terms.  In  both  cases  the  public  authority  must  disregard 
public  policy  objectives  and  instead  focus  on  the  single  objective  of  obtaining  a  market  rate  of  return  or 
profit  on  its  investments  and  a  market  price  for  the  sale  or  leasing  of  assets (6).

(51) An  open,  transparent  and  unconditional  bidding  procedure  as  an  appropriate  means  to  ensure  that  the 
sale  or  leasing  by  national  authorities  of  assets  is  consistent  with  the  private  vendor  test  and  that  a  fair 
market  value  has  been  paid  for  the  goods  and  services  in  question (7).  This  is  also  reflected  in  the 
Authority's  guidelines  on  State  aid  elements  in  sales  of  land  and  buildings  by  public  authorities (8)  as  well 
as  in  its  decision-making  practice.  However,  this  does  not  automatically  mean  that  the  absence  of  an 
orderly  bidding  procedure  justifies  a  presumption  of  state  aid.  Indeed,  public  procurement  law  and  state 
aid  law  exist  in  parallel  and  there  is  no  reason  that  the  violation  of,  for  example,  a  public  procurement 
rule  should  automatically  mean  that  state  aid  rules  have  been  infringed (9).

(52) Compliance  with  market  conditions,  and  whether  the  rental  charge  corresponds  to  market  price,  can  be 
established  through  certain  proxies.  In  the  case  at  hand,  the  organisation  of  an  open,  transparent,  non-
discriminatory  and  unconditional  tender  procedure  could  be  seen  as  such  a  proxy.  As  stated  in  the  Land 
Burgenland  case:  ‘where  a  public  authority  proceeds  to  sell  an  undertaking  belonging  to  it  by  way  of  an  open, 
transparent  and  unconditional  tender  procedure,  it  can  be  presumed  that  the  market  price  corresponds  to  the  highest 
offer,  provided  that  it  is  established,  first,  that  the  offer  is  binding  and  credible  and,  secondly,  that  the 
consideration  of  economic  factors  other  than  the  price  is  not  justified.’ (10)  In  the  Authority's  view,  the  same 
principle  applies  in  the  case  of  leasing  of  assets.  A  private  operator  leasing  his  assets  would  normally  try 
to  obtain  the  best  offer  with  an  emphasis  on  price,  and,  for  example,  not  consider  elements  that  would 
relate  to  the  intended  use  of  such  assets,  unless  they  might  affect  the  value  of  the  assets  after  the  lease 
period.  Therefore,  assuming  that  the  said  pre-conditions  are  met,  it  can  be  presumed  that  the  market 
price  is  the  highest  price  which  a  private  operator  acting  under  normal  competitive  conditions  is  ready 
to  pay  for  the  use  of  the  assets  in  question (11).

(1) Judgment  in  France  v  Commission,  C-301/87,  EU:C:1990:67,  paragraph  41;  judgment  in  De  Gezamenlijke  Steenkolenmijnen  v  High 
Authority of the European Coal and Steel Community, Case 30/59, EU:C:1961:2, paragraph 19; judgment in France v Commission (Kimberly 
Clark), C-241/94, EU:C:1996:353, paragraph 34, judgment in Fleuren Compost, T-109/01, EU:T:2004:4, paragraph 53 and judgment in 
Land Burgenland and Others v Commission, C-214/12 P, C-215/12 P and C-223/12 P, EU:C:2013:682.

(2) See for instance judgment in Commission v EDF,  C-124/10 P,  EU:C:2012:318, paragraph 90; judgment in Banco Exterior de España, 
C-387/92, EU:C:1994:100, paragraph 14, and judgment in Italy v Commission, C-6/97, EU:C:1999:251, paragraph 16.

(3) For the application of the ‘private vendor test’, see judgment in Land Burgenland and Others v Commission, cited above, EU:C:2013:682.
(4) See, for instance, judgment in Neue Maxhütte Stahlwerke and Lech-Stahlwerke v Commission, T-2/96 and T-97/96, EU:T:1999:7, paragraph 

104,  and  judgment  in  Westdeutsche  Landesbank  Girozentrale  and  Land  Nordrhein-Westfalen  v  Commission,  T-228/99  and  T-233/99, 
ECR, EU:T:2003:57.

(5) See  for  example,  the  Opinion of  Advocate-General  Jacobs in  Kingdom of  Spain  v  Commission,  C-278/92,  C-279/92 and C-280/92, 
EU:C:1994:112, paragraph 28. See also judgment in Belgium v Commission, 40/85, EU:C:1986:305, paragraph 13; judgment in France 
v  Commission,  C-301/87,  cited  above,  paragraphs  39-40,  and  judgment  in  Italy  v  Commission,  C-303/88,  EU:C:1991:136, 
paragraph 24.

(6) See judgment in Land Burgenland and Others v Commission, cited above.
(7) See Case E-1/13 Míla ehf. v EFTA Surveillance Authority [2014] EFTA Ct. Rep. 4, paragraph 97 and judgment in Land Burgenland and 

Others v Commission, cited above, paragraph 94.
(8) Available on the Authority's website at: http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/legal-framework/state-aid-guidelines/
(9) Judgment in SIC v Commission, T-442/03, EU:T:2008:228 paragraph 147. By analogy, see judgment in Matra v Commission, C-225/91, 

EU:C:1993:239, paragraph 44.
(10) See judgment in Land Burgenland v European Commission, cited above, paragraph 94.
(11) See for  example judgment in Banks,  C-390/98,  EU:C:2001:456,  paragraph 77 and judgment in Germany v  Commission,  C-277/00, 

EU:C:2004:238, paragraph 80.
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(53) It  follows  from  the  above  that  a  conditional  sale  or  lease  of  assets  may  involve  state  aid,  even  when  it 
is  effected  through  a  competitive  procedure.  This  occurs  when  obligations  imposed  on  the  buyer  result  in 
a  lower  price.  The  kind  of  obligations  which  have  such  an  effect  are  those  that  are  imposed  for  the 
pursuit  of  public  policy  objectives,  and  thus  make  operations  more  costly.  Such  obligations  would 
normally  not  be  imposed  by  a  private  operator  because  they  reduce  the  maximum  amount  of  revenue 
that  can  be  obtained  from  the  sale  or  lease  of  the  assets (1).

(54) It  has  been  confirmed  that  no  public  tendering  was  initiated  regarding  the  area  in  question.  Additionally, 
an  independent  evaluation  has  not  been  performed.  The  City  of  Reykjavík  stated  that  the  rental  fee  was 
determined  in  line  with  other  rental  fees  in  the  area,  the  previous  agreement  between  SR  and  ÍG,  and 
the  tasks  ÍG  undertook.

(55) The  City  has  stated  that  there  are  several  issues  that  affect  the  market  rental  price  for  the  Gufunes  area. 
Firstly,  the  structures  were  in  poor  shape,  some  tenants  were  not  paying  rent  and  there  had  been 
accumulation  of  scrap  which  needed  clean-up.  Secondly,  uncertainty  has  reigned  concerning  the  zoning 
plans  for  the  Gufunes  area.  Industrial  activity  is  retreating  in  the  area  according  to  previous  and  current 
Municipal  Plans  and  it  is  therefore  impossible  for  the  City  to  conclude  a  long  term  rental  agreement  for 
the  property.  Thirdly,  ÍG  has  the  obligation  to  return  part  of  the  land  upon  request  upon  12  months' 
notice.

(56) Whereas  the  rental  price  is  known,  the  value  of  the  services  provided  by  ÍG  are  uncertain.  Moreover,  it 
is  not  clear  how  ÍG's  rental  income  affects  the  rental  price.  It  is  therefore  challenging  to  determine  the 
total  value  of  the  agreements  and  whether  they  are  set  at  a  market  price.  This  raises  difficulties 
determining  whether  the  agreements  are  in  line  with  the  private  vendor  principle.

(57) The  competitors  of  ÍG  were  not  able  to  negotiate  as  to  the  rent  or  the  services  that  the  City  of 
Reykjavík  considered  needed  in  the  area.  It  is  possible  that  ÍG  was  the  only  party  that  could  or  would 
have  been  interested  in  negotiating  the  above  mentioned  agreements,  but  due  to  the  lack  of  a  call  of 
interest  or  a  tender  this  cannot  be  confirmed.  However,  it  is  clear  that  other  parties  were  later  interested 
in  the  area.  Moreover,  it  is  also  likely  that  other  operators  would  have  been  interested  in  delivering  the 
services  entrusted  to  ÍG,  if  they  had  been  tendered  out,  and  it  cannot  be  ruled  out  that  they  could  have 
delivered  those  services  at  a  lesser  cost.

(58) Furthermore,  the  Authority  notes  that  it  stated  in  the  case  of  Haslemoen  Leir (2),  that  when  deciding  on 
how  to  take  account  of  a  price  reduction  resulting  from  a  new  obligation  on  a  buyer  of  a  land  where 
a  municipality  was  the  seller:  ‘[…]  in  the  absence  of  any  supporting  documentation  as  to  the  economic  impact 
of  this  obligation,  i.e.  the  possible  loss  for  Haslemoen  AS  in  not  being  able  to  lease  out  that  building  for  one 
year,  the  Authority  cannot  accept  any  price  reducing  effect  as  such’ (3).

(59) Bearing  in  mind  that  the  rental  charge  was  not  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  tender  nor  by  means  of 
an  ex  ante  evaluation  of  an  independent  expert,  especially  since  there  are  several  factors  of  uncertainty  in 
this  case,  it  cannot  be  excluded  that  an  advantage  may  have  been  granted  in  favour  of  ÍG.

(60) Secondly,  the  aid  measure  must  be  selective,  in  that  it  must  favour  ‘certain  undertakings  or  the  production  of 
certain  goods’.  The  City  of  Reykjavík  only  concluded  a  rental  agreement  for  the  lease  of  the  Gufunes  area 
with  ÍG.  No  other  companies  had  the  opportunity  to  negotiate  with  the  City  for  the  lease  of  the  land 
and  the  properties.  In  light  of  the  above,  the  Authority  preliminarily  concludes  that  the  measure  appears 
to  be  selective.

1.4. Distortion  of  competition  and  effect  on  trade  between  Contracting  Parties

(61) The  measure  must  be  liable  to  distort  competition  and  affect  trade  between  the  Contracting  Parties  to 
the  EEA  Agreement  to  be  considered  state  aid  within  the  meaning  of  Article  61(1)  of  the  EEA 
Agreement.

(62) According  to  settled  case-law,  it  is  not  necessary  to  establish  that  the  aid  has  a  real  effect  on  trade 
between  the  Contracting  Parties  to  the  EEA  Agreement  and  that  competition  is  actually  being  distorted, 
but  only  to  examine  whether  the  aid  is  liable  to  affect  such  trade  and  distort  competition (4). 
Furthermore,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  aid  beneficiary  itself  is  involved  in  intra-EEA  trade.  Even 
a  public  subsidy  granted  to  an  undertaking,  which  provides  only  local  or  regional  services  and  does  not 
provide  any  services  outside  its  state  of  origin,  may  nonetheless  have  an  effect  on  trade  if  such  internal 
activity  can  be  increased  or  maintained  as  a  result  of  the  aid,  with  the  consequence  that  the 
opportunities  for  undertakings  established  in  other  Contracting  Parties  are  reduced (5).

(1) Case E-1/13 Míla ehf. v EFTA Surveillance Authority, cited above, paragraph 99.
(2) Decision 090/12/COL EFTA Surveillance Authority Decision of 15 March 2012 on the sale of certain buildings at the Inner Camp at 

Haslemoen Leir. Available at: http://www.eftasurv.int/media/decisions/90-12-COL.pdf
(3) Ibid, paragraph 81.
(4) Case E-6/98 The Government of Norway v EFTA Surveillance Authority [1999] EFTA Ct. Rep. 76.
(5) Judgment in Libert and Others, Joined cases C-197/11 and C-203/11, EU:C:2013:288, paragraphs 76-78.
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(63) Furthermore,  when  aid  granted  by  an  EFTA  State  strengthens  the  position  of  an  undertaking  compared 
with  other  undertakings  competing  in  intra-EEA  trade,  the  latter  must  be  regarded  as  influenced  by  that 
aid (1).

(64) With  regard  to  the  particulars  of  this  case,  and  the  waste  collection  industry,  it  should  be  recalled  that 
the  Authority  has  previously  found  that,  ‘the  practice  of  tendering  out  waste  collection  means  that  undertakings 
from  other  EEA  States  may  compete  for  contracts  with  other  municipalities. (2)  Furthermore,  in  practice,  waste 
collection  and  processing  is  increasingly  an  international  industry.’ (3)

(65) Any  aid  granted  to  ÍG,  in  the  form  of  a  discounted  rent,  would  in  theory  have  allowed  the  company  to 
increase  or  at  least  maintain  its  activities  as  a  result  of  the  aid.  The  aid  is  thus  liable  to  limit  the 
opportunities  for  undertakings  established  in  other  Contracting  Partie,  whichs  might  have  wanted  to 
compete  with  ÍG  on  the  Icelandic  waste  collection  market.

(66) In  light  of  the  foregoing  considerations,  the  measure  appears  to  be  liable  to  distort  competition  and 
affect  trade  between  the  Contracting  Parties.

1.5. Conclusion  on  the  existence  of  state  aid

(67) With  reference  to  the  above  considerations  the  Authority  cannot,  at  this  stage  and  based  on  its 
preliminary  assessment,  exclude  that  the  measure  under  assessment  may  involve  state  aid  within  the 
meaning  of  Article  61(1)  of  the  EEA  Agreement.  Under  these  conditions,  it  is  thus  necessary  to  consider 
whether  the  measure  can  be  found  to  be  compatible  with  the  functioning  of  the  EEA  Agreement.

2. Procedural  requirements

(68) Pursuant  to  Article  1(3)  of  Part  I  of  Protocol  3:  ‘the  EFTA  Surveillance  Authority  shall  be  informed,  in 
sufficient  time  to  enable  it  to  submit  its  comments,  of  any  plans  to  grant  or  alter  aid.  ….  The  State  concerned 
shall  not  put  its  proposed  measures  into  effect  until  the  procedure  has  resulted  in  a  final  decision’.

(69) The  Icelandic  authorities  did  not  notify  to  the  Authority  the  rent  of  land  and  property  to  ÍG.  Moreover, 
the  Icelandic  authorities  have,  by  concluding  agreements  with  ÍG  for  the  rent  of  land  and  property,  put 
the  measure  in  effect  before  the  Authority  has  adopted  a  final  decision.  The  Authority  therefore 
concludes  that  the  Icelandic  authorities  have  not  respected  their  obligations  pursuant  to  Article  1(3)  of 
Part  I  of  Protocol  3.  The  granting  of  any  aid  involved  would  therefore  be  unlawful.

3. Compatibility  of  the  aid

(70) Support  measures  caught  by  Article  61(1)  of  the  EEA  Agreement  are  generally  incompatible  with  the 
functioning  of  the  EEA  Agreement,  unless  they  qualify  for  a  derogation  under  Article  61(2)  or  (3)  or 
Article  59(2)  of  the  EEA  Agreement  and  are  necessary,  proportional  and  do  not  cause  undue  distortion 
of  competition.  The  derogation  in  Article  61(2)  of  the  EEA  Agreement  is,  however,  clearly  not  applicable 
to  the  aid  in  question,  which  is  not  designed  to  achieve  any  of  the  aims  listed  in  this  provision.

(71) According  to  established  case  law,  it  is  up  to  the  Contracting  Party  concerned  to  invoke  possible  grounds 
of  compatibility  and  to  demonstrate  that  the  conditions  for  such  compatibility  are  met (4).

(72) The  Icelandic  authorities  have  not  at  this  stage  put  forward  any  arguments  demonstrating  that  the 
potential  state  aid  involved  could  be  considered  compatible  on  the  basis  of  Article  59(2)  or  61(3)  of  the 
EEA.

(73) Consequently,  following  its  preliminary  assessment,  the  Authority  has  doubts  at  this  stage  as  to  whether 
the  agreements  are  compatible  with  the  functioning  of  the  EEA  Agreement.  The  Authority  therefore 
invites  the  Icelandic  authorities  to  provide  arguments  and  evidence  to  demonstrate  that  the  lease  could 
be  considered  to  compatible  on  the  basis  of  either  Article  59(2)  or  Article  61(3)(c)  of  the  EEA 
Agreement.

4. Conclusion

(74) As  set  out  above,  the  Authority  has  doubts  as  to  whether  the  agreements  concluded  between  the  City  of 
Reykjavík  and  ÍG  concerning  the  lease  of  the  Gufunes  area  constitute  state  aid  within  the  meaning  of 
Article  61(1)  of  the  EEA  Agreement.

(1) Ibid, paragraph 141.
(2) Judgment in Altmark Trans and Regierungspräsidium Magdeburg, C-280/00, EU:C:2003:415, paragraphs 78 and 79.
(3) Decision 91/13/COL EFTA Surveillance Authority Decision of 27 February 2013 on the financing of municipal waste collectors [2013], 

paragraph 41. Available at: http://www.eftasurv.int/media/decisions/91-13-COL.pdf
(4) Judgment in Italy v Commission, C-372/97, EU:C:2004:234, paragraph 44.
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(75) The  Authority  also  has  doubts  as  to  whether  the  agreements  in  question  are  compatible  with  the 
functioning  of  the  EEA  Agreement.

(76) Consequently,  and  in  accordance  with  Articles  4(4)  and  13(1)  of  Part  II  of  Protocol  3,  the  Authority  is 
obliged  to  open  the  formal  investigation  procedure  provided  for  in  Article  1(2)  of  Part  I  of  Protocol  3. 
The  decision  to  open  a  formal  investigation  procedure  is  without  prejudice  to  the  final  decision  of  the 
Authority,  which  may  conclude  that  the  measure  in  question  is  compatible  with  the  functioning  of  the 
EEA  Agreement.

(77) The  Authority,  acting  under  the  procedure  laid  down  in  Article  1(2)  of  Part  I  of  Protocol  3,  invites  the 
Icelandic  authorities  to  submit  within  one  month  from  notification  of  this  Decision,  their  comments  and 
to  provide  all  documents,  information  and  data  needed  for  the  assessment  of  the  measure  in  light  of  the 
state  aid  rules.

(78) The  Authority  requests  the  Icelandic  authorities  to  forward  a  copy  of  this  decision  to  the  potential  aid 
recipient.

(79) The  Authority  must  remind  the  Icelandic  authorities  that,  according  to  Article  14  of  Part  II  of 
Protocol  3,  any  incompatible  aid  unlawfully  granted  to  the  beneficiaries  will  have  to  be  recovered,  unless 
(exceptionally)  this  recovery  would  be  contrary  to  a  general  principle  of  EEA  law.

HAS  ADOPTED  THIS  DECISION:

Article  1

The  formal  investigation  procedure  provided  for  in  Article  1(2)  of  Part  I  of  Protocol  3  is  opened  into  the 
agreements  concluded  between  the  City  of  Reykjavík  and  Íslenska  Gámafélagið  concerning  the  lease  of  the 
Gufunes  area.

Article  2

The  Icelandic  authorities  are  invited,  pursuant  to  Article  6(1)  of  Part  II  of  Protocol  3,  to  submit  their 
comments  on  the  opening  of  the  formal  investigation  procedure,  within  one  month  from  notification  of  this 
Decision.

Article  3

The  Icelandic  authorities  are  requested  to  provide,  within  one  month  from  notification  of  this  Decision,  all 
documents,  information  and  data  needed  for  assessment  of  the  compatibility  of  the  aid  measure.

Article  4

This  Decision  is  addressed  to  Iceland.

Article  5

Only  the  English  language  version  of  this  decision  is  authentic.

Done  in  Brussels,  on  30  June  2015.

For  the  EFTA  Surveillance  Authority

Oda  Helen  SLETNES

President

Frank  BÜCHEL

College  Member
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V

(Становища)

АДМИНИСТРАТИВНИ ПРОЦЕДУРИ

ЕВРОПЕЙСКА СЛУЖБА ЗА ПОДБОР НА ПЕРСОНАЛ (EPSO)

ОБЯВЛЕНИЕ ЗА КОНКУРС НА ОБЩО ОСНОВАНИЕ

(2015/C 316/11)

Европейската служба за подбор на персонал (EPSO) организира следния конкурс на общо основание:

EPSO/AD/321/15 — АДМИНИСТРАТОРИ В ОБЛАСТТА НА ОДИТА (AD 5/AD 7)

Обявлението за конкурса е публикувано на 24 езика в Официален вестник на Европейския съюз C 316 A от 24 септем
ври 2015 г.

Допълнителна информация е поместена на уебсайта на EPSO: http://blogs.ec.europa.eu/eu-careers.info/
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ПРОЦЕДУРИ, СВЪРЗАНИ С ИЗПЪЛНЕНИЕТО НА ПОЛИТИКАТА В ОБЛАСТТА 
НА КОНКУРЕНЦИЯТА

ЕВРОПЕЙСКА КОМИСИЯ

Предварително уведомление за концентрация

(Дело M.7783 — Hellman & Friedman/Securitas Direct Group)

Дело кандидат за опростена процедура

(текст от значение за ЕИП)

(2015/C 316/12)

1. На 16 септември 2015 г. Комисията получи уведомление за планирана концентрация в съответствие с член 4 от 
Регламент (ЕО) № 139/2004 на Съвета (1) чрез която предприятие Hellman & Friedman Capital Partners VII, L.P. 
и неговите дъщерни предприятия и паралелни фондове (заедно наричани „HFCP VII“, САЩA) Хонконг, Китай), посред
ством непрякото си дъщерно предприятие Hutchison 3G UK Investments Limited („Three“, Обединено кралство), придо
бива по смисъла на член 3, параграф 1, буква б) от Регламента за сливанията контрол над цялото предприятие Dream 
Luxco SCA и неговите преки или непреки дъщерни дружества (заедно наричани „Securitas Direct“, Швеция) и неговото 
управленско дружество Dream G.P. S.à r.l. посредством покупка на дялове/акции.

2. Търговските дейности на въпросните предприятия са:

— за предприятие HFCP VII: фонд за частни капиталови инвестиции;

— за предприятие Securitas Direct: предоставяне на услуги в областта на сигурността

3. След предварително проучване Комисията констатира, че операцията, за която е уведомена, би могла да попадне 
в обхвата на Регламента за сливанията. Въпреки това Комисията си запазва правото на окончателно решение по тази 
точка. В съответствие с Известието на Комисията относно опростена процедура за разглеждане на някои концентрации 
съгласно Регламент (ЕО) № 139/2004 на Съвета (2) следва да се отбележи, че това дело би могло да бъде разгледано по 
процедурата, посочена в Известието.

4. Комисията приканва заинтересованите трети страни да представят евентуалните си забележки по планираната 
операция.

Забележките трябва да бъдат получени от Комисията не по-късно от 10 дни след датата на настоящата публикация. Забе
лежки могат да се изпращат до Комисията по факс (+32 22964301), по електронна поща на адрес: COMP-MERGER-
REGISTRY@ec.europa.eu, или по пощата, с позоваване на референтен номер M.7783 — Hellman & Friedman/Securitas 
Direct Group на следния адрес:

European Commission
Directorate-General for Competition
Merger Registry
1049 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIË

(1) ОВ L 24, 29.1.2004 г., стр. 1 (Регламентът за сливанията).
(2) ОВ C 366, 14.12.2013 г., стр. 5.
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