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II 

(Non-legislative acts) 

INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS 

Notice concerning the provisional application of the Interim Agreement establishing a framework 
for an Economic Partnership Agreement between the Eastern and Southern Africa States, on the 

one part, and the European Community and its Member States, on the other part (1) 

The European Union and the Union of Comoros have notified the completion of the procedures necessary for the 
provisional application of the Interim Agreement establishing a framework for an Economic Partnership Agreement 
between the Eastern and Southern Africa States, on the one part, and the European Community and its Member States, 
on the other part, in accordance with Article 62 of that Agreement. Consequently, the Agreement applies provisionally 
as from 7 February 2019 between the European Union and the Union of Comoros.  
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DECISIONS 

POLITICAL AND SECURITY COMMITTEE DECISION (CFSP) 2019/1245 

of 18 July 2019 

on the appointment of the EU Force Commander for the European Union military operation to 
contribute to the deterrence, prevention and repression of acts of piracy and armed robbery off 

the Somali coast (Atalanta) and repealing Decision (CFSP) 2019/373 (ATALANTA/2/2019) 

THE POLITICAL AND SECURITY COMMITTEE, 

Having regard to the Treaty on European Union, and in particular Article 38 thereof, 

Having regard to Council Joint Action 2008/851/CFSP of 10 November 2008 on a European Union military operation 
to contribute to the deterrence, prevention and repression of acts of piracy and armed robbery off the Somali coast (1), 
and in particular Article 6(1) thereof, 

Whereas: 

(1)  Pursuant to Article 6(1) of Joint Action 2008/851/CFSP, the Council authorised the Political and Security 
Committee (PSC) to take the relevant decisions on the appointment of the EU Force Commander for the 
European Union military operation to contribute to the deterrence, prevention and repression of acts of piracy 
and armed robbery off the Somali coast (‘EU Force Commander’). 

(2)  On 5 March 2019, the PSC adopted Decision (CFSP) 2019/373 (2) appointing Rear Admiral Ricardo 
A. HERNÁNDEZ as EU Force Commander. 

(3)  The EU Operation Commander has recommended the appointment of Rear Admiral Armando Paolo SIMI as the 
new EU Force Commander as from 23 July 2019. 

(4)  On 24 June 2019, the EU Military Committee supported that recommendation. 

(5)  Decision (CFSP) 2019/373 should therefore be repealed. 

(6)  In accordance with Article 5 of Protocol No 22 on the position of Denmark, annexed to the Treaty on European 
Union and to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, Denmark does not participate in the 
elaboration and the implementation of decisions and actions of the Union which have defence implications, 

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION: 

Article 1 

Rear Admiral Armando Paolo SIMI is hereby appointed EU Force Commander for the European Union military 
operation to contribute to the deterrence, prevention and repression of acts of piracy and armed robbery off the Somali 
coast (Atalanta) as from 23 July 2019. 

Article 2 

Decision (CFSP) 2019/373 is repealed. 
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(1) OJ L 301, 12.11.2008, p. 33. 
(2) Political and Security Committee Decision (CFSP) 2019/373 of 5 March 2019 on the appointment of the EU Force Commander for the 

European Union military operation to contribute to the deterrence, prevention and repression of acts of piracy and armed robbery off 
the Somali coast (Atalanta) and repealing Decision (CFSP) 2018/925 (ATALANTA/1/2019) (OJ L 68, 8.3.2019, p. 7). 



Article 3 

This Decision shall enter into force on 23 July 2019. 

Done at Brussels, 18 July 2019. 

For the Political and Security Committee 

The Chairperson 
S. FROM-EMMESBERGER  
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COMMISSION DECISION (EU) 2019/1246 

of 23 November 2018 

on alleged State aid SA.35905(2016/C) (ex 2015/NN)(ex 2012/CP) — Belgium Concessionaires 
active in the Port of Antwerp 

(notified under document C(2018) 7690) 

(Only the Dutch and French texts are authentic) 

(Text with EEA relevance) 

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 

Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, and in particular the first subparagraph of 
Article 108(2) thereof, 

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic Area, and in particular Article 62(1)(a) thereof, 

Having called on interested parties to submit their comments pursuant to the provisions cited above (1) and having 
regard to their comments 

Whereas: 

1. PROCEDURE 

(1)  On 17 December 2012, the Commission received a complaint lodged by Katoen Natie NV (‘the Complainant’ or 
‘KN’) regarding alleged State aid provided by Belgium to two terminal concessionaires active in the Port of 
Antwerp, namely: PSA Antwerp NV (‘PSA’) (2) and Antwerp Gateway NV (‘AG’). On 4 and 7 January 2013, the 
Complainant provided the Commission services with additional information concerning the alleged aid. 

(2)  On 29 January 2013, the complaint was forwarded to Belgium for comments. By letter dated 8 April 2013, 
Belgium informed the Commission services that, in its view, the measure subject to the complaint did not involve 
unlawful aid. Belgium provided additional information on 11 July 2013. 

(3)  By letter dated 12 July 2013, the Commission services subsequently requested further information from Belgium, 
to which Belgium replied on 2 September 2013. Following the request from the Commission services dated 
4 March 2014, Belgium provided additional clarifications on 6 March 2014, 1 and 24 April 2014 as well as on 
19 May 2014. 

(4)  On 11 August 2014, the Commission services sent a preliminary assessment letter to the Complainant stating 
that prima facie the measure subject to the complaint did not constitute State aid. By the same letter the 
comments of Belgium on the complaint were forwarded to the Complainant. 

(5)  By letter dated 9 September 2014, the Complainant challenged the Commission services' preliminary assessment 
and provided informed the Commission about new facts of the case. On 7 January 2015, Belgium provided 
comments on the new elements provided by the Complainant. 
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(1) OJ C 104, 18.3.2016, p. 17. 
(2) Any reference to PSA shall be understood as referring to either PSA Antwerp NV or, as the case may be, to its legal successor PSA DGD. 



(6)  By letter dated 18 January 2016, the Commission informed Belgium that it had decided to initiate the procedure 
laid down in Article 108(2) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (‘TFEU’). Further to the 
initiation of the procedure, Belgium submitted comments on 15 March 2016. The Commission decision to 
initiate the procedure (‘the opening decision’) was published in the Official Journal of the European Union (3) on 
18 March 2016. The Commission called on interested parties to submit their comments. 

(7)  Between 18 April and 3 May 2016, three interested parties provided the Commission services with 
comments. On 20 May 2016, the Commission services forwarded the comments of the interested parties to 
Belgium. Belgium replied to those comments on 15 June 2016. 

(8)  On 23 June 2016, the Commission services requested further information from Belgium, which was provided on 
19 and 29 August 2016. 

(9)  On 10 October 2016, AG filed a submission with the Commission services. 

(10)  On 20 October 2016, the Commission services requested additional information from the Belgian authorities, 
which was provided on 16 December 2016. 

(11)  On 20 February 2017, the Commission services requested additional information from Belgium, which was 
provided on 21 March 2017. 

(12)  In connection with a meeting with the Commission services, which took place on 2 March 2017, the 
Complainant filed a submission dated 2 March 2017. 

(13)  On 7 March 2017, the Commission services requested additional information from Belgium, which was provided 
on 5 and 20 April 2017. 

(14)  By letters dated 4 August 2017, the Commission services sought information from PSA and AG, which each of 
them provided on 15 September 2017. 

(15)  On 13 November 2017, the Commission services requested additional information from Belgium, which was 
provided on 1, 4 and 14 December 2017. 

(16)  On 16 July 2018, the Commission services requested additional information from Belgium, which was provided 
on 18 and 27 July and on 10 August 2018. 

2. BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF THE MEASURES 

(17)  In 2004, following a public tender, the Antwerp Port Authority (Gemeentelijk Havenbedrijf Antwerpen, ‘the 
GHA’) concluded concession contracts (4) with PSA and AG for a duration of 42 years for the operation of 
container transhipment services in the port's new Deurganckdok (‘DGD’) terminal. 

(18)  The contracts provided for minimum tonnage requirements (‘MTRs’), measured in Twenty-foot Equivalent Units 
(‘TEU’), the purpose of which is to prevent concessionaires from keeping idle the areas attributed to them. 
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(3) cf. footnote 1. 
(4) The expression ‘concession contracts’, used in the present decision for reasons of readability, does not prejudge whether or not those 

contracts are genuine concession contracts within the meaning of Article 5(1) of Directive 2014/23/EU of the European Parliament and 
of the Council of 26 February 2014 on the award of concession contracts (OJ L 94, 28.3.2014, p. 1). 



MTRs for the DGD were gradually phased in during a start-up phase lasting until 2012 (5). As of then, the MTRs 
were supposed to be fixed. Where the concessionaires fell short of the MTRs provided for they were contractually 
obliged to pay penalties/compensations to the GHA. The concessions also provided that they could be terminated 
before the set expiry by the GHA in case of manifest underuse by the concessionaire or in case of insolvency of 
a concessionaire. 

(19)  Container traffic in the so-called Hamburg-Le Havre range (6) decreased by 15,8 % from 2008 to 2009, and in 
the five biggest ports (Rotterdam, Antwerp, Hamburg, Bremen and Le Havre) in that range by 16,3 % (7). That 
traffic decline reflected the impact of the global economic contraction observed since 2008 (hereinafter referred 
to as ‘the Crisis’) on the Hamburg-Le Havre range. In Antwerp overall container traffic also decreased by 16,3 %. 
In the DGD, traffic decreased by 38,6 % overall (by 37,7 % for PSA and by 39,9 % for AG). PSA and AG were no 
longer able to meet their respective MTRs that were still increasing from year to year owing to the phase-in 
mechanism. Consequently, they were contractually obliged to pay compensations to the GHA, no compensation 
was however collected in the years 2009 to 2012. 

(20)  Following an email exchange between the GHA and AG in December 2009, discussions took place with regard to 
the lowering of the original MTRs. In that context, the GHA initially suggested to lower the original MTRs by the 
decline rate observed in the Hamburg-Le Havre range in that year (i.e.: 15,8 %) (8). Since February 2011 the GHA 
repeatedly reminded PSA and AG of the unachieved MTRs and asked for their view. PSA and AG pointed in 
several answers (9) to their importance for the development of the port (10), hinted at their possible move to 
other ports (11), and to the impact of the Crisis. In addition, both PSA and AG also submitted legal opinions by 
their counsels, setting out why the penalty clauses were not applicable or non-enforceable (12). Those arguments 
were later used by both PSA and AG in arbitration disputes against the GHA (13). 

(21)  As mentioned in recital 1, on 17 December 2012, KN submitted a complaint to the Commission on the non- 
enforcement of compensation payments due by PSA and AG for unachieved MTRs. In 1992, the GHA concluded 
a concession contract with KN. In 1998, MTRs were introduced in the concession contract of KN. KN failed to 
meet the MTRs in the year 2009. The GHA reduced the contractually due compensation for KN (as it did with 
regard to other terminal operators in the context of the Crisis), i.e. instead of ca. EUR [180 000-250 000] (*), KN 
had to pay EUR [7 500-9 000] for the year 2009 (and only for the year 2009). 

(22)  On 26 March 2013, the GHA decided to readjust the concession agreements with PSA and AG (‘2013 GHA 
Decision’). The 2013 GHA Decision involved the following: 

Measure 1 (applicable to PSA and AG) — see charts (14) 1 and 2 below: Measure 1 (15) consists in the 
reduction of the compensation payments due by PSA and AG for failing to fulfil the MTRs with a retroactive 
effect from 2009 under the ‘75/125 rule’ determined by the GHA. According to that rule, the MTRs were 
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(5) In case of PSA MTRs were set at following levels: in 2008 – 1 010 183 TEU, in 2009 – 1 522 103 TEU; in 2010 – 2 034 023 TEU; in 
2011 – 2 447 751 TEU; from 2012 until the end of the concession – 2 559 600 TEU. In case of AG MTRs were set at following levels: 
in 2008 – 665 208 TEU; in 2009 – 1 023 583 TEU; in 2010 – 1 383 208 TEU; in 2011 – 1 595 167 TEU; from 2012 – 
1 755 000 TEU. 

(6) The Hamburg Le Havre range comprises the most important maritime ports located at the North Sea shore in continental Europe, in 
particular Rotterdam, Antwerp, Hamburg, Bremerhaven and Le Havre. 

(7) http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/images/a/a7/Top_20_container_ports_in_2015_-_on_the_basis_of_volume_of_ 
containers_handled_in_%281000_TEUs%29.png 

(8) See e.g. email of GHA to AG of 14 January 2011, referring to a letter of 3 December 2010. Note that in the concession contracts it was 
stipulated that in case of reduction of transhipment capacity during the concession, not attributable to the concessionaire, the volumes 
to be achieved should also be reduced on a pro rata basis. 

(9) 12 January 2012 AG letter to GHA (annex 7.9 to Belgium's submission of 19 August 2016); 17 January 2011 AG letter to GHA 
(annex 7.5 to Belgium's submission of 19 August 2016); 19 December 2011 PSA letter to GHA (annex 7.44 to Belgium's submission of 
19 August 2016); 24 August 2012 PSA letter to GHA (annex 7.50 to Belgium's submission of 19 August 2016); 28 March 2013 PSA 
letter to GHA (annex 7.55 to Belgium's submission of 19 August 2016). 

(10) In 2014, the activities of PSA and AG counted for ca. [15-40] % of GHA's total revenue, taking into account all direct and indirect 
revenues linked to the PSA and AG activities in the Port of Antwerp. 

(11) Cf. footnote 9. 
(12) 15 February 2012 memo by AG's counsels (submission by Belgium of 15 March 2016, Annex 10); 11 February 2013 memo by PSA's 

external counsels (submission by Belgium of 20 March 2017, Annex 7.2) 
(13) On 20 June 2014, GHA requested arbitration for non-payment of penalties by AG for the non-achievement of the adjusted MTRs and 

AG challenged the penalties on the grounds of abuse of law and excessive penalty clause (18 April 2016 submission by AG with AG's 
summary memorandum in the arbitration proceedings). 

(*) Confidential information. 
(14) Compiled by the Commission based on data submitted by Belgium. 
(15) See also recitals 49(i) and (81) of the opening decision. 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/images/a/a7/Top_20_container_ports_in_2015_-_on_the_basis_of_volume_of_containers_handled_in_%281000_TEUs%29.png
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/images/a/a7/Top_20_container_ports_in_2015_-_on_the_basis_of_volume_of_containers_handled_in_%281000_TEUs%29.png


adjusted by adding 125 % of the yearly Hamburg-Le Havre range growth rate to the MTR of the previous year. 
When there was a traffic decline, 75 % of the yearly Hamburg-Le Havre range decline rate was deducted from the 
MTRs of the previous year. The rule thus implies that PSA and AG have to perform 25 % better than their peers 
in the Hamburg-Le Havre range. The reference for establishing the new MTRs for the year 2009 was the traffic 
realised in 2008 in the DGD. The ‘outperformance factor’ of 25 % is based on the historic performance of the 
Port of Antwerp, which, in terms of yearly traffic growth rates, over a longer timespan average was 25 % better 
than the average of the ports in the Hamburg-Le Havre range. The implementation of Measure 1 led with regard 
to 2009 alone to MTRs reductions of – 41,7 % (PSA) and – 29,7 % (AG), when compared to the 2009 original 
MTRs. 

(23)  On 12 May 2014, the GHA decided the following: 

Measure 2 — see chart 2 below: Measure 2 (16) consists in maintaining the reduced compensations (in 
accordance with the 75/125 rule) with regard to AG only. 

(24)  PSA paid to the GHA the reduced penalties following the MTRs readjustment under the 2013 GHA Decision, but 
reserved its right to challenge this payment on the grounds that the contractual penalty clause was in violation of 
public order in that it was purely punitive, and that the enforcement of penalties amounted to an abuse of right 
by the GHA. On 2 May 2016, PSA asked an arbitration panel to order the GHA to repay PSA the compensations 
it had paid following the 2013 GHA Decision. The outcome of the proceeding is pending at the time of the 
adoption. 

(25)  AG did not pay the reduced penalties and was subsequently summoned by the GHA. The case was referred to an 
arbitration panel. AG argued, inter alia, that a penalty clause could only apply if the MTRs were not achieved due 
to circumstances related to AG, but in fact they were not achieved due to the Crisis, and that the enforcement of 
reduced penalties amounted to an abuse of rights by the GHA. The outcome of the proceeding was, however, 
that the reduced penalties applied by the GHA were ruled to be reasonable. 

(26)  On 12 May 2014, the GHA unilaterally amended the concession contracts with PSA and AG. The changes 
involved the attribution to PSA of an area in the DGD, initially attributed to AG but unused by it. As a result, 
PSA disposed of an area ca. 20 % larger, and, in turn, AG disposed of an area ca. 30 % smaller, as compared to 
the initially attributed areas. At the same time, the GHA decided to maintain the 75/125 rule with regard to AG 
under Measure 2 (see recital 22). With regard to PSA, the GHA decided to apply the 75/125 rule for the last time 
in 2013. The GHA gradually reinstated the originally contracted MTRs (after a phase-in lasting until 2016) (17). In 
addition, as of 2016, PSA has been subject to additional MTRs applicable to the area attributed to it in 2014. 

(27)  In 2015, the Brussels Court of First Instance rejected the claim by KN against the GHA that the GHA's 
adjustment of MTRs towards AG and PSA amounted to State aid (18). The court found, inter alia, that by adjusting 
MTRs the GHA reasonably took into account the Crisis and that it could be assumed that a private creditor 
would have adopted a similar decision. This judgement of 12 February 2015 was appealed by KN. The appeal is 
pending before the Brussels Court of Appeal at the time the present decision is adopted. 

(28)  On 15 January 2016, the Commission initiated the formal investigation procedure. It expressed doubts as to 
whether Measures 1 and 2 constituted State aid. 

(29)  The present Decision describes and assesses Measures 1 and 2, as defined in recital 22 above, and as initially 
defined in the opening decision, recitals 49(i) and (ii) as well as 81 and 82. 
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(16) See also recitals 49(ii) and (82) of the opening decision. 
(17) The phase-in mechanism provided for the following MTRs applicable to PSA: 2014: 1 400 000 TEU, 2015: 2 000 000 TEU, 2016: 

2 559 600 TEU, plus 544 526 TEU for the additional area attributed to PSA. 
(18) KN claimed, inter alia, that GHA breached the suspension obligation prescribed by Article 108(3) TFEU and requested the court to 

prohibit GHA from implementing the 2013 GHA Decision, and to order GHA to invoice and collect the remaining compensation, or, in 
subsidiary order, to oblige GHA to revoke the decision and to adopt a new decision to collect the compensation due, with damages being 
imposed on a daily basis in case of non-compliance. 



3. THE OPENING DECISION 

3.1. Existence of aid 

(30)  In the opening decision the Commission expressed doubts as to whether or not Measures 1 and 2 constituted 
State aid within the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU. 
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3.1.1. Measure 1 

(31)  First, the Commission raised doubts as to whether a rational private market operator would have waited with 
a decision concerning the reduction of the due compensations for four years. It was noted that the impact of 
the Crisis should have been taken into account when assessing the market conformity of Measure 1. It was 
further noted that only PSA and AG were subject to progressive MTRs, which increased annually over the 
period 2004-2012, while all other concessionaires in the Port of Antwerp, including the Complainant, were 
subject to fixed MTRs. Therefore, in the context of the Crisis, the situation of PSA and AG was specific and 
distinct from other operators active in the Port of Antwerp. 

(32)  The Commission acknowledged that the unprecedented impact of the Crisis forced undertakings in all sectors of 
the economy to readjust their behaviour. 

(33)  In addition to the context of the Crisis, the Commission noted that it was important for the long-term interests 
of the port to maintain the cooperation with PSA and AG. 

(34)  In spite of those arguments, it was nevertheless considered that a rational private market operator would have 
aimed at maximising its profits (or minimising its losses) by launching the recovery of the sums due as soon as 
possible. Compensations unpaid and accumulated since 2009 were reduced significantly and only dealt with 
retroactively by the 2013 GHA Decision. 

(35)  In several meetings taken place since 2009, the Board of Directors discussed issues concerning traffic data as well 
as the Crisis but not directly the question of sending an invoice for the compensations due by PSA and AG for 
failure to comply with the MTRs. As indicated in point 5.3 of the 2013 GHA Decision, the issue of the MTRs 
was subject to ongoing consultations but the invoicing of the compensations due was postponed (19). 

(36)  Second, the Commission raised doubts as to whether a rational private market operator would have granted PSA 
and AG a similar reduction as the GHA had done. It was noted that even if in 2009 the actual downfall of the 
traffic in the DGD was – 38,6 % (and not – 16 % as indicated by the Complainant), the reduction of the 
compensation equalled to ca. – 80 % (albeit over a period of four years) (20). 

(37)  Third, the Commission raised doubts as to whether a rational private market operator would have granted PSA 
and AG a reduction of the compensation in view of the fact that the negotiation position of the GHA seemed to 
be quite strong based on the concession contracts. Given that the container terminal operators could not 
unilaterally terminate their relationship with the GHA, while the GHA could completely or partly revoke the 
concession in case of the manifest underuse on the DGD, PSA and AG could not credibly threaten to leave the 
Port of Antwerp in case the MTRs would not have been reduced or the compensation waived. 

(38)  Fourth, the Commission also noted that the non-enforcement of compensation payments by the GHA might have 
incentivised PSA and AG to relocate their traffic to ports in which compliance with the MTRs was strictly 
enforced, in order to avoid being sanctioned in those ports. 

(39)  Fifth, the Commission raised doubts as to the fact that the 2013 GHA Decision took into account such elements 
as land-use planning, mobility and long-term employment. In line with settled case-law (21), such non-economic 
aspects of business decisions should be left aside for the purposes of the application of the market economy 
operator principle. 

(40)  Sixth, the Commission raised doubts as to whether the GHA was in fact faced with a serious risk of litigation 
from the side of PSA and AG and with their threats to leave the Port of Antwerp. Letters from PSA and AG 
explaining their legal viewpoint dated 19 February 2013 and 23 February 2013 were sent to GHA after the 
complaint in the present case was forwarded to Belgium for comments on 29 January 2013. 

22.7.2019 L 194/9 Official Journal of the European Union EN     

(19) In addition, with reference to PSA, point 4.3 of the Decision of 2013 states that the decision was made to put the invoice on hold for 
further investigation. 

(20) The reduction of compensation is distinct from the reduction of MTRs. Example: Original MTR = 2 500, adjusted MTR = 1 500, 
realised traffic = 1 200, penalty per unit = 8. In this hypothetical case the reduction of MTRs would amount to 40 % but the reduction of 
penalties would amount to 77 %. 

(21) Judgment of the Court of Justice of 5 June 2012, Commission v Électricité de France (EDF), C-124/10 P, ECLI:EU:C:2012:318, 
paragraphs 79 to 81. 



3.1.2. Measure 2 

(41)  As regards Measure 2, the Commission noted that the initial MTRs were impossible to achieve due to the 
Crisis. Because the GHA in its decision of 12 May 2014 stated that it could no longer be maintained that the 
initial MTRs were impossible to achieve due to the Crisis, the Commission raised doubts as to whether 
maintaining the reduced amount of compensation in case of failure to comply with the MTRs for AG could be 
considered market conform. 

(42)  In particular, maintaining the reduced compensation seemed unnecessary to compensate AG for the temporary 
loss of part of its concession since AG was in any event not actually using this part of the concession area. As 
adopted under Measure 2, the reduced MTRs for AG (and subsequently reduced compensations) were meant to 
remain in force until 2042, i.e. much longer than the 7 years during which part of the concession would be 
transferred (22). 

3.2. Compatibility 

(43)  The Commission noted that the measures in question resulted in a mitigation of charges which should normally 
be borne by PSA and AG and would therefore constitute operating aid. Such aid could not be held compatible 
with the internal market as it did not facilitate the development of any activities or economic areas. At the stage 
of the opening decision, the Commission therefore considered that the exceptions laid down in Article 107(2) 
and (3) TFEU were not applicable. 

4. COMMENTS BY INTERESTED PARTIES 

4.1. Katoen Natie 

(44)  KN agreed with the Commission's preliminary assessment that the measures at issue were imputable to the 
Belgian State and it added that as the principles of sound administration were applicable to the 2013 GHA 
Decision, the Board of the GHA must have been aware that it was acting in the public interest as a public law 
entity. 

(45)  According to KN, every sensitive Board decision of the GHA (such as the decision on the consequences for not 
achieving MTRs) was taken with the full support of the governing coalition in the Antwerp City Council. 

(46)  KN also agreed with the Commission's preliminary assessment that the measures at issue were selective in nature. 

(47)  According to KN, in the light of the decisions taken by the GHA in 2013 and 2014, the GHA reserved the right 
to make specific and individual discretionary assessments of any special circumstances applying to the concession 
at hand and to take any decision that it would consider appropriate. In the 2013 GHA Decision, the GHA set out 
that its decision was taken further to a ‘margin of discretion’ available to the GHA. In the view of KN, this proves 
that the measures were specific to PSA and AG and therefore selective. 

(48)  KN also agreed with the Commission's preliminary assessment that the measures distorted competition and 
affected trade between Member States. In this context, KN stressed that due to its inland location and convenient 
hinterland connections by rail, waterway and road, the Port of Antwerp operated as an international hub and 
that PSA and AG competed with other terminal operators such as KN, both in the Port of Antwerp and in the 
Hamburg-Le Havre range. 

(49)  KN agreed with the Commission's doubts expressed in the opening decision that Measure 1 entailed an economic 
advantage for both PSA and AG. 

(50)  KN further asserted that a market economy operator with a negotiation position as strong as the GHA's would 
have fully charged the compensations due, or would have at least negotiated a significantly smaller and propor­
tionate reduction. 

(51)  KN pointed out that the concession contracts granted the GHA strong rights in that they entitled the GHA to 
demand EUR 7,31 per TEU not met and in case of manifest under-use to either impose additional conditions 
upon the concessionaire in order to increase its performance or to completely or partly revoke the concession. 
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(22) GHA abandoned Measure 2 and reinstated the original MTRs on AG as of 2015, duly adjusted for the loss of land that AG incurred. As 
of 2015, AG has had to meet a yearly MTR of 1 247 630 TEU. 



(52)  KN also highlighted that the respective concession contracts allowed the GHA to directly debit the due penalty 
payments. 

(53)  According to KN, the size of the reduction of the penalty payments in question was disproportionate and 
therefore unrelated to the Crisis. Whereas the total traffic downfall observed in the port of Antwerp amounted to 
15,6 %, and whereas in the DGD, where PSA and AG were active, the downfall was 38,6 %, the reduction 
amounted to actually 80 %. 

(54)  As KN further commented, the reduced MTRs for PSA and AG would continue to apply for the future, regardless 
of the period in which the Crisis would persist. Therefore, Measure 2 maintaining the reduced MTRs beyond 
2013 was in KN's view not Crisis-related. 

(55)  KN also noted that land-use planning, mobility and long-term employment were taken into account by the GHA 
when taking the contested decisions and that the pursuit of such aims was incompatible with the Market 
Economy Operator Principle (‘MEOP’). 

(56)  KN alleged that the conduct of the GHA in the aftermath of the Crisis was unparalleled by other port authorities 
in neighbouring and competing ports. The Port of Rotterdam acknowledged according to KN that an exemption 
of compensation would only have counterproductive effects. 

(57)  KN considered that Measure 1 was not justified in order to prevent PSA and AG from leaving the Port of 
Antwerp. According to KN, there were no indications that PSA and AG had plans to make disinvestment 
decisions due to difficulties with meeting their MTRs. In this context, KN referred to the consolidated turnovers 
and profits generated between 2013 and 2015 by the groups PSA and AG were part of. The profits constituted 
multiples of the penalty payments initially payable by PSA and AG for the missed MTRs in the port of Antwerp. 

(58)  KN also asserted that only the GHA had the right to unilaterally terminate the concession contracts. The 
termination of the concession contract would not have entailed any negative economic consequences for the 
GHA, since in light of the termination clause in the contract, the GHA would always be able to seek 
compensation from the concessionaire for any damage that it experiences as a result of termination for cause on 
the part of the concessionaire. The additional financial burden as a result of a termination would thus rather lie 
with the concessionaire than with the GHA. 

(59)  KN noted that MSC-Maersk was also interested in engaging in a concession with the GHA. Any loss incurred 
following the termination of the contracts with PSA and AG would have been mitigated by the revenues 
generated from such new concession-holder. KN further stated that when the concession was initially granted to 
PSA in 2004, Maersk was also an interested party but the concession was awarded to PSA because it agreed to 
stronger MTRs. 

(60)  KN considered any threat of litigation against the concession contracts by PSA and AG not credible, because the 
compensations for unachieved MTRs were enforceable under Belgian law. Moreover, no hardship doctrine (23) was 
applicable to contracts under Belgian law. 

(61)  As to Measure 2 with regard to AG, KN agreed with the Commission's preliminary assessment that any potential 
advantage related to the reduced MTRs would still be ongoing in favour of AG because Measure 2 maintained the 
reduced MTRs (under the 75/125-rule) for that undertaking. 

(62)  With regard to PSA, KN asserted that the GHA conferred an unjust advantage on PSA by failing to reinstate PSA's 
2004 MTRs immediately rather than gradually, thus at least in part maintaining the lower MTRs. Given that the 
GHA acknowledged that the Crisis could no longer be invoked as the ground for holding the 2004 MTRs 
impossible to achieve, there was no objective reason to not immediately raise the MTRs. Nonetheless, the GHA 
only gradually increased PSA's MTRs between 1 January 2014 and 31 December 2015. This constituted an 
additional advantage for PSA. 

(63)  KN also alleged that the aforementioned advantage was further increased in light of the additional area PSA 
received on 12 May 2014 and for which PSA did not need to comply with any MTRs for the years 2014 
and 2015. 
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(23) Hardship clause is a clause in a contract that is intended to cover cases in which unforeseen events occur that fundamentally alter the 
equilibrium of a contract resulting in an excessive burden being placed on one of the parties involved (https://en.wikipedia. 
org/wiki/Hardship_clause). 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hardship_clause
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hardship_clause


(64)  KN noted that an operational vessel sharing agreement between Maersk, MSC and CMA CGM (‘P3 Network’) was 
supposed to result in an improved economic outlook. As a consequence, the GHA should have taken this into 
account in readjusting the MTRs for PSA. KN further indicated that even if from 2016 onwards PSA was subject 
to the original MTRs, increased by additional specific MTRs for the transferred area, there would continue to be 
an advantage for the joint venture of PSA with MSC replacing the original concession-holder. KN did not quantify 
this advantage. 

(65)  With regard to the concession area transferred from AG to PSA, KN asserted that AG's loss of the transferred area 
did not justify maintaining the reduced compensation with regard to AG because AG was in any case not using 
the area and that PSA's increased concession size should have resulted in an increase of the 2004 MTRs for PSA. 

(66)  With regard to any compatibility of the measures at issue with the internal market, KN noted that 
Article 107(3)(c) of the TFEU refers to ‘aid to facilitate the development of certain activities or of certain 
economic areas’. The word ‘facilitate’ indicated in view of KN that the aid must give an incentive to the 
beneficiary to invest into the development of an activity or area. According to KN, the GHA merely incentivised 
PSA and AG to redirect traffic away from the Port of Antwerp. Compatibility under the said provision could 
therefore not be present. 

(67)  Further on the matter of compatibility with the internal market, KN addressed the issues of objective of common 
interest, necessity and proportionality of the aid, distortion of competition and effect on intra-EU trade. KN 
further agreed with the Commission's preliminary assessment that the measures constituted operating aid to PSA 
and AG. KN concluded that they were incompatible with the internal market. 

4.1.1. Additional comments from KN 

(68)  On 2 March 2017, KN submitted additional comments regarding alleged State aid to PSA and AG, stating that, 
the GHA continued to grant State aid at least until 2015. TGHA continued to apply the Crisis reductions and 
waived any compensation payments that AG and PSA had to pay for its non-compliance with the original 
MTRs. In 2015, PSA and AG did not meet the contractual MTRs. However, the GHA decided (24) to waive the 
implementation of the contractual obligations of PSA and AG. KN stated that, as a consequence, PSA and AG are 
still not required to pay any compensation for the material breach of the contractually agreed MTRs obligations. 

(69)  KN further detailed that AG had been granted a selective advantage amounting to EUR 31 039 997,83 over the 
period 2009-2015 and PSA had been granted a selective advantage amounting to EUR 61 122 116,16 over the 
period 2009-2015. 

(70)  KN stressed that the economic advantage granted to AG and PSA could not be characterised as a Crisis measure 
but rather constituted a structural benefit. 

(71)  KN also noted that PSA had refused to pay the compensations and had started proceedings before the Brussels 
Court of Appeal to recover the compensation payments it had made earlier. 

4.2. PSA Antwerp 

(72)  PSA contested that the measures at stake were financed from State resources. With reference to Articles 15(1) 
and 20 of the Flemish Ports Decree, PSA asserted that the GHA collected to its own benefit port dues ‘of 
whatever nature’ and ‘to the exclusion of all other authorities’, and that the GHA received all income from the 
exercising of powers relating to the administration of a port and from ‘all the other activities’ that it undertook. 
The losses of the GHA were not imputable to the Belgian State and did not incur any additional burden for it. As 
all income from the exercising of the GHA's powers in relation to port administration was effectively owned by 
the GHA, and as the State did not bear any costs whatsoever in this regard, any advantage to PSA was not funded 
through State resources. 

(73)  PSA further stressed that the control structure over the GHA was independent. The Flemish Ports Decree 
intended to establish a legal entity distinct from the City of Antwerp that took over all powers relating to port 
administration from the City of Antwerp (Article 1 of the Articles of Association of the GHA). 
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(24) GHA Board decision No 161146 of 17 May 2016. 



(74)  PSA pointed out that the GHA was able to conclude one or more policy agreements with the City of Antwerp — 
particularly in relation to port and urban policy (Article 7(2) of the Articles of Association of the GHA) and that 
therefore the City of Antwerp played no controlling role, but was obliged to negotiate with the GHA in order to 
arrive at these policy agreements. 

(75)  PSA further explained that members of the municipal council only account for a majority, but not for the 
entirety of the Board of Directors. These members came from various parties, with a variety of political opinions, 
and in total they did not even represent one third of the municipal council of Antwerp in its entirety. In addition, 
there was never a meeting in which a general viewpoint of the municipal council would be presented to the 
appointed board members. 

(76)  In summary, PSA disagreed that the measures at issue were imputable to the Belgian State. According to PSA, 
there was no indication in the reports of the municipal council that the municipal council played a controlling 
role in relation to the GHA. On the contrary, the GHA was frequently referred to as an independent party in 
negotiations and agreements. PSA referred, inter alia, to the recent Court judgment Commerz Nederland (25), which 
stated that it must be possible to infer imputability to the State ‘from a set of indicators arising from the circum­
stances of the case and the context in which that measure was taken’. PSA further quoted in this context the 
research of Professor Eric Van Hooydonk, according to whom decision-making in municipal port authorities was 
almost exclusively focussed on promoting the interests of the port, and not on wider municipal interests. 

(77)  PSA further outlined that the port supervisory director was only able to perform an administrative review of 
legality with regard to the decisions of the GHA (Article 25(c) of the Articles of Association of the GHA). The 
port supervisory director did not possess the powers to assess the content or the necessity of a measure taken by 
the port operator. In the case at hand, the regional port supervisory director was not involved in the decision- 
making by the Board of Directors of the GHA. Because the decision of the GHA did not violate the Flemish Ports 
Decree the port supervisory director could not even oppose the specific decision at hand. Because there was no 
actual control by the City of Antwerp or the Flemish Region, the conditions of the Stardust Marine case were not 
fulfilled. 

(78)  As to the question whether the measures at stake involved any economic advantage, PSA pointed out that for the 
sake of applying the market economy operator principle (MEOP) the Courts have recognised that maximising 
profit did not happen exclusively as a result of recovering actual costs in the short term (26). According to PSA, 
a private creditor would also have let itself be guided by long-term prospects, also because the waived amounts 
constituted an incentive imposed in order to stimulate the development of the port. Therefore, no loss was 
involved for the GHA, but only the non-collection of extraordinary income. According to PSA, the established 
MTRs were based on a 1998 market survey forecasting a continued yearly growth of 10 %, and therefore, in view 
of PSA, too ambitious from the outset. PSA added that by 2012 the effects of the Crisis had not yet completely 
disappeared, as in 2012 imports into Europe were still below the level achieved in 2008 (27). 

(79)  PSA stressed that the fees they had to pay for unachieved MTRs at the DGD were higher than the fees charged 
for other docks in the port of Antwerp (e.g.: EUR [0,30-0,70] per ton for PSA at the DGD v EUR [0,12-0,20] per 
ton for KN at the Vrasenedock). 

(80)  PSA further suggested considering that the DGD was still in a start-up phase when the Crisis occurred. 

(81)  As to the risk that PSA might leave the port of Antwerp, PSA asserted that there were means by which the 
concession contract could be terminated or dissolved. In that regard, PSA referred to the premature terminations 
of the concession contracts it held with the Port Authority of […], effective on […]and […]. If PSA had 
terminated the concession contract with the GHA, the loss in concession fees for the GHA would have amounted 
to approximately EUR [10-16] million yearly. 
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(25) Judgment of the Court of Justice of 17 September 2014, Commerz Nederland NV v Havenbedrijf Rotterdam NV, C-242/13, 
ECLI:EU:C:2014:2224, paragraph 32. 

(26) Judgment of the Court of Justice of 21 March 1991, Italian Republic v Commission of the European Communities, C-305/89, 
ECLI:EU:C:1991:142, paragraph 20. Judgment of the General Court of 11 September 2012, Corsica Ferries France SAS v European 
Commission., T-565/08, ECLI:EU:T:2012:415, paragraph 83. 

(27) WTO, World merchandise imports by region and selected economy, 2002-2012, https://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/its2013_ 
e/its13_appendix_e.htm 

https://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/its2013_e/its13_appendix_e.htm
https://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/its2013_e/its13_appendix_e.htm


(82)  PSA alleged to be able to terminate the contract by either invoking force majeure as the contract proved to be 
unfeasible following the serious impact of the Crisis on the port activities, or by cancelling the contract because 
the penalty clause was invalid, or after PSA becoming insolvent, if the originally imposed penalties had been 
charged in full. 

(83)  PSA further submitted a simplified calculation of the profits generated by PSA for their activities at the DGD, 
showing that in 2013 the activities would have been loss-making if the originally due penalties had been charged 
in full. 

(84)  PSA further commented the following: 

—  PSA could have forced the GHA to terminate the concession contract by creating a situation of underuse. 

—  Persistence by the GHA in the original tonnage requirement could have affected future investments of PSA in 
Port of Antwerp. 

—  PSA's departure from the Port of Antwerp would have negative consequences for the GHA since, firstly, the 
GHA would lose income in concession fees of approximately 12 million EUR yearly, and secondly, the GHA 
would have had to pay financial compensations for the significant real estate investments PSA had made. In 
addition, PSA would have abstained from making further investments in the Port of Antwerp. 

—  Other sources of incomes for the GHA would have been negatively affected in case PSA had left the port, 
such as port dues, which relate directly to the quantity of traffic attracted by PSA. 

—  With regard to the future, the GHA would have difficulties in finding a new concessionaire ready to accept 
the same conditions that were initially agreed with PSA. 

(85)  As to the question if PSA had shifted traffic to other ports where MTRs were strictly enforced, PSA emphasised 
that the GHA never waived but only adjusted the MTRs and that the thus adjusted MTRs still require a better 
performance than the average of the Hamburg-Le Havre range. 

(86)  As to the size of the reduction, PSA commented that the combination of an inaccurate, future-orientated 
estimation method on the one hand, and the Crisis on the other, induced the GHA to grant the MTRs reduction 
in question. PSA further pointed out in this context that the tonnage requirements for the DGD concessionaires 
were progressive whereas those imposed on the other concessionaires in the Port of Antwerp were linear. 

(87)  As to elements such as land-use planning, mobility and sustainable employment, PSA commented that the 
commercial considerations alone would already have been sufficient for a private creditor to arrive at the decision 
taken by the GHA. 

(88)  As to the plausibility of a threat by PSA to initiate legal proceedings, PSA referred to the memorandum submitted 
to the GHA in February 2013. In that memorandum, PSA expressed the view that the penalty clause contained in 
the concession agreement was unenforceable under Belgian law. Also, PSA urged in that memorandum the GHA 
to rewrite the penalty clause in view of PSA's total volumes achieved in all terminals in Antwerp (28). Moreover, 
PSA asserted that if the penalties charged between 2009 and 2013 were found unlawful and hence unenforceable 
under Belgian Law, State aid could not be present because a claim by the GHA in respect of PSA would not exist. 
PSA added that the question of lawfulness under Belgian Law would be further pursued through the arbitration 
proceedings initiated in the meantime. 

(89)  PSA contested that the measures in question were selective in nature, because PSA and AG were in a special 
situation in comparison with port operators active at docks other than the DGD. The DGD was a dock 
specifically suitable for receiving and handling deep-sea containers. Other port operators focused on metal and 
agricultural products and were located on a highly logistics-orientated dock. Consequently, PSA and AG were not 
competitors of the Complainant in view of PSA. PSA further pointed out the measures were not taken specifically 
for PSA and AG but that they applied to the concessionaires in the DGD. 
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(28) Because PSA performed in other terminals in Antwerp beyond the MTRs applicable in those terminals it proposed to offset the excess 
MTRs against the unachieved MTRs in DGD. 



4.3. Antwerp Gateway 

(90)  AG pointed out that it did not even agree to the reduced penalty payment requested under the 2013 GHA 
Decision (‘Measure 1’). A legal dispute over this issue was pending with the Arbitral Tribunal, after the Court of 
First Instance in Antwerp had declared itself incompetent to deal with the matter because of the arbitration clause 
in the Concession contract. 

(91)  AG questioned the raison d'être in the first place of penalty clauses in concession agreements between port 
authorities and concessionaires. AG pointed out that the objective of commercial companies (such as AG) is to 
generate profits. Moreover, AG had made significant investments in the DGD and naturally had a strong incentive 
to receive remuneration on them. 

(92)  According to AG, the purpose of the system of penalties was to evaluate the maximisation of the available 
capacity and to encourage the concessionaire to actively pursue and achieve the maximisation of the available 
capacity. 

(93)  AG further invoked that no penalty payments should have been charged for reasons of force majeure within the 
meaning of the Belgian Civil Code. Force majeure existed, according to AG, due to the Crisis. Another element the 
concessionaires could not be held responsible for and that prevented ultra-large container vessels to be handled 
in the port of Antwerp was the delayed deepening of the Schelde. 

(94)  AG also deemed penalty charges illegal under Belgian law because they were of a purely punitive nature and 
therefore did not compensate for any potential loss. 

(95)  In addition, AG claimed that the amount of compensation was excessive and incommensurate to the potential 
loss incurred by GHA. The compensation should therefore be reduced to 25 % of the claimed amount in 
accordance with the applicable rules under Belgian Civil Law. 

(96)  AG further added that no VAT should be payable on the compensation amount charged by the GHA, because 
payments that were classifiable as lump sums for potential losses were not liable to VAT. 

5. COMMENTS BY BELGIUM 

5.1. Comments by Belgium further to the Opening Decision 

(97)  Belgium contested that the GHA decisions were imputable to the State. In Belgium's view, the mere composition 
of the Board of Directors (decided by the ‘State’) and the existence of a ‘Ports Commissioner’ (with more limited 
powers than the Government Commissioner at SNCB), having regard to the autonomy guaranteed by the Ports 
Decree, were in no way sufficient evidence that the action of the GHA was to be imputed to the Government. 
Thus, the mere fact that the 2013 GHA decision had been submitted to the Management Board was not sufficient 
for it to be assumed that the decision was imputable to the State. 

(98)  Belgium furthermore contested that the GHA conferred economic advantages to PSA and AG when adopting 
Measures 1 and 2. In this regard, Belgium referred to the case-law in which the market economy operator test 
was at issue, in particular HAMSA v Commission (29), Commission v EDF (30), Spain v Commission (31) and DM 
Transport (32). Belgium stressed that the action by the authority was reasonably consistent with — in other words 
‘proportionate to’ — the position a private creditor might have adopted in similar circumstances. 

(99)  As a general comment, Belgium submitted that in a judgment on the merits by the Court of First Instance in 
Brussels on 12 February 2015, it was already acknowledged that no State aid had been provided and that the 
GHA had acted as an MEO, more precisely as a hypothetical private creditor (33). 

(100)  As to the doubts raised in the opening decision in relation to the significant time gap between the start of the 
Crisis and the 2013 GHA Decision, Belgium emphasised that possible debt remissions or settlements are often 
examined for several years before legal action is taken. 
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(29) Judgment of the Court of First Instance of 11 July 2002, Hijos de Andrés Molina, SA (HAMSA) v Commission, T-152/99, 
ECLI:EU:T:2002:188, paragraph 170. 

(30) Judgment of the Court of Justice of 5 June 2012, European Commission v Électricité de France (EDF), C-124/10 P, ECLI:EU:C:2012:318, 
paragraphs 78, 79, 86 and 103. 

(31) Judgment of the Court of Justice of 29 April 1999, Kingdom of Spain v Commission, C-342/96, ECLI:EU:C:1999:210, paragraph 46. 
(32) Judgment of the Court of Justice of 29 June 1999, Déménagements-Manutention Transport SA (DMT), C-256/97, ECLI:EU:C:1999:332, 

paragraphs 24 and 30. 
(33) The judgment has been appealed by KN, cf. recital 25. The appeal decision is pending. 



(101)  Belgium further stated that the effects of the Crisis, the exceptional consequences for operators with increasing 
MTRs and the impact on the port called for a more thorough investigation. The enormous reduction in traffic, 
with an unprecedented decline of 15,8 % in the Hamburg-Le Havre range and 15,6 % in Antwerp, had lasting 
and exceptional consequences: in 2012 container transhipment in the Port of Antwerp was still 0,1 % below the 
2008 level. Because of the combination of a 15,6 % decline in Antwerp in 2009 and the lasting effect of the 
Crisis, the GHA undertook a structural review of the issue of MTRs in 2013. Furthermore, the procedure for 
determining and imputing volume deficits was formalised on a standard basis for all concessionaires with 
tonnage requirements in the 2013 GHA Decision. 

(102)  Belgium also questioned whether State aid investigations should concern the efficiency and decisiveness of the 
government and not, rather, the question whether the financial and economic effect of government action (and 
its impact on expenditure of State resources) corresponded to the action of a private creditor. Whether a private 
operator would have come to the same decision more quickly was much less relevant. 

(103)  As to the doubts raised in the opening decision in relation to the scale of the reduction, Belgium reiterated that 
only PSA and AG had progressively increasing MTRs, whereas other undertakings were subject to fixed 
MTRs. Consequently, the repercussions of the Crisis were exponentially greater for PSA and AG than for other 
concessionaires, and applying the same treatment for PSA/AG as for other undertakings would have implied 
discrimination. 

(104)  Belgium pointed out that the MTRs applicable to PSA and AG were correctly complied with in the first three 
years, despite the substantial increase of approximately 250 % from 298 000 TEU in 2006 to 1 010 183 TEU in 
2008 in the case of PSA and from 187 000 TEU in 2006 to 665 208 TEU in 2008 in the case of AG. 

(105)  Belgium further pointed out that the MTRs applicable to concessions in the DGD differed fundamentally 
from those imposed on KN, which has held a concession in the Vrasendok, insofar as the MTRs per square metre 
was approximately [14-19] tons for the DGD concessions, compared with [2-4] tons for KN and the 
compensation payable for tons missed by the DGD concessionaires was approximately EUR [0,30-0,70] per ton, 
compared with EUR [0,12-0,20] per ton for KN. If the GHA had charged PSA and AG for the deficits in the 
period 2009-2012 based on the compensation per missing ton applicable to KN (i.e. EUR [0,12-0,20] per ton 
instead of EUR [0,30-0,70] per ton) -and based on the original MTRs applicable to PSA and AG-, the amount 
charged to PSA would have been approximately EUR [10-15] million instead of the EUR [8-10] million actually 
charged, the amount charged to AG would have been approximately EUR [4-7] million instead of the actually 
charged approximately EUR [2-5] million. 

(106)  Other concessionaires in the port achieved in 2012 tonnages in the range of the pre-Crisis level and had no 
difficulty in fulfilling the applicable MTRs. 

(107)  According to the original MTRs, PSA and AG had to achieve an additional increase of 70 %, whilst overall traffic 
in the port of Antwerp declined by 15,6 % in 2009 and in 2012 was still slightly below the 2008 level. The 
exponential impact of the 2009 decline was more severe for PSA and AG. Furthermore, it was not sufficient for 
PSA and AG that the volumes of traffic, both for the port of Antwerp and for themselves, were gradually 
restored to the pre-Crisis level. Whilst for other operators the return to the pre-Crisis level meant that they no 
longer had any problems, that situation still imposed heavy MTRs on PSA and AG. 

(108)  In principle and if volume in the DGD had developed normally in the first few years, the two operators would 
then actually have achieved their maximum volumes in the normal way. After recovery from the Crisis three or 
four years later, they would not have had to pay any compensation. Only because the Crisis occurred in the 
period the new dock was being built and the specific situation in relation to that new dock the problem for PSA 
and AG was much more serious than for other operators in the port. According to Belgium, there was neither 
any selectivity (since the position of the DGD operators was not comparable to that of the other operators in the 
port) nor any advantage. 

(109)  Moreover, Belgium claimed that the original MTRs were based on a specific expected market pattern supported 
by a broad consensus on anticipated trends. However, the underlying expectations were subsequently found 
unrealistic due to circumstances beyond the control of the operators concerned and the GHA. In Rotterdam, the 
original MTRs were adjusted to the changed economic situation before the Tweede Maasvlakte concessions came 
into operation. There, no one made any objections to this approach. By analogy, it would be unreasonable to 
require that the system of substantial increases still imposed on PSA and AG even for subsequent years should 
continue to apply, at a time when the European economy was facing an unprecedented and unpredicted Crisis. 
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(110)  As to the risk that PSA and AG would, at least partly, leave the port of Antwerp, Belgium pointed out that in 
determining whether the GHA has acted as a private market investor, account may and must be taken of the 
long-term interests of the port authority. In that regard, Belgium stated that the absolute value of the concession 
payments and related payments that PSA and AG generated in the period 2008-2012 was many times larger than 
the sum of EUR 13,5 million, the compensation AG and PSA owed under the 2013 GHA Decision for not 
meeting the amended MTRs. 

(111)  In addition, Belgium referred to other revenue associated with the PSA/AG concessions and in particular to 
operating revenues of the GHA, regularly exceeding EUR [200-400] million in the period 2012 to 2014. Of this 
operating revenue, [30-50] % stemmed from concession fees whereas [30-50] % stemmed from harbour dues 
paid by mooring ships. 

(112)  Furthermore, Belgium pointed out that in 2014 the direct GHA revenue from management of the concessions 
held by PSA and AG amounted to around EUR [50-90] million, which is around [15-40] % of the total GHA 
turnover. 

(113)  As to the risk that the enforcement of the original MTRs would have led to PSA and AG scaling down their 
operations in the port of Antwerp, Belgium indicated that PSA and AG already decided in the past to disinvest in 
other ports. Belgium recalled that the operators concerned ran a worldwide network of terminals and that the 
performance and cost structures of individual terminals could be compared much more quickly in benchmarking 
exercises. As Belgium further pointed out, in other ports, steps were taken (for instance reduction of harbour 
dues) to offset the costs of the Crisis in part and, following the Crisis, spare capacity became available which 
enabled operations to be shifted. In view of the above factors, the GHA had considered that PSA and AG would 
not agree to being charged for missing the original MTRs and that there was a real danger that they would move 
to nearby ports. 

(114)  As to whether or not the concession agreements could be terminated or amended, Belgium alleged that PSA and 
AG could have invoked force majeure in the light of the Crisis or maintained that the compensation payments for 
non-compliance with MTRs were prohibited penalty clauses and that they were therefore invalid (this point was 
raised by both AG and PSA in arbitration proceedings). Moreover, the bankruptcy of a structurally loss-making 
concessionaire could also have led to the termination of a contract. 

(115)  Belgium further pointed out that in the Hamburg-Le Havre range the terminal operators competed to attract and 
retain traffic volumes. In that context, the GHA had to remain competitive and was subject to the buying power 
of concessionaires. 

(116)  As Belgium further explained, the GHA had to bear in mind that the concession contracts were drawn up in 
different economic circumstances, as regards both demand (boom) and capacity (limited capacity in North-West 
Europe). The consequence of the Crisis was that the ports became operating in a buyers' market. Hence the 
shipping companies, partly because of their size and the capacity situation, became the dominant party and used 
their negotiating strength. 

(117)  As to whether the 2013 GHA Decision specifically prompted PSA and AG to transfer their traffic to other ports 
where compliance with the tonnage requirements was strictly enforced in order to avoid being sanctioned in 
those ports, Belgium referred to steps taken by other competing ports to mitigate the effects of the Crisis for port 
users, for instance by reducing harbour dues. Belgium also cited the example of Hutchinson Whampoa that put 
its investments in the extension of its own port of Felixstowe on hold and that the operator (DP World) of the 
London Gateway container port and logistics park also scaled back its investments or put them completely or 
partly on hold. In this context, Belgium did however not quote any case that concerned reductions in MTRs but 
asserted that the cited examples pointed to the same underlying idea, which was the reduction in investments or 
commitments during the Crisis. 

(118)  Belgium further explained that because only in 2013 the GHA decided how to deal with the MTRs unachieved 
during 2009 to 2012, there was no incentive for PSA and AG to divert traffic to other ports. 

(119)  As to aspects such as land-use planning, mobility and long-term employment in the 2013 GHA Decision, 
Belgium pointed out that considerations of land use planning and long-term employment would reinforce the 
economic motives in this case. Even in so far as such considerations also played a role, they reinforced the idea 
that the GHA's action was prompted by the wish to avoid that PSA and AG left the port of Antwerp. In 
Belgium's view, the mere reference to non-economic aspects could not detract from the finding that the GHA had 
acted as a private market investor. 
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(120)  As to the risk that PSA and AG took legal action to contest enforcement of the full contractual MTRs, Belgium 
stressed that a public authority might take account of procedural risks when deciding on its action (e.g. the risk 
of possibly lengthy debt rescheduling or bankruptcy proceedings) (34) and that the State aid rules did not, for 
instance, automatically preclude a settlement arrangement (35). Subsequently, the existence of a possibly legitimate 
claim was indeed a relevant factor when considering whether the public authority acted as a private creditor (36). 
Therefore, the GHA had to take into account that PSA and AG could contest the full collection of the 
compensation for the non-achieved MTRs in the national courts or arbitration, and that such full collection could 
have been refused by the courts or arbitration, inter alia, on the ground that it was an abuse of law by the GHA 
or an execution of the punitive penalty clause. 

(121)  Belgium referred to recital 78 of the opening decision, which stated that Belgium, in order to prove an alleged 
risk of litigation, provided the Commission with letters from PSA and AG explaining their legal standpoint. 
However, the letters were dated 19 February 2013 and 23 February 2013. They were therefore sent by the 
alleged beneficiaries to the GHA after the complaint in the present case was forwarded to Belgium for comments 
on 29 January 2013. Belgium claimed that at the time the complaint was made no decision had yet been taken 
on the unfulfilled MTRs for the period from 2009 to 2012. As that decision was only taken in the 2013 GHA 
Decision, PSA and AG could not have taken any legal action before the 2013 GHA Decision and the State aid 
complaint. 

(122)  Apart from the doubts raised by the Commission in the opening decision, Belgium observed that even the 
adjusted MTRs were still substantially higher than the MTRs proposed by PSA and AG in the original market 
consultation that, following a public tender, led to the award of the concessions in question to PSA and AG. 
Precisely, the initial tonnage requirements of 16 700 000 tons (= 1 336 000 TEU) were subsequently increased 
to 53 932 500 tons (= 4 131 600 TEU). The significant increase in the MTRs came about because a reconfigura­
tion of the various concessions on the left and right bank of the DGD also allowed optimisation of transhipment 
by the operators concerned. In the adjustment, forecasts were based on a peak in the market. 

(123)  Belgium further alleged that the 2013 GHA Decision was consistent with similar decisions by other port 
authorities, which, in Belgium's view, was further evidence of its ‘market conformity’. 

(124)  As to Measure 2, Belgium commented that according to the 2013 GHA Decision the adjusted MTRs remained 
applicable until the end of the concession contract. 

(125)  Belgium also pointed out that following the agreed land transfer, AG had to meet the applicable MTRs with 
a concession area ca. 30 % smaller than previously. Although AG was not using the part then transferred to PSA, 
the MTRs were still growing and AG would have needed the space in the future. 

(126)  Belgium further asserted that there was no selectivity within the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU. As Belgium 
explained, all concessionaires with tonnage requirements were invited annually to explain and account for the 
volume deficits under the uniform procedure laid down in the 2013 GHA decision. Thus, the GHA had treated 
them all equally. The Complainant itself could take advantage of that system. According to Belgium, there was 
a single ‘reference system’ within the meaning of the Draft Commission Notice of 2014 (37), which applied for all 
concessionaires. 

5.2. Comments by Belgium further to the comments by third parties 

(127)  Belgium reiterated the risk that PSA and AG might leave the Port of Antwerp if the compensation payments were 
enforced. In this context, they pointed to the example of PSA and AG, who in the past had disinvested in Dubai 
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and India. Moreover, PSA had prematurely terminated their concession in the port of […]. Therefore, the fear of 
the GHA that PSA and AG might also terminate the concessions in Antwerp was real and the decisions taken by 
the GHA to reduce the MTRs, and thus to forego a part of the compensation payments were in line with the 
MEOP. 

(128)  Belgium also reiterated that other market participants took similar actions as the GHA did by reducing planned 
investments or by spreading them over periods longer than initially foreseen. Also, other port authorities had 
reduced harbour fees and MTRs (although some port authorities did not apply any MTRs in the first place). 

(129)  Further to the comments submitted by KN, Belgium contested that KN was competing with PSA and AG and 
referred in this context to decisions by the Raad van State and the Hof van Beroep. 

(130)  With regard to selectivity, Belgium disagreed with KN's allegation that the GHA Decisions were not taken in the 
framework of ‘a general policy’. Rather, the 2013 GHA Decision provided a general measure that aimed at 
addressing the consequences of the Crisis and concerned container traffic as well as bulk cargo traffic. According 
to Belgium, the decision taken for PSA and AG took into account the specific factual situation of these two 
concessionaires. 

(131)  With regard to KN's comments further to Measure 2, Belgium noted that KN, in claiming that even higher MTRs 
should apply to PSA, failed to recognise the broader context of the relationship between the GHA and the conces­
sionaires. Also, KN did not consider that the primary objective of MTRs was to incentivise concessionaires to 
make use of the potential of a concession as much as possible but not to constitute an autonomous source of 
income. 

5.3. Belgium's submissions further to the Commission information requests 

5.3.1. Advantage — Measure 1 

(132)  Belgium demonstrated that the GHA had in several cases waived compensation payments from concessionaires, 
others than PSA and AG, in derogation from the compensation clauses provided in the respective concession 
agreements where the contractually foreseen MTRs were not met in the years from 2009 to 2012. In several 
other cases, the GHA collected compensation payments in accordance with the compensation clauses provided in 
the respective concession agreements from concessionaires that had not met the contractually set MTRs. 

(133)  The decisions whether to charge or not compensation payments followed a procedure applied by the GHA. For 
instance, in April 2010, the GHA invited the concession-holders in the Port of Antwerp to explain why they had 
not met their contractual MTRs in 2009. 

(134)  In response to the Commission information request dated 23 June 2016 regarding the possible non-fulfilment of 
MTRs by AG beyond 2014, Belgium clarified that the GHA had decided (38) to wait for the outcome of the 
Commission formal investigation procedure before taking a decision for the year 2015. Besides, the GHA also 
wanted to wait for the outcome of the decision of the College of Arbitrators. A postponement of the decision did 
not imply that AG would be acquitted of any payment for the year 2015. The GHA had explicitly reserved all 
rights concerning the invoicing of a possible non-fulfilment of the MTRs by AG. The GHA also underlined in 
that decision that a postponement of the decision regarding the MTRs for the year 2015 could not be interpreted 
as a waiver of rights by the GHA. 

(135)  Belgium further informed the Commission that it had reinstated the original MTRs for AG with effect for the 
year 2015, duly adjusted for the loss of available land following the land transfer. 

5.3.2. Advantage — Measure 2 

(136)  As to the question why the GHA did not reinstate the full original MTRs with regard to PSA in 2014 but rather 
gradually reinstated them with MTRs of 1 400 000 TEU in 2014 and 2 000 000 TEU in 2015, reaching the full 
level of 2 559 600 TEU only in 2016, Belgium explained the following: 
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(137)  Assuming that in 2014 the economic activity may have already reached the pre-Crisis level, this does not mean 
that for the DGD operators (AG and PSA), the MTRs could fall back on at their original level. Indeed, while after 
3 to 5 years traffic has come back to pre-Crisis level, the MTRs had not stayed at that same level, but had 
continued to increase. That is specific for DGD as this was the only terminal where during the Crisis, the MTRs 
were still annually increasing due to the start of the operations at DGD and the fact that it always takes several 
years to fully equip a new terminal and take on new additional traffic until maximum capacity. Stated differently, 
while in a normal situation of fixed MTRs, reaching the pre-Crisis level solves the MTRs shortages due to the 
Crisis, this is not the case for the concessions at DGD. That alone, places the operators at DGD at a far more 
difficult situation and justifies a much longer period to recover. One can also consider this from a different angle: 
going back to the original levels would imply that the GHA imposed even more important increases in additional 
container traffic than what was laid down in the current concession agreements. There are obviously limits to 
what is reasonably attainable. 

5.3.3. Long-term profit simulations 

(138)  Belgium submitted detailed calculations, which show that the amount of penalties waived would be offset by 
higher revenues in the long-term. The calculations were partly based on ex ante evidence but as such were made 
ex post. 

6. ASSESSMENT 

6.1. Existence of aid 

(139)  The Commission has to assess whether the measures covered by this procedure constitute State aid within the 
meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU. 

(140)  Under Article 107(1) TFEU, any aid granted by a Member State 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 Member States, be incompatible with the 
internal market. 

(141)  The qualification of a measure as State aid within the meaning of this provision therefore requires the following 
conditions to be cumulatively met: (i) the measure must be imputable to the State and financed through State 
resources; (ii) it must confer an economic advantage on an undertaking; (iii) that advantage must be selective; and 
(iv) the measure must distort or threaten to distort competition and must affect trade between Member States. 

(142)  Consequently, if any of the above criteria is not fulfilled, the measure cannot be qualified as State aid. With 
regard to the case at hand, the Commission considers it appropriate to assess whether any of the two measures 
granted an advantage to the alleged beneficiaries. 

(143)  An advantage, within the meaning of Article 107(1) of the Treaty, is any economic benefit which an undertaking 
could not have obtained under normal market conditions, that is to say in the absence of State intervention. 

(144)  In order to determine, for the purpose of Article 107(1) TFEU, whether the reduction of compensations by the 
GHA granted an economic advantage to PSA and AG, the Commission must establish whether the GHA behaved 
in a way comparable to that of a private operator in a similar situation. According to the market economy 
operator principle, a measure carried out by the State does not entail aid where, in similar circumstances, 
a private investor of a comparable size to that of the bodies concerned in the public sector, operating in normal 
market conditions in a market economy, could have been prompted to provide to the beneficiary the same 
measures in question (39). 

(145)  In line with settled case-law (40), the Commission acknowledges that the Measures must be analysed in the 
context of the period during which they were taken. Furthermore, the Commission must, when assessing the 
measures at issue, examine all the relevant features of the measures and their context (41). 
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6.1.1. Possible advantage granted through Measure 1 — 2013 GHA Decision 

(146)  The Commission notes that, as spelt out in the opening decision, the impact of the Crisis should be taken into 
account when assessing the market conformity of Measure 1. The Commission further notes that at the time the 
Crisis started, notably in the years 2008 and 2009, only PSA and AG were subject to progressive MTRs, which 
increased year to year, while all other concessionaires in the Port of Antwerp, including the Complainant, were 
subject to fixed MTRs (see recital 29). Therefore, in the context of the Crisis, the situation of PSA and AG was 
specific and distinct from other operators active in the Port of Antwerp. 

(147)  Moreover, the Commission acknowledges that the unprecedented impact of the Crisis forced undertakings in all 
sectors of the economy to readjust their behaviour. 

(148)  Furthermore, in addition to the context of the Crisis, the Commission notes that maintaining the cooperation 
with PSA and AG was important for the long-term interests of the port. 

(149)  The Commission also recalls that KN, the Complainant (see recital 21), and other operators in the Port of 
Antwerp (see recital 131), were granted MTRs adjustments in their favour in the context of the Crisis. 

(150)  The Commission therefore considers that, as a matter of principle, it is conceivable that a market economy 
operator in the position of the GHA would also have readjusted the contractually applicable MTRs in view of the 
Crisis. 

(151)  In the opening decision, the Commission nevertheless raised doubts as to whether the GHA acted like a market 
economy operator when implementing Measure 1. 

T i me ga p b etwee n t he  s tar t  of  t h e  Cr is i s  and  the  2013 GHA Decis ion  

(152)  In particular, the Commission considered in the opening decision that a rational private market operator would 
have aimed at maximising its profits (or minimising its losses) by launching the recovery of the sums due as soon 
as possible. In the case at hand, there was a significant time gap between the start of the Crisis and the 
2013 GHA Decision, which retroactively dealt with the issue of unpaid compensations by reducing them 
significantly. 

(153)  Moreover, as indicated in point 6.4 of the 2013 GHA Decision, the issue of the MTRs was the subject of several 
discussions of the GHA Board of Directors over the years (42). Nevertheless, during those meetings, the Board of 
Directors discussed issues concerning traffic data as well as the Crisis but not directly the question of sending an 
invoice for the compensations due to PSA and AG for failure to comply with the MTRs. This is directly indicated 
in point 5.3 of the 2013 GHA Decision, which states that, even if the issue of the MTRs was subject to ongoing 
consultations, the invoicing of the compensations due was postponed (43). 

(154)  In view of the above, the Commission raised doubts as to whether a rational private market operator would have 
waited with a decision concerning the reduction of the due compensations for four years, that is from 2009 until 
2013. 

(155)  Addressing these doubts, Belgium submitted correspondence between the GHA and PSA respectively AG, 
showing that as of December 2009, discussions took place with regard to the lowering of the original MTRs. In 
that context, the GHA initially suggested to lower the original MTRs by the decline rate observed in the 
Hamburg-Le Havre range in that year (i.e.: – 15,8 %) (44). As of then, the GHA repeatedly reminded PSA and AG 
of the unachieved MTRs and asked for their position. PSA and AG pointed in several answers to their importance 
for the development of the port, hinted at their possible move to other ports, and to the impact of the Crisis. In 
addition, both PSA and AG also submitted legal opinions by their counsels, setting out why the penalty clauses 
were not applicable or non-enforceable. These arguments were later used by both PSA and AG in arbitration 
disputes against the GHA. 
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(156)  The Commission concludes that in the context of the Crisis and in view of the extensive correspondence 
exchanged between the GHA on the one hand and PSA and AG on the other hand, one could not accuse the 
GHA of inaction as regards the non-payment of the penalties. Furthermore, the Commission notes that the 
situation of PSA and AG seemed particularly delicate because their MTRs were progressive (whereas those of 
other concessionaires were linear) and the DGD was still in the start-up phase (so its operations could have been 
affected differently than operations in other terminals). Therefore, the fact that the GHA only took a final 
decision in 2013 does not constitute in itself an indication that the MEO test is not complied with, as a market 
economy operator might have taken such a decision at a similar point in time. 

S i ze  of  t he  adj ust me nt  

(157)  As to the reduction of the compensation itself, the Commission expressed doubts as to whether a rational private 
market operator would have granted PSA and AG a reduction of the size granted by the GHA. In this regard, the 
opening decision compared a downfall of the traffic in the DGD of – 38,6 % in 2009 against a total reduction of 
the compensation in the order of ca. – 80 %. 

(158)  It should be clarified that the 80 % reduction refers not to 2009 alone but to the entire four-year-period from 
2009 to 2012. When looking at the year 2009 only, the total weighted average reduction of the MTRs applicable 
to PSA and AG was – 38,6 %, i.e. equal to the downfall of the traffic in the DGD referred to in recital 157. The 
total reduction applied was ca. – 80 % because it additionally covered the years 2010 to 2012. 

(159)  The Commission recalls that it is conceivable that a market economy operator in the position of the GHA would 
have reduced the MTRs in the context of a crisis and in view of maintaining long-term cooperation, as indicated 
in recital 150 of the present decision. However, this does not lead to the automatic conclusion that any reduction 
of MTRs is market-conform. Therefore, the Commission has raised doubts as to the size of the MTRs reductions 
applied by the GHA, and it must assess whether the size of these reductions mirrors the behaviour of a prudent 
market operator. 

(160)  The Complainant has alleged that it would be circular to use the DGD performance as a basis for adjusting the 
MTRs of PSA and AG. Instead, so the Complainant has argued, the overall traffic downfall in the entire Port 
(– 16 %) should be used. 

(161)  From the point of view of the GHA several factors are a priori at hand for the sake of adjusting MTRs in the 
Crisis context. The Commission notes that the GHA applied a combination of two factors. One is the traffic 
evolution in the Hamburg-Le Havre range and the other one is the downfall in traffic in the DGD. 

(162)  The first factor is defined as the sum of container traffic volumes of all ports in that range. It lies in the nature of 
a range comprising several ports that some ports perform better, others worse than the range. Each individual 
dock in each port also typically performs differently than the port average. As a consequence, comparing the 
performance of an individual dock to the performance of the whole Hamburg-Le Havre range, which is based on 
the compilation of a relatively big data set, may often lead to inappropriate conclusions. Furthermore, each dock 
may be affected to a different extent by the Crisis. This speaks in favour of comparing each individual dock 
against data stemming from a comparable data set. 

(163)  However, the limit of narrowing the data set should be reached at the point where the latter becomes circular 
(see in this regard the Complainant's allegation; recital 160). Circularity would result in eliminating the incentive 
for the concession-holder to achieve certain MTRs because the MTRs would — owing to the circular effect — be 
retroactively aligned to the Concession-holder's actual performance. 

(164)  However, the Commission notes that the adjustment applied by the GHA is not circular since it is based on 
a combination of two factors. One is the Hamburg-Le Havre range and the other is the downfall in traffic in the 
DGD. The Commission notes that using the Hamburg-Le Havre range as a component of the MTRs adjustment 
matrix is appropriate as it forms the most likely widest possible data set at hand with regard to operators in the 
port of Antwerp. In terms of container traffic volume, the Port of Antwerp represents a significant share in the 
Hamburg-Le Havre range, as it ranks second to the Port of Rotterdam. Moreover, the Hamburg-Le Havre range 
performance is in any event adjusted to the disadvantage of PSA and AG under the 75/125-rule (see recital 21). 
In fact, the rule implies that PSA and AG must perform 25 % better than the Hamburg-Le Havre range. As 
a matter of fact, the 25 % correction factor is also based on real (historic) data as it mirrors the outperformance 
of the Port of Antwerp when compared to the Hamburg-Le Havre range. 
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(165)  The second factor that formed part of the MTRs adjustment formula was the actual traffic of PSA and AG in the 
DGD in the year 2008. In that year a 6,3 % year-to-year growth of container traffic was observed in the Port of 
Antwerp. By contrast, from 2008 to 2009, container traffic fell by an unprecedented – 16,3 %. Under the at that 
time only year-on-year increasing MTRs applicable in the Port of Antwerp, PSA and AG were each held to meet 
an MTRs in 2009 significantly higher than in 2008 (45), which, when overall container traffic sharply decreased, 
turned out to be impossible. The Commission holds that it was appropriate to use the realised traffic of each 
concession-holder in the DGD as the other component of the matrix because otherwise the use of the realised 
overall port traffic in Antwerp (being the next bigger available example of a narrow range) could have led to 
inaccurate results. This is so, because the situation in the DGD was very specific since the DGD was still in 
a start-up phase when the Crisis began. 

(166)  The Commission further notes that the adjustment applied by the GHA resulted in MTRs that in the 
period 2009-2012 exceeded the tonnages realised by PSA and AG (with the one exception of AG in 2011, when 
AG performed slightly better than the readjusted MTRs required). Hence the GHA did not waive the penalties due 
altogether. Also, it is demonstrated that the MTRs adjustment under Measure 1 was not circular, contrary to the 
Complainant's allegation. If Measure 1 had been circular, PSA and AG would not have been liable to pay any 
compensation in the period from 2009 to 2012. 

(167)  Measure 1 remains therefore in line with the ultimate aim of charging penalties for unachieved MTRs, which is 
not to transform the penalties into a genuine source of income, a return on investment or a payment for 
services/goods provided by the GHA, but rather to incentivise the concessionaires to perform as well as possible 
under the given circumstances. 

(168)  The Commission therefore concludes that the methodology used by the GHA for adjusting the MTRs appears to 
be reasonable. 

Pos s ib le  re locat ion  of  t ra f f ic  to  other  por ts  

(169)  Regarding the doubt expressed in the opening decision and the corresponding allegation by the Complainant that 
the 2013 GHA Decision would have prompted PSA and AG to relocate their traffic to ports in which compliance 
with the MTRs was strictly enforced, the Commission notes that PSA and AG, when considering where to handle 
their traffic in the years from 2009 to 2012, could not yet know how the GHA would decide on the matter of 
compensations for MTRs not achieved in these years. In fact, the GHA dealt only retroactively with this issue 
under the 2013 GHA Decision. Moreover, the 2013 GHA Decision, albeit adjusting downwards the original 
MTRs applicable to PSA and AG, still provided for MTRs beyond the actual performances of PSA and AG in the 
years from 2009 to 2012 (with the one exception of AG in 2011, when AG performed slightly better than the 
readjusted MTRs required). Furthermore, although the GHA was engaged in discussions with PSA and AG with 
regard to the lowering of the original MTRs (see in this regards recital 20), the content of this communication 
shows that the GHA never intended to reduce MTRs to the effect that compensation for the unachieved MTRs 
would be waived in full. Therefore, the Commission concludes that the 2013 GHA Decision provided no 
incentive for PSA and AG to relocate traffic to other ports in which compliance with the MTRs was strictly 
enforced. 

L and- u se  p lanning,  mobi l i t y  and  long-ter m employment  

(170)  In the opening decision, the Commission noted that compliance of Measure 1 with the MEO test was also put 
into question by the fact that the 2013 GHA Decision took into account elements such as land-use planning, 
mobility and long-term employment. 

(171)  The Commission considers, however, that the GHA, when taking the 2013 GHA Decision, was mainly driven by 
economic considerations. The GHA considered the overall impact of the Crisis on PSA and AG but also on other 
terminal operators holding concessions in the Port of Antwerp. Moreover, the GHA considered that it managed 
a major port (the second biggest in the Hamburg-Le Havre range in terms of container traffic), in strong 
competition with other ports and in particular with the other ports in the Hamburg-Le Havre range, and the risk 
that the long-term cooperation with PSA and AG would be compromised if the MTRs were not reduced (see 
recitals 148 and 159 above). 
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(172)  Therefore, the Commission concludes that elements such as land-use planning, mobility and long-term 
employment only played a secondary role in the GHA's considerations when it took the 2013 GHA Decision. 

T h reats  to  leave  t he  Por t  an d  r i s k  of  l i t igat ion  

(173)  In the opening decision the Commission also noted that PSA and AG could not credibly threaten to leave the 
Port of Antwerp in case the MTRs were not reduced or the compensation was not waived (recital 75 of the 
opening decision). The container terminal operators could not unilaterally terminate their relationship with the 
GHA, while the GHA could completely or partly revoke the concession in case of manifest underuse on the 
terminal. 

(174)  Moreover, the opening decision further expressed doubts as to whether a serious risk of litigation from PSA and 
AG existed (recital 78 of the opening decision). PSA and AG had sent letters explaining their legal standpoints to 
the GHA on 19 February 2013 and 23 February 2013, i.e. after the complaint was forwarded to Belgium for 
comments on 29 January 2013. In other words, the risk would have been more credible if PSA and AG had sent 
these letters before the existence of the complaint was known to them. 

(175)  Because of the contextual links, these issues are jointly assessed in the following recitals. 

(176)  Having analysed Belgium's submissions following the opening decision and in particular the correspondence 
between the GHA on the one hand and PSA and AG on the other hand, the Commission holds that there was 
indeed a serious risk of PSA and AG challenging the enforcement of penalties by the GHA for non-achievement 
of the original MTRs in litigation or arbitration, as well as a credible risk that such enforcement of penalties by 
the GHA would be refused by the arbitration panel or by the court under Belgian civil law due to the abuse of 
law doctrine (46) or due to a penalty clause being qualified as punitive (47). 

(177)  Based on the contemporary evidence available, the Commission takes the view that Belgian civil law indeed 
provides the basis to challenge the enforcement of penalties in full for non-achievement of contractual MTRs if 
such enforcement amounted to abuse of law or the penalty clause were to be qualified as punitive. That is 
confirmed by the fact that both AG and PSA used arguments related to abuse of law and punitive penalty clause 
when communicating with the GHA prior to the 2013 GHA Decision (48), including legal memoranda by their 
respective legal advisors (49). While it is not for the Commission to prejudge how effective those claims could be, 
they proved to be admissible and sufficiently credible, which shows that the risk of litigation could have been 
perceived by the GHA as real. 

(178)  In addition (albeit from a retrospective point of view), the seriousness of these arguments by AG and PSA is 
further confirmed not only by the contents of the […] (50), but also by the fact that both AG (51) and PSA (52) 
actually challenged even the penalties charged by the GHA on the basis of the adjusted MTRs, claiming, inter alia, 
the abuse of law by the GHA and that the penalties for non-achievement of adjusted MTRs were punitive and 
exorbitant. 
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(46) Belgian civil law endorses the principle of ‘pacta sunt servanda’, but at the same time provides for boundaries and exceptions to this 
principle. One of such boundaries is that contractual rights are to be executed ‘in good faith’ pursuant to Article 1134, paragraph 3 of 
the Belgian Civil Code. i.e. the abuse of law (‘rechtsmisbruik’) is not allowed. Abuse of law may occur where a party exercises his rights in 
a manner which clearly goes beyond the limits of the normal exercise of that right by a reasonable and prudent person. See Stijns, S., 
Verbintenissenrecht, die Keure, 2005, Book I, p. 62 et seq., with reference to the case-law of the Hof van Cassatie. 

(47) The purpose of the contractual penalties for the breach of contractual obligations is to compensate the aggrieved party for its losses 
incurred due to such breach by another party. The penalties are punitive when their purpose is to punish the breaching party for the 
benefit of the aggrieved party in the absence of damages suffered by the aggrieved party. Punitive penalties run against the public order 
of the Belgian state and constitute grounds for unenforceability of such penalties. 

(48) E.g. 19 December 2011 PSA letter to GHA (19 August 2016 submission by Belgium, annex 7.44); also 19 February 2013 PSA letter to 
GHA (15 March 2016 submission by Belgium, Annex 15). 

(49) 15 February 2012 memo by AG's counsels (15 March 2016 submission by Belgium, Annex 10); 11 February 2013 memo by PSA's 
external counsels (20 March 2017 submission by Belgium, Annex 7.2). 

(50) […] (20 March 2017 submission by Belgium, Annex 7.3). 
(51) On 20 June 2014, GHA requested arbitration for non-payment of penalties by AG for non-achievement of adjusted MTRs and AG 

challenged the penalties on the grounds of abuse of law and excessive penalty clause (18 April 2016 submission by AG with AG's 
summary memorandum in the arbitration proceedings). 

(52) PSA initiated arbitration proceedings against GHA on 2 May 2016 and asked the arbitral tribunal to order GHA to repay the PSA the 
penalties for non-achievement of the adjusted MTRs. See Annex 6 to 2 May 2016 PSA's comments on the Opening decision, as well as 
Annex 7.1(a) and 7.1(b) of Belgium's 1 December 2017 submission. 



(179)  Furthermore, the Commission notes that the credibility of arguments used by AG in the arbitration procedure 
against the GHA is confirmed by the arbitration decision in that case (53). The arbitral tribunal took the view that 
the enforcement of penalties for non-achievement of the adjusted MTRs under the 2013 GHA Decision did not 
to amount to abuse of law under Belgian Civil Law. In doing so, the arbitral tribunal took account of the fact that 
the GHA adjusted the MTRs in its 2013 GHA Decision after taking into account the Crisis, the situation in the 
Hamburg-Le Havre range and the situation of Antwerp in a historic perspective, and that such behaviour was in 
conformity to what could be expected from the reasonable and prudent port authority. 

(180)  In addition, contrary to AG, PSA itself has initiated the arbitration proceedings against the GHA claiming the 
repayment of penalties for non-achievement of adjusted MTRs. 

(181)  As regards the risk of litigation, and in particular the risk of unsuccessful litigation for the GHA, the Commission 
concludes that the proceedings actually initiated by PSA and AG show that this risk was real, and that a prudent 
market operator would have considered such risk when taking business decisions. 

C o n clus io n  reg ar ding  Measure  1  

(182)  It results from the preceding considerations that, as a matter of principle, it is conceivable that a market economy 
operator in the position of the GHA would also have readjusted the contractually applicable MTRs in view of the 
Crisis. With respect to the reductions granted by the GHA under Measure 1, the Commission found that (i) the 
time elapsed between the start of the Crisis and the moment when the GHA took its decision does not constitute 
an indication that the MEO test is not complied with; (ii) the methodology used by the GHA to determine the 
size of the adjustment of MTRs appears to be reasonable; (iii) the decision by the GHA did not provide an 
incentive for PSA and AG to relocate traffic to other ports in which compliance with the MTRs was strictly 
enforced; (iv) elements such as land-use planning, mobility and long-term employment seemed to have played 
only secondary role; and (v) that if the MTRs were not adjusted, there was a real risk of unsuccessful litigation 
that a prudent market economy operator would have taken into account. 

(183)  Taking all these elements into account, the Commission finds, on balance, that Measure 1 must be considered to 
comply with the MEO test. 

(184)  As a consequence, the Commission concludes that Measure 1 constitutes no economic advantage, neither in 
favour of PSA nor of AG. Given that the criteria of Article 107(1) TFEU must be cumulatively for a measure to 
constitute State aid within the meaning of that Article, the lack of economic advantage not otherwise available at 
market conditions is sufficient to conclude that the measure complained of does not constitute State aid. 

6.1.2. Possible advantage granted by Measure 2 

(185)  The assessment whether the GHA, when adopting Measure 2, acted as an MEO, and whether, as a consequence, 
Measure 2 did not amount to an advantage within the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU in favour of AG, requires 
establishing whether maintaining the 75/125 rule with regard to AG resulted in an advantage that AG would not 
have obtained in case the original MTRs had been reinstated. 

(186)  This question has to be assessed in the light of the fact that in 2014 ca. 30 % of AG's concession area was 
transferred to PSA. When the GHA reinstated the MTRs for AG in 2015, it deducted an amount corresponding 
to the 30 % concession area loss from the original MTRs to arrive at MTRs of 1 247 630 TEU. 

(187)  The Commission notes that AG was already performing at a level beyond the reinstated MTRs in 2014. In 2015, 
AG was again performing beyond that level. The question whether a prudent market economy investor would 
have reinstated the MTRs for AG already in 2014 or only in 2015 (as the GHA did) is therefore not relevant for 
establishing whether the GHA granted any advantage in favour of AG. No penalties would have been in any 
event due by AG to the GHA for 2014 and 2015. Under a re-instatement of the original MTRs (duly adjusted by 
the loss of ca. 30 % of the concession area) as well as under the continued application of the 75/125-rule (in line 
with Measure 2) AG would not have been liable to pay the GHA any compensation. 
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(53) 16 September 2016 arbitration decision (Annex to 5 October 2016 submission by Belgium). 



(188)  With regard to the doubt raised in the opening decision that AG's loss of the transferred area did not justify 
maintaining the reduced compensation with regard to AG because AG was in any case not using the area 
(recitals 82 and 83 of the opening decision), the Commission refers to above recital 184 and also notes that by 
2016 the GHA re-introduced the sum of PSA's and AG's original MTRs, with the only difference that PSA's MTRs 
were now higher as compared to its original one whereas AG's was correspondingly lower. The Commission 
holds that applying a grand total MTRs higher than the previous ones, as the Complainant seems to invoke, 
would not be appropriate since the total concession area available to PSA and AG (taken together) did not 
become larger as compared to the total area attributed under the original concession agreements. 

(189)  Therefore, the Commission concludes that Measure 2 did not result in an economic advantage in favour of AG. 
Given that the criteria of Article 107(1) TFEU must be cumulatively fulfilled for a measure to constitute State aid 
within the meaning of that Article, the lack of economic advantage not otherwise available at market conditions 
is sufficient to conclude that the measure complained of does not constitute State aid. 

6.1.3. Other allegations by the Complainant 

(190)  With regard to the Complainant's allegation that the advantage granted to PSA until 2012 continued in the 
period from 2013 to 2016, the Commission refers to recital 85 of the opening decision, which stated that 
Measure 2 put an end to any possible advantage for PSA insofar as it only gradually, and not immediately, 
reinstated the original MTRs. Moreover, it is the scope of the present decision to assess Measures 1 and 2, as 
described in recital 22, and as initially described in recital 49(i) and (ii) of the opening decision. This notwith­
standing, the Commission holds that the GHA acted in a market-conform manner when it decided to gradually 
reinstate the MTRs applicable to PSA. An immediate reinstatement with effect in 2014 (as claimed by the 
Complainant) would have led to a year-on-year increase (from 2013 to 2014) bigger than foreseen under the 
original MTRs (see also the comments made by Belgium; recital 153). Therefore, an immediate reinstatement with 
regard to PSA would have been inconsistent with the previous administrative practice established by the GHA in 
setting up MTRs contracts applicable to terminal operators active in the Port. 

7. CONCLUSION 

(191)  As set out under recitals 180 and 185, Measures 1 and 2 do not constitute State aid within the meaning of 
Article 107(1) of the TFEU, 

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION: 

Article 1 

The measures which Belgium implemented and which consisted, first, in the reduction of contractual minimum tonnage 
requirements and the subsequent reduction of compensation payments due by two terminal concessionaires in the Port 
of Antwerp with a retroactive effect from 2009, and, second, in maintaining the reduced minimum tonnage 
requirements with regard to one of those concessionaires beyond 2013 do not constitute aid within the meaning of 
Article 107(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. 

Article 2 

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Belgium. 

Done at Brussels, 23 November 2018. 

For the Commission 
Margrethe VESTAGER 

Member of the Commission  
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COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING DECISION (EU) 2019/1247 

of 19 July 2019 

amending the Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU concerning animal health control 
measures relating to African swine fever in certain Member States 

(notified under document C(2019) 5533) 

(Text with EEA relevance) 

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 

Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, 

Having regard to Council Directive 89/662/EEC of 11 December 1989 concerning veterinary checks in 
intra-Community trade with a view to the completion of the internal market (1), and in particular Article 9(4) thereof, 

Having regard to Council Directive 90/425/EEC of 26 June 1990 concerning veterinary checks applicable in intra-Union 
trade in certain live animals and products with a view to the completion of the internal market (2), and in particular 
Article 10(4) thereof, 

Having regard to Council Directive 2002/99/EC of 16 December 2002 laying down the animal health rules governing 
the production, processing, distribution and introduction of products of animal origin for human consumption (3), and 
in particular Article 4(3) thereof, 

Whereas: 

(1)  Commission Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU (4) lays down animal health control measures in relation to 
African swine fever in certain Member States, where there have been confirmed cases of that disease in domestic 
or feral pigs (the Member States concerned). The Annex to that Implementing Decision demarcates and lists 
certain areas of the Member States concerned in Parts I to IV thereof, differentiated by the level of risk based on 
the epidemiological situation as regards that disease. The Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU has 
been amended several times to take account of changes in the epidemiological situation in the Union as regards 
African swine fever that need to be reflected in that Annex. The Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU 
was last amended by Commission Implementing Decision (EU) 2019/1212 (5), following an instance of African 
swine fever in Bulgaria. 

(2)  Since the date of adoption of Implementing Decision (EU) 2019/1212, there have been further instances of 
African swine fever in feral and domestic pigs in Poland, Bulgaria and Lithuania that also need to be reflected in 
the Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU. 

(3)  In July 2019, three outbreaks of African swine fever in domestic pigs were observed in the districts of tomaszów 
lubelski, miński and radzyński in Poland in areas currently listed in Part II of the Annex to Implementing 
Decision 2014/709/EU. These outbreaks of African swine fever in domestic pigs constitute an increased level of 
risk which should be reflected in that Annex. Accordingly, these areas of Poland affected by African swine fever 
should be listed in Part III of the Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU instead of in Part II thereof. 

(4)  In July 2019, two cases of African swine fever in feral pigs were observed in the districts of olsztyński and 
ciechanowski in Poland in areas currently listed in Part I of the Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU. 
These cases of African swine fever in feral pigs constitute an increased level of risk which should be reflected in 
that Annex. Accordingly, these areas of Poland affected by African swine fever should be listed in Part II of the 
Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU instead of in Part I thereof. 
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(1) OJ L 395, 30.12.1989, p. 13. 
(2) OJ L 224, 18.8.1990, p. 29. 
(3) OJ L 18, 23.1.2003, p. 11. 
(4) Commission Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU of 9 October 2014 concerning animal health control measures relating to African 

swine fever in certain Member States and repealing Implementing Decision 2014/178/EU (OJ L 295, 11.10.2014, p. 63). 
(5) Commission Implementing Decision (EU) 2019/1212 of 16 July 2019 amending the Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU 

concerning animal health control measures relating to African swine fever in certain Member States (OJ L 191, 17.7.2019, p. 14). 



(5)  In July 2019, four outbreaks of African swine fever in domestic pigs were observed in the regions of Ruse, Vratsa 
and Pleven in Bulgaria in areas currently listed in Part I of the Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU. 
These outbreaks of African swine fever in domestic pigs constitute an increased level of risk which should be 
reflected in that Annex. Accordingly, these areas of Bulgaria affected by African swine fever should be listed in 
Part III of the Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU instead of in Part I thereof. 

(6)  In July 2019, one outbreak of African swine fever in domestic pigs was observed in the county of Marijampolė in 
Lithuania in close proximity to an area listed in Part II of the Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU. 
This outbreak of African swine fever in domestic pigs constitutes an increased level of risk which should be 
reflected in that Annex. Accordingly, this area of Lithuania affected by African swine fever should be listed in 
Part III of the Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU instead of in Part II thereof. 

(7)  In order to take account of recent developments in the epidemiological evolution of African swine fever in the 
Union, and in order to combat the risks associated with the spread of that disease in a proactive manner, new 
high-risk areas of a sufficient size should be demarcated for Poland, Bulgaria and Lithuania and duly listed in 
Parts I, II and III of the Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU. The Annex to Implementing Decision 
2014/709/EU should therefore be amended accordingly. 

(8)  The measures provided for in this Decision are in accordance with the opinion of the Standing Committee on 
Plants, Animals, Food and Feed, 

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION: 

Article 1 

The Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU is replaced by the text set out in the Annex to this Decision. 

Article 2 

This Decision is addressed to the Member States. 

Done at Brussels, 19 July 2019. 

For the Commission 
Vytenis ANDRIUKAITIS 

Member of the Commission  
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ANNEX 

The Annex to Implementing Decision 2014/709/EU is replaced by the following: 

‘ANNEX 

PART I 

1.  Belgium 

The following areas in Belgium: 

in Luxembourg province: 

—  the area is delimited clockwise by: 

—  Frontière avec la France, 

—  Rue Mersinhat, 

—  La N818 jusque son intersection avec la N83, 

—  La N83 jusque son intersection avec la N884, 

—  La N884 jusque son intersection avec la N824, 

—  La N824 jusque son intersection avec Le Routeux, 

—  Le Routeux, 

—  Rue d'Orgéo, 

—  Rue de la Vierre, 

—  Rue du Bout-d'en-Bas, 

—  Rue Sous l'Eglise, 

—  Rue Notre-Dame, 

—  Rue du Centre, 

—  La N845 jusque son intersection avec la N85, 

—  La N85 jusque son intersection avec la N40, 

—  La N40 jusque son intersection avec la N802, 

—  La N802 jusque son intersection avec la N825, 

—  La N825 jusque son intersection avec la E25-E411, 

—  La E25-E411jusque son intersection avec la N40, 

—  N40: Burnaimont, Rue de Luxembourg, Rue Ranci, Rue de la Chapelle, 

—  Rue du Tombois, 

—  Rue Du Pierroy, 

—  Rue Saint-Orban, 

—  Rue Saint-Aubain, 

—  Rue des Cottages, 

—  Rue de Relune, 

—  Rue de Rulune, 

—  Route de l'Ermitage, 

—  N87: Route de Habay, 

—  Chemin des Ecoliers, 

—  Le Routy, 

—  Rue Burgknapp, 

—  Rue de la Halte, 

—  Rue du Centre, 

—  Rue de l'Eglise, 
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—  Rue du Marquisat, 

—  Rue de la Carrière, 

—  Rue de la Lorraine, 

—  Rue du Beynert, 

—  Millewée, 

—  Rue du Tram, 

—  Millewée, 

—  N4: Route de Bastogne, Avenue de Longwy, Route de Luxembourg, 

—  Frontière avec le Grand-Duché de Luxembourg, 

—  Frontière avec la France, 

—  La N87 jusque son intersection avec la N871 au niveau de Rouvroy, 

—  La N871 jusque son intersection avec la N88, 

—  La N88 jusque son intersection avec la rue Baillet Latour, 

—  La rue Baillet Latour jusque son intersection avec la N811, 

—  La N811 jusque son intersection avec la N88, 

—  La N88 jusque son intersection avecla N883 au niveau d'Aubange, 

—  La N883 jusque son intersection avec la N81 au niveau d'Aubange, 

—  La N81 jusque son intersection avec la E25-E411, 

—  La E25-E411 jusque son intersection avec la N40, 

—  La N40 jusque son intersection avec la rue du Fet, 

—  Rue du Fet, 

—  Rue de l'Accord jusque son intersection avec la rue de la Gaume, 

—  Rue de la Gaume jusque son intersection avec la rue des Bruyères, 

—  Rue des Bruyères, 

—  Rue de Neufchâteau, 

—  Rue de la Motte, 

—  La N894 jusque son intersection avec laN85, 

—  La N85 jusque son intersection avec la frontière avec la France. 

2.  Bulgaria 

The following areas in Bulgaria: 

the whole region of Varna excluding the villages covered in Part II, 

the whole Silistra region, 

the whole Dobrich region excluding the areas in Part II, 

the whole region of Ruse excluding the areas in Part III, 

the whole region of Yambol, 

the whole region of Sliven, 

the whole region of Shumen, 

the whole region of Vidin, 

the whole region of Montana, 

in the region of Sofia District: 

—  the whole municipality of Dragoman, 

—  the whole municipality of Svoge, 

—  the whole municipality of Botevgrad, 

—  the whole municipality of Etropole, 
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the whole region of Lovech excluding the areas in Part III, 

the whole region of Burgas excluding the areas in Part III. 

3.  Estonia 

The following areas in Estonia: 

—  Hiiu maakond. 

4.  Hungary 

The following areas in Hungary: 

—  Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén megye 651100, 651300, 651400, 651500, 651610, 651700, 651801, 651802, 
651803, 651900, 652000, 652200, 652300, 652601, 652602, 652603, 652700, 652900, 653000, 653100, 
653200, 653300, 653401, 653403, 653500, 653600, 653700, 653800, 653900, 654000, 654201, 654202, 
654301, 654302, 654400, 654501, 654502, 654600, 654700, 654800, 654900, 655000, 655100, 655200, 
655300, 655500, 655600, 655700, 655800, 655901, 655902, 656000, 656100, 656200, 656300, 656400, 
656600, 657300, 657400, 657500, 657600, 657700, 657800, 657900, 658000, 658201, 658202 és 
658403 kódszámú vadgazdálkodási egységeinek teljes területe, 

—  Hajdú-Bihar megye 900750, 901250, 901260, 901270, 901350, 901551, 901560, 901570, 901580, 901590, 
901650, 901660, 901750, 901950, 902050, 902150, 902250, 902350, 902450, 902550, 902650, 902660, 
902670, 902750, 903250, 903650, 903750, 903850, 904350, 904750, 904760, 904850, 904860, 905360, 
905450 és 905550 kódszámú vadgazdálkodási egységeinek teljes területe, 

—  Heves megye 702550, 703350, 703360, 703450, 703550, 703610, 703750, 703850, 703950, 704050, 
704150, 704250, 704350, 704450, 704550, 704650, 704750, 704850, 704950, 705050, és 
705350 kódszámúvadgazdálkodási egységeinek teljes területe, 

—  Jász-Nagykun-Szolnok megye 750150, 750160, 750250, 750260, 750350, 750450, 750460, 750550, 750650, 
750750, 750850, 750950, 751150, 752150 és 755550 kódszámú vadgazdálkodási egységeinek teljes területe, 

—  Nógrád megye 552010, 552150, 552250, 552350, 552450, 552460, 552520, 552550, 552610, 552620, 
552710, 552850, 552860, 552950, 552970, 553050, 553110, 553250, 553260, 553350, 553650, 553750, 
553850, 553910 és 554050 kódszámú vadgazdálkodási egységeinek teljes területe, 

—  Pest megye 571250, 571350, 571550, 571610, 571750, 571760, 572250, 572350, 572550, 572850, 572950, 
573360, 573450, 580050 és 580450 kódszámú vadgazdálkodási egységeinek teljes területe, 

—  Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg megye 851950, 852350, 852450, 852550, 852750, 853560, 853650, 853751, 
853850, 853950, 853960, 854050, 854150, 854250, 854350, 855350, 855450, 855550, 855650, 855660 
és 855850 kódszámú vadgazdálkodási egységeinek teljes területe. 

5.  Latvia 

The following areas in Latvia: 

—  Aizputes novada Cīravas pagasta daļa uz ziemeļiem no autoceļa 1192, Lažas pagasta daļa uz ziemeļrietumiem no 
autoceļa 1199 un uz ziemeļiem no Padures autoceļa, 

—  Alsungas novads, 

—  Durbes novada Dunalkas pagasta daļa uz rietumiem no autoceļiem P112, 1193 un 1192, un Tadaiķu pagasts, 

—  Kuldīgas novada Gudenieku pagasts, 

—  Pāvilostas novads, 

—  Stopiņu novada daļa, kas atrodas uz rietumiem no autoceļa V36, P4 un P5, Acones ielas, Dauguļupes ielas un 
Dauguļupītes, 

—  Ventspils novada Jūrkalnes pagasts, 

—  Grobiņas novads, 

—  Rucavas novada Dunikas pagasts. 

6.  Lithuania 

The following areas in Lithuania: 

—  Jurbarko rajono savivaldybė: Smalininkų ir Viešvilės seniūnijos, 

—  Kelmės rajono savivaldybė: Kelmės, Kelmės apylinkių, Kražių, Kukečių seniūnijos dalis į pietus nuo kelio Nr. 2128 
ir į vakarus nuo kelio Nr. 2106, Liolių, Pakražančio seniūnijos, Tytuvėnų seniūnijos dalis į vakarus ir šiaurę nuo 
kelio Nr. 157 ir į vakarus nuo kelio Nr. 2105 ir Tytuvėnų apylinkių seniūnijos dalis į šiaurę nuo kelio Nr. 157 ir į 
vakarus nuo kelio Nr. 2105, ir Vaiguvos seniūnijos, 

22.7.2019 L 194/31 Official Journal of the European Union EN     



—  Pagėgių savivaldybė, 

—  Plungės rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Raseinių rajono savivaldybė: Girkalnio ir Kalnujų seniūnijos dalis į šiaurę nuo kelio Nr A1, Nemakščių, Paliepių, 
Raseinių, Raseinių miesto ir Viduklės seniūnijos, 

—  Rietavo savivaldybė, 

—  Skuodo rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Šilalės rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Šilutės rajono savivaldybė: Juknaičių, Kintų, Šilutės ir Usėnų seniūnijos, 

—  Tauragės rajono savivaldybė: Lauksargių, Skaudvilės, Tauragės, Mažonų, Tauragės miesto ir Žygaičių seniūnijos. 

7.  Poland 

The following areas in Poland: 

w województwie warmińsko-mazurskim: 

—  gmina Ruciane – Nida w powiecie piskim, 

—  część gminy Ryn położona na południe od linii kolejowej łączącej miejscowości Giżycko i Kętrzyn w powiecie 
giżyckim, 

—  gminy Mikołajki, Piecki, część gminy wiejskiej Mrągowo położona na południe od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę 
nr 16 biegnącą od zachodniej granicy gminy do granicy miasta Mrągowo oraz na południe od linii wyznaczonej 
przez drogę nr 59 biegnącą od wschodniej granicy gminy do granicy miasta Mrągowo w powiecie mrągowskim, 

—  gminy Dźwierzuty, Pasym, Rozogi i Świętajno w powiecie szczycieńskim, 

—  gminy Gronowo Elbląskie, Markusy, Rychliki, część gminy Elbląg położona na zachódod zachodniej granicy 
powiatu miejskiego Elbląg i na północ od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 22 i część gminy Tolkmicko 
niewymieniona w części II załącznika w powiecie elbląskim oraz strefa wód przybrzeżnych Zalewu Wiślanego 
i Zatoki Elbląskiej, 

—  gminy Gietrzwałd, Purda, Stawiguda, Jonkowo, Świątki i miasto Olsztyn w powiecie olsztyńskim, 

—  gminy Łukta, Miłakowo, Małdyty, Miłomłyn i Morąg w powiecie ostródzkim, 

—  gmina Zalewo w powiecie iławskim, 

w województwie podlaskim: 

—  gminy Rudka, Wyszki, część gminy Brańsk położona na północ od linii od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 66 
biegnącą od wschodniej granicy gminy do granicy miasta Brańsk i miasto Brańsk w powiecie bielskim, 

—  gmina Perlejewo w powiecie siemiatyckim, 

—  gminy Kolno z miastem Kolno, Mały Płock i Turośl w powiecie kolneńskim, 

—  gmina Poświętne w powiecie białostockim, 

—  gminy Kulesze Kościelne, Nowe Piekuty, Szepietowo, Klukowo, Ciechanowiec, Wysokie Mazowieckie z miastem 
Wysokie Mazowieckie, Czyżew w powiecie wysokomazowieckim, 

—  gminy Miastkowo, Nowogród, Śniadowo i Zbójna w powiecie łomżyńskim, 

—  powiat zambrowski; 

w województwie mazowieckim: 

—  powiat ostrołęcki, 

—  powiat miejski Ostrołęka, 

—  powiat ostrowski, 

—  powiat płocki, 

—  powiat sierpecki, 

—  powiat żuromiński, 

—  powiat mławski, 

—  powiat przasnyski, 

—  powiat makowski, 

—  gminy Gzy, Obryte, Zatory, Pułtusk i część gminy Winnica położona na wschód od linii wyznaczonej przez 
drogę łączącą miejscowości Bielany, Winnica i Pokrzywnica w powiecie pułtuskim, 
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—  gminy Brańszczyk, Długosiodło, Rząśnik, Wyszków, Zabrodzie i część gminy Somianka położona na północ od 
linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 62 w powiecie wyszkowskim, 

—  gminy Jadów, Klembów, Poświętne, Strachówkai Tłuszcz w powiecie wołomińskim, 

—  gminy Garbatka Letnisko, Gniewoszów i Sieciechów w powiecie kozienickim, 

—  gminy Baranów i Jaktorów w powiecie grodziskim, 

—  powiat żyrardowski, 

—  gminy Belsk Duży, Błędów, Goszczyn i Mogielnica w powiecie grójeckim, 

—  gminy Białobrzegi, Promna, Stara Błotnica, Wyśmierzyce i Radzanów w powiecie białobrzeskim, 

—  gminy Jedlińsk, Jastrzębia i Pionki z miastem Pionki w powiecie radomskim, 

—  gminy Iłów, Nowa Sucha, Rybno, część gminy Teresin położona na południe od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę 
nr 92, część gminy wiejskiej Sochaczew położona na południe od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 92 i część 
miasta Sochaczew położona na południowy zachód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogi nr 50 i 92 w powiecie 
sochaczewskim, 

—  gmina Policzna w powiecie zwoleńskim, 

—  gmina Solec nad Wisłą w powiecie lipskim; 

w województwie lubelskim: 

—  gminy Bełżyce, Borzechów, Bychawa, Niedrzwica Duża, Konopnica, Strzyżewice, Wysokie, Wojciechów i Zakrzew 
w powiecie lubelskim, 

—  gminy Adamów, Miączyn, Radecznica, Sitno, Komarów-Osada, Krasnobród, Łabunie, Sułów, Szczebrzeszyn, 
Zamość, Zwierzyniec i Radecznica w powiecie zamojskim, 

—  powiat miejski Zamość, 

—  gmina Jeziorzany i część gminy Kock położona na zachód od linii wyznaczonej przez rzekę Czarną w powiecie 
lubartowskim, 

—  gminy Adamów i Serokomla w powiecie łukowskim, 

—  gminy Nowodwór, Ryki, Ułęż i miasto Dęblin w powiecie ryckim, 

—  gminy Janowiec, i część gminy wiejskiej Puławy położona na zachód od rzeki Wisły w powiecie puławskim, 

—  gminy Chodel, Karczmiska, Łaziska, Opole Lubelskie, Poniatowa i Wilków w powiecie opolskim, 

—  gmina Żółkiewka w powiecie krasnostawskim, 

—  gminy Krynice, Rachanie i Tarnawatka w powiecie tomaszowskim, 

—  gminy Aleksandrów, Józefów, Łukowa, Obsza, Tereszpol, Turobin, Frampol, Goraj w powiecie biłgorajskim, 

—  gminy Kraśnik z miastem Kraśnik, Szastarka, Trzydnik Duży, Urzędów, Wilkołaz i Zakrzówek w powiecie 
kraśnickim, 

—  gminy Modliborzyce, Potok Wielki, Chrzanów i Batorz w powiecie janowskim; 

w województwie podkarpackim: 

—  gminy Cieszanów, Oleszyce, Stary Dzików, Wielki Oczy i Lubaczów z miastem Lubaczów w powiecie 
lubaczowskim, 

—  gminy Laszki i Wiązownica w powiecie jarosławskim, 

—  gminy Pysznica, Zaleszany i miasto Stalowa Wola w powiecie stalowowolskim, 

—  gmina Gorzyce w powiecie tarnobrzeskim; 

w województwie świętokrzyskim: 

—  gminy Tarłów i Ożarów w powiecie opatowskim, 

—  gminy Dwikozy, Zawichost i miasto Sandomierz w powiecie sandomierskim. 

8.  Romania 

The following areas in Romania: 

—  Județul Alba, 

—  Județul Cluj, 
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—  Județul Harghita, 

—  Județul Hunedoara, 

—  Județul Iași cu restul comunelor care nu sunt incluse in partea II, 

—  Județul Neamț, 

—  Restul județului Mehedinți care nu a fost inclus în Partea III cu următoarele comune: 

—  Comuna Garla Mare, 

—  Hinova, 

—  Burila Mare, 

—  Gruia, 

—  Pristol, 

—  Dubova, 

—  Municipiul Drobeta Turnu Severin, 

—  Eselnița, 

—  Salcia, 

—  Devesel, 

—  Svinița, 

—  Gogoșu, 

—  Simian, 

—  Orșova, 

—  Obârșia Closani, 

—  Baia de Aramă, 

—  Bala, 

—  Florești, 

—  Broșteni, 

—  Corcova, 

—  Isverna, 

—  Balta, 

—  Podeni, 

—  Cireșu, 

—  Ilovița, 

—  Ponoarele, 

—  Ilovăț, 

—  Patulele, 

—  Jiana, 

—  Iyvoru Bârzii, 

—  Malovat, 

—  Bălvănești, 

—  Breznița Ocol, 

—  Godeanu, 

—  Padina Mare, 

—  Corlățel, 

—  Vânju Mare, 

—  Vânjuleț, 

—  Obârșia de Câmp, 

—  Vânători, 

—  Vladaia, 

—  Punghina, 
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—  Cujmir, 

—  Oprișor, 

—  Dârvari, 

—  Căzănești, 

—  Husnicioara, 

—  Poroina Mare, 

—  Prunișor, 

—  Tămna, 

—  Livezile, 

—  Rogova, 

—  Voloiac, 

—  Sisești, 

—  Sovarna, 

—  Bălăcița, 

—  Județul Gorj, 

—  Județul Suceava, 

—  Județul Mureș, 

—  Județul Sibiu, 

—  Județul Caraș-Severin. 

PART II 

1.  Belgium 

The following areas in Belgium: 

in Luxembourg province: 

—  the area is delimited clockwise by: 

—  La frontière avec la France au niveau de Florenville, 

—  La N85 jusque son intersection avec la N894 au niveau de Florenville, 

—  La N894 jusque son intersection avec larue de la Motte, 

—  La rue de la Motte jusque son intersection avec la rue de Neufchâteau, 

—  La rue de Neufchâteau, 

—  La rue des Bruyères jusque son intersection avec la rue de la Gaume, 

—  La rue de la Gaume jusque son intersection avec la rue de l'Accord, 

—  La rue de l'Accord, 

—  La rue du Fet, 

—  La N40 jusque son intersection avec la E25-E411, 

—  La E25-E411 jusque son intersection avec la N81 au niveau de Weyler, 

—  La N81 jusque son intersection avec la N883 au niveau d'Aubange, 

—  La N883 jusque son intersection avec la N88 au niveau d'Aubange, 

—  La N88 jusque son intersection avec la N811, 

—  La N811 jusque son intersection avec la rue Baillet Latour, 

—  La rue Baillet Latour jusque son intersection avec la N88, 

—  La N88 jusque son intersection avec la N871, 

—  La N871 jusque son intersection avec la N87 au niveau de Rouvroy, 

—  La N87 jusque son intersection avec la frontière avec la France. 
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2.  Bulgaria 

The following areas in Bulgaria: 

in Varna region: 

—  within municipality of Beloslav: 

—  Razdelna, 

—  within municipalty of Devnya: 

—  Devnya, 

—  Povelyanovo, 

—  Padina, 

—  within municipality of Vetrino: 

—  Gabarnitsa, 

—  within municipality of Provadiya: 

—  Staroselets, 

—  Petrov dol, 

—  Provadiya, 

—  Dobrina, 

—  Manastir, 

—  Zhitnitsa, 

—  Tutrakantsi, 

—  Bozveliysko, 

—  Barzitsa, 

—  Tchayka, 

—  within municipality of Avren: 

—  Trastikovo, 

—  Sindel, 

—  Avren, 

—  Kazashka reka, 

—  Yunak, 

—  Tsarevtsi, 

—  Dabravino, 

—  within municipality of Dalgopol: 

—  Tsonevo, 

—  Velichkovo, 

—  within municipality of Dolni chiflik: 

—  Nova shipka, 

—  Goren chiflik, 

—  Pchelnik, 

—  Venelin, 

in Silistra region: 

—  within municipality of Kaynardzha: 

—  Voynovo, 

—  Kaynardzha, 

—  Kranovo, 

—  Zarnik, 

—  Dobrudzhanka, 
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—  Golesh, 

—  Svetoslav, 

—  Polkovnik Cholakovo, 

—  Kamentzi, 

—  Gospodinovo, 

—  Davidovo, 

—  Sredishte, 

—  Strelkovo, 

—  Poprusanovo, 

—  Posev, 

—  within municipality of Alfatar: 

—  Alfatar, 

—  Alekovo, 

—  Bistra, 

—  Kutlovitza, 

—  Tzar Asen, 

—  Chukovetz, 

—  Vasil Levski, 

—  within municipality of Silistra: 

—  Glavan, 

—  Silistra, 

—  Aydemir, 

—  Babuk, 

—  Popkralevo, 

—  Bogorovo, 

—  Bradvari, 

—  Sratzimir, 

—  Bulgarka, 

—  Tsenovich, 

—  Sarpovo, 

—  Srebarna, 

—  Smiletz, 

—  Profesor Ishirkovo, 

—  Polkovnik Lambrinovo, 

—  Kalipetrovo, 

—  Kazimir, 

—  Yordanovo, 

—  within municipality of Sitovo: 

—  Dobrotitza, 

—  Lyuben, 

—  Slatina, 

—  within municipality of Dulovo: 

—  Varbino, 

—  Polkovnik Taslakovo, 

—  Kolobar, 
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—  Kozyak, 

—  Mezhden, 

—  Tcherkovna, 

—  Dulovo, 

—  Razdel, 

—  Tchernik, 

—  Poroyno, 

—  Vodno, 

—  Zlatoklas, 

—  Tchernolik, 

in Dobrich region: 

—  within municipality of Krushari: 

—  Kapitan Dimitrovo, 

—  Ognyanovo, 

—  Zimnitza, 

—  Gaber, 

—  within municipality of Dobrich-selska: 

—  Altsek, 

—  Vodnyantsi, 

—  Feldfebel Denkovo, 

—  Hitovo, 

—  within municipality of Tervel: 

—  Brestnitza, 

—  Kolartzi, 

—  Angelariy, 

—  Balik, 

—  Bezmer, 

—  Bozhan, 

—  Bonevo, 

—  Voynikovo, 

—  Glavantsi, 

—  Gradnitsa, 

—  Guslar, 

—  Kableshkovo, 

—  Kladentsi, 

—  Kochmar, 

—  Mali izvor, 

—  Nova Kamena, 

—  Onogur, 

—  Polkovnik Savovo, 

—  Popgruevo, 

—  Profesor Zlatarski, 

—  Sartents, 

—  Tervel, 

—  Chestimenstko, 
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—  within municipality Shabla: 

—  Shabla, 

—  Tyulenovo, 

—  Bozhanovo, 

—  Gorun, 

—  Gorichane, 

—  Prolez, 

—  Ezeretz, 

—  Zahari Stoyanovo, 

—  Vaklino, 

—  Granichar, 

—  Durankulak, 

—  Krapetz, 

—  Smin, 

—  Staevtsi, 

—  Tvarditsa, 

—  Chernomortzi, 

—  within municipality of Kavarna: 

—  Balgarevo, 

—  Bozhurets, 

—  Vranino, 

—  Vidno, 

—  Irechek, 

—  Kavarna, 

—  Kamen briag, 

—  Mogilishte, 

—  Neykovo, 

—  Poruchik Chunchevo, 

—  Rakovski, 

—  Sveti Nikola, 

—  Seltse, 

—  Topola, 

—  Travnik, 

—  Hadzhi Dimitar, 

—  Chelopechene. 

3.  Estonia 

The following areas in Estonia: 

—  Eesti Vabariik (välja arvatud Hiiu maakond). 

4.  Hungary 

The following areas in Hungary: 

—  Heves megye 700150, 700250, 700260, 700350, 700450, 700460, 700550, 700650, 700750, 700850, 
700860, 700950, 701050, 701111, 701150, 701250, 701350, 701550, 701560, 701650, 701750, 701850, 
701950, 702050, 702150, 702250, 702260, 702350, 702450, 702750, 702850, 702950, 703050, 703150, 
703250, 703370, 705150,705250, 705450,705510 és 705610 kódszámú vadgazdálkodási egységeinek teljes 
területe, 
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—  Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg megye 850950, 851050, 851150, 851250, 851350, 851450, 851550, 851560, 
851650, 851660, 851751, 851752, 852850, 852860, 852950, 852960, 853050, 853150, 853160, 853250, 
853260, 853350, 853360, 853450, 853550, 854450, 854550, 854560, 854650, 854660, 854750, 854850, 
854860, 854870, 854950, 855050, 855150, 855250, 855460, 855750, 855950, 855960, 856051, 856150, 
856250, 856260, 856350, 856360, 856450, 856550, 856650, 856750, 856760, 856850, 856950, 857050, 
857150, 857350, 857450, 857650, valamint 850150, 850250, 850260, 850350, 850450, 850550, 852050, 
852150, 852250 és 857550, továbbá 850650, 850850, 851851 és 851852 kódszámú vadgazdálkodási 
egységeinek teljes területe, 

—  Nógrád megye 550110, 550120, 550130, 550210, 550310, 550320, 550450, 550460, 550510, 550610, 
550710, 550810, 550950, 551010, 551150, 551160, 551250, 551350, 551360, 551450, 551460, 551550, 
551650, 551710, 551810, 551821,552360 és 552960 kódszámú vadgazdálkodási egységeinek teljes területe, 

—  Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén megye 650100, 650200, 650300, 650400, 650500, 650600, 650700, 650800, 
650900, 651000, 651200, 652100, 655400, 656701, 656702, 656800, 656900, 657010, 657100, 658100, 
658310, 658401, 658402, 658404, 658500, 658600, 658700, 658801, 658802, 658901, 658902, 659000, 
659100, 659210, 659220, 659300, 659400, 659500, 659601, 659602, 659701, 659800, 659901, 660000, 
660100, 660200, 660400, 660501, 660502, 660600 és 660800, valamint 652400, 652500 és 
652800 kódszámú vadgazdálkodási egységeinek teljes területe, 

—  Hajdú-Bihar megye 900150, 900250, 900350, 900450, 900550, 900650, 900660, 900670, 901850,900850, 
900860, 900930, 900950, 901050, 901150, 901450, 902850, 902860, 902950, 902960, 903050, 903150, 
903350, 903360, 903370, 903450, 903550, 904450, 904460, 904550, 904650 kódszámú vadgazdálkodási 
egységeinek teljes területe. 

5.  Latvia 

The following areas in Latvia: 

—  Ādažu novads, 

—  Aizputes novada Kalvenes pagasts pagasta daļa uz dienvidiem no autoceļa A9, 

—  Aglonas novads, 

—  Aizkraukles novads, 

—  Aknīstes novads, 

—  Alojas novads, 

—  Alūksnes novads, 

—  Amatas novads, 

—  Apes novads, 

—  Auces novads, 

—  Babītes novads, 

—  Baldones novads, 

—  Baltinavas novads, 

—  Balvu novads, 

—  Bauskas novads, 

—  Beverīnas novads, 

—  Brocēnu novada Blīdenes pagasts, Remtes pagasta daļa uz austrumiem no autoceļa 1154 un P109, 

—  Burtnieku novads, 

—  Carnikavas novads, 

—  Cēsu novads, 

—  Cesvaines novads, 

—  Ciblas novads, 

—  Dagdas novads, 

—  Daugavpils novads, 

—  Dobeles novads, 

—  Dundagas novads, 

—  Durbes novada Durbes pagasta daļa uz dienvidiem no dzelzceļa līnijas Jelgava-Liepāja, 
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—  Engures novads, 

—  Ērgļu novads, 

—  Garkalnes novads, 

—  Gulbenes novads, 

—  Iecavas novads, 

—  Ikšķiles novads, 

—  Ilūkstes novads, 

—  Inčukalna novads, 

—  Jaunjelgavas novads, 

—  Jaunpiebalgas novads, 

—  Jaunpils novads, 

—  Jēkabpils novads, 

—  Jelgavas novads, 

—  Kandavas novads, 

—  Kārsavas novads, 

—  Ķeguma novads, 

—  Ķekavas novads, 

—  Kocēnu novads, 

—  Kokneses novads, 

—  Krāslavas novads, 

—  Krimuldas novads, 

—  Krustpils novads, 

—  Kuldīgas novada Ēdoles, Īvandes, Padures, Rendas, Kabiles, Rumbas, Kurmāles, Pelču, Snēpeles, Turlavas, Laidu un 
Vārmes pagasts, Kuldīgas pilsēta, 

—  Lielvārdes novads, 

—  Līgatnes novads, 

—  Limbažu novads, 

—  Līvānu novads, 

—  Lubānas novads, 

—  Ludzas novads, 

—  Madonas novads, 

—  Mālpils novads, 

—  Mārupes novads, 

—  Mazsalacas novads, 

—  Mērsraga novads, 

—  Naukšēnu novads, 

—  Neretas novads, 

—  Ogres novads, 

—  Olaines novads, 

—  Ozolnieku novads, 

—  Pārgaujas novads, 

—  Pļaviņu novads, 

—  Preiļu novads, 

—  Priekules novads, 

—  Priekuļu novads, 

—  Raunas novads, 

22.7.2019 L 194/41 Official Journal of the European Union EN     



—  republikas pilsēta Daugavpils, 

—  republikas pilsēta Jelgava, 

—  republikas pilsēta Jēkabpils, 

—  republikas pilsēta Jūrmala, 

—  republikas pilsēta Rēzekne, 

—  republikas pilsēta Valmiera, 

—  Rēzeknes novads, 

—  Riebiņu novads, 

—  Rojas novads, 

—  Ropažu novads, 

—  Rugāju novads, 

—  Rundāles novads, 

—  Rūjienas novads, 

—  Salacgrīvas novads, 

—  Salas novads, 

—  Salaspils novads, 

—  Saldus novada Novadnieku, Kursīšu, Zvārdes, Pampāļu, Šķēdes, Nīgrandes, Zaņas, Ezeres, Rubas, Jaunauces un 
Vadakstes pagasts, 

—  Saulkrastu novads, 

—  Sējas novads, 

—  Siguldas novads, 

—  Skrīveru novads, 

—  Skrundas novads, 

—  Smiltenes novads, 

—  Stopiņu novada daļa, kas atrodas uz austrumiem no autoceļa V36, P4 un P5, Acones ielas, Dauguļupes ielas un 
Dauguļupītes, 

—  Strenču novads, 

—  Talsu novads, 

—  Tērvetes novads, 

—  Tukuma novads, 

—  Vaiņodes novads, 

—  Valkas novads, 

—  Varakļānu novads, 

—  Vārkavas novads, 

—  Vecpiebalgas novads, 

—  Vecumnieku novads, 

—  Ventspils novada Ances, Tārgales, Popes, Vārves, Užavas, Piltenes, Puzes, Ziru, Ugāles, Usmas un Zlēku pagasts, 
Piltenes pilsēta, 

—  Viesītes novads, 

—  Viļakas novads, 

—  Viļānu novads, 

—  Zilupes novads. 

6.  Lithuania 

The following areas in Lithuania: 

—  Alytaus miesto savivaldybė, 

—  Alytaus rajono savivaldybė, 
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—  Anykščių rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Akmenės rajono savivaldybė: Ventos ir Papilės seniūnijos, 

—  Biržų miesto savivaldybė, 

—  Biržų rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Druskininkų savivaldybė, 

—  Elektrėnų savivaldybė, 

—  Ignalinos rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Jonavos rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Joniškio rajono savivaldybė: Kepalių, Kriukų, Saugėlaukio ir Satkūnų seniūnijos, 

—  Jurbarko rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Kaišiadorių rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Kalvarijos savivaldybė: Akmenynų, Liubavo, Kalvarijos seniūnijos dalis į pietus nuo kelio Nr. 131 ir į pietus nuo 
kelio Nr. 200 ir Sangrūdos seniūnijos, 

—  Kauno miesto savivaldybė, 

—  Kauno rajono savivaldybė: Babtų, Batniavos, Čekiškės, Domeikavos, Garliavos, Garliavos apylinkių, Karmėlavos, 
Kulautuvos, Lapių, Linksmakalnio, Neveronių, Raudondvario, Rokų, Samylų, Taurakiemio, Užliedžių, 
Vandžiogalos, Vilkijos ir Vilkijos apylinkių seniūnijos, 

—  Kelmės rajono savivaldybė: Tytuvėnų seniūnijos dalis į rytus ir pietus nuo kelio Nr. 157 ir į rytus nuo kelio 
Nr. 2105 ir Tytuvėnų apylinkių seniūnijos dalis į pietus nuo kelio Nr. 157 ir į rytus nuo kelio Nr. 2105, 
Užvenčio, Kukečių dalis į šiaurę nuo kelio Nr. 2128 ir į rytus nuo kelio Nr. 2106, ir Šaukėnų seniūnijos, 

—  Kėdainių rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Kupiškio rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Lazdijų rajono savivaldybė: Būdviečio, Kapčiamieščio, Krosnos, Kučiūnų ir Noragėlių seniūnijos, 

—  Marijampolės savivaldybė: Degučių,Gudelių, Mokolų ir Narto seniūnijos, 

—  Mažeikių rajono savivaldybė: Šerkšnėnų, Sedos ir Židikų seniūnijos, 

—  Molėtų rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Pakruojo rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Panevėžio rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Panevėžio miesto savivaldybė, 

—  Pasvalio rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Radviliškio rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Prienų rajono savivaldybė: Stakliškių ir Veiverių seniūnijos 

—  Raseinių rajono savivaldybė: Ariogalos, Betygalos, Pagojukų, Šiluvos,Kalnujų seniūnijos ir Girkalnio seniūnijos 
dalis į pietus nuo kelio Nr. A1, 

—  Rokiškio rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Šakių rajono savivaldybė: Barzdų, Griškabūdžio, Kidulių, Kudirkos Naumiesčio, Lekėčių, Sintautų, Slavikų. 
Sudargo, Žvirgždaičių seniūnijos ir Kriūkų seniūnijos dalis į rytus nuo kelio Nr. 3804, Lukšių seniūnijos dalis į 
rytus nuo kelio Nr. 3804, Šakių seniūnijos dalis į pietus nuo kelio Nr. 140 ir į pietvakarius nuo kelio Nr. 137 

—  Šalčininkų rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Šiaulių miesto savivaldybė, 

—  Šiaulių rajono savivaldybė: Šiaulių kaimiškoji seniūnija, 

—  Šilutės rajono savivaldybė: Rusnės seniūnija, 

—  Širvintų rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Švenčionių rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Tauragės rajono savivaldybė: Batakių ir Gaurės seniūnijos, 

—  Telšių rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Trakų rajono savivaldybė, 
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—  Ukmergės rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Utenos rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Varėnos rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Vilniaus miesto savivaldybė, 

—  Vilniaus rajono savivaldybė, 

—  Vilkaviškio rajono savivaldybė:Bartninkų, Gražiškių, Keturvalakių, Kybartų, Klausučių, Pajevonio, Šeimenos, 
Vilkaviškio miesto, Virbalio, Vištyčio seniūnijos, 

—  Visagino savivaldybė, 

—  Zarasų rajono savivaldybė. 

7.  Poland 

The following areas in Poland: 

w województwie warmińsko-mazurskim: 

—  gminy Kalinowo, Prostki i gmina wiejska Ełk w powiecie ełckim, 

—  gminy Godkowo, Milejewo, Młynary, Pasłęk, część gminy Elbląg położona na południe od linii wyznaczonej 
przez drogę nr 22 oraz na południe i na południowy wschód od granicy powiatu miejskiego Elbląg, i część 
obszaru lądowego gminy Tolkmicko położona na południe od linii brzegowej Zalewu Wiślanego i Zatoki 
Elbląskiej do granicy z gminą wiejską Elbląg w powiecie elbląskim, 

—  powiat miejski Elbląg, 

—  powiat gołdapski, 

—  gmina Wieliczki w powiecie oleckim, 

—  gminy Orzysz, Biała Piska i Pisz w powiecie piskim, 

—  gminy Górowo Iławeckie z miastem Górowo Iławeckie i Bisztynek w powiecie bartoszyckim, 

—  gminy Kolno, Jeziorany, Barczewo, Biskupiec, Dywity i Dobre Miasto w powiecie olsztyńskim, 

—  powiat braniewski, 

—  gmina Reszel, część gminy Kętrzyn położona na południe od linii kolejowej łączącej miejscowości Giżycko 
i Kętrzyn biegnącej do granicy miasta Kętrzyn, na zachód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 591 biegnącą od 
miasta Kętrzyn do północnej granicy gminy oraz na zachód i na południe od zachodniej i południowej granicy 
miasta Kętrzyn, miasto Kętrzyn i część gminy Korsze położona na południe od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę 
biegnącą od wschodniej granicy łączącą miejscowości Krelikiejmy i Sątoczno i na wschód od linii wyznaczonej 
przez drogę łączącą miejscowości Sątoczno, Sajna Wielka biegnącą do skrzyżowania z drogą nr 590 
w miejscowości Glitajny, a następnie na wschód od drogi nr 590 do skrzyżowania z drogą nr 592 i na południe 
od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 592 biegnącą od zachodniej granicy gminy do skrzyżowania z drogą nr 590 
w powiecie kętrzyńskim, 

—  gminy Lidzbark Warmiński z miastem Lidzbark Warmiński, Lubomino, Orneta i część gminy Kiwity położona na 
południe od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 513 w powiecie lidzbarskim, 

—  gmina Sorkwity i część gminy wiejskiej Mrągowo położona na północ od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 16 
biegnącą od zachodniej granicy gminy do granicy miasta Mrągowo oraz na północ od linii wyznaczonej przez 
drogę nr 59 biegnącą od wschodniej granicy gminy do granicy miasta Mrągowo w powiecie mrągowskim; 

w województwie podlaskim: 

—  powiat grajewski, 

—  powiat moniecki, 

—  powiat sejneński, 

—  gminyŁomża, Piątnica, Jedwabne, Przytuły i Wiznaw powiecie łomżyńskim, 

—  powiat miejski Łomża, 

—  gminy Mielnik, Nurzec – Stacja, Grodzisk, Drohiczyn, Dziadkowice, i Siemiatycze z miastem Siemiatyczew 
powiecie siemiatyckim, 

—  gminy Białowieża, Czyże, Narew, Narewka, Hajnówka z miastem Hajnówka i część gminy Dubicze Cerkiewne 
położona na północny wschód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 1654B w powiecie hajnowskim, 

—  gminy Kobylin-Borzymyi Sokoły w powiecie wysokomazowieckim, 
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—  gminy Grabowo i Stawiski w powiecie kolneńskim, 

—  gminy Czarna Białostocka, Dobrzyniewo Duże, Gródek, Juchnowiec Kościelny, Łapy, Michałowo, Supraśl, Suraż, 
Turośń Kościelna, Tykocin, Wasilków, Zabłudów, Zawady i Choroszcz w powiecie białostockim, 

—  miasto Bielsk Podlaski, część gminy Bielsk Podlaski położona na zachód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 19 
biegnącą od południowo-zachodniej granicy gminy do granicy miasta Bielsk Podlaski, na północ od linii 
wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 689 biegnącą od wschodniej granicy gminy do wschodniej granicy miasta Bielsk 
Podlaski oraz na północ i północny zachód od granicy miasta Bielsk Podlaski, część gminy Boćki położona na 
zachód od linii od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 19 i część gminy Brańsk położona na południe od linii od 
linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 66 biegnącą od wschodniej granicy gminy do granicy miasta Brańsk w powiecie 
bielskim, 

—  powiat suwalski, 

—  powiat miejski Suwałki, 

—  powiat augustowski, 

—  powiat sokólski, 

—  powiat miejski Białystok; 

w województwie mazowieckim: 

—  gminy Korczew, Kotuń, Paprotnia, Przesmyki, Wodynie, Skórzec, Mokobody, Mordy, Siedlce, Suchożebry 
i Zbuczyn w powiecie siedleckim, 

—  powiat miejski Siedlce, 

—  gminy Bielany, Ceranów, Jabłonna Lacka, Kosów Lacki, Repki, Sabnie, Sterdyń i gmina wiejska Sokołów Podlaski 
w powiecie sokołowskim, 

—  powiat węgrowski, 

—  powiat łosicki, 

—  gminy Brochów, Młodzieszyn, część gminy Teresin położona na północ od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 92, 
część gminy wiejskiej Sochaczew położona na północ od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 92 i część miasta 
Sochaczew położona na północny wschód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogi nr 50 i 92 w powiecie 
sochaczewskim, 

—  powiat nowodworski, 

—  powiat ciechanowski, 

—  powiat płoński, 

—  gminy Pokrzywnica, Świercze i część gminy Winnica położona na zachód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę 
łączącą miejscowości Bielany, Winnica i Pokrzywnica w powiecie pułtuskim, 

—  gminy Dąbrówka, Kobyłka, Marki, Radzymin, Wołomin, Zielonka i Ząbki w powiecie wołomińskim, 

—  część gminy Somianka położona na południe od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 62 w powiecie wyszkowskim, 

—  gminy Borowie, Garwolin z miastem Garwolin, Górzno, Miastków Kościelny, Parysów, Pilawa, Trojanów, 
Żelechów, część gminy Wilga położona na północ od linii wyznaczonej przez rzekę Wilga biegnącą od 
wschodniej granicy gminy do ujścia do rzeki Wisły w powiecie garwolińskim, 

—  powiat otwocki, 

—  powiat warszawski zachodni, 

—  powiat legionowski, 

—  powiat piaseczyński, 

—  powiat pruszkowski, 

—  gminy Chynów, Grójec, Jasieniec, Pniewy i Warkaw powiecie grójeckim, 

—  gminy Milanówek, Grodzisk Mazowiecki, Podkowa Leśna i Żabia Wola w powiecie grodziskim, 

—  gminy Grabów nad Pilicą, Magnuszew, Głowaczów, Kozienice w powiecie kozienickim, 

—  gmina Stromiec w powiecie białobrzeskim, 

—  powiat miejski Warszawa; 
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w województwie lubelskim: 

—  gminy Stoczek Łukowski z miastem Stoczek Łukowski, Wola Mysłowska, Trzebieszów, Krzywda, Stanin, część 
gminy wiejskiej Łuków położona na wschód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 63 biegnącą od północnej 
granicy gminy do granicy miasta Łuków i na północ od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 806 biegnącą od 
wschodniej granicy miasta Łuków do wschodniej granicy gminy wiejskiej Łuków i miasto Łuków w powiecie 
łukowskim, 

—  gminy Janów Podlaski, Kodeń, Tuczna, Leśna Podlaska, Rossosz, Łomazy, Konstantynów, Piszczac, Rokitno, Biała 
Podlaska, Zalesie, Terespol z miastem Terespol, Drelów, Międzyrzec Podlaski z miastem Międzyrzec Podlaski 
w powiecie bialskim, 

—  powiat miejski Biała Podlaska, 

—  gminy Ostrówek, Abramów, Firlej, Kamionka, Michów i część gminy Kock położona na wschód od linii 
wyznaczonej przez rzekę Czarną w powiecie lubartowskim, 

—  gminy Jabłonna, Krzczonów i Garbów w powiecie lubelskim, 

—  gminy Rybczewice i Piaski w powiecie świdnickim, 

—  gminy Fajsławice i część gminy Łopiennik Górny położona na zachód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 17 
w powiecie krasnostawskim, 

—  gminy Dołhobyczów, Mircze, Trzeszczany, Werbkowice i część gminy wiejskiej Hrubieszów położona na 
południe od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 844 oraz na południe od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 74 
i miasto Hrubieszów w powiecie hrubieszowskim, 

—  Łaszczów, Telatyn, Tyszowce i Ulhówek w powiecie tomaszowskim, 

—  część gminy Wojsławice położona na zachód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę biegnącą od północnej granicy 
gminy przez miejscowość Wojsławice do południowej granicy gminy w powiecie chełmskim, 

—  gmina Grabowiec i część gminy Skierbieszów położona na wschód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 843 
w powiecie zamojskim, 

—  gminy Markuszów, Nałęczów, Kazimierz Dolny, Końskowola, Kurów, Wąwolnica, Żyrzyn, Baranów, część gminy 
wiejskiej Puławy położona na wschód od rzeki Wisły i miasto Puławy w powiecie puławskim, 

—  gminy Annopol, Dzierzkowice i Gościeradów w powiecie kraśnickim, 

—  gmina Józefów nad Wisłą w powiecie opolskim, 

—  gminy Kłoczew i Stężyca w powiecie ryckim; 

w województwie podkarpackim: 

—  gminy Radomyśl nad Sanem i Zaklików w powiecie stalowowolskim, 

—  gmina Horyniec-Zdrój w powiecie lubaczowskim. 

8.  Romania 

The following areas in Romania: 

—  Restul județului Maramureș care nu a fost inclus în Partea III cu următoarele comune: 

—  Comuna Vișeu de Sus, 

—  Comuna Moisei, 

—  Comuna Borșa, 

—  Comuna Oarța de Jos, 

—  Comuna Suciu de Sus, 

—  Comuna Coroieni, 

—  Comuna Târgu Lăpuș, 

—  Comuna Vima Mică, 

—  Comuna Boiu Mare, 

—  Comuna Valea Chioarului, 

—  Comuna Ulmeni, 

—  Comuna Băsești, 

—  Comuna Baia Mare, 
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—  Comuna Tăuții Magherăuș, 

—  Comuna Cicărlău, 

—  Comuna Seini, 

—  Comuna Ardusat, 

—  Comuna Farcasa, 

—  Comuna Salsig, 

—  Comuna Asuaju de Sus, 

—  Comuna Băița de sub Codru, 

—  Comuna Bicaz, 

—  Comuna Grosi, 

—  Comuna Recea, 

—  Comuna Baia Sprie, 

—  Comuna Sisesti, 

—  Comuna Cernesti, 

—  Copalnic Mănăstur, 

—  Comuna Dumbrăvița, 

—  Comuna Cupseni, 

—  Comuna Șomcuța Mare, 

—  Comuna Sacaleșeni, 

—  Comuna Remetea Chioarului, 

—  Comuna Mireșu Mare, 

—  Comuna Ariniș, 

—  Județul Bistrița-Năsăud, 

—  Județul Iași cu următoarele comune: 

—  Bivolari, 

—  Trifești, 

—  Probota, 

—  Movileni, 

—  Țigănași, 

—  Popricani, 

—  Victoria, 

—  Golăești, 

—  Aroneanu, 

—  Iași, 

—  Rediu, 

—  Miroslava, 

—  Bârnova, 

—  Ciurea, 

—  Mogosești, 

—  Grajduri, 

—  Scânteia, 

—  Scheia, 

—  Dobrovăț, 

—  Schitu Duca, 

—  Tuțora, 
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—  Tomești, 

—  Bosia, 

—  Prisăcani, 

—  Osoi, 

—  Costuleni, 

—  Răducăneni, 

—  Dolhești, 

—  Gorban, 

—  Ciortești, 

—  Moșna, 

—  Cozmești, 

—  Grozești, 

—  Holboca. 

PART III 

1.  Bulgaria 

The following areas in Bulgaria: 

the whole region of Pleven, 

the whole region of Vratza, 

in the region of Lovech: 

—  within municipality of Lovech: 

—  Bahovitsa, 

—  Vladinya, 

—  Goran, 

—  Devetaki, 

—  Doyrentsi, 

—  Drenov, 

—  Yoglav, 

—  Lisets, 

—  Slavyani, 

—  Slatina, 

—  Smochan, 

—  within municipality of Lukovit: 

—  Bezhanovo, 

—  Dermantsi, 

—  Karlukovo, 

—  Lukovit, 

—  Petrevene, 

—  Todorichene, 

—  Aglen, 

—  within municipality of Ugarchin: 

—  Dragana, 

—  Katunets, 

in the region of Veliko Tarnovo: 

—  the whole municipality of Svishtov, 

—  the whole municipality of Pavlikeni 
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—  the whole municipality of Polski Trambesh 

—  the whole municipality of Strajitsa, 

the whole region of Targovishte, 

in the region of Ruse: 

—  the whole municipality of Borovo, 

—  the whole municipality of Tsenovo, 

—  the whole municipality of Biala, 

—  the whole municipality of Dve Mogili, 

—  the whole municipality of Ivanovo, 

in Burgas region: 

—  the whole municipality of Burgas, 

—  the whole municipality of Kameno, 

—  the whole municipality of Malko Tarnovo, 

—  the whole municipality of Primorsko, 

—  the whole municipality of Sozopol, 

—  the whole municipality of Sredets, 

—  the whole municipality of Tsarevo. 

2.  Latvia 

The following areas in Latvia: 

—  Aizputes novada Aizputes pagasts, Cīravas pagasta daļa uz dienvidiem no autoceļa 1192, Kazdangas pagasts, 
Kalvenes pagasta daļa uz ziemeļiem no autoceļa A9, Lažas pagasta dienvidaustrumu daļa un pagasta daļa uz 
dienvidaustrumiem no autoceļa 1199 un uz dienvidiem no Padures autoceļa, Aizputes pilsēta, 

—  Durbes novada Vecpils pagasts, Durbes pagasta daļa uz ziemeļiem no dzelzceļa līnijas Jelgava-Liepāja, Dunalkas 
pagasta daļa uz austrumiem no autoceļiem P112, 1193 un 1192, Durbes pilsēta, 

—  Brocēnu novada Cieceres un Gaiķu pagasts, Remtes pagasta daļa uz rietumiem no autoceļa 1154 un P109, 
Brocēnu pilsēta, 

—  Saldus novada Saldus, Zirņu, Lutriņu un Jaunlutriņu pagasts, Saldus pilsēta. 

3.  Lithuania 

The following areas in Lithuania: 

—  Akmenės rajono savivaldybė: Akmenės, Kruopių, Naujosios Akmenės kaimiškoji ir Naujosios Akmenės miesto 
seniūnijos, 

—  Birštono savivaldybė, 

—  Joniškio rajono savivaldybė:Gaižaičių, Gataučių, Joniškio, Rudiškių, Skaistgirio, Žagarės seniūnijos, 

—  Kalvarijos savivaldybė: Kalvarijos seniūnijos dalis į šiaurę nuo kelio Nr. 131 ir į šiaurę nuo kelio Nr. 200, 

—  Kauno rajono savivaldybė: Akademijos, Alšėnų, Ežerėlio, Kačerginės, Ringaudų ir Zapyškio seniūnijos, 

—  Kazlų Rudos savivaldybė: Antanavo, Kazlų Rudos, Jankų ir Plutiškių seniūnijos, 

—  Lazdijų rajono savivaldybė: Lazdijų miesto, Lazdijų, Seirijų, Šeštokų, Šventežerio ir Veisiejų seniūnijos, 

—  Marijampolės savivaldybė: Igliaukos, Liudvinavo, Marijampolės,Sasnavos ir Šunskų seniūnijos, 

—  Mažeikių rajono savivaldybės: Laižuvos, Mažeikių apylinkės, Mažeikių, Reivyčių, Tirkšlių ir Viekšnių seniūnijos, 

—  Prienų rajono savivaldybė: Ašmintos, Balbieriškio, Išlaužo, Jiezno, Naujosios Ūtos, Pakuonio, Prienų ir Šilavotos 
seniūnijos, 

—  Šakių rajono savivaldybė: Gelgaudiškio ir Plokščių seniūnijos ir Kriūkų seniūnijos dalis į vakarus nuo kelio 
Nr. 3804, Lukšių seniūnijos dalis į vakarus nuo kelio Nr. 3804, Šakių seniūnijos dalis į šiaurę nuo kelio Nr. 140 ir 
į šiaurės rytus nuo kelio Nr. 137, 

—  Šiaulių rajono savivaldybės: Bubių, Ginkūnų, Gruzdžių, Kairių, Kuršėnų kaimiškoji, Kuršėnų miesto, Kužių, 
Meškuičių, Raudėnų ir Šakynos seniūnijos, 
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—  Šakių rajono savivaldybė: Gelgaudiškio ir Plokščių seniūnijos ir Kriūkų seniūnijos dalis į vakarus nuo kelio 
Nr. 3804, Lukšių seniūnijos dalis į vakarus nuo kelio Nr. 3804, Šakių seniūnijos dalis į šiaurę nuo kelio Nr. 140 ir 
į šiaurės rytus nuo kelio Nr. 137, 

—  Vilkaviškio rajono savivaldybės: Gižų ir Pilviškių seniūnijos. 

4.  Poland 

The following areas in Poland: 

w województwie warmińsko-mazurskim: 

—  gminy Sępopol i Bartoszyce z miastem Bartoszyce w powiecie bartoszyckim, 

—  część gminy Kiwity położona na północ od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 513 w powiecie lidzbarskim, 

—  gminy Srokowo, Barciany, część gminy Kętrzyn położona na północ od linii kolejowej łączącej miejscowości 
Giżycko i Kętrzyn biegnącej do granicy miasta Kętrzyn oraz na wschód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 591 
biegnącą od miasta Kętrzyn do północnej granicy gminy i część gminy Korsze położona na północ od linii 
wyznaczonej przez drogę biegnącą od wschodniej granicy łączącą miejscowości Krelikiejmy i Sątoczno i na 
zachód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę łączącą miejscowości Sątoczno, Sajna Wielka biegnącą do skrzyżowania 
z drogą nr 590 w miejscowości Glitajny, a następnie na zachód od drogi nr 590 do skrzyżowania z drogą nr 592 
i na północ od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 592 biegnącą od zachodniej granicy gminy do skrzyżowania 
z drogą nr 590 w powiecie kętrzyńskim, 

—  gmina Stare Juchy w powiecie ełckim, 

—  gminy Kowale Oleckie, Olecko i Świętajno w powiecie oleckim, 

—  powiat węgorzewski, 

—  gminy Kruklanki, Wydminy, Miłki, Giżycko z miastem Giżycko i część gminy Ryn położona na północ od linii 
kolejowej łączącej miejscowości Giżycko i Kętrzyn w powiecie giżyckim, 

w województwie podlaskim: 

—  gmina Orla, część gminy Bielsk Podlaski położona na wschód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 19 biegnącą 
od południowo-zachodniej granicy gminy do granicy miasta Bielsk Podlaski i na południe od linii wyznaczonej 
przez drogę nr 689 biegnącą od wschodniej granicy gminy do wschodniej granicy miasta Bielsk Podlaski i część 
gminy Boćki położona na wschód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 19 w powiecie bielskim, 

—  gminy Kleszczele, Czeremcha i część gminy Dubicze Cerkiewne położona na południowy zachód od linii 
wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 1654B w powiecie hajnowskim, 

—  gmina Milejczyce w powiecie siemiatyckim; 

w województwie mazowieckim: 

—  gminy Domanice i Wiśniew w powiecie siedleckim, 

—  gminy Łaskarzew z miastem Łaskarzew, Maciejowice, Sobolew i część gminy Wilga położona na południe od linii 
wyznaczonej przez rzekę Wilga biegnącą od wschodniej granicy gminy do ujścia dorzeki Wisły w powiecie 
garwolińskim, 

—  powiat miński, 

w województwie lubelskim: 

—  gminy Bełżec, Jarczów, Lubycza Królewska, Susiec, Tomaszów Lubelski i miasto Tomaszów Lubelski w powiecie 
tomaszowskim, 

—  gminy Białopole, Dubienka, Chełm, Leśniowice, Wierzbica, Sawin, Ruda Huta, Dorohusk, Kamień, Rejowiec, 
Rejowiec Fabryczny z miastem Rejowiec Fabryczny, Siedliszcze, Żmudź i część gminy Wojsławice położona na 
wschód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę biegnącą od północnej granicy gminy do miejscowości Wojsławice do 
południowej granicy gminy w powiecie chełmskim, 

—  powiat miejski Chełm, 

—  gminy Izbica, Gorzków, Rudnik, Kraśniczyn, Krasnystaw z miastem Krasnystaw, Siennica Różana i część gminy 
Łopiennik Górny położona na wschód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 17 w powiecie krasnostawskim, 

—  gmina Stary Zamość, Nielisz i część gminy Skierbieszów położona na zachód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę 
nr 843 w powiecie zamojskim, 

—  gminy Hanna, Hańsk, Wola Uhruska, Urszulin, Stary Brus, Wyryki i gmina wiejska Włodawa w powiecie 
włodawskim, 

—  powiat łęczyński, 

—  gmina Trawniki w powiecie świdnickim, 
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—  powiat parczewski, 

—  powiat radzyński, 

—  gminy Sławatycze, Sosnówka, i Wisznice w powiecie bialskim, 

—  gminy Ostrów Lubelski, Serniki, Uścimów, Niedźwiada i Lubartów z miastem Lubartów w powiecie 
lubartowskim, 

—  gmina Wojcieszków i część gminy wiejskiej Łuków położona na zachód od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 63 
biegnącą od północnej granicy gminy do granicy miasta Łuków, a następnie na północ, zachód, południe 
i wschód od linii stanowiącej północną, zachodnią, południową i wschodnią granicę miasta Łuków do jej 
przecięcia się z drogą nr 806 i na południe od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 806 biegnącą od wschodniej 
granicy miasta Łuków do wschodniej granicy gminy wiejskiej Łuków w powiecie łukowskim, 

—  gminy Horodło, Uchanie, Lubartów i miasto Lubartów, Niedźwiada i część gminy wiejskiej Hrubieszów położona 
na północ od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 844 biegnącą od zachodniej granicy gminy wiejskiej Hrubieszów 
do granicy miasta Hrubieszów oraz na północ od linii wyznaczonej przez drogę nr 74 biegnącą od wschodniej 
granicy miasta Hrubieszów do wschodniej granicy gminy wiejskiej Hrubieszów w powiecie hrubieszowskim, 

—  gminy Głusk, Jastków, Niemce i Wólka w powiecie lubelskim, 

—  gminy Mełgiew i miasto Świdnik w powiecie świdnickim, 

—  powiat miejski Lublin, 

w województwie podkarpackim: 

—  gmina Narol w powiecie lubaczowskim. 

5.  Romania 

The following areas in Romania: 

—  Zona orașului București, 

—  Județul Constanța, 

—  Județul Satu Mare, 

—  Județul Tulcea, 

—  Județul Bacău, 

—  Județul Bihor, 

—  Județul Brăila, 

—  Județul Buzău, 

—  Județul Călărași, 

—  Județul Dâmbovița, 

—  Județul Galați, 

—  Județul Giurgiu, 

—  Județul Ialomița, 

—  Județul Ilfov, 

—  Județul Prahova, 

—  Județul Sălaj, 

—  Județul Vaslui, 

—  Județul Vrancea, 

—  Județul Teleorman, 

—  Partea din județul Maramureș cu următoarele delimitări: 

—  Comuna Petrova, 

—  Comuna Bistra, 

—  Comuna Repedea, 

—  Comuna Poienile de sub Munte, 

—  Comuna Vișeu e Jos, 

—  Comuna Ruscova, 
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—  Comuna Leordina, 

—  Comuna Rozavlea, 

—  Comuna Strâmtura, 

—  Comuna Bârsana, 

—  Comuna Rona de Sus, 

—  Comuna Rona de Jos, 

—  Comuna Bocoiu Mare, 

—  Comuna Sighetu Marmației, 

—  Comuna Sarasau, 

—  Comuna Câmpulung la Tisa, 

—  Comuna Săpânța, 

—  Comuna Remeti, 

—  Comuna Giulești, 

—  Comuna Ocna Șugatag, 

—  Comuna Desești, 

—  Comuna Budești, 

—  Comuna Băiuț, 

—  Comuna Cavnic, 

—  Comuna Lăpuș, 

—  Comuna Dragomirești, 

—  Comuna Ieud, 

—  Comuna Saliștea de Sus, 

—  Comuna Săcel, 

—  Comuna Călinești, 

—  Comuna Vadu Izei, 

—  Comuna Botiza, 

—  Comuna Bogdan Vodă, 

—  Localitatea Groșii Țibileșului, comuna Suciu de Sus, 

—  Localitatea Vișeu de Mijloc, comuna Vișeu de Sus, 

—  Localitatea Vișeu de Sus, comuna Vișeu de Sus. 

—  Partea din județul Mehedinți cu următoarele comune: 

—  Comuna Strehaia, 

—  Comuna Greci, 

—  Comuna Brejnita Motru, 

—  Comuna Butoiești, 

—  Comuna Stângăceaua, 

—  Comuna Grozesti, 

—  Comuna Dumbrava de Jos, 

—  Comuna Băcles, 

—  Comuna Bălăcița, 

—  Județul Argeș, 

—  Județul Olt, 

—  Județul Dolj, 

—  Județul Arad, 

—  Județul Timiș, 
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—  Județul Covasna, 

—  Județul Brașov, 

—  Județul Botoșani, 

—  Județul Vâlcea. 

PART IV 

Italy 

The following areas in Italy: 

—  tutto il territorio della Sardegna.’  
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