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AYUDA ESTATAL — REINO UNIDO

Ayuda estatal C 13/2005 (ex NN 86/2004) — Investments of Shetland Leasing and Property Deve-
lopments Ltd.

Invitacion a presentar observaciones en aplicacién del articulo 88, apartado 2, del Tratado CE
(2005/C 141/08)

Texto pertinente a efectos del EEE

Por carta de 20..4.2005, reproducida en la version lingiiistica auténtica en las paginas siguientes al presente
resumen, la Comision notificé al Reino Unido de Gran Bretafia e Irlanda del Norte su decisién de incoar el
procedimiento previsto en el articulo 88, apartado 2, del Tratado CE en relacién con la ayuda/medida antes
citada.

Las partes interesadas podrdn presentar sus observaciones en el plazo de un mes a partir de la fecha de

publicacion del presente resumen y de la carta que figura a continuacion, envidndolas a:

Comision Europea

Direcciéon General de Pesca

DG FISH/D/3 «Aspectos juridicos»
B-1049 Bruselas

(Fax: 00 32 2295 19 42

Tales observaciones serdn comunicadas al Reino Unido de Gran Bretafia e Irlanda del Norte. La parte inte-
resada que presente observaciones podrd solicitar por escrito, exponiendo los motivos de su solicitud, que

su identidad sea tratada confidencialmente.

RESUMEN

En enero de 2004 la Comisién fue informada de unas inver-
siones que posiblemente comportaban ayuda estatal ilegal efec-
tuadas por Shetland Leasing and Property Ltd. (SLAP), una
sociedad comercial con fines lucrativos cuya propiedad y
gestién financiera corren integramente a cargo de Charitable
Trust, un fondo fiduciario del Consejo de las Islas Shetland
(SIC). Charitable Trust fue constituido para percibir y conservar,
en nombre de la comunidad de habitantes de las Islas Shetland,
los pagos realizados por el sector petrolifero como compensa-
cién de las molestias derivadas de la utilizacién de las instala-
ciones portuarias. En sus decisiones de 3 de junio de 2003,
relativas a dos regimenes de ayuda financiados a través de los
fondos del Charitable Trust (), la Comisién declaré que los
fondos de éste deberian ser considerados ptiblicos.

En 1999 SLAP invirtié en una empresa denominada Shetland
Seafish Ltd. Esta empresa fue constituida el 7 de octubre de
1999 como resultado de la fusién financiera de Williamson
Ltd. y Ronas Ltd., ambas empresas con pérdidas y consideradas
insolventes en aquella época. Se esperaba que, al constituirse
Shetland Seafish Ltd., los beneficios aumentarfan, y que para
finales de 2002 la nueva empresa serfa rentable.

La inversién de SLAP en Shetland Seafish Ltd. consisti6 en la
adquisicion de 156 250 acciones ordinarias (62,5 %) al precio
de 1 libra esterlina cada una, y 1000 000 de acciones prefe-
rentes (100 %) al precio de 1 libra esterlina cada una, lo que
supuso una inversion total de 1 562 500 libras.

(") Decisiones 2003/611/CE y 2003/612/CE de la Comisién, de 3 de
junio de 2003, DO L 211 de 21.8.2003, pp. 49 y 63.

En junio de 2000 SLAP volvié a invertir en Shetland Seafish
Ltd., cuando la empresa decidié absorber a Whalsay Ltd., una
empresa de transformacion de pescado con pérdidas, basada
asimismo en las Shetland. Con ocasion de esta absorcién, SLAP
adquirié 2 000 000 de acciones preferentes suplementarias de
Shetland Seafish Ltd., que la empresa suscribié en dos tramos:
en noviembre de 2000 SLAP adquirié 1200 000 acciones
preferentes, y el 16 de febrero de 2001, otras 800 000.

Las acciones preferentes de Shetland Seafish Ltd. dan derecho a
dividendos preferentes no acumulativos a un tipo fijo del 10 %
anual (una vez deducido el crédito fiscal asociado) sobre el
capital o el crédito abonados hasta el momento, que devengan
a partir de la fecha de suscripcion y se liquidan (siempre que
haya beneficios que repartir) el 31 de enero de cada afio
respecto al periodo de 12 meses que finaliza en esa fecha; son
reembolsables a la par (es decir, a razon de una libra por accién
preferente), mds los eventuales dividendos preferentes no liqui-
dados, por iniciativa de la empresa, en cualquier momento una
vez transcurrido un afio de la asignacion de las acciones prefe-
rentes.

Se considera que las inversiones publicas son ayuda estatal en
el sentido del articulo 87 del Tratado CE si, en condiciones
normales de mercado, un inversor privado nunca habria deci-
dido su realizacion. En relaciéon con la informacién presentada
a la Comision por las autoridades del Reino Unido en torno a
las compaiiias en cuestion, a la situacion de la transformacién
del pescado en las Islas Shetland, a las proyecciones realizadas
y a las condiciones en que se llevaron a cabo las inversiones, la
Comisién alberga por el momento serias dudas de que las
inversiones se ajusten al citado principio del inversor privado.
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Tratindose de cuestiones de pesca, es necesario analizar la
medida con arreglo a lo dispuesto en las Directrices para el
examen de las ayudas de Estado en el sector de la pesca y la
acuicultura (3). Segtin el punto 2.3., las ayudas que no cumplan
las condiciones prescritas, deberdn ser examinadas caso por
caso. De acuerdo con el punto 1.2 de las Directrices, las ayudas
concedidas sin exigir una obligacion por parte de los beneficia-
rios, que permitan una mejora de la situacion de las empresas y
estén destinadas a sanear la situacién financiera de sus explo-
taciones, y cuyo resultado suponga una mejora de las rentas del
beneficiario, serdn incompatibles con el mercado comtn por
tratarse de ayudas al funcionamiento. Segin las Directrices, las
ayudas al funcionamiento s6lo puede ser consideradas compati-
bles con el mercado comiin si su concesién va condicionada a
un plan de reestructuracién compatible con el mercado comun.
En ausencia de dicho plan, las inversiones parecen ser incompa-
tibles con el mercado comun.

De conformidad con lo dispuesto en el articulo 14 del Regla-
mento (CE) n° 659/1999 del Consejo, toda ayuda concedida
ilegalmente podrd ser reclamada a su beneficiario.

TEXTO DE LA CARTA

«(1) The Commission wishes to inform the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland that, having examined
the information supplied by your authorities on the aid|
measure referred to above, it has decided to initiate the
procedure laid down in Article 88(2) of the EC Treaty.

1. PROCEDURE

(2) In January 2004 the Commission was informed by a
citizen of the United Kingdom of investments made with
involvement of authorities of the Shetland Islands of the
United Kingdom which possibly concerned State aid. By
letters of 17 February 2004 and of 1 September 2004 the
Commission has requested the United Kingdom authori-
ties to provide information about these investments, to
which the United Kingdom authorities responded by
letters of 30 April 2004 and of 13 December 2004.

2. DESCRIPTION

(3) The Shetland Islands Council (SIC), a public authority in
Shetland, has set up two trusts, the Shetland Development
Trust (Development Trust) and the Shetland Islands
Council Charitable Trust (Charitable Trust).

(4) The Development Trust has been established to be the
main means of financing economic development projects
in Shetland and makes funding available through loans.
The trustees are the councillors of SIC plus two indepen-
dent trustees.

(5) The Charitable Trust is the trust fund of the SIC that
grants loans for charitable purposes. The trustees of the
Charitable Trust are the councillors of SIC plus two inde-
pendent trustees.

(*) En el régimen de ayuda que nos ocupa son aplicables las Directrices
de 1997, DO C 100 de 27.3.1997, p. 12.

(6) The funding of both the Charitable Trust and the SDT are
both derived from a reserve fund set up by the SIC. This
reserve fund itself is funded from an agreement concluded
on 12 July 1974 between the SIC and oil companies using
the harbour facilities of Sullum Voe. This agreement states
that fees are paid by these companies “in respect of the
import of crude oil and as compensation for disturbance
caused thereby”.

(7) For commercial and development activities the SIC has set
up Shetland Leasing and Property Ltd (SLAP), which is a
commercial limited company operating for profit wholly
owned by Charitable Trust. The tasks of SLAP are to take
equity in local businesses and to make loans to local
industry at commercial rates and construct industrial buil-
dings for lease at commercial rents.

(8) As a commercial limited company wholly owned by the
Charitable trust the funding for SLAP’s activities is mostly
provided by funding from the Charitable Trust and by its
own profit. For some specific projects funds are also
provided by the SDT.

(9) In 1999 the board of SLAP decided to invest in a
company named Shetland Seafish Ltd. This company was
established on 7 October 1999 as a result of a financial
merger between Williamson Ltd and Ronas Ltd. Both
companies were loss making at the time and considered
insolvent. By setting up of Shetland Seafish Ltd and
merging both loss making companies it was expected that
profits would grow and that the new company would be
profit making within a short time. It was projected that
by the end of 2002 Shetland Seafish Ltd would be genera-
ting a profit in excess of GBP 460 000.

(10) SLAP invested in Shetland Seafish Ltd by acquiring
156 250 shares (62,5 %) of the ordinary shares of GBP 1
each and 1000000 preference shares of GBP 1 each
(100 %), investing a total amount of in total GBP
1562 500. The other shareholders of ordinary shares
were the Shetland Seafish Producers Organisation Ltd
(43 750 shares), Mr. L.A. Williamson (18 750 shares), Mr.
R.A. Carter (18 750 shares) and the Shetland Fisheries
Centre Ltd (12 500 shares).

L
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In June 2000 the board of SLAP decided to invest once
more in Shetland Seafish Ltd when the company decided
to take over the activities of Whalsay Ltd, a loss making
fish processing company based in Shetland. The funding
of this take over by SLAP amounted in SLAP acquiring
2 000 000 additional preference shares in Shetland Seafish
Ltd, which were subscribed by SLAP in two trenches; in
November 2000 SLAP acquired 1200 000 Preference
Shares and on 16 February another 800 000 Preference
Shares.

(12

-

As from 16 February 2001, the issued shared capital of
Shetland Seafish Ltd thus comprised 250 000 Ordinary
shares and 3 000 000 Preference shares, held in the same
proportions and by the same shareholders as at the initial
issuing of shares in 1999.
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According to a special resolution adopted in 17 December
1999 by the board of Shetland Seafish Ltd the preference
shares in Shetland Seafish Ltd have “the right to a fixed
non-cumulative preferential dividend at the rate of 10 % (net of
associated tax credit) per annum on the capital for the time
being paid up or credit as paid up thereon accruing from the
date of subscription therefore and to be paid (to the extent that
there are profits available for distribution) annually on 31
January in each year in respect of the 12 months ending on that
date; and may be redeemed at par (i.e. at 1 per preference share)
plus any unpaid preferential dividend, at the option of the
Company at any time after the first anniversary of the date of
the allotment of the preference shares.”

From the data provided it shows that Shetland Seafish Ltd
has been loss making since 1999.

Comments from the United Kingdom

In its letters from 30 April 2004 and of 13 December
2004 the United Kingdom has stated that the investments
should be considered as private investments as SLAP is a
private body and at the time of the investments both the
SIC and SLAP had legitimate expectations that the monies
involved should be considered as private funds.

Secondly the United Kingdom states that if the monies
involved are considered to be public funds, the invest-
ments made by SLAP are investments which could have
been decided by a normal private operator. To support
this statement the United Kingdom has provided 2 reports
issued with regard to the investments in question: the
Shetland Seafish Merger Report and the Whalsay Report.

Shetland Seafish Merger Report

The Seafish Merger Report of 27 September 1999 is a
report from Mr. M. Goodlad and Mr. S. Gillani to the
Directors of SLAP on “A proposed restructure and merger
of L Williamson & Sons (Shetland) Limited & Ronas Fishe-
ries Limited”.

According to the figures and the prognoses in the report,
the merger of L Williamson & Sons (Shetland) Limited &
Ronas Fisheries Limited, through the establishing of
Shetland Seafish would become profit making within 3
years.

Whalsay Report

The Whalsay Report is a report of Mr. John Inkster, who
at that time held the position of Managing Director of
Whalsay Fish Processors Ltd, issued in June 2000. This
report gives an analysis of the situation of the companies
involved, the developments in the market and possible
advantages for Shetland Seafish Ltd to acquire Whalsay
Ltd.

(20)
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(25)

3. ASSESSMENT

It must be determined first if the measure can be regarded
as State aid and if this is the case, if this aid is compatible
with the common market.

Existence of State aid

State resources

The funds of SLAP which have been used for the invest-
ment are derived from funding from the Charitable Trust.
The Charitable Trust was created by the SIC to receive
and hold on behalf of the Shetland community, distur-
bance receipts which the oil industry agreed to pay.

As was already pointed out by the Commission in its deci-
sion of 3 June 2003 on loans for the purchase of fishing
quotas in the Shetland Islands (United Kingdom) (*), these
monies, which are directly related to the disturbances
caused to the Shetland Islands population and not to the
effective supplying of the service of the harbour facilities,
cannot be considered as private funds, but must be
regarded as State resources for the purposes of Article 87
of the EC Treaty.

The investments of SLAP currently under investigation are
funded from the same type of funding. With regard to the
conclusions of the Commission in its decision mentioned
above and the fact that the United Kingdom has not
provided any additional arguments to proof that these
funds are private funds, the Commission considers that
the investments must be regarded as granted through
State resources.

Furthermore, the decision of the Commission mentioned
above also pointed out that the trustees of the Charitable
Trust are the councillors of the SIC. Although these coun-
cillors act as trustees ex officio, the fact that they are
nominated by the SIC means that the latter is able to exer-
cise a dominant influence over the trust and SLAP as well
as over the funds at their disposal. There is therefore a set
of indicators showing that decisions can not be taken
without regard for the requirements of the public autho-
rity.

Market economy investor principle

Public investments are regarded State aid if the invest-
ments are decided under circumstances which would not
be acceptable for a private investor acting under normal
market economy principles.

(}) 2003/612[EC, OJ L 211 of 21.8.2003, p. 63.
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(26) According to the United Kingdom, SLAP acted like a (32) With regard to this the Commission at this stage has
normal market economy investor in investing in Shetland doubts on the prognosis laid down in the report and is of
Seafish Ltd and the take over of Whalsay Ltd by Shetland the opinion that the information laid down in the report
Seafish Ltd. This would follow from two reports submitted would be insufficient for a normal investor in the private
to the board at the time of the investments: the Shetland market to decide on the investment made by SLAP.
Seafish Merger Report and the Whalsay Report.
(27) An investment can be considered to be in line with the Whalsay Report
market economy investor principle if the investment is
made in circumstances that would be acceptable to a
private investor operating under normal market economy (33) The Whalsay report was issued by the managing director
conditions. An investment would not be considered in of Whalsay Ltd and can not be considered to be an inde-
line with this principle where the financial position of the pendent report on Whalsay and the possible acquisition
company, and particularly the structure and volume of its of the company by Shetland Seafish Ltd. In the report it is
debt, is such that a normal return cannot be expected stated that both companies clearly suffer from the restric-
within a reasonable time from the investment. tive supplies of salmon on the market and that a merger
between the two companies “offers not only the best, but
maybe the only chance of securing continued and sustainable
employment in this industry”.
Shetland Seafish Merger Report (34) The report furthermore concludes that “The decision of the
Board of SLAP, should it approve proposals to invest in the
merger between Seafish and Whalsay, must therefore be to a
(28) The prognoses of profit laid down in the Seafish Merger background of ensuring that salmon supplies are secured on an
Report of 27 September 1999 are based on a number of enduring basis; the risk of not achieving this must make
assumptions, for which insufficient arguments are approval of the merger a highly risky decision and leave both
provided. The report contains a projected profit and loss SLAP and Seafish vulnerable.”.
account, a projected balance sheet and a projected cash
flow statement for 2000, 2001 and 2002. The data in
these sheets show that Shetland Seafish Ltd would become (35) With regard to the doubts expressed in the report on the
profitable and that the turnover is expected to increase in profits to follow from the merger between the companies,
comparison to 2000, with more than 16 % in 2001 and the reference to securing employment in this industry and
with 26 % in 2002. However, the report does not contain the fact that the report does not contain sufficient data to
sufficient data and arguments to establish the reliability of show the profitability of the investment in question, the
these projections as the necessary data on supply, prices Commission at this stage has serious doubts in conside-
and production to support these expectations are not ring the investment of SLAP in the acquisition of Whalsay
contained in the report. Ltd a decision that could have been decided by a normal
private investor.
(29) Without further argumentation for these projections and
assumptions, it is impossible to establish their credibility,
both for the Commission at this stage, as well as for any State aid
normal private investor wishing to invest in such an
operation.
(36) With regard to the foregoing, the Commission has found
insufficient evidence to establish that both investments
(30) It is mentioned in the report that “the new management made by SLAP are nprmal commercial Investments, which
organisation and production strategy have been carefully devised could have been decided by any normal private investor.
to address previous shortfall within the two companies
concerned. But the core of the new Philosop hy is the recognition (37) From the information available to the Commission it is
that only a market led approach will ensure success and conti- ¢ certain that the companies involved. Williamson Ltd
nued whitefish processing in Shetland”, which according to m(()is R Ld d P to Shetland Seafish Ltd. and
the United Kingdom demonstrates that the intent at the @h 1 Onii d we ?zlerget hm Ob ¢ f;fl ¢ e 1st. o an
time the investments were made was to ensure that the yhaisay Lid, woud not have been able 1o continue opera-
. S . . ting without the investments concerned. In any case, the
companies were operating in a manner consistent with investments have strenothened their position on. the
their market in order to ensure the long term viability if mvels( ¢ which 1d 8 ¢ h p d without th
the companies, market, which would not have occurred without the
investments.
(31) From the figures and data contained in the report the (38) As the investments are clearly in the benefit of the compa-

Commission can however not established if these argu-
ments have been correctly applied and in absence of
further data leading to the decision to invest, the Commis-
sion can not establish that indeed the investment could be
considered to be a profitable investment and that SLAP
has acted like a normal private investor.

nies involved and these companies are in direct competi-
tion with other fish processing companies both within the
United Kingdom as in other Member States, at this stage
the Commission is of the opinion that these investments
appear to be State aids in the sense of Article 87 of the
EC Treaty.
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(39)

(41)

(42)

Compatibility with the common market

State aid can be declared compatible with the common
market if it complies with one of the exceptions foreseen
in the EC-Treaty. As regards to State aid to the fisheries
sector, State aid measures are deemed to be compatible
with the common market if they comply with the condi-
tions of Guidelines for the examination of State aid to
fisheries and aquaculture (¥). According to point 5.3 of the
Guidelines “an unlawful aid” within the meaning of Article
1(f) of Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 will be appraised in
accordance with the guidelines applicable at the time
when the administrative act setting up the aid has entered
into force.

As the investments made by SLAP have taken place in
1999 and 2000, the compatibility of the aid shall have to
be assessed under the Guidelines for the examination of
fisheries and aquaculture of 1997 () (further referred to as
Guidelines), which were in force at the time.

According to point 2.3 of the Guidelines aid to invest-
ment in the processing and marketing of fishery products
may be deemed compatible with the common market
provided that the conditions for granting it are compa-
rable to those laid down in Regulation (EC) No 3699/93
and are at least as stringent and provided that the level of
the aid does not exceed, in subsidy equivalent, the overall
level of the national and Community subsidies permitted
under those rules. In addition if the aid concerns invest-
ments that are, according to Regulation (EC) No 3699/93,
not eligible for community assistance, the Commission
has to assess its compatibility with the objectives of the
Common Fisheries Policy on a case-by-case basis. The
investments made by SLAP must thus be assessed under
these conditions.

According to Article 11(1) of Regulation (EC) No
3699/93 Member States may under the conditions of
Annex III to that regulation take measures to encourage
capital investment in the field of processing and marke-
ting of fishery and aquaculture products. Point 2.4 of
Annex III states that eligible investments for processing
and marketing shall in particular relate to the construction
and acquisition of buildings and installation, to the acqui-
sition of new equipment and installation needed for the
processing and marketing of fishery and aquaculture
products between the time of landing and the end-product
stage or to the application of new technologies intended
in particular to improve competitiveness and increase

value added.

The investments of SLAP can not be considered as invest-
ments related to one of these issues and must thus in
accordance with point 2.3 of the Guidelines be assessed
on a case-by-case basis.

As the investments have the effect of improving the
general financial situation of Shetland Seafish Ltd, this aid
should be assessed as operating aid.

() OJ C 229, 14.9.2004, p. 5.
() O] C 100, 27.3.1997, p. 12.

(45)

(46
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(50)

(51)

According to the general principles laid down in point 1
of the Guidelines, aid which is granted without imposing
any obligations on the part of recipients and which is
intended to improve the situation of undertakings and
increase their business liquidity, or is calculated on the
quantity produced or marketed, products prices, units
produces or the means of production, and which has the
effect of reducing the recipients production costs or
improving the recipients income is, as operating aid,
incompatible with the common market.

According to point 1 of the Guidelines, the Commission
shall assess such operating aid on a case-by-case basis
where it is linked to a restructuring plan considered to be
compatible with the common market.

The United Kingdom has not provided any restructuring
plan for the Commission to assess. According to the
Guidelines operating aid can only be declared compatible
with the common market if such aid is linked to a restruc-
turing plan compatible with the common market. There-
fore the investments are considered not to comply with
the Guidelines.

With regard to the above and on the basis of the informa-
tion available to the Commission at this stage, the
Commission has doubts on the compatibility of the aid
with the EC-Treaty.

4. DECISION

The Commission observes that there exist, at this stage of
the preliminary examination, as provided for by Article 6
of Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 of 22 March
1999 laying down detailed rules for the application of
Article 88 of the EC Treaty, serious doubts on the compa-
tibility of this aid scheme with the Guidelines for the
examination of State aid to Fisheries and aquaculture and,
therefore, with the EC Treaty.

In the light of the foregoing considerations, the Commis-
sion requires the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, within one month of receipt of this
letter, to provide all documents, information and data
needed for assessment of the compatibility of the aid/
measure. Otherwise the Commission will adopt a decision
on the basis of the information in its possession. It
requests your authorities to forward a copy of this letter
to the potential recipient of the aid immediately.

In the light of the foregoing considerations, the Commis-
sion, acting under the procedure laid down in Article
88(2) of the EC Treaty and Article 6 of Regulation (EC)
No 659/1999, requests the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland to submit its comments and
to provide all such information as may help to assess the
aid scheme, within one month of the date of receipt of
this letter. It requests your authorities to forward a copy
of this letter to the recipients of the aid immediately.
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(52) The Commission wishes to remind the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland that Article 88(3) of
the EC Treaty has suspensory effect, and would draw your
attention to Article 14 of Council Regulation (EC) No 659/
1999, which provides that all unlawful aid may be reco-
vered from the recipient.

(53) The Commission warns the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland that it will inform interested

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



