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II
(Comunicaciones)

COMUNICACIONES PROCEDENTES DE LAS INSTITUCIONES, ÓRGANOS Y
ORGANISMOS DE LA UNIÓN EUROPEA

COMISIÓN EUROPEA
Autorización de las ayudas estatales en el marco de las disposiciones de los artículos 107 y 108 del
Tratado de Funcionamiento de la Unión Europea
Casos con respecto a los cuales la Comisión no presenta objeciones
(Texto pertinente a efectos del EEE)

(2017/C 142/01)

Fecha de adopción de la decisión

17.03.2017

Número de ayuda

SA.39487 (2016/NN)

Estado miembro

Bélgica

Región

—

—

Denominación (y/o nombre del benefi- Prolongation de la durée d'exploitation des centrales nucléaires Tihange 1,
ciario)
Doel 1 et Doel 2
Base jurídica

—

Tipo de medida

Régimen

Objetivo

Otro

Forma de la ayuda

Otras formas de ventajas fiscales

Presupuesto

—

Intensidad

%

Duración

—

Sectores económicos

Todos los sectores económicos elegibles para recibir la ayuda

Nombre y dirección de la autoridad que —
concede las ayudas

—

C 142/2

ES

Información adicional

Diario Oficial de la Unión Europea

5.5.2017

—

El texto de la decisión en la lengua o lenguas auténticas, suprimidos los datos confidenciales, se encuentra en:
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Fecha de adopción de la decisión

21.03.2017

Número de ayuda

SA.43616 (2015/N)

Estado miembro

Finlandia

Región

SUOMI/FINLAND

—

Denominación (y/o nombre del benefi- State Aid for the costs of prevention, control and eradication of animal diseases
in aquaculture in Finland
ciario)
Base jurídica

Eläintautilaki 441/2013 (Act on Animal diseases) which is proposed to be
amended in order to enable the notified State Aid system

Tipo de medida

Régimen

Objetivo

Enfermedades animales

Forma de la ayuda

Subvención directa

Presupuesto

Presupuesto total: EUR 1 (en millones)
Presupuesto anual: EUR 0,2 (en millones)

Intensidad

100 %

Duración

01.01.2016 — 31.12.2021

Sectores económicos

Acuicultura

—

Nombre y dirección de la autoridad que Elintarviketurvallisuusvirasto (Finnish Food Safety Authority)
concede las ayudas
Mustialankatu 3, 00790 HELSINKI, FINLAND
Información adicional

—

El texto de la decisión en la lengua o lenguas auténticas, suprimidos los datos confidenciales, se encuentra en:
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Fecha de adopción de la decisión

23.03.2017

Número de ayuda

SA.46615 (2016/N)
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Estado miembro

Hungría

Región

—

C 142/3

—

Denominación (y/o nombre del benefi- Sport támogatási program — meghosszabbítás
ciario)
Base jurídica

— 107/2011. (VI. 30.) Korm. rendelet a látvány-csapatsport támogatását
biztosító
támogatási igazolás kiállításáról, felhasználásáról, a támogatás elszámolásának és
ellenőrzésének, valamint visszafizetésének szabályairól;
— a társasági adóról és az osztalékadóról szóló 1996. évi LXXXI. törvény;
— az illetékekről szóló 1990. évi XCIII. törvény

Tipo de medida

Régimen

Objetivo

Desarrollo sectorial

Forma de la ayuda

Reducción del tipo impositivo

Presupuesto

Presupuesto total: HUF 120 000 (en millones)
Presupuesto anual: HUF 20 000 (en millones)

Intensidad

70 %

Duración

01.07.2017 — 30.06.2023

Sectores económicos

Actividades deportivas

—

Nombre y dirección de la autoridad que Emberi Erőforrások Minisztériuma
concede las ayudas
1054 Budapest, Akadémia u. 3.,
Información adicional

—

El texto de la decisión en la lengua o lenguas auténticas, suprimidos los datos confidenciales, se encuentra en:
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Fecha de adopción de la decisión

15.03.2017

Número de ayuda

SA.46899 (2016/N)

Estado miembro

Francia

Región

DÉPARTEMENTS D'OUTRE-MER —

Denominación (y/o nombre del benefi- Octroi de mer
ciario)
Base jurídica

Loi modifiée no 2004-639 du 02 juillet 2004 relative à l’octroi de mer telle que
modifiée par la loi no 2015-762 du 29 juin 2015.
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Tipo de medida

Régimen

Objetivo

Desarrollo regional (incluida la cooperación territorial)

Forma de la ayuda

Reducción del tipo impositivo

Presupuesto

Presupuesto anual: EUR 475 (en millones)

Intensidad

30 %

Duración

hasta el 31.12.2020

Sectores económicos

Todos los sectores económicos elegibles para recibir la ayuda

5.5.2017

—

Nombre y dirección de la autoridad que Conseil régional de Guadeloupe, Collectivité territoriale de Guyane, Conseil
concede las ayudas
départemental de Mayotte, Région Réunion, Collectivité territoriale de
Martinique,
Conseil régional de Guadeloupe, 1 rue Paul Lacave, Petit-Paris 97101 Basse-Terre
Collectivité territoriale de Guyane, Carrefour Suzini 4179 route de Montabo —
BP 7025 97307 Cayenne Conseil départemental de Mayotte, 2, rue de l'Hôpital
97600 Mamoudzou Région Réunion, Avenue René-Cassin — Moufia, BP 7190
Hôtel de Région Pierre-Lagourgue 97719 Saint-Denis Cedex 9 Collectivité
territoriale de Martinique, Hôtel de Région, Rue Gaston Defferre, CS 50601
97261 Fort-de-France
Información adicional

—

El texto de la decisión en la lengua o lenguas auténticas, suprimidos los datos confidenciales, se encuentra en:
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.
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Autorización de las ayudas estatales en el marco de las disposiciones de los artículos 107 y 108 del
Tratado de Funcionamiento de la Unión Europea
Casos con respecto a los cuales la Comisión no presenta objeciones
(Texto pertinente a efectos del EEE excepto en lo referente a los productos contemplados en el Anexo I del
Tratado)

(2017/C 142/02)

Fecha de adopción de la decisión

27.02.2017

Número de ayuda

SA.45294 (2016/N)

Estado miembro

Alemania

Región

DEUTSCHLAND

—

Denominación (y/o nombre del benefi- Bund: Waldklimafonds (nur Förderschwerpunkte 1 und 2)
ciario)
Base jurídica

Richtlinie zur Förderung von Maßnahmen zum Erhalt und Ausbau des CO2Minderungspotenzials von Wald und Holz sowie zur Anpassung der Wälder an
den Klimawandel (Förderrichtlinie Waldklimafonds)

Tipo de medida

Régimen

Objetivo

Agricultura; silvicultura; zonas rurales, Ayudas para compromisos agroambientales y climáticos

Forma de la ayuda

Subvención directa

Presupuesto

Presupuesto total: EUR 125 (en millones)
Presupuesto anual: EUR 25 (en millones)

Intensidad

100 %

Duración

hasta el 30.06.2021

Sectores económicos

Silvicultura y explotación forestal

—

Nombre y dirección de la autoridad que Bundesanstalt für Landwirtschaft und Ernährung (BLE), Referat 324
concede las ayudas
Deichmanns Aue 29, 53179 Bonn
Información adicional

—

El texto de la decisión en la lengua o lenguas auténticas, suprimidos los datos confidenciales, se encuentra en:
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Fecha de adopción de la decisión

20.03.2017

Número de ayuda

SA.46696 (2016/N)

Estado miembro

Bélgica
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—

Denominación (y/o nombre del benefi- Steunpunt Levend Erfgoed vzw
ciario)
Base jurídica

Ontwerp Ministerieel besluit tot toekenning van een algemene werkingssubsidie
aan Steunpunt Levend Erfgoed vzw

Tipo de medida

Ayuda individual

Objetivo

Ayudas para compromisos agroambientales y climáticos

Forma de la ayuda

Subvención directa

Presupuesto

Presupuesto total: EUR 0,09 (en millones)
Presupuesto anual: EUR 0,03 (en millones)

Intensidad

100 %

Duración

hasta el 31.12.2019

Sectores económicos

Agricultura; ganadería; caza y servicios relacionados con las mismas

—

Nombre y dirección de la autoridad que Vlaamse Overheid, Departement Landbouw en Visserij
concede las ayudas
Koning Albert II laan 35 bus 40, 1030 Brussel
Información adicional

—

El texto de la decisión en la lengua o lenguas auténticas, suprimidos los datos confidenciales, se encuentra en:
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Fecha de adopción de la decisión

14.03.2017

Número de ayuda

SA.46760 (2016/N)

Estado miembro

Alemania

Región

BAYERN

—

Denominación (y/o nombre del benefi- Bayern: Richtlinien für die Förderung von Maßnahmen zur Erhaltung
ciario)
gefährdeter einheimischer landwirtschaftlicher Nutztierrassen
Base jurídica

Bayern: Erhaltung gefährdeter landwirtschaftlicher Nutztierrassen

Tipo de medida

Régimen

Objetivo

Ayudas para compromisos agroambientales y climáticos

Forma de la ayuda

Subvención directa

Presupuesto

Presupuesto total: EUR 2,4 (en millones)
Presupuesto anual: EUR 0,6 (en millones)

—
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Intensidad

100 %

Duración

hasta el 31.12.2020

Sectores económicos

AGRICULTURA; GANADERÍA; SILVICULTURA Y PESCA

Nombre y dirección de la autoridad que Amt für Ernährung, Landwirtschaft und Forsten
concede las ayudas
Rudolf-Diesel-Ring 1a, 83607 Holzkirchen
Información adicional

—

El texto de la decisión en la lengua o lenguas auténticas, suprimidos los datos confidenciales, se encuentra en:
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.
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V
(Anuncios)

PROCEDIMIENTOS RELATIVOS A LA APLICACIÓN DE LA POLÍTICA DE
COMPETENCIA

COMISIÓN EUROPEA
AYUDA ESTATAL — REINO UNIDO
Ayuda estatal n.o SA.47702 (2017/C) (ex 2017/N)
Paquete alternativo para sustituir el compromiso asumido por el Royal Bank of Scotland de ceder el
negocio Rainbow
Invitación a presentar observaciones en aplicación del artículo 108, apartado 2, del TFUE
(Texto pertinente a efectos del EEE)

(2017/C 142/03)

Mediante carta de 4 de abril de 2017, reproducida en la versión lingüística auténtica en las páginas siguientes
al presente resumen, la Comisión notificó al Reino Unido su decisión de incoar el procedimiento previsto en
el artículo 108, apartado 2, del Tratado de Funcionamiento de la Unión Europea (TFUE) en relación con la
medida anteriormente citada.
Las partes interesadas podrán presentar sus observaciones sobre la medida respecto de la cual la Comisión ha
incoado el procedimiento, en el plazo de un mes a partir de la fecha de publicación del presente resumen y de
la carta siguiente, enviándolas a:
Comisión Europea
Dirección General de Competencia
Registro de Ayudas Estatales
1049 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIË
Fax + 32 22961242
Dichas observaciones se comunicarán al Reino Unido. Los interesados que presenten observaciones podrán
solicitar por escrito, exponiendo los motivos de su solicitud, que su identidad sea tratada de forma
confidencial.
I. PROCEDIMIENTO
(1) Mediante su Decisión de 14 de diciembre de 2009 (1) (en lo sucesivo, «Decisión de reestructuración»), la Comisión
declaró compatibles con el mercado interior una serie de medidas de ayuda estatal (2) concedidas al Royal Bank of
Scotland (en lo sucesivo, «RBS»). Se llegó a esa conclusión sobre la base del plan de reestructuración (en lo sucesivo, el
«Plan de reestructuración») y de los compromisos (en lo sucesivo, los «compromisos») adoptados por el Gobierno del
Reino Unido (en lo sucesivo, «las autoridades británicas»).
(2) Mediante su Decisión de 9 de abril de 2014 (3) (en lo sucesivo, «Decisión de reestructuración modificada»), la Comisión
declaró que la lista modificada notificada de los compromisos (4) (en lo sucesivo, los «compromisos modificados») no
constituía ayuda estatal. Los compromisos modificados tampoco afectan a la conclusión alcanzada en la Decisión de

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Decisión de la Comisión en los asuntos SA.N422/2009 y N621/2009 (DO C 119 de 7.5.2010, p. 1).
Para una lista completa de las medidas de ayuda estatal aprobadas, véanse los considerandos 31 a 77 de la Decisión de
reestructuración.
Decisión de la Comisión en el asunto SA.38304 (2014/N) (DO C 24 de 23.1.2015, p. 4).
Para tener una visión general de las modificaciones solicitadas, véanse los considerandos 27 a 49 de la Decisión de reestructuración
modificada.
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reestructuración sobre la compatibilidad con el mercado interior de la ayuda estatal concedida al RBS, sobre la base del
artículo 107, apartado 3, letra b), del TFUE.
(3) El 17 de febrero de 2017, las autoridades británicas anunciaron públicamente que solicitarían formalmente una
modificación para sustituir el compromiso de ceder el denominado negocio Rainbow (en lo sucesivo, «Rainbow») por
un paquete de medidas destinadas a aumentar la competencia en los segmentos pymes y semicorporativo del mercado
bancario.
(4) El 2 de marzo de 2017, las autoridades británicas notificaron a la Comisión una solicitud formal para sustituir el
compromiso de ceder Rainbow, indicado en la Decisión de reestructuración (5) y, posteriormente, en la Decisión de
reestructuración modificada (6).
II. DESCRIPCIÓN
(5) El paquete alternativo notificado incluye una serie de medidas correctoras de comportamiento y consta de cuatro
elementos:
a) SME Capability Fund (Fondo de capacidades de las pymes). El Fondo tendría un volumen de 300 millones GBP y
apoyaría el desarrollo de capacidades bancarias en el segmento de las pymes de los proveedores de servicios
bancarios que cumplan una serie de criterios de admisibilidad (en lo sucesivo, «bancos admisibles»). Los proyectos de
inversión que podrían beneficiarse de ayuda son, por ejemplo, inversiones en TI y otras infraestructuras, contratación
de personal especializado o comercialización de productos para pymes.
b) Incentivised Switching Scheme (Esquema de cambio incentivado). Este esquema proporcionaría financiación a los
bancos admisibles para que pudieran ofrecer incentivos a las pymes clientes del RBS para cambiar sus cuentas
corrientes de empresa (en lo sucesivo, «CCE»), sus cuentas de depósito y sus préstamos a los bancos admisibles. Esta
medida adoptaría la forma de un compromiso por parte del RBS de pagar hasta 100 millones GBP en incentivos
monetarios a los bancos admisibles para los clientes que estuvieran dispuestos a transferir sus CCE.
c) Acceso a sucursales del RBS. En el marco de esta medida, con un coste inicial estimado de 45 millones GBP, el RBS
ofrecería servicios de gestión de efectivo y cheques en sus sucursales a todos los clientes de los bancos admisibles con
un producto CCE, independientemente de que lo hubieran transferido del RBS.
d) Financial Services Innovation Fund (Fondo de innovación de servicios financieros). Este Fondo, de hasta
200 millones GBP, financiaría servicios financieros innovadores (principalmente el sector de las tecnologías
financieras, también conocido como FinTech) que i) proporcionen o estén desarrollando servicios financieros a
pymes, u ii) ofrezcan productos o servicios a estas empresas.
(6) Según las autoridades británicas, los tres primeros elementos aumentarían las capacidades de los proveedores
competidores de servicios bancarios a pymes y les ayudarían a atraer clientes del RBS. El cuarto elemento serviría para
aportar capital a las empresas que desarrollen servicios financieros innovadores.
(7) Se crearía un organismo independiente para gestionar y controlar el Capability Fund y supervisar el Incentivised Switching
Scheme y la utilización de las sucursales del RBS.
(8) El Innovation Fund estaría administrado por un gestor de inversiones independiente.
(9) El paquete de medidas alternativo sería financiado por el RBS. Las autoridades británicas calculan que su coste global
sería de entre [0,5-1,5] millones GBP, teniendo en cuenta el coste de capital inicial y una reducción continua de los
ingresos del RBS (7).

(5)
(6)
(7)

Considerando 93 de la Decisión de reestructuración.
Considerando 28 y compromisos modificados 3.1 y 3.2. (A) del anexo I de la Decisión de reestructuración modificada.
Teniendo en cuenta un coste de capital inicial de aproximadamente 750 millones GBP, los costes anuales de aplicar el paquete
alternativo y la pérdida de ingresos derivada de la transferencia de clientes compensan la liberación de capital asociada a dichos
clientes.
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III. EVALUACIÓN

(10) Como conclusión preliminar, la Comisión considera, por un lado, que el paquete alternativo no implicaría ayuda al
RBS, ya que el Estado no le aportaría recursos para financiar las medidas alternativas, y, por otro, que, aunque se
considerase ayuda a los bancos beneficiarios, el paquete alternativo podría declararse compatible por ser parte
necesaria de los compromisos sobre la base de los cuales las medidas de ayuda en favor del RBS se considerarían
finalmente compatibles sobre la base de la Decisión de reestructuración, la Decisión de reestructuración modificada y
la decisión definitiva en el presente asunto.

(11) Además, la Comisión debe evaluar si el paquete alternativo afectaría a la compatibilidad con el mercado interior de la
ayuda existente al RBS, especialmente por lo que se refiere a la limitación del falseamiento de la competencia. Las
decisiones de reestructuración del RBS, como la Decisión de reestructuración y la Decisión de reestructuración
modificada, pueden ser modificadas por la Comisión cuando dicha modificación se base en nuevos compromisos que
puedan considerarse equivalentes a los previstos en un principio.

(12) Con arreglo a la Decisión de reestructuración modificada, la principal finalidad del compromiso de ceder Rainbow era
limitar el falseamiento de la competencia que la ayuda concedida al RBS habría podido crear. Por consiguiente, la
Comisión tiene la intención de evaluar si el paquete alternativo (tanto a nivel de las cuatro medidas individuales como
en su conjunto) puede considerarse equivalente a la cesión de Rainbow, en cuanto a la limitación del falseamiento de la
competencia.

(13) En lo que respecta al SME Capability Fund, la Comisión observa que la aportación de fondos a bancos alternativos (los
denominados challenger banks) (8) para aumentar su capacidad de ofrecer servicios bancarios a pymes aumentará
probablemente la competencia en este segmento del mercado bancario. Sin embargo, la Comisión considera que es
difícil estimar ex ante la magnitud de ese efecto positivo. En otras palabras, es difícil evaluar ex ante si esta medida
alternativa reducirá la cuota de mercado del RBS y, en caso afirmativo, en qué medida. Así pues, la Comisión invita a
las partes interesadas a que presenten sus observaciones sobre esos puntos.

(14) En relación con el Incentivised Switching Scheme, la Comisión observa que este esquema no puede conllevar una
reducción de la cuota de mercado del RBS de más de dos puntos porcentuales, ya que el volumen de financiación a su
disposición es limitado y no permitiría subvencionar la captación de más clientes por los bancos alternativos. En
particular, la Comisión invita a las partes interesadas a pronunciarse sobre si este esquema incluye los elementos
necesarios para alcanzar el objetivo de una reducción de dos puntos porcentuales de la cuota de mercado del RBS.
Asimismo, la Comisión observa que los efectos en la competencia en el mercado semicorporativo son aún menos
evidentes, por lo que invita a las partes interesadas a presentar sus observaciones sobre este punto.

(15) En lo que respecta a las sucursales del RBS, la Comisión observa que el impacto de esta medida en la competencia es
difícil de cuantificar, de manera independiente, ya que dicho impacto parece superponerse con el del SME Capability
Fund y el del Incentivised Switching Scheme. Por tanto, la Comisión invita a las partes interesadas a que transmitan su
opinión sobre si el acceso a las sucursales del RBS aumentaría la eficacia del SME Capability Fund, del Incentivised
Switching Scheme y del paquete alternativo en su conjunto.

(16) En relación con el Financial Services Innovation Fund, la Comisión observa que es probable que esta medida tenga efectos
en la creciente competencia en el mercado bancario para las pymes a largo plazo. Probablemente, sus efectos en el
mercado a corto plazo serían, pues, limitados. Puesto que es difícil estimar estos efectos en el mercado bancario
orientado a las pymes debido al carácter largoplacista de la medida, la Comisión invita a las partes interesadas a que
presenten sus observaciones sobre este punto.

(17) Por último, la Comisión invita igualmente a las partes interesadas a presentar sus observaciones sobre el paquete
alternativo en su conjunto.

(18) La Comisión observa con satisfacción que las autoridades británicas realizarán pruebas de mercado, a fin de verificar la
viabilidad de las medidas alternativas.

(8)

Nuevos bancos que compiten con los grandes bancos nacionales tradicionales.

5.5.2017

ES

Diario Oficial de la Unión Europea

C 142/11

TEXTO DE LA CARTA
Sir,
The Commission wishes to inform the United Kingdom that, having examined the information supplied by your authorities
on the measures referred to above, it has decided to initiate the procedure laid down in Article 108(2) of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union.
1. PROCEDURE

(1)

By decision of 14 December 2009 (1) (‘Restructuring Decision’), the Commission declared a number of State aid
measures (2) granted to Royal Bank of Scotland (‘RBS’) compatible with the internal market. The conclusion was
reached on the basis of the restructuring plan (‘Restructuring Plan’) and of the commitments (‘Commitments’)
issued by the UK Government (the ‘UK authorities’).

(2)

By decision of 9 April 2014 (3) (‘Amended Restructuring Decision’), the Commission declared that the notified
amended list of commitments (4) (‘Amended Commitments’) does not constitute State aid. The Amended
Commitments also do not affect the conclusion reached in the Restructuring Decision that the State aid provided to
RBS is compatible with the internal market on the basis of Article 107(3)(b) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union (TFEU).

(3)

Since the Amended Restructuring Decision was adopted, the Commission services, the UK authorities and RBS
(directly or via the Monitoring Trustee appointed pursuant to the Restructuring Decision) have had frequent
exchanges, in the form of meetings, conference calls and exchanges of emails and documents.

(4)

On 17 February 2017, Her Majesty's Treasury (‘HMT’) announced publicly that it would seek a formal amendment
to replace the commitment to divest Rainbow (5) (‘Rainbow’) (6) with a package of measures aiming to increase
competition in the SME and mid-corporate banking market (7) (‘SME and mid-corporate banking market’).

(5)

On 2 March 2017, the UK authorities notified to the Commission a formal request to replace the commitment to
divest the so-called Rainbow business, as identified in the Restructuring Decision (8) and subsequently amended in
the Amended Restructuring Decision (9).
2. DESCRIPTION

2.1 RBS and the implementation of the Restructuring Plan and the Amended Restructuring Plan
2.1.1 RBS
(6)

Based in Edinburgh, RBS is one of the largest financial services groups in Europe servicing private, corporate and
institutional customers. At the end of 2016 it had a total balance sheet of GBP 799 billion (10) and total risk weighed
assets (‘RWA’) (11) of GBP 228 billion.

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

Commission Decision N422/2009 and N621/2009, OJ C 119, 07.05.2010, p. 1.
For a full list of the State aid measures approved, see recitals (31) to (77) of the Restructuring Decision.
Commission Decision SA. 38304 (2014/N), OJ C 24, 23.01.2015, p. 4.
For an overview of the amendments requested, see recitals (27) to (49) of the Amended Restructuring Decision.
Recital (73) of the Restructuring Decision.
Described in recital (17).
Pursuant to recital (73) of the Restructuring Decision, SME banking market is defined as the segment of the banking market covering
firms with a turnover up to GBP 25 million and mid-corporate as the segment covering firms with a turnover between GBP
25 million and 1 billion.
Recital (93) of the Restructuring Decision.
Recital (28) and Amended Commitments 3.1 and 3.2 (A) of Annex I of the Amended Restructuring Decision.
In the present decision, the Commission uses the results published by RBS in its annual report and accounts for full-year 2016.
RWA is a measure of the amount of a bank's assets, adjusted for risk. This measure is used in determining the capital requirements.

(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
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A detailed description of RBS can be found in the recitals (4) to (11) of the Amended Restructuring Decision. Key pro
forma figures (12) for end of year from 2008 to 2016 are summarised in Table 1:

Table 1
2016

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

2010

2009

2008

Total income (GBP billion)

12,6

12,9

18,2

19,4

25,8

27,8

32,7

29,4

21,2

Operating profit (GBP billion)

(4,1)

(2,7)

2,6

(8,2)

3,5

1,9

1,9

(6,2)

(6)

(7)

(2)

(3,5)

(9)

(6)

(2)

(1,1)

(3,6)

(24,1)

Total balance sheet (GBP billion)

799

815

1 051

1 028

1 312

1 507

1 453

1 523

2 219

Funded Assets

552

553

697

740

870

977

1 026

1 084

1 227

Risk-weighted assets (GBP billion)

228

243

356

386

460

439

463

438

578

Core Tier 1 capital ratio (in %)

13,4

15,5

11,1

10,9

10,3

10,6

10,7

11

7,0

Tier 1 capital ratio (in %) (*)

15,2

16,3

13,2

13,1

12,4

13

12,9

14,4

9,9

91

89

95

94

99

110

117

135

151

Loss/profit attributable to ordinary
shareholders (GBP billion)

Total loans/customer deposits (in %)
(*)

Tier 1 capital ratios in 2015 and 2016 presented on an end point Capital Requirements Regulation (CRR) basis

(8)

RBS has continued to make losses since 2008. The loss has been driven by costs related to legacy issues. This
included amongst others litigation and conduct costs and restructuring costs.

(9)

RBS has at the same time continued its efforts to restructure the bank. This can be observed in the further reduction
of the balance sheet. For example RWAs have reduced by GBP 158 billion since 2013. The Core Tier 1 Capital ratio
has strengthened from 10,9 % in 2013 to 13,4 % in 2016.

(10)

RBS published its 2016 annual report on 24 February 2017. RBS recorded an attributable loss of GBP 7 billion for
2016 which included amongst others litigation and conduct costs of almost GBP 6 billion and restructuring costs of
GBP 2,1 billion. Litigation and conduct costs of GBP 5,9 billion included: a GBP 3,1 billion provision in relation to
various investigations and litigation matters relating to RBS’s issuance and underwriting of residential mortgagebacked securities (‘RMBS’) (13), an additional charge in respect of the settlement with the National Credit Union
Administration Board to resolve two outstanding RMBS lawsuits, a provision in respect of the UK 2008 rights issue
shareholder litigation, additional provisions for mis-selling of payment protection insurance (PPI) (14), a provision in
respect of the Financial Conduct Authority (‘FCA’) review of RBS’s treatment of SMEs and a provision in Ulster Bank
RoI in respect of an industry wide examination of tracker mortgages (15). Across the core bank, consisting of the
Personal & Business Banking, Commercial & Private Banking and NatWest Markets franchises, RBS recorded an
adjusted operating profit of GBP 4,2 billion.

(12)
(13)

RBS Group Annual Report and Accounts from 2008 to 2016.
A type of mortgage-backed debt obligation whose cash flows come from residential debt, such as mortgages, home-equity loans and
subprime mortgages.
An insurance product that enables consumers to ensure repayment of credit if the borrower dies, becomes ill or disabled, loses a job,
or faces other circumstances that may prevent them from earning income to service the debt.
A type of variable rate mortgage where the interest rate tracks the base rate at a set margin.

(14)
(15)
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(11)

A detailed description of the state aid measures in favour of RBS can be found in recital (31) to (54) of the
Restructuring Decision. As described in the Amended Restructuring Decision (16), the only not yet terminated or
repaid capital aid measure in 2013 was the GBP 45,5 billion recapitalisation in ordinary shares and B shares (17), to
which the Dividend Access Share (‘DAS’) held by the State was related. The DAS was created to provide enhanced
dividend rights to the UK Government.

(12)

In August 2015 the UK Government sold 5,4 % of the bank (18), which was the first sale of the government shares in
RBS group. All the B shares were converted into ordinary shares in October 2015 (19). Regarding the DAS, RBS paid
to the UK Government a final dividend in March 2016 and the DAS was subsequently retired (20). The share
conversion and DAS retirement led to a further normalisation of RBS's capital structure. As a consequence of those
actions, the UK Government currently holds 8.4 billion ordinary shares in RBS (21), representing 71,3 % of the
company's ordinary share capital.

(13)

The 7 March 2017 closing share price of 238,90p implied a market value of GBP 20,1 billion of the UK
Government’s shareholding.
2.1.2 Implementation of the Commitments and Amended Commitments

(14)

The implementation of the divestment and behavioural Commitments leading up to the Amended Restructuring
Decision is described in detail in recitals (12) to (22) of the Amended Restructuring Decision.

(15)

The Amended Restructuring Decision included an amended list of commitments (22). According to the Amended
Commitments, RBS is to divest the entire interest in the Rainbow business, RBS Insurance (rebranded as DirectLine)
and RBS Citizens. The Amended Restructuring Decision authorised the extension of the deadline to divest the
Rainbow business from 31 December 2013 to 31 December 2017. The Amended Commitments also included a
new commitment to divest RBS Citizens. The Amended Commitments moreover contained restrictions on further
acquisitions and business activities and references to State support.

(16)

Table 2 provides an overview of the divestments committed in the Commitments and in the Amended
Commitments. Table 2 illustrates how they relate to RBS’ balance sheet. RBS completed these divestments ahead of
the committed deadlines with the exception of Rainbow.
Table 2 (source: UK authorities)
FY 2008 Assets

Share of RBS
Funded Assets

FY 2008 Income

Share of RBS
Income

£bn

%

£m

%

Insurance

11

0,9 %

4 430

21,5 %

Global Merchant Services

1

0,1 %

552

2,7 %

Rainbow

20

1,6 %

944

4,6 %

RBS Sempra

18

1,5 %

765

3,7 %

Asia Retail & Commercial

8

0,7 %

761

3,7 %

US Retail and Commercial (Citizens)

104

8,5 %

3 010

14,6 %

Total

162

13,2 %

10 462

50,8 %

Divestment

(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)
(22)

Recital (11) of the Amended Restructuring Decision.
Non-voting Core Tier 1 capital, as further described in recital (38) of the Restructuring Decision.
HMT press release: https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-begins-sale-of-its-shares-in-the-royal-bank-of-scotland.
RBS press release: http://otp.investis.com/clients/uk/rbs1/rns1/regulatorystory.aspx?cid=365&newsid=580941.
RBS press release: http://otp.investis.com/clients/uk/rbs1/rns1/regulatory-story.aspx?cid=365&newsid=687910.
UK Financial Investments Ltd Annual Report and Accounts 2015/2016.
See Annex I of the Amended Restructuring Decision.
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2.2 The commitment to divest Rainbow
(17)

The Commitments included the divestment of several businesses, including of the RBS branch-based retail and SME
business in England and Wales, and the NatWest branches in Scotland (this is referred to as Rainbow). The deadline
included in the Restructuring Decision was 31 December 2013.

(18)

In its assessment of the compatibility of the aid to RBS, the Commission noted that the commitment to divest
Rainbow contributed to limit the distortions of competition created by the aid in the UK SME and mid-corporate
banking market (23).

(19)

RBS started a trade sale process for Rainbow shortly after the Restructuring Decision of December 2009. A Sale
Purchase Agreement (‘SPA’) was signed with a trade buyer in mid-2010. This trade sale process was unsuccessful as
the investor pulled out of the transaction in 2012. As a result RBS had to look for other options to divest Rainbow.
RBS announced in 2013 that it would pursue the option to divest Rainbow through an Initial Public Offering (‘IPO’).
The IPO could not be implemented within the deadline committed in the Commitments and this lead to the request
for extension from the UK authorities.

(20)

On 6 February 2014, the UK authorities notified to the Commission a formal request to amend the Commitments,
notably to extend the divestment deadline for the Rainbow business.

(21)

In the Amended Restructuring Decision (24), the Commission observed that RBS had genuinely tried to divest
Rainbow but had not succeeded in respecting the commitment to divest Rainbow by 31 December 2013.

(22)

In the Amended Restructuring Decision of April 2014, the Commission agreed that the committed deadline for the
divestment of Rainbow is extended to 31 December 2017 (25).

(23)

Subsequently to the Amended Restructuring Decision, RBS pursued the IPO preparation and succeeded in 2014 to
attract a consortium of investors including a large private equity group as anchor investor for the forthcoming IPO.

(24)

However the IPO option was abandoned in August 2016 when it had become apparent that an IPO is not a viable
divestment strategy. This was due to significant operational and financial impediments, including complex and costly
IT systems issues and a changed and challenging macroeconomic environment. These and other factors meant that it
was not expected that Rainbow would be able to obtain a standalone banking licence and would therefore not be
able to operate as a standalone banking business.

(25)

Given the problems associated with the IPO option, from April 2016 onwards a new trade sale was pursued in order
to divest Rainbow within the committed timeline. However, RBS did not receive any bid which comprised the full
Rainbow perimeter as envisaged in the Amended Restructuring Decision, nor any bid which could be completed
before the 31 December 2017 deadline referred to above.

(26)

The UK authorities approached the Commission in December 2016 with a proposal to replace the commitment to
divest Rainbow with a package of alternative measures.

(27)

On 17 February 2017, the UK authorities publicly announced that they were seeking an amendment to the
Amended Commitments and more specifically to replace the divestment commitment of Rainbow with a package of
alternative measures.
2.3 The alternative package proposed by the UK authorities

(28)

According to the UK authorities, the objective of the proposed alternative package is to find an alternative equivalent
to the original commitment to divest the Rainbow business in terms of scope and impact and that also: (i) has a faster
impact and thus more effectively mitigates any distortion of competition; (ii) takes into account current market
circumstances and the specific needs of challenger banks (‘Challenger Banks’) (26) and other potential entrants in
the UK SME and mid-corporate banking market; and (iii) does not jeopardise RBS’s viability.

(29)

The proposed alternative package includes a range of behavioural remedies and consists of four elements
(‘Measures’):
(a) the SME Capability Fund (‘Measure A’);
(b) the Incentivised Switching Scheme (‘Measure B’);
(c) access to RBS Branches (‘Measure C’); and
(d) the Financial Services Innovation Fund (‘Measure D’).

(23)
(24)
(25)
(26)

Recital (13) of the Amended Restructuring Decision.
Recital (84) of the Amended Restructuring Decision
Annex 1 Term sheet for UK aid commitments in respect of RBS, Paragraph 3.2. of the Amended Restructuring Decision.
Non-incumbent banks competing for business with large, long-established national banks.

5.5.2017

ES

Diario Oficial de la Unión Europea

C 142/15

(30)

According to the UK authorities, Measures A, B and C would increase the capabilities of competing providers of
banking services to SMEs and would help them attract customers from RBS. Measure D would serve to provide
capital to innovative financial services businesses (including FinTech) that provide or are developing financial services
to be supplied to SMEs, or provide products or services to such businesses.

(31)

An independent body (‘the Body’) would be established to manage and control the SME Capability Fund, oversee the
Incentivised Switching Scheme and the use of RBS branches.

(32)

The alternative package would be funded by RBS. The UK authorities estimate the overall cost of the package to RBS
will be in the range of GBP [0,5 – 1,5] billion, taking into account upfront capital cost and an ongoing reduction in
RBS’ earnings (27).

(33)

The UK authorities intend to carry out further market testing in order to confirm their initial analysis of the
alternative package, the speed with which the elements of the alternative package might have an impact on the SME
banking market, and refine the detailed requirements of the alternative package, to maximise its impact. The
alternative package outlined below is subject to refinements following such market testing.
2.3.1 SME Capability Fund (‘Measure A’)

(34)

The SME Capability Fund would have a size of GBP 300 million. The SME Capability Fund is intended to support the
development of SME banking capabilities by Challenger Banks that meet a number of eligibility criteria (‘Eligible
Banks’). The investment projects that could benefit from support need to target permitted purposes (‘Permitted
Purposes’) (28). The Body would manage and control the SME Capability Fund. RBS would have no involvement in
the disbursement of the fund. There may be limited involvement of HMT in relation to establishing the guidelines
under which the fund is to be distributed.

(35)

The Capability Fund would be divided into two pools:
(a) the first pool would be for banks with an established business current account (‘BCA’) (29) capability (‘Pool 1’);
and
(b) the second pool would be for banks with an established SME lending capability, but with less BCA offering (‘Pool
2’).

(36)

The intention is that the majority of the funds are allocated to Pool 1 who is best placed to make an impact on
competition in the near term.

(37)

The ability of banks to apply for funds from the SME Capability Fund would be based on objective eligibility criteria,
which will be determined following market testing. It will likely broadly follow the criteria outlined below:

(38)

The eligibility criteria for Pool 1:
(a) This pool would be open to banks that have an established business current account capability. This is estimated
at an excess of 5 000 active BCA customers (not counting customers in nations of the UK in which the bank in
question has a >10 % market share in that nation) (30);
(b) authorised by the Prudential Regulation Authority (‘PRA’) to accept deposits;
(c) the bank’s ultimate parent entity (which would need to be a bank or financial holding company) should be
domiciled in the EU, EEA or Switzerland;
(d) the bank would need to have consolidated total assets in the UK of less than GBP 350 billion as at its last
reporting date;
(e) the bank’s income in the UK would need to relate primarily to the provision of deposit taking, lending or
payments services to individuals and businesses in the UK;
(f) the bank would need to display an intention to expand in the SME banking market; and
(g) the bank should already have at least GBP 50 million of loans or leases to businesses (excluding lending whose
purpose is to finance the purchase of or investment in residential property).

(39)

The eligibility criteria for Pool 2: The same eligibility criteria as for Pool 1 as set out in recital (38) would apply,
except for recital (38) (a). Pool 2 will be open to banks targeting a business banking offering. It is estimated these
banks will have fewer than 5,000 active BCA customers.

(27)

Taking into account the upfront capital cost of around GBP 750 million, the annual costs of operating the alternative package, and
the loss of earnings associated with customers transferring as a result of Measure B, offset by the release of capital associated with
such customers.
Described in recital (40).
A current account service for business customers.
The term ‘UK nations’ refers nations comprising the UK: England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.

(28)
(29)
(30)

C 142/16
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The UK Government’s current intention is that the Permitted Purposes would include the funding of operating
expenses or capital expenditure that relate to:
(a) The development of any systems or other infrastructure required to expand the firm’s SME banking or lending
businesses;
(b) the recruitment and pay of any individuals required to expand or operate the firm’s SME banking or lending
businesses; and
(c) the marketing of the firm’s SME banking or lending products.
Recipient banks would not be able to use funds to pay for temporary price cuts.

(41)

The intention is that the deployment of the SME Capability Fund would be overseen by the Body. The intention is
that it will be independent of both RBS and the UK Government and that there will be three groups of safeguards as
to the deployment of the funds by recipient banks which would operate through the lifecycle of the fund: (i)
safeguards before disbursement, (ii) ongoing reporting and monitoring by the Body and (iii) the Body's right of audit.

(42)

The first group of safeguards occurs before disbursement:
(a) Pool 1 banks will be required to submit to the Body a business plan setting out, in a reasonable level of detail,
how the bank proposes to deploy any funds awarded, and to certify that each element of the plan is incremental
to its existing business-as-usual intentions. This would need to be approved by their Boards and they would be
required to disclose their drawings on the fund and their plans for the use of such funding. The Body will then
assess each element of the plan to determine whether it meets a number of Permitted Purposes, before releasing
funding in respect of that element. It is intended that Pool 1 funding would be divided equally between those
Eligible Banks that apply to the Body, save to the extent that they are unable to demonstrate adequate plans to the
Body; and
(b) similarly, Pool 2 banks will be required to submit proposals to the Body as to how they intend to deploy any
funds allocated to them. It is intended that the Body will have discretion as to whether or not to fund any
proposals made by Pool 2 banks. In making these decisions the Body would be required to take into account its
assessment of each proposal’s:
i. likely impact on competition in the BCA market;
ii. likely impact on competition in the SME lending market;
iii. deliverability;
iv. innovation; and
v. other factors that the Body deems appropriate and has notified to eligible banks.

(43)

The second group of safeguards consist in the ongoing reporting and monitoring by the Body: recipient banks will
report to the Body on an annual basis until they have fully deployed any funds received (and it is anticipated that the
Body will produce its own report on its administration of the fund). Each Eligible Bank’s annual report will include as
a minimum:
(a) A brief account of the developments in the bank’s SME business over the preceding year;
(b) an overview and quantification of investments made in the bank’s SME business over the preceding year;
(c) details of the bank’s SME business volumes, including customer numbers, BCA numbers, lending and deposit
balances;
(d) confirmation that drawings on the SME Capability Fund have been used for the Permitted Purposes; and
(e) other items agreed between the Body and the recipient bank.

(44)

The third group of safeguards is the Body’s right of audit. In order to investigate and audit the use of funds by
recipient banks in circumstances where the Body had cause to doubt that the bank was properly or fully deploying
funds received under the scheme, the Body would have the contractual ability to appoint a ‘skilled person’ (in a
similar way to regulatory appointments under Section 166 of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000).
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(45)

The SME Capability Fund would be open for applications for around eighteen months. The Body would enjoy
contractual rights for a further period of up to three years to oversee the deployment of funds by the recipient
banks (31). At the end of the initial eighteen months, any funding that has not been awarded to recipient banks will
not return to RBS but will be distributed elsewhere (for example, to charity).

(46)

The cost to RBS of measure A comprises the GBP 300 million upfront capital cost plus the present value of the
Body’s operating costs, which would be paid for by RBS (32).
2.3.2 Incentivised Switching Scheme (‘Measure B’)

(47)

The Incentivised Switching Scheme funded by RBS would provide funding to Eligible Banks to enable them to offer
incentives to encourage RBS’s SME banking customers to switch their BCAs, deposit accounts and loans to the
Eligible Banks. This would take the form of a commitment by RBS to pay up to GBP 100 million in dowries (i.e. a
monetary incentive) to Eligible Banks in relation to any customers that agree to transfer their BCAs. RBS has earmarked an additional GBP 75 million of its costs which would also be available to help facilitate the transfer of loan
balances by these customers. The UK authorities expect the Incentivised Switching Scheme to encourage significant
numbers of RBS’ SME customers to switch banks, such that the total RBS market share reduction since Q4 2011 for
SMEs will exceed 5 %. According to the UK authorities, the Incentivised Switching Scheme and the SME Capability
Fund would provide an integrated solution whereby competitor banks can both invest in capability and grow their
customer numbers.

(48)

These dowries will enable the Eligible Banks to fund attractive price offers or other incentives to RBS’s customers and
convince RBS’s SME customers to switch bank. The dowries paid by RBS to recipient banks would be steeply tiered
such that recipient banks are more incentivised to target larger customers and can make larger incentives available to
such customers.

(49)

RBS would target a defined pool of its customers who would be provided with information on the benefits of
switching and potential alternative banks that they may wish to consider. RBS would not have the ability to select the
customer base that is targeted through the Incentivised Switching Scheme, with the pool of customers instead being
defined according to specific criteria agreed with the Body. Initially, it is proposed that the current Rainbow customer
base is targeted (‘Eligible SME Banking Customers’).

(50)

This process of distributing dowries would be repeated quarterly for as long as dowries are available. Dowries would
cease when a maximum of GBP 100 million is paid by RBS in respect of the Incentivised Switching Scheme or, in the
event that this has not occurred earlier, on the 18 month anniversary of the dowries being made available or the
anniversary of the first disbursement made by the SME Capability Fund to Eligible Banks.

(51)

The Body would also have responsibility for managing and controlling the Incentivised Switching Scheme, in
addition to the Capability Fund, and would monitor RBS’s behaviour towards and interaction with customers on an
ongoing basis. This would include enabling the Body, subject to applicable laws and data protection requirements, to:
(a) approve any and all marketing communications sent by RBS to its SME customers in relation to the Incentivised
Switching Scheme;
(b) require RBS to increase the frequency of such communications;
(c) require RBS to extend the customer base to which it sends such communications if a given volume of switchers is
not achieved in a given timeframe;
(d) if necessary, extend the period for which dowries are available by up to 12 months if take-up does not reach a
defined threshold within the original 18 month period; and
(e) if necessary, approve requests from RBS to restructure the dowries after a period of time in order to improve the
efficacy of the scheme and reduce the probability of it incurring a penalty.

(52)

In the event that there is an underspend in the dowries by the end of the 18-month period (or, in the event the Body
decides to extend the relevant period, the date when the extended period ends), RBS would be required to transfer a
pre-defined multiple (‘Multiplier’) of this underspend to the SME Capability Fund (33).

(31)

At the end of the initial eighteen months, any funding that has not been awarded to recipient banks will not return to RBS but will
be distributed elsewhere (for example, to charity).
The UK authorities estimate the net present value of these costs to be GBP [0 – 50] million
The Multiplier could be set at up to 1,5 times, and this penalty would be subject to the condition that as the success of the
incentivised switching scheme will be dependent on the ability of recipient banks to build attractive propositions for RBS’ SME
customers, the Body would have the power to reduce the Multiplier to the extent that it was reasonably satisfied that any underspend
was a result of factors beyond the control of RBS.

32

( )
(33)
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(53)

The UK Government intends to consult with potential recipient banks on how the Incentivised Switching Scheme
could be best implemented. It is proposed that RBS would pay a dowry based on a percentage of SME's turnover, and
that the percentage applied would depend on the size of the SME's turnover.

(54)

The upfront capital cost of Measure B is GBP 193 million plus the ongoing loss of future earnings (34).
2.3.3 Access to RBS branches (‘Measure C’)

(55)

Under Measure C, RBS would provide cash and cheque handling services in its branches to customers of the Pool 1
banks and those Pool 2 banks with a BCA product, irrespective of whether they switched from RBS. Customers
whose own bank has a branch in the immediate vicinity of the RBS branch would be restricted from taking up this
offer. This measure is aimed at addressing the barriers to entry and expansion that are associated with the absence, or
limited availability, of a branch network under traditional business models.

(56)

In the current proposal RBS, will maintain free access for the longer of at least three years from launch of the scheme
or until an agreed number of transactions have taken place. A ‘long stop’ date will be required to avoid placing an
open-ended commitment on RBS.

(57)

RBS would be required to inform its Eligible SME Banking Customers about the availability of branches following
their switch, and marketing of the availability of RBS branches to business customers of Challenger Banks would
otherwise be the responsibility of each Eligible Bank. In this context, RBS would commit not to solicit directly the
business of any customers of the Eligible Banks in RBS branches.

(58)

Access to the RBS branches would be subject to Eligible Banks entering into an appropriate inter-bank agency
agreement with RBS.

(59)

The Body having a governance role in Measures A and B would also maintain oversight of the implementation of this
measure.

(60)

Any additional investment in systems and operational capacity that is required to meet anticipated levels of demand
will be at RBS’s expense and will be a ‘sunk cost’ to RBS.

(61)

The UK authorities estimate the upfront capital cost of Measure C at GBP 45 million plus the ongoing loss of future
earnings (35).
2.3.4 Financial Services Innovation Fund (‘Measure D’)

(62)

RBS would provide funds (of up to GBP 200 million) for the establishment of a Financial Services Innovation Fund
which would provide capital to innovative financial services businesses (mainly the financial technology industry,
also known as FinTech) that either (i) provide or are developing financial services to be supplied to SMEs, or (ii)
provide products or services to such businesses. The Financial Services Innovation Fund would be managed by an
independent investment manager. Gains would be largely reinvested and the remainder would be distributed to
charities.

(63)

In order to ensure that it focuses on larger opportunities that have the potential materially to affect competition in
the provision of financial services, the Innovation Fund would have a specified minimum investment size, would not
be able to provide seed capital to start-up businesses and would be restricted to investing in innovative businesses
rather than those that replicate existing products and services.

(64)

The purpose of the fund, its investment objectives and the range of business propositions in which it is capable of
investing are still to be finalised but are proposed to include provision of capital to businesses that:
(a) provide financial services to SMEs or infrastructure that supports the provision of financial services to SMEs;
(b) demonstrate the customer benefit of the development of the provision of their services;
(c) are generating revenue or have demonstrated the technical feasibility and scalability of their product/service; and
(d) require a certain level of capital investment.

(65)

The intention is that the Financial Services Innovation Fund would be managed by an independent investment
manager who would make all investment decisions and have effective control of the fund. The fund would be run on
commercial lines and make equity and/or debt investments in eligible investees as appropriate.

(34)

The UK Government estimates that RBS would lose in excess of GBP [0 – 150] million per annum of income associated with
customers switching away from RBS under this Measure and that RBS would be able to release over GBP 100 million of capital as a
result of such switching. Depending on the assumed longevity of the customer relationships switching and the persistency of RBS’
loss of market share the UK Government estimates the present value of lost earnings, net of capital released, to be in the order of
GBP […] million.
The UK Government estimates the present value of the loss of earnings to be in the order of GBP
[0 – 50] million.

(35)
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(66)

It has so far been envisaged that a proportion of the investment gains made by the Financial Services Innovation
Fund could be reinvested to prolong the life of the fund once its initial capital has been deployed and to provide a
lasting benefit to UK FinTechs. The remainder of the investment gains would be distributed to charities.

(67)

The UK authorities anticipate that the fund would be legally owned by an independent body although the owner
would not receive any returns from the Financial Services Innovation Fund. Arrangements would be put in place to
ensure the ongoing oversight of the performance of the investment fund manager.

(68)

The upfront capital cost and total cost of Measure D is GBP 200 million.
3. POSITION OF THE UNITED KINGDOM

(69)

The UK authorities recall RBS’s past efforts to divest Rainbow, as described in section 2.2. This includes RBS’s efforts
to divest Rainbow through a trade sale since 2016.

(70)

The UK authorities note that RBS did not receive any bid which comprised the full Rainbow perimeter as envisaged
in the Amended Restructuring Decision, nor any bid which could be completed before the 31 December 2017
deadline referred to above.

(71)

The UK authorities also point out that, as evidenced by the previous efforts, realising a trade sale of Rainbow is
inherently uncertain, as it is contingent on factors outside the control of RBS. According to the UK authorities, a
lengthy divestment process also inevitably places significant resource demands and distractions on management
time, which could adversely affect RBS’s overall transformation plans and potentially impact the continuing recovery
of the business over the longer term. Therefore, according to the UK authorities, the inherent risks and lengthy
timelines of any divestment of Rainbow may adversely affect the ability of the UK Government to exit its
shareholding in RBS within a reasonable timeframe.

(72)

The UK authorities also note significant changes in the UK SME banking market since the Restructuring Decision. In
particular, according to the data provided by the UK authorities, RBS’s market share in the SME segment has fallen
from [25 – 30]% in the fourth quarter of 2011 to [20 – 25]% in the third quarter of 2016.

(73)

In light of the above factors, particularly the unavoidable delay and execution risks, the UK authorities have reached
the conclusion that the divestment of Rainbow was no longer as deliverable or effective a remedy for addressing the
distortion of competition identified in the Restructuring Decision.

(74)

In this context, the UK authorities have explored with the PRA, the FCA and RBS, the scope to create an alternative
remedies package that would deliver the intended pro-competitive outcomes of the divestment of Rainbow, as
anticipated at the time of the Restructuring Decision, to a shorter timeline and with more certainty of delivery.
According to the UK authorities, the intention was to design an alternative remedies package that would deliver an
equivalent market impact, taking into account the changes that have occurred in the UK SME banking market since
2009, but avoid the […] of the trade sale […] available.

(75)

The result of those efforts was the alternative package described in section 2.3.

(76)

As noted above, the UK authorities intend to carry out further market testing in order to confirm their initial
analysis, the speed with which the elements of the alternative package might have an impact on the SME banking
market, and refine the detailed requirements of the alternative package, to maximise its impact.

(77)

However, the UK authorities consider that it is already clear that the alternative package would have significant
advantages over an uncertain and lengthy divestment process. Notably, according to the UK authorities, the
alternative package:
(a) […] there is a much higher certainty of its completion and successful implementation. Its delivery is also not
contingent on the actions of a third party in the same way as a trade sale. […];
(b) would have a much faster impact. The alternative package is capable of allowing customer transfers, and the
associated competition benefits, to take place in 2017, significantly ahead of the earliest possible timeframe for
transfers through any trade sale. It also does not face the same level of uncertainty regarding timing of execution.
According to the UK authorities, the alternative package can be launched within a few months of receiving
formal approval from the Commission. As regards timing of the separate elements of the package, the UK
authorities anticipate that the Incentivised Switching Scheme and Access to RBS Branches elements of the
package would be available from the package launch date, with the first disbursements from the Financial
Services Innovation Fund and SME Capability Fund occurring around two to three months after launch.
According to the UK authorities, the full impact of the package would also be realised quickly; for example, the
UK authorities anticipate that all qualified disbursements under the Incentivised Switching Scheme and the SME
Capability Fund would be made within 18 months of the launch;
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(c) would have a significant pro-competitive impact on the UK SME banking market. Given changes to the market
that have taken place since 2009, the impact of this package will be much greater now than it would have been at
the time of the original commitment. The Package aims to strengthen multiple competitors by removing barriers
to the development of new products and the switching of business customers, as well as encouraging new
suppliers and products. In addition, the Incentivised Switching Scheme alone is capable of delivering a further
2 % reduction in market share. So the Incentivised Switching Scheme is capable of resulting in a total reduction
in RBS’ market share since Q4 2011 for SMEs of over 5 %. This reduction is expected to be greater than the 5 %
market share attributed to the Rainbow Business in the 2009 Restructuring Decision;
(d) would enable RBS management to return to concentrating on delivering the continuing recovery of RBS and its
day to day business once the alternative package has been implemented. According to the UK authorities, this
would be desirable from a financial stability perspective, particularly in light of RBS’s recent stress test results;
and
(e) would increase the chance of the UK Government being able to exit its shareholding in RBS by removing one of
the main barriers to the UK Government sale of shares (i.e. the ongoing uncertainty about the divestment of
Rainbow).
(78)

The UK authorities also consider the financial impact of the alternative package on RBS to be proportionate.
According to the UK authorities, the alternative package would have an estimated upfront cost to RBS of around GBP
750 million, plus the ongoing cost in lost profits (36). The UK authorities note that these costs are more predictable
than those of a trade sale, which carry a greater downside risk. According to the UK authorities, the capital impact of
the alternative package on RBS is also broadly equivalent to the capital impact of a hypothetical divestment of
Rainbow.

(79)

Therefore, the UK authorities formally request the Commission to authorise the proposed amendment of the
commitment to divest Rainbow, which would be substituted with the alternative package. The request is based on
recital (65) of the Amended Restructuring Decision (37).

(80)

The UK authorities justify the requested amendment by reference to it being at least equivalent to the divestment of
Rainbow in terms of restoration of viability, burden-sharing and mitigation of competition distortions. Notably,
according to the UK authorities, the alternative package:
(a) does not affect RBS’s ability to restore its viability and it does not involve further aid;
(b) has a closely comparable financial impact to the divestment of Rainbow;
(c) together with the changes in the market position of RBS, results in a reduction of RBS’ market share greater than
that anticipated by the Restructuring Decision, as amended by the Amended Restructuring Decision; and
(d) is a proportionate amendment, given its pro-competitive effects on the SME banking market and its
implementation costs.
4. ASSESSMENT

4.1 Existence of State aid
(81)

According to Article 107(1) TFEU State aid is 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, in so far as it
affects trade between Member States. The Commission observes that the UK authorities consider that no additional
State aid would be granted as part of the alternative package.

(82)

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

(36)

The UK Government estimates the net present value of the loss of future profits, offset by a capital release associated with Measure B,
to be GBP […] million.”
‘A restructuring decision, such as the 2009 Restructuring Decision and the 2014 Amended Restructuring Decision, can in principle be amended
by the Commission where the modification is based on new commitments which can be considered equivalent to those originally provided. In that
situation, the existing aid measures would remain compatible on the basis of Article 107(3)(b) of the Treaty if the overall balance of the original
decision remains intact. In order to preserve the original balance, the altered commitments should not negatively affect the viability of the aid
beneficiary, with the overall set of commitments remaining equivalent in terms of burden-sharing and compensatory measures taking into account
the requirements of the Restructuring Communication.’

(37)
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4.1.1 Potential aid to RBS
(83)

The alternative package, or Measures A, B, C, and D described in section 2.3, represents a financial cost to RBS. Based
on the data provided by the UK authorities, the alternative package would have an estimated upfront cost to RBS of
around GBP 750 million, with an additional ongoing cost in lost profits (38). There will be no State resource flowing
from the State to RBS to finance those Measures. The cost of the alternative package will be borne entirely by RBS.

(84)

Given that Measures A, B, C, and D do not involve State resources with respect to RBS, there is no need to assess the
other cumulative conditions for a measure to qualify as State aid. Hence, the alternative package does not involve
new aid to RBS.
4.1.2 Potential aid to beneficiaries of the alternative package

(85)

The Commission observes that there is no link between the State aid granted to RBS in 2008 and 2009 and the
alternative package. Indeed, in the procedure leading to the Restructuring Decision, the UK authorities committed to
divest Rainbow and the approval of the aid was based on that commitment. The alternative package has been
proposed eight years after the granting of the last capital aid to RBS, i.e. a long time after the granting of the aid.
Therefore, it can be excluded that the alternative package is directly linked or funded by the 2008 and 2009 aid to
RBS.

(86)

Despite the above, one can note that, as indicated in recital (12), the State still owns 71,3 % of RBS's shares. This
suggests that the financial burden of the alternative package is indirectly but largely borne by the State, as the
majority shareholder of RBS. In addition, as indicated in recital (74), the UK authorities have been closely involved in
the design of the alternative package. This could suggest that the design of the package is imputable to the State.
Moreover, the alternative package could give a selective advantage to the undertakings that are entitled to benefit
from it. The measure is also designed in such a way as to channel its effects towards the Eligible Banks.

(87)

However, even if the alternative package was considered to constitute State aid to the banks which would benefit
from it, the Commission considers that it could be declared compatible as a necessary part of the commitments on
the basis of which the aid measures in favour of RBS would eventually be considered compatible on the basis of the
Restructuring Decision, the Amended Restructuring Decision and the final decision in the present case (39).
4.1.3 Conclusion on the existence of new aid

(88)

In view of the elements discussed in section 4.1.1, the Commission preliminarily concludes that Measures A, B, C
and D do not qualify as new State aid to RBS.

(89)

As analysed in section 4.1.2, to the extent that measures A, B, C and D could qualify as State aid to the banks which
would benefit from the alternative package, such aid could be considered compatible on the basis of Article 107(3)
(b) TFEU as necessary part of the commitments on the basis of which the initial aid measures in favour of RBS may
eventually be considered compatible in the present case. Therefore, the compatibility of possible aid to those banks
depends on the compatibility of the existing aid to RBS if the divestment commitment is replaced by the alternative
package, which is analysed in section 4.2.
4.2 Compatibility

(90)

Whilst the alternative package does not appear to contain new State aid to RBS, the existing aid was authorised on
the basis of the commitment to sell Rainbow. The UK authorities now request to replace this commitment with a
commitment to implement the alternative package. Therefore, the Commission has to assess whether the proposed
replacement would alter the conclusion that the existing aid to RBS is compatible with the internal market.

(91)

A restructuring decision, such as the Amended Restructuring Decision, can in principle be amended by the
Commission where the modification is based on new commitments which can be considered equivalent to those
originally provided (40). In that situation, the existing aid measures would remain compatible on the basis of
Article 107(3)(b) TFEU if the overall balance of the original decision remains intact. In order to preserve the original
balance, the altered commitments should not negatively affect the viability of the aid beneficiary, with the overall set
of commitments remaining equivalent in terms of burden-sharing and compensatory measures taking into account
the requirements of the Restructuring Communication (41).

(38)
(39)

Recital (32) of the present Decision.
If the final decision on the present case were to conclude that the alternative package can replace the commitment to divest Rainbow
so that the aid measures in favour of RBS can be compatible on the basis of Article 107(3)(b) TFEU.
Recital (65) of the Amended Restructuring Decision.
Commission communication on the return to viability and the assessment of restructuring measures in the financial sector in the
current crisis under the State aid rules, OJ C 195, 19.8.2009, p. 9.

(40)
(41)
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4.2.1 Viability
(92)

The Commission has to assess whether the modifications to the Amended Commitments call into question the
conclusion reached in the Amended Restructuring Decision as to RBS's ability to restore its viability without needing
further State aid.

(93)

The Commission observes that, according to the estimation provided by the UK authorities (see Table 3), the cost of
the alternative package is not higher than the costs of continuing with the Rainbow divestment. The Commission
therefore considers that switching to the alternative package would not significantly affect RBS's viability.

(94)

In this respect, it should also be noted that Rainbow itself is not a loss-making entity. Consequently, the
modifications to the Amended Commitments to allow RBS to retain Rainbow would not negatively impact the
profitability of RBS.

(95)

The Commission preliminarily concludes that the amendments proposed by the UK authorities do not endanger the
viability of RBS.

(96)

Leaving aside the effect on the viability of RBS of the proposed changes to the Amended Commitments, the
Commission observes that RBS has not restored its profitability. The Commission has therefore to assess whether its
conclusion that RBS will be able to restore its profitability and viability without further State aid is still valid.

(97)

The losses attributable to the ordinary shareholders since 2008 (42) come mainly from the accumulation of large
one-off items as fines and settlements for past misconduct and misselling, restructuring costs and higher than
expected losses on non-core assets.

(98)

The Core Tier 1 capital ratios have improved further since 2013 and the core operating profit has continued to be
positive as described in recital (9) and (10).

(99)

The Commission therefore considers that the proposed amendments should not prevent RBS to return to viability
and profitability.
4.2.2 Burden sharing

(100) The Amended Restructuring Decision indicates that the divestment of Rainbow was taken into account as a measure
to limit distortions of competition and it was neither a burden-sharing measure nor a measure to limit restructuring
costs (43). As such, the proposed alternative package does not affect the burden-sharing assessment.
(101) The notified changes therefore do not put into question the assessment of burden sharing made in the Restructuring
Decision and the Amended Restructuring Decision.
4.2.3 Measures to limit distortions of competition
(102) Pursuant to the Amended Restructuring Decision (44), the primary purpose of the commitment to divest Rainbow
was to limit the distortion of competition that the aid to RBS could have created. More precisely, the commitment to
divest Rainbow aimed at avoiding that the very large amount of State aid granted to RBS in 2008 and 2009 led to
undue distortion of competition in the UK market for banking services to SME and mid-corporate customers, where
RBS was the market leader (45). To avoid strengthening RBS's position in that market and thereby decreasing
competition in it, the UK authorities committed that RBS would divest an entity having a market share of 5 % in the
UK SME customers and mid-corporate customers market (46).
(103) The purpose of the alternative package as described in section 2.3 is to address distortion of competition in the same
way as the divestment commitment of Rainbow it is replacing.
(104) The Commission therefore has to assess whether the alternative package is equivalent to the divestment commitment
it is proposed to replace.
4.2.3.1 Design of individual Measures
(105) The alternative package consists of four individual Measures. As far as possible, the Commission intends to assess the
equivalence both on an individual level and on the level of the package.
SME Capability Fund (‘Measure A’)
(106) The SME Capability Fund was described in detail in recitals (34) to (46) of the present Decision.
(107) The Commission observes that the provision of funds to Challenger Banks to increase their capacity to offer SME
banking services will likely increase competition in the SME banking market.

(42)
(43)
(44)
(45)
(46)

Recital
Recital
Recital
Recital
Recital

(7) of the present Decision.
(78) of the Amended Restructuring Decision.
(82) of the Amended Restructuring Decision.
(238) of the Restructuring Decision.
(29) of the Amended Restructuring Decision.
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(108) It is however difficult to estimate ex-ante the magnitude of that positive effect. It is also difficult to estimate ex-ante
whether Measure A will translate into a decrease of market share for RBS in the SME segment, and, if so, by how
much.
(109) The Commission therefore invites interested parties to comment on those points.
Incentivised Switching Scheme (‘Measure B’)
(110) The Incentivised Switching Scheme is described in detail in recitals (47) to (54) of the present Decision.
(111) The Commission observes that this measure will increase competition in the SME banking market, by transferring
customers from RBS to Challenger Banks. The implementation of this measure may lead to an up to 2-percentage
point reduction in market share for RBS in the SME banking market.
(112) The Incentivised Switching Scheme cannot lead to a reduction in the market share of RBS larger than 2 percentage
points because the amount of funding available for Measure B is capped and would therefore not allow to subsidise
the acquisition of more customers by the Challenger Banks.
(113) Regarding the assumption that the 2-percentage point reduction will be reached, the Commission observes that it is
uncertain as RBS's SME customers will need to switch from RBS to a Challenger Bank on a voluntary basis. The offers
made by the Challenger Banks will need to be attractive enough to convince the maximum number of customers to
switch. The Commission has doubts whether the Incentivised Switching Scheme is large enough to ensure that a
transfer of customers equivalent to a market share of 2 % of the SME market is reached with a high likelihood. The
Commission seeks comments of interested parties on that question.
(114) The Commission also observes that the impact on the competition in the mid-corporate market is even less clear.
The Commission seeks comments of interested parties on that question.
(115) Finally, the Commission notes that the feasibility of Measure B will be further analysed in a market test, to be carried
out by the UK authorities.
Access to RBS branches (‘Measure C’)
(116) The Access to RBS branches was described in detail in recitals (55) to (61) of the present Decision.
(117) The Commission observes that the access to RBS branches will most likely make it easier for Challenger Banks
having no large bank network in the UK to take advantage of the Incentivised Switching Scheme.
(118) The impact of Measure C is difficult to quantify on a standalone basis. It seems that it will only have an impact when
combined with the two Measures discussed previously. In that capacity, Measure C will increase the effectiveness of
the package as a whole. However, it is difficult to assess by how much it will increase the effectiveness of the package.
The Commission invites interested parties to comment on that point.
Financial Services Innovation Fund (‘Measure D’)
(119) The Financial Services Innovation Fund was described in detail in recitals (62) to (68) of the present Decision.
(120) The Commission observes that the Financial Services Innovation Fund will likely have an impact on increasing
competition in the SME banking market in the long run. The impact in the short run will likely be limited. It is
therefore difficult to estimate the concrete impact on competition due to its long term nature and the uncertainty of
the impact the investments will have. The Commission invites interested parties to comment on that point.
4.2.3.2 Overall equivalence of the package to the commitment to divest Rainbow
(121) In this section, the Commission carries out a preliminary assessment of the equivalence of the alternative package
with the commitment to divest Rainbow.
(122) There are different ways to assess the equivalence of the alternative package. It can be compared to the impact of the
trade sale and to the intentions behind the divestment in the Restructuring Decision. One can measure the
equivalence using different indicators, such as the financial costs on RBS, the size of the transferred assets and
liabilities, and the decrease in market shares of RBS.
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(123) Table 3 compares the three scenarios along different indicators.
Table 3

Equivalence of the alternatives
Objective 2009 Decision
Motivation commitment

Rainbow divestment

Alternative package

Limitation of distortion of Limitation of distortion of Limitation of distortion of
competition in UK SME
competition in UK SME
competition in UK SME
market
market
market

Market Share Loss RBS in
UK SME market

5%

[0 – 5]% [[5 – 10]%] (*)

[0 – 5]% [[5 – 10]%] (*)

Total Capital Loss

[…]

[…]

[…]

[[…]] (**)

[[…]] (**)

(*)
(**)

CET1 Ratio Impact

N.A.

[…]

[…]

Total Asset Transfer

GBP 20bn

GBP [15 – 25]bn

GBP [0 – 5]bn

Including market share loss since Q4 2011
Including GBP [1 – 3]bn of already incurred costs

(124) The motivation behind the Rainbow divestment in the Restructuring Decision and the Amended Restructuring
Decision is to limit the distortion of competition in the UK SME banking market. The UK authorities have designed
the alternative package with the aim to accomplish the same underlying objective.
(125) The alternatives can be compared using the impact on the market share of RBS in the UK SME market. According to
the Restructuring Decision, the divestment of Rainbow was expected to result in a market share loss of 5 %, as
described in recital (102) of the current decision. The trade sale process started in 2016 would have resulted in a
market share loss of [0 – 5]%. The alternative package should also result in a market share loss. It would amount to
up to 2 %, if one takes into account only the Incentivised Switching Scheme (other elements of the alternative
package being difficult to quantify in terms of market share loss). The total alternative package is however difficult to
translate into a specific market share loss. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to assume that the other elements would
have an impact on the market share of RBS as well.
(126) As indicated by the UK authorities, it also seems reasonable to take into account the fact that RBS has lost market
share in the UK SME banking market since the Restructuring Decision. It is however not easy to precisely quantify
this decrease. According to the UK authorities, the external data provider which provided the banks' market shares in
the SME market (which were used in the documents submitted by the UK authorities in 2009) does not publish those
market shares anymore. The UK authorities proposed an alternative data provider, but which started to publish
market shares in the SME market only from end 2011. According to those data, RBS lost [0 – 5]% of market share
between the 4th quarter of 2011 and the 3rd quarter of 2016 in the market for SMEs with a turnover up to GBP
25 million (47).
(127) The 5 % decrease in market share of RBS expected in the Restructuring Decision is reached when one aggregates the
market share loss expected from the alternative package (up to 2 % resulting from Measure B alone) with the
observed market share loss since the 4th quarter of 2011 ([0 – 5]%).
(128) In other words, based on its preliminary assessment, the Commission sees value in the argumentation provided by
the UK authorities that the market share loss anticipated in 2009 would be achieved by the alternative package. More
clarity will however be needed in how achievable the targeted 2 % market share loss is under the Incentivised
Switching Scheme. In order to consider the alternative package equivalent with the divestment commitment the
Incentivised Switching Scheme needs to have a high probability of reaching its target, which could require increasing
its budget.

(47)

Based on Charterhouse Research data provided by the UK authorities. The same dataset is used by the UK's Competition and Markets
Authority.
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(129) The estimated total capital loss of the different scenarios can also be used to compare their equivalence.
(130) The Restructuring Decision did not contain an estimation of the capital cost of the Rainbow divestment. However, it
seems a reasonable estimation to use the estimation of the capital cost which the Rainbow sale would generate if it is
pursued, which has been quantified by the UK authorities.
(131) The cost that RBS has incurred since 2009 to comply with the divestment commitment is standing at GBP [1 – 3]
billion (48). This covers several types of costs, the biggest of which are technology costs to create a separate IT
platform for Rainbow.
(132) In table 3 the direct total capital loss of the different alternatives is indicated. The total capital loss when adding the
GBP [1 – 3] billion cost already incurred by RBS is indicated within brackets.
(133) The direct capital loss of the alternative package is lower than if the Rainbow divestment is continued. In addition,
when adding the costs already incurred by RBS, the alternative package is clearly more costly than what was
implicitly envisaged in the Restructuring Decision. From that point of view, as claimed by the UK authorities, the
alternative package does not lighten the financial burden of RBS compared to what was envisaged in the
Restructuring Decision; it is actually much more costly.
(134) The CET1 ratio impact can also be used to compare the different scenarios. The difference between the CET1 ratio
indicator and the capital loss indicator is that the former also takes into account the reduction in RWA: if a scenario
generates a larger reduction in risk weighted assets, it has — for a given capital loss — a less negative effect on the
CET1 ratio.
(135) The CET1 figures were provided by the UK authorities. Table 3 illustrates that the CET1 impact of the alternative
package is slightly more significant. This seems to be the consequence of the fact that it involves the loss of much less
assets. Hence, even if the capital loss is slightly smaller, is has a slightly more negative effect on the CET1 ratio.
(136) The alternative scenarios can be compared across total assets as well. The total asset impact of the alternative
package is significantly smaller than under the commitment to divest Rainbow.
(137) The Restructuring Decision envisaged to divest a viable entity. In order to be a viable entity, Rainbow needed to have
enough income generating assets and customers to bear the costs of its large branch network and infrastructure.
Therefore, besides SME loans and deposits which were the focus of the measure, Rainbow's perimeter also included a
large amount of retail loans and deposits.
(138) The alternative package does not envisage the transfer of the retail and other non-SME assets and liabilities. It is
focused on achieving a transfer of part of the SME customers, with their assets (loans) and liabilities (deposits). The
alternative package is therefore much more targeted in terms of amounts of assets transferred, but attempts to deliver
a similar outcome on the UK SME banking market.
4.2.3.3 Preliminary conclusion on equivalence of the alternative package
(139) RBS has implemented all Commitments and Amended Commitments (other than Rainbow) from the Restructuring
Decision and the Amended Restructuring Decision. In addition, from the date of the Restructuring Decision
(14 December 2009), RBS has genuinely tried to divest Rainbow as evidenced by the successive procedures launched,
the significant amount of resources involved and manpower dedicated to the Rainbow divestment.
(140) In doing so RBS has incurred significant costs (notably, the estimated costs of attempting to divest Rainbow, as
described in recital (131)) which were considerably higher than what was anticipated in the Restructuring Decision.
(141) As claimed by the UK authorities, pursuing the trade sale process initiated in 2016 has significant execution risks, as
referred to in recital (77). The completion of an eventual trade sale would be scheduled for […] at the earliest which
would require a new extension of the current deadline of end-2017 to divest Rainbow.

(48)

The amount of GBP [1 – 3] billion was reconciled with the actual costs booked under the Williams & Glyn programme by an
external consultant.
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(142) Also, as described in recital (25), However, RBS did not receive any bid which comprised the full Rainbow perimeter
as envisaged in the Amended Restructuring Decision.
(143) Based on its preliminary analysis, the Commission observes that the alternative package appears to be able to deliver
an equivalent outcome with less execution risks.
(144) The Commission also notes that the alternative package does not seem to lighten the requirements on RBS. In terms
of costs, besides the cost already incurred by RBS in the past, the implementation of the alternative package would
impose an additional cost burden on RBS. The cumulative costs since 2009 would be significantly higher than what
was implicitly expected by the Restructuring Decision.
(145) The alternative package, in combination with the already lost market shares, will result in total decrease of RBS
market share in the SME market which is at least equivalent to what was envisaged in the Restructuring Decision. The
concern that the very large 2008-2009 aid is used by RBS to consolidate or grow its market share in the already
concentrated SME market would therefore be as much allayed as it would have been if the Rainbow divestment had
been implemented as envisaged by the Restructuring Decision.
(146) The Commission also notes positively that the UK authorities will perform a market test to verify its feasibility
conducted in parallel to the Commission's investigation procedure.
(147) Since the effect of this atypical alternative package is difficult to assess, the Commission is inviting interested parties
to share their view on the alternative package as proposed.
(148) In the past the Commission has not accepted replacing the divestment of a business by a package of behavioural
measures and direct payments to competitors. Therefore, the Commission intends to first give a possibility to
interested parties to comment on the alternative package, before reaching a final conclusion. In particular, at first
sight, the Commission has doubts whether the Incentivised Switching Scheme is large enough to ensure that a
transfer of customers equivalent to a market share of 2 % of the SME market is reached with a high likelihood. It
seems that a higher market share may have to be targeted, so that the actual outcome of the implementation of
Measure B is not limited to a transfer of customers representing a market share of, for instance, merely 1 %.
In the light of the foregoing considerations, the Commission, acting under the procedure laid down in Article 108(2) of the
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, requests the United Kingdom to submit its comments and to provide all
such information as may help to assess the aid/measure, within one month of the date of receipt of this letter. It requests
your authorities to forward a copy of this letter to potential recipients of the aid immediately.
The Commission informs the United Kingdom that it will inform interested parties by publishing this letter and a
meaningful summary of it in the Official Journal of the European Union. It will also inform interested parties in the EFTA
countries which are signatories to the EEA Agreement, by publication of a notice in the EEA Supplement to the Official
Journal of the European Union and will inform the EFTA Surveillance Authority by sending a copy of this letter. All such
interested parties will be invited to submit their comments within one month of the date of such publication.
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