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II

(Teatised)

EUROOPA LIIDU INSTITUTSIOONIDE, ORGANITE JA ASUTUSTE TEATISED

EUROOPA KOMISJON

Menetluse algatamine
(Toimik M.7000 - Liberty Global | Ziggo)
(EMPs kohaldatav tekst)
(2014/C 147/01)

8. mail 2014 otsustas komisjon algatada eespool nimetatud juhtumi suhtes menetluse, olles leidnud, et teatatud
koondumine tekitab tdsiseid kahtlusi selle kokkusobivuses siseturuga. Menetluse algatamisega algab teatatud koon-
dumise uurimise teine etapp ning see ei mdjuta juhtumi kohta 18pliku otsuse tegemist. Kdnealuse otsuse aluseks
on ndukogu miiruse (EU) nr 139/2004 (') artikli 6 ldike 1 punkt c.

Komisjon kutsub huvitatud kolmandaid isikuid esitama oma voimalikke markusi kavandatava koondumise kohta.

Komisjon peab markused kitte saama 15 pideva jooksul pirast kdesoleva dokumendi avaldamist, et neid saaks
tdielikult menetluses arvesse votta. Mirkusi voib saata komisjonile faksi (+32 22964301) voi postiga jirgmisel
aadressil (lisada viitenumber M.7000 — Liberty Global | Ziggo):

European Commission
Directorate-General for Competition
Merger Registry

1049 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIE

(") ELT L 24, 29.1.2004, Ik 1 (,ihinemismaarus”).
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Vastuviidete esitamisest loobumine teatatud koondumise kohta
(Juhtum M.7145 — Veolia Environnement | Dalkia International)
(EMPs kohaldatav tekst)

(2014/C 147/02)

7. mail 2014 otsustas komisjon loobuda vastuviidete esitamisest eespool nimetatud teatatud koondumise kohta
ning kuulutada koondumine siseturuga kokkusobivaks. Otsuse aluseks on ndukogu miiruse (EU) nr 139/2004 (1)
artikli 6 16ike 1 punkt b. Otsuse tiielik tekst on kittesaadav ainult inglise keeles ning see avaldatakse pirast
seda, kui sellest on kustutatud véimalikud irisaladused. Otsus on kittesaadav:

— Euroopa konkurentsialasel ~veebisaidil (http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases/). Veebisaidil pakutakse
mitut voimalust otsida konkreetset iihinemisotsust, sealhulgas ettevdtja nime, juhtumi numbri ja kuupieva
jargi ning tegevusalade registri kaudu;

— clektroonilises ~ vormis ~ EUR-Lex'i  veebisaidil  (http://eur-lex.europa.eufen/index.htm)  dokumendinumbri
32014M7145 all. EUR-Lex pakub on-line-juurdepddsu Euroopa odigusele.

(') ELT L 24, 29.1.2004, Ik 1.


http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm
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IV

(Teave)

TEAVE EUROOPA LIIDU INSTITUTSIOONIDELT, ORGANITELT JA
ASUTUSTELT

EUROOPA KOMISJON

Euro vahetuskurss (/)
15. mai 2014

(2014/C 147/03)

1 euro =

Valuuta Kurss Valuuta Kurss
USD USA dollar 1,3659 CAD Kanada dollar 1,4845
JPY Jaapani jeen 139,17 HKD  Hongkongi dollar 10,5882
DKK Taani kroon 7,4644 NZD Uus-Meremaa dollar 1,5786
GBP Inglise nael 0,81520 |SGD Singapuri dollar 1,7108
SEK Rootsi kroon 8,9740 KRW Korea vonn 1401,78
CHF Sveitsi frank 1,2227 ZAR Louna-Aafrika rand 14,1337
ISK Islandi kroon CNY Hiina jiiaan 8,5090
NOK Norra kroon 8,1050 HRK Horvaatia kuna 7,5910
BGN  Bulgaaria leev 1,9558 IDR Indoneesia ruupia 15599,43
CZK T3ehhi kroon 27,440 MYR Malaisia ringit 4,4064
HUF Ungari forint 303,62 PHP Filipiini peeso 59,797
LTL Leedu litt 3,4528 RUB Vene rubla 47,4450
PLN Poola zlott 4,1792 THB Tai baat 44,333
RON Rumeenia leu 4,4328 BRL Brasiilia reaal 3,0197
TRY Turgi liir 2,8466 MXN  Mehhiko peeso 17,6440
AUD Austraalia dollar 1,4589 INR India ruupia 80,9842

(") Allikas: EKP avaldatud viitekurss.
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Arvamus, mille konkurentsi piiravaid kokkuleppeid ja turgu valitsevat seisundit kisitlev
nduandekomitee esitas 17. veebruari 2014. aasta koosolekul esialgse otsuse eelndu kohta, mis
on seotud juhtumiga C.39398 Visa MIF

Raport6or: Malta
(2014/C 147/04)

(1) Nouandekomiteel on samad kahtlused, mis komisjon esitas nduandekomiteele 5. veebruaril 2014 oma
otsuse eelndus vastavalt Euroopa Liidu toimimise lepingu (ELi toimimise leping) artiklile 101 ja EMP
lepingu artiklile 53.

(2) Nouandekomitee ndustub komisjoniga, et menetluse driithingu Visa Europe suhtes voib lopetada mairuse
(EU) nr 1/2003 artikli 9 15ike 1 kohase otsusega.

(3) Nouandekomitee ndustub komisjoniga, et aritthingu Visa Europe pakutud kohustused on sobivad, vajalikud
ja proportsionaalsed ning need tuleks muuta aritthingu Visa Europe suhtes 6iguslikult siduvaks.

(4)  Nouandekomitee ndustub komisjoniga, et driithingu Visa Europe pakutud kohustusi arvesse vottes ei ole
komisjonil enam alust menetluse jitkamiseks driithingu Visa Europe suhtes, ilma et see piiraks mairuse
(EU) nr 1/2003 artikli 9 16ike 2 kohaldamist.

(5) Nouandekomitee palub komisjonil votta arvesse muid arutelu kiigus tostatatud kiisimusi.

(6) Nouandekomitee soovitab avaldada oma arvamuse Euroopa Liidu Teatajas.
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Arakuulamise eest vastutava ametniku lpparuanne ()
VISA MIF (AT.39398)
(2014/C 147/05)

Sissejuhatus

(1) Noukogu mddruse (EU) nr 1/2003 () artikli 9 Idike 1 kohane otsuse eelndu on adresseeritud driithingule
Visa Europe Limited (,Visa Europe”) ja seondub menetluse osaga juhtumis AT.39398 — Visa MIF.

(2) 6. mirtsil 2008, pirast 28. novembril 2006 algatatud ex officio uurimist, algatas komisjon menetluse seoses
mitmepoolselt kokku lepitud vahendustasude kehtestamisega, mida kohaldatakse vaikimisi piiriiileste ja teatavatel
juhtudel riigisiseste kaardimaksete korral Euroopa Majanduspiirkonnas (,EMP”), kasutades VISA kaubamirgiga
maksekaarte.

(3)  2009. aastal vilja antud esimeste vastuviidete jirel vottis komisjon 8. detsembril 2010 vastu méiruse (EU)
nr 1/2003 artikli 9 16ike 1 kohase otsuse, millega muudeti ettevdtja Visa Europe suhtes kohustuslikuks teatavad
kohustused seoses piirkondadevaheliste ja teatavate siseriiklike mitmepoolselt kokku lepitud vahendustasudega,
mida kohaldatakse deebetkaarditehingute puhul (}). Komisjon jitkas krediitikaartide mitmepoolselt kokku lepitud
vahendustasude uurimist.

(4)  31. juulil 2012 edastas komisjon dritthingule Visa Europe tdiendavad vastuvdited, milles viljendas sisuliselt
esialgset seisukohta, et Visa poolt mitmepoolselt kokku lepitud vahendustasude kava ja teatavate seonduvate
eeskirjade (mida kohaldatakse VISA kaubamirgi krediitkaartidega teostatavate tehingute suhtes, kui ettevdte asub
EMPs) kehtestamise suhtes ei ole vdimalik teha erandit ELi toimimise lepingu artikli 101 1dikes 1 ja EMP
lepingu artikli 53 1dikes 1 sitestatud keelust.

Juurdepiis toimikule

(5) 2012. aasta augustis anti driithingule Visa Europe juurdepidds toimikule DVD kaudu. Ariithing taotles tiien-
davat juurdepddsu: 1) komisjoni poolt 2010. aastal teostatud, vastuvdtvaid panku kasitleva uuringu tulemustele ja
2) komisjoni poolt 2008. aastal tellitud uuringuga (jaemuiijate tulude ja kulude kohta erinevate makseviisidega
soostumisel) seonduvatele dokumentidele.

Juurdepdds andmeruumile, tutvumaks vastuvdtvaid panku kdsitleva uuringu tulemustega

(6) Vastuseks dritthingu Visa Europe taotlusele tegi konkurentsi peadirektoraat ettepaneku korraldada eraldi
andmeruum, kus daritthingu Visa Europe vilistel &igusndunikel oleks juurdepdids vaid anoniiimsele kvalitatiivsele
teabele, mille vastuvotvad pangad esitasid neid kisitlevas uuringus, ja tema vilistel majandusndunikel oleks juur-
depdds vaid kvantitatiivsele teabele. Nii anti 4ritthingu Visa Europe vilistele digusndunikele 2013. aasta jaanuaris
osaline juurdepdis vastuvdtvate pankade teabele piiriiilese vastuvdtmise kohta.

(7)  Mis aga puudutab vastuvdtvaid panku kisitlevat ilejddnud teavet, ei ndustunud Visa Europe konkurentsi
peadirektoraadiga teatavate eeskirjade osas, millega reguleeritakse juurdepdisu andmeruumile, ja suunasid kiisimuse
otsuse 2011/695/EL artikli 7 alusel mulle. Eelkdige palus Visa Europe mul: a) lubada avaldada tema vilisnduni-
kele koigi vastuvotvaid panku Kkisitlevas uuringus osalenud pankade piritoluriigid; b) muuta reeglit, et valistel
digus- ja majandusndunikel on vastavalt juurdepdds vaid kvalitatiivsetele voi kvantitatiivsetele andmetele.

(") Vastavalt Euroopa Komisjoni presidendi 13. oktoobri 2011. aasta otsuse 2011/695[EL (drakuulamise eest vastutava ametniku
iilesannete ja pidevuse kohta teatavates konkurentsimenetlustes (ELT L 275, 20.10.2011, lk 29) (edaspidi ,otsus 2011/695/EL")
artiklitele 16 ja 17.

(» Noukogu médérus (EU) nr 1/2003, 16. detsember 2002, asutamislepingu artiklites 81 ja 82 sétestatud konkurentsieeskirjade rakendamise
kohta (EUTL 1, 4.1.2003, Ik 1).

() Vtminu 26. novembri 2010. aasta 16pparuanne (ELT C 79, 12.3.2011, lk 6).
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(8) Ma likkasin taotluse a tagasi, kuna esines tdsine oht, et piritoluriigi avaldamisega paljastataks vastuvdtvaid
panku késitlevas uuringus osalenud pankade identiteet. Lisaks ei olnud Visa Europe tdendanud, et konealuste
pankade pdritoluriiki kisitlev teave on hiadavajalik tema kaitsediguse kasutamiseks. Taotluse b puhul jdudsin jdrel-
dusele, et dritthingu Visa Europe vilistele digus- ja majandusndunikele tuleks anda juurdepiis kogu andmeruu-
mides esitatud teabele, kuna kavandatud juurdepddsupiirangud ei tundunud juhtumi asjaolusid arvesse vottes
konfidentsiaalse teabe kaitseks Oigustatuna ning teisest kiiljest oli ariithingu Visa Europe kaitsediguse seisukohast
oluline, et majandus- ja digusndunikud saaksid iiksteisega analiiiisitud dokumentide iile aru pidada.

Juurdepdds kulude uuringut kdsitlevatele dokumentidele

(9) Keeldudes juurdepddsu andmisest kulude uuringut kasitlevatele dokumentidele leidis konkurentsi peadirekto-
raat, et need dokumendid ei kuulu komisjoni toimiku hulka, et neid ei kasutatud ega neile ei tuginetud tdienda-
vates vastuvdidetes ja et need ei sisalda mingeid siilist vabastavaid tdendeid. Kuna aga kulude uuringu tehnilises
kirjelduses osutati driithingu Visa Europe vastasele menetlusele ja vdttes arvesse toimikutele juurdepiisu kisitleva
teatise (') punktis 8 esitatud mddratlust, jireldasin, et kulude uuringut kisitlevad dokumendid kuuluvad komisjoni
toimiku hulka. Markisin aga, et driithingule Visa Europe ei pea andma juurdepddsu koigile konealustele doku-
mentidele. Komisjoni ja tema alltoovotjate kirjavahetus, milles hinnatakse alltoovotjate t6od ja uuringu rahalisi
aspekte, komisjoni ja tema ekspertide vaheline kirjavahetus toise mottevahetusega ja muud esialgsed dokumendid
kujutavad endast sise- (juurdepidsudiguseta) () dokumente.

Tidiendavatele vastuviidetele vastamise tihtaeg

(10) Visa Europe vastas tdiendavatele vastuviidetele osaliselt 2013. aasta veebruaris, kui konkurentsi peadirekto-
raat oli pikendanud esialgset tihtaega (12 nidalat), mille jooksul tuli vastus esitada.

Kohustused

(11) 10. mail 2013 esitas Visa Europe kohustuste ettepaneku, et anda vastus komisjoni tdstatatud kiisimusele.
14. juunil 2013 avaldas komisjon méiruse (EU) nr 1/2003 artikli 27 1dikele 4 vastava teatise () ja sai huvitatud
kolmandatelt isikutelt seitseteist vastust. Visa Europe esitas 2013. aasta novembris muudetud kohustuste
ettepaneku.

(12) Komisjoni otsuse eelnduga muudetakse viljapakutud kohustused ettevdtja Visa Europe suhtes siduvaks
neljaks aastaks. Sisuliselt jareldub konealusest otsusest, et ei ole enam pdohjust votta meetmeid seoses ariithingu
Visa Europe poolt kehtestatud mitmepoolselt kokku lepitud vahendustasudega VISA kaubamirgi maksekaartidega
teostatavatele tehingutele, kui ettevite asub EMPs, ja eeskirjadega piiriiilese vastuvtmise kohta.

(13) Ukski juhtumi menetlusega seotud isik ei ole mulle kavandatavate kohustuste kohta mingeid taotlusi ega
kaebusi esitanud (¥).

(14) Seoses sellega olen seisukohal, et konealuse juhtumi puhul on koigi osaliste menetlusdiguste tShus kasuta-
mine tagatud.

Briissel, 19. veebruar 2014.

Wouter WILS

(1) Komisjoni teatis komisjoni toimikutele juurdepidsureeglite kohta EU asutamislepingu artiklite 81 ja 82, EMP lepingu artiklite 53, 54 ja
57 ning ndukogu midruse (EU) nr 139/2004 kohaldamise juhtudel (ELT C 325, 22.12.2005, kk 7).

(&) Toimikule juurdepdisu kisitlev teatis, punkt 12.

(®) Komisjoni teatis, mis avaldatakse ndukogu mééruse (EU) nr 1/2003 artikli 27 18ike 4 kohaselt juhtumi AT.39398 — VISA MIF kohta
(ELT C 168, 14.6.2013, 1k 22).

(*) Vastavalt otsuse 2011/695/EL artikli 15 18ikele 1 vdivad menetluse osalised, kes teevad mairuse (EU) nr 1/2003 artikli 9 kohaselt ette-
paneku kohustuste votmiseks, poorduda igal ajal drakuulamise eest vastutava ametniku poole, et tagada oma menetlusdiguste tShus
kasutamine.
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Kokkuvote komisjoni otsusest,
26. veebruar 2014,

Euroopa Liidu toimimise lepingu artiklis 101 ja EMP lepingu artiklis 53 sitestatud menetluse
kohta

(Juhtum AT. 39398 VISA MIF)
(teatavaks tehtud numbri C(2014) 1199 (final) all)
(Ainult ingliskeelne tekst on autentne)

(2014/C 147/06)

Komisjon vottis 26. veebruaril 2014 vastu otsuse Euroopa Liidu toimimise lepingu artikli 101 ja EMP lepingu artikli 53
kohase menetluse kohta. Kooskdlas ndukogu mddruse (EU) nr 1/2003 (') artikliga 30 avaldab komisjon poolte nimed ja
otsuse pohilise sisu, sealhulgas kehtestatud sanktsioonid, vottes arvesse ettevotjate digustatud huvi Raitsta oma drisaladusi.

(1)  Juhtum kisitleb mitmepoolseid vahendustasusid, mille Visa Europe Limited (edaspidi ,Visa Europe”) kehtestas
piirkondadevahelistele, teatavatele riigisisestele (*) ja Visa Europeli sisestele EMP-vilistele (}) tehingutele, mida
tehakse miiligikohas Visa erakliendi krediit- ja deebetkaartidega, ning piiriiileste tehingute vastuvotmist kisitlevaid
eeskirju.

1. ESIALGSED KONKURENTSIPROBLEEMID

(2) Komisjon joudis oma 3. aprilli 2009. aasta vastuvdidetes (edaspidi ,vastuviited”) esialgsele jdreldusele, et
Visa Europe rikkus mitmepoolsete vahendustasude kehtestamisega aluslepingu artiklit 101 ja EMP lepingu
artiklit 53.

(3) Komisjon vottis 8. detsembril 2010 vastu otsuse midruse (EU) nr 1/2003 artikli 9 alusel (edaspidi ,kohus-
tuste kohta vdetud otsus”). Selle otsusega muudeti ettevdtja Visa Europe suhtes neljaks aastaks &iguslikult sidu-
vaks jargmised kohustused: i) menetluse kohaldamisalasse kuuluvate deebetkaartidega tehtud tehingute suhtes
kohaldatavate mitmepoolsete vahendustasude kaalutud keskmise piiramine 0,20 protsendiga ja ii) nende vdrguees-
kirjadesse tehakse mitmeid muudatusi ja/voi need muudatused jddvad jSusse.

(4) Komisjon sdnastas imber ja tipsustas oma vastuviiteid seoses erakliendi krediitkaartide mitmepoolsete
vahendustasudega 31. juuli 2012. aasta tdiendavas vastuviiteteatises (edaspidi ,tdiendav vastuviiteteatis”). Lisaks
laiendati menetluse kohaldamisala nii, et see hdlmaks piirkondadevaheliste (vdi rahvusvaheliste) mitmepoolsete
vahendustasude otsest kohaldamist siis, kui miiijjad asuvad EMP territooriumil, ja vOeti esialgne seisukoht, et
piiriilleste tehingute vastuvdtmist kisitlevate Visa Europe’i eeskirjadega rikuti aluslepingu artiklit 101 ja EMP
lepingu artiklit 53.

(5) Vahendustasu maksab kaubandusettevotja pank (edaspidi ,vastuvdttev pank”) kaardiomaniku pangale (edas-
pidi ,viljaandev pank”) igalt tehingult, mis sooritatakse jaemiiiigipunktis maksekaardiga. Kui kaardiomanik kasutab
maksekaarti kaubandusettevotjalt kaupade voi teenuste ostmiseks, maksab kaubandusettevdtja vastuvotvale pangale
miiija teenustasu. Vastuvdttev pank jitab osa tasust endale (vastuvdtva panga marginaal), osa summast kantakse
edasi viljaandvale pangale (mitmepoolsed vahendustasud) ning vdike osa summast makstakse siisteemi haldajale
(praegusel juhul Visale). Tegelikult méddravad mitmepoolsed vahendustasud suure osa miiilja teenustasudest.

() EUTL1, 4.1.2003, k 1.

(3) Praegu Belgias, Ungaris, Islandil, lirimaal, Itaalias, Luksemburgis, Maltal, Madalmaades, Litis ja Rootsis.

(*) Need on tehingud, mis on sooritatud EMP territooriumil asuvate kaubandusettevotjatega, kasutades Visa Europe’i territooriumi alla
kuuluvates EMP-vilistes riikides viljastatud Visa erakliendi maksekaarti. Visa Europe’i tertitooriumi alla kuuluvad EMP, Andorra, Fdiri
saared, Groonimaa, lisrael, Monaco, San Marino, Svalbardi saarestik ja Jan Mayeni saar, Sveits, Tiirgi ja Vatikan.
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(6) Esialgses hinnangus viljendati muret, et mitmepoolsete vahendustasude eesmirk ja mdju on konkurentsi
mérgatav piiramine maksekaardimaksete vastuvotmise turgudel nii kaubandusettevotjate kui ka kaudselt nende
klientide kahjuks. Mitmepoolsed vahendustasud paistavad suurendavat baasmdira, millele vastuvdtvad pangad
lisavad kaubandusettevdtja teenustasud, luues olulise kuluelemendi, mis kehtib kdoikide vastuvdtvate pankade
puhul. Komisjoni esialgse hinnangu kohaselt ei ole ettevdtja Visa Europe kehtestatud mitmepoolsed vahendus-
tasud objektiivselt vajalikud. Piiravat moju maksekaardimaksete vastuvtmise turgudel vdimendavad veelgi mitme-
poolsete vahendustasude moju vOrgu- ja viljaandvate pankade turgudel ning muud vOrgueeskirjad ja -tavad,
nimelt koigi maksekaartide tunnustamise reegel, mittediskrimineerimise reegel, ithendamine (!) ja kaardimaksete
vastuvotmise turgude killustatus piiriiileste tehingute vastuvotmist piiravate eeskirjade pérast (). Lisaks sellele ei
vasta vastuviiteteatise ja tdiendava vastuviiteteatise kohaselt mitmepoolsed vahendustasud nduetele, mille alusel
oleks nende suhtes vdimalik kohaldada erandit vastavalt Euroopa Liidu toimimise lepingu artikli 101 Ioikele 3.
Erandit tohib kohaldada vaid siis, kui sellega kaasneb tbhususe suurenemine ja tarbijad saavad sellest tulenevast
kasust diglase osa.

(7)  Visa Europe’i siisteemis kehtib piiriiileseid tehinguid vastuvotvatele pankadele eeskiri, milles sitestatakse, et
tehingule kohaldatakse mitmepoolseid vahendustasusid selle riigi mairade jdrgi, kus tehing sooritati. Kdnealuse
eeskirja kohaselt peavad piiritileseid tehinguid vastuvdtvad pangad vaikimisi kohaldama riigipdhiseid vdi piirkon-
dadevahelisi voi registreeritud riigisiseseid mitmepoolseid vahendustasusid. Visa Europe’i viljaandvad ja vastuvdtvad
liikmed riigis, kus tehing sooritati, ning piiriiileseid tehinguid vastuvdtvad pangad voivad kalduda kdrvale riigisi-
sestest vOi riigipShistest mitmepoolsetest vahendustasudest, sdlmides kahepoolseid lepinguid, millega vahendustasu
vihendatakse voi tithistatakse. Piiriiileseid tehinguid vastuvdtvad pangad vdivad siiski olla ebasoodsamas olukorras,
kui nad soovivad solmida nimetatud kahepoolseid lepinguid, sest neil ei ole tdendoliselt tugevaid sidemeid riigi
viljaandvate pankadega. Riikides, kus on sdlmitud olulisi kahepoolseid lepinguid, mis hélmavad riigi vastuvétvaid
panku, peavad piiriiileseid tehinguid vastuvdtvad pangad tavaliselt kohaldama suuremaid riigipShiseid voi piirkon-
dadevahelisi voi registreeritud riigisiseseid mitmepoolseid vahendustasusid. Nimetatud eeskirja eesmirgiks ja taga-
jarjeks peetakse ka territoriaalset ja hinnapiirangut, mis takistab vaiksemate mitmepoolsete vahendustasudega
riikide vastuvotvaid panku pakkumast oma teenuseid teistes riikides hindadega, mille puhul on mitmepoolsed
vahendustasud viiksemaid. Pidades silmas eesmirki luua makseteenuste siseturg, on see vdga tdsine piirang, mis
ndib olevat pohjendamatu. Maksekaardimaksete vastuvdtmise turgude kunstlik jagamine kahjustab tarbijaid, sest
kaubandusettevotjad on kohustatud teenuste eest kdrgemat hinda maksma. SeetSttu vottis komisjon tdiendavates
vastuvdidetes esialgse seisukoha, et nimetatud eeskirja eesmirk ja sisu ndevad ette siseturgude killustumise siilita-
mise, piirates piiriiileseid tehinguid vastuvdtvate pankade turule sisenemist ja hinnakonkurentsi.

2. OTSUS KOHUSTUSTE KOHTA

(8) Visa Europe tegi 10. mail 2013 ettepaneku votta méidruse (EU) nr 1/2003 artikli 9 kohaselt kohustusi
komisjoni tdstatatud kiisimuste lahendamiseks.

(9) 14. juunil 2013 avaldati Euroopa Liidu Teatajas madruse (EU) nr 1/2003 artikli 27 1dike 4 kohane teatis,
milles esitati juhtumi ja véljapakutud kohustuste kokkuvote ning kutsuti huvitatud kolmandaid isikuid iiles
esitama markusi nimetatud kohustuste kohta ithe kuu jooksul pédrast teatise avaldamist. 30. augustil 2013
edastas komisjon Visa Europelile mirkused, mille huvitatud kolmandad isikud olid pérast teatise avaldamist
saatnud. 5. novembril 2013 esitas Visa Europe muudetud kohustused.

(") Koigi maksekaartide tunnustamise reegel on Visa siisteemi reegel, millega kohustatakse lepingu s6lminud kaupmehi votma vastu ithe
teatava kaubamargiga kaardiga (niiteks VISA, VISA Electroni voi V PAY-ga) tehtud makseid, aktsepteerima koiki selle kaubamargiga
kaarte, mis on nduetekohaselt esitatud, neil vahet tegemata ja vtmata arvesse kaardi viljastanud panka voi selle kaubamargiga kaardi
titipi. Mittediskrimineerimise reegel on Visa siisteemi reegel, millega takistatakse kaubandusettevotjaid kehtestamast lisatasusid VISA,
VISA Electroni vdi V PAY maksekaartidega tehtavatele tehingutele, vilja arvatud juhul, kui kohaliku seadusega on selgelt kindlaks
mdératud, et kaubandusettevtjal on lubatud kehtestada lisatasu. Uhendamine on tava, mille puhul vastuvdtvad pangad kehtestavad
kaubandusettevitjale sama teenustasu ithe siisteemi eri maksekaartide (niiteks VISA deebet- ja krediitkaartide) voi eri siisteemide makse-
kaartide (niiteks VISA ja MasterCardi krediitkaartide) aktsepteerimise eest. Esialgse hinnangu jirgi vihendavad need eeskirjad ja tavad
kaubandusettevotjate suutlikkust piirata Visa Europe’i litkmete turuvdimu ithist teostamist mitmepoolsete vahendustasude kaudu, tugev-
dades seeldbi mitmepoolsete vahendustasude konkurentsivastast moju.

Piiriiileste tehingute vastuvdtmine on vastuvdtvate pankade tegevus, mille eesmirk on leida nende asukohariigist erinevas EMP riigis
asuvaid kaubandusettevdtjaid, kes aktsepteeriks kaardimakseid.

—
-
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(10) Midruse (EU) nr 1/2003 artikli 9 kohaselt muutis komisjon 26. veebruaril 2014 vastuvdetud otsusega
muudetud kohustused ettevdtja Visa Europe jaoks neljaks aastaks siduvaks. Jargnevalt on kokku vdetud konea-
luste kohustuste peamine sisu.

a) Kaks kuud pdrast ettevdtja Visa Europe kohustuste kohta vdetud otsuse teatavaks tegemist kohustub Visa
Europe piirama iga-aastast kaalutud keskmist EMP-siseste mitmepoolsete vahendustasude miidra, mida kohalda-
takse Visa Europe'i krediitkaartidega sooritatud tehingute suhtes, 0,3 protsendiga.

b) Piirangut kohaldatakse eraldi kaks aastat parast kohustuste kohta vdetud otsuse teatavaks tegemisest ka nendes
EMP riikides, kus ettevdtjia Visa Europe sitestab otse konkreetsed riigisisesed mitmepoolsed vahendustasud
krediitkaartide puhul, ja nendes EMP riikides, kus riigisiseste tehingute suhtes kohaldatakse EMP-siseseid
mitmepoolseid vahendustasusid muude mitmepoolsete vahendustasude puudumise korral.

c) Visa Europe teeb samuti ettepancku tagada alates 1. jaanuarist 2015, et:

— krediitkaardimaksete suhtes kohaldatavat mitmepoolsete vahendustasude mdira 0,3 % piirangut kohaldatakse
ka koikide Visa Europe’i kehtestatud mitmepoolsete vahendustasude suhtes, mis on seotud tehingutega, mis
on tehtud Visa Europe'i territooriumi (') alla kuuluvates EMP-vilistes riikides viljastatud Visa krediitkaarti-
dega EMP territooriumil asuvate kaubandusettevdtjate juures (edaspidi ,Visa Europe’i sisesed EMP-vilised
krediitkaartide mitmepoolsed vahendustasud”) ja

— deebetkaardimaksete suhtes kohaldatavat mitmepoolsete vahendustasude miira 0,2% piirangut kohaldatakse
ka koikide Visa Europe’i kehtestatud mitmepoolsete vahendustasude suhtes, mis on seotud tehingutega, mis
on tehtud Visa Europe'i territooriumi alla kuuluvates EMP-vilistes riikides viljastatud Visa deebetkaartidega
EMP territooriumil asuvate kaubandusettevdtjate juures (edaspidi ,Visa Europei sisesed EMP-vilised deebet-
kaartide mitmepoolsed vahendustasud”) ja

d) Visa Europe kohustub muutma oma piiriiileste tehingute vastuvdtmist kisitlevaid eeskirju selliselt, et alates
1. jaanuarist 2015 vdivad piiriiileste tehingute vastuvdtjad pakkuda kas kaubandusettevdtja asukohas kohalda-
tavaid deebetkaartide voi krediitkaartide riigisiseste tehingutega seotud mitmepoolseid vahendustasusid voi 0,2 %
mitmepoolsete vahendustasude maira deebetkaarditehingute puhul ja 0,3% mitmepoolsete vahendustasude
médra krediitkaarditehingute puhul, kui on tiidetud teatavad tingimused.

e) Visa Europe kohustub jitkama tdiendavate libipaistvusmeetmete rakendamist. Visa Europe kohustub eelkdige:

— vOtma kasutusele eeskirja, mille kohaselt vastuvdtvad pangad peavad kaubandusettevotjatele pakkuma
miiija teenustasu mdaidramist ,mitmepoolne vahendustasu plus plus” (,MIF plus plus”) pohimétte kohaselt
haldusldivu eest (tipsemalt peavad vastuvdtvad pangad ndudmise korral esitama oma lepingutes ja arvetel
miiija teenustasu kolmes osas: mitmepoolsed vahendustasud, kdik muud kohaldatava maksesiisteemiga
seotud tasud ja vastuvdtva panga tasu). Visa Europe nduab, et vastuvotvad pangad votavad selle eeskirja
kasutusele kdoikide uute lepingute suhtes 12 kuu jooksul pirast seda, kui ettevGtjat Visa Europe on teavi-
tatud kohustuste kohta vdetud otsusest, ja kehtivate lepingute suhtes 18 kuu jooksul;

— vdtma Visa Europe’i kehtestatud mitmepoolsete vahendustasude puhul kasutusele lihtsustatud struktuuri, kus
on vihemalt 25% vihem tasukategooriaid, et parandada ldbipaistvust ja holbustada tasumdirade
vordlemist.

(11) Visa Europe mdirab seirchalduri kontrollima, kas Visa Europe tdidab oma kohustusi. Enne méidramist on
komisjonil digus seirehalduri kandidaat heaks kiita vdi tagasi likata.

(12) Kohustused kehtivad nelja aasta jooksul alates kuupievast, kui ettevdtjale Visa Europe tehakse teatavaks
kohustuste kohta vdetud otsus.

(13) Kohustustes esitatud mitmepoolsete vahendustasude kaalutud keskmise piiranguid hinnati koigi maksekaar-
tide tunnustamise reegli alusel. Otsuses leiti, et kohustused on asjakohased ja vajalikud vastuviiteteatises ja tdien-
davas vastuviiteteatises maaratletud probleemide lahendamiseks, olemata sealjuures ebaproportsionaalsed.

(") Visa Europe'i territooriumi alla kuuluvad EMP, Andorra, Fiiri saared, Groonimaa, lisrael, Monaco, San Marino, Svélbardi saarestik ja Jan
Mayeni saar, Sveits, Tiirgi ja Vatikan.
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(14) Konkurentsi piiravat tegevust ja turgu valitsevat seisundit késitlev nduandekomitee esitas oma pooldava
arvamuse otsuse vastuvOtmise kohta 17. veebruaril 2014. 19. veebruaril 2014 esitas drakuulamise eest vastutav
ametnik oma ldpparuande.

(15) Otsuse tegemine lopetas menetluse seoses Visa Europe’i EMP-siseste krediitkaartide puhul kehtivate mitme-
poolsete vahendustasudega, Visa Europe’i riigisiseste tehingute mitmepoolsete vahendustasudega, Visa Europe’i
siseste EMP-viliste krediit- ja deebetkaartide puhul kehtivate mitmepoolsetele vahendustasudega, rahvusvaheliste
mitmepoolsete vahendustasudega ning seoses Visa Europe’i eeskirjaga piiriiileste tehingute vastuvdtmisele kohalda-
tava mitmepoolse vahendustasu kohta.

(16) Otsus ei holma aga ettevitjate Visa Inc. ja Visa International Service Association mitmepoolseid vahendus-
tasusid, mida komisjon uurib edasi.
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(Teated)

KONKURENTSIPOLIITIKA RAKENDAMISEGA SEOTUD MENETLUSED

EUROOPA KOMISJON

RIIGIABI - LATI VABARIIK

Riigiabi nr SA.36612 (2014/C) (ex 2013/NN) - Liti poolt pankadele Citadele ja Parex antud
teavitamata abi

Kutse mirkuste esitamiseks vastavalt Euroopa Liidu toimimise lepingu artikli 108 1dikele 2
(EMPs kohaldatav tekst)
(2014/C 147)07)

Kiesoleva kokkuvdtte jdrel autentses keeles esitatud 16. aprilli 2014. aasta kirjas teavitas komisjon Liti Vabariiki
oma otsusest algatada Euroopa Liidu toimimise lepingu artikli 108 Idikega 2 ette ndhtud menetlus seoses
eespool nimetatud abiga.

Huvitatud isikud vOivad saata oma mirkused kava kohta, mille suhtes komisjon algatab menetluse, kiimne
toopdeva jooksul alates kidesoleva kokkuvotte ja sellele jirgneva kirja avaldamisest jirgmisel aadressil:

Euroopa Komisjon
Directorate-General for Competition
State aid Greffe

1049 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIE

Faks: +32 22961242

Mirkused edastatakse Liti Vabariigile. Markusi esitavad huvitatud isikud voivad kirjalikult taotleda neid kisitlevate
andmete konfidentsiaalsust, tdpsustades taotluse pdhjused.

KOKKUVOTE

Menetlus

1.  Komisjon kiitis 15. septembril 2010 () heaks AS Parex banka timberkorralduskava. Vastavalt imberkorral-
duskavale jagati AS Parex banka iimber AS-iks Citadele banka ja AS-iks Reverta(?). 10. augustil 2012 kiitis
komisjon heaks muudatused, mis holmavad tmberkorralduskava heakskiitmise otsuses sisalduvat kolme
kohustust (3).

2. Pirast seda on komisjon heakskiidetud iimberkorralduskava ja sellega seotud kohustuste jirelevalve raames
kindlaks teinud, et Liti on andnud konealusele rampspangale rohkem abi, kui komisjoni poolt juba heaks
kiidetud abimeetmetega ette nihti.

(") Komisjoni otsus C 26/2009 (ELT L 163, 23.6.2011, 1k 28).

(%) Parast 1. augustil 2010 toimunud imberjagamist jattis rimpspank endale esialgu Parex banka nime, alates 2012. aasta maist registreeriti
konealune raimpspank aga drinime AS Reverta all.

(}) Komisjoni otsus SA.34747 (ELT C 273, 21.9.2013, 1k 1).
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Meetmete kirjeldus

3. Komisjonile esitatud dokumentidest ndhtub, et Liti on komisjoni eelnevalt teavitamata joustanud jirgmised
meetmed:

i) 22. mail 2009 andis Liti AS-ile Parex banka allutatud laenu, mis kvalifitseerus teise taseme kapitaliks ja
mille 16pptihtaeg oli seitse aastat ehk kaks aastat pikem kui komisjoni poolt riigiabi eeskirjades heaks
kiidetud 16pptihtaeg, mis ei voi iiletada viit aastat;

i) 27. juunil 2013 andis Liti AS-ile Citadele banka konealuse allutatud laenu tihtajaks tasumata jddgi tagasi-
maksmiseks18 kuud ajapikendust;

i) alates 2011. aastast on Liti andnud AS-ile Reverta likviidsustoetust, mis tletab komisjoni 15. septembri
2010. aasta otsusega heaks kiidetud piirnormi

4. Lisaks ndhtub, et Liti on jitnud tditmata kohustuse loovutada ASi Citadele banka varahaldus @mberkorral-
duskavas esitatud tihtajaks.

Abimeetmete hindamine

5. Lisaks komisjoni poolt riigiabieeskirjade kohaselt heaks kiidetud meetmetele on Liti votnud esmalt ASi
Parex banka ja seejirel ka ASi Citadele banka ja ASi Reverta toetamiseks tdiendavaid meetmeid.

6. Lihtudes sellest, et

i) nii esialgne seitsmeaastase tihtajaga allutatud laen ja selle pikendamine kui ka likviidsustoetuse suurendamine
annavad heakskiidetud abimeetmetega vorreldes selgelt tiiendavaid ecliseid ning seetdttu tuleb neid kasitada
tiiendava abina (kuna koik muud aluslepingu artikli 107 1dike 1 kohased kriteeriumid on jddnud samaks)
ning

ii) kuna komisjoni ei ole eespool nimetatud tdiendavatest abimeetmetest teavitatud, on komisjon seisukohal, et
eespool nimetatud kolm meedet kujutavad endast ebaseaduslikku riigiabi.

7. Komisjon margib, et praegu kittesaadava teabe kohaselt ei ole Liti esitanud viiteid, et tdendada allutatud
laenude (mille esialgne tagastamistidhtaeg oli seitse aastat ja mida pikendati veel 18 kuu vorra) kaudu antud abi
kokkusobivust iihisturuga.

8. Samuti mirgib komisjon, et Liti ei ole esitanud viiteid, et tdendada AS-ile Reverta antud tidiendava likviid-
sustoetuse kaudu antud abi kokkusobivust iihisturuga.

9.  Liti on kinnitanud, et varahaldust ei ole kokkulepitud tdhtajaks loovutatud. See tihendab Parexit kasitleva
1opliku otsuse tingimuste rikkumist ning abi kasutamist valel eesmirgil.

10. Praegu kittesaadavast teabest lihtudes on komisjon jdudnud jireldusele, et eespool kirjeldatud abi tekitab
kahtlusi iihisturuga kokkusobivuse suhtes. Seetdttu on komisjon otsustanud algatada ametliku uurimismenetluse
vastavalt mairuse (EU) nr 659/1999 artikli 13 Ioikele 1 ja artikli 4 1dikele 4.

11. Lisaks jireldab komisjon, et varahalduse loovutamise kohustuse tditmata jitmine kujutab endast abi kuritar-
vitamist. Seepdrast on komisjon otsustanud vastavalt midruse (EU) nr 659/1999 artiklile 16 algatada ametliku
uurimismenetluse ka abi kuritarvitamise suhtes.

Vastavalt ndukogu mddruse (EU) nr 659/1999 artiklile 14 vdib ebaseaduslikult antud abi selle saajalt tagasi
nduda.
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KIRJA TEKST

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

1. PROCEDURE

(I) On 10 November 2008 Latvia notified to the Commission a package of State aid measures in favour of
AS Parex banka (“Parex banka”), designed to support the stability of the financial system. The Commission
approved those measures on 24 November 2008 (!) (“first rescue Decision”) based on Latvia’s commitment to
submit a restructuring plan for Parex banka within six months.

(2) Following requests from Latvia, the Commission approved two sets of changes to the aid measures
concerning Parex banka, the first on 11 February 2009 () (“second rescue Decision”) and the second on
11 May 2009 (%) (“third rescue Decision”).

(3) On 11 May 2009 Latvia notified a restructuring plan for Parex banka. By decision of 29 June 2009 (*)
the Commission came to the preliminary conclusion that the notified restructuring measures constituted State
aid to Parex banka and expressed its doubts that such aid could be found compatible. As a result the Commis-
sion decided to initiate the procedure laid down in Article 108(2) of the Treaty and required Latvia to provide
information needed for the assessment of the compatibility of the aid.

(4)  Between 11 May 2009 and 15 September 2010, several information exchanges and discussions occurred
between Latvia and the Commission concerning the restructuring plan for Parex banka. Latvia provided informa-
tion and clarifications on several occasions throughout the investigation procedure, and the restructuring plan of
Parex banka was also updated six times.

(5) On 1 August 2010, some assets of Parex banka were transferred to a newly established so-called “good
bank” named AS Citadele banka (“Citadele”), in line with the restructuring plan. The restructuring plan envisaged
a split of Parex banka into Citadele, which would take over all core assets and some non-core assets (®), and
a so-called “bad bank” (“Reverta” (°)) which kept the remaining non-core and non-performing assets.

(6) By decision of 15 September 2010 () (“the Parex Final Decision”), the Commission approved the restructu-
ring plan of Parex banka, based on a commitment paper submitted by the Latvian authorities on 3 September
2010.

(7)  On 10 August 2012, at the request of the Latvian authorities, the Commission approved amendments to
three commitments included in the Parex Final Decision (‘the Amendment Decision”) (). Those amendments:
1) extended the disposal deadline for the CIS loans(’) until 31 December 2014; 2) increased the limit of
minimum capital adequacy requirements allowed for Citadele at the level of the bank and the group before the
asset remuneration described in the Parex Final Decision would be triggered; and 3) allowed carry-over of
previous years’ unused caps on lending, whilst respecting market share caps.

(8) On 1 October 2013 Latvia notified a requested for a further amendment of the Parex Final Decision,
asking for the postponement of the divestment deadline for one of the divisions of Citadele, the Wealth Mana-
gement Business (1). While analysing Latvia’s submissions in support of that amendment request, the Commis-
sion identified aid that had been granted by Latvia over and beyond the aid measures already approved by the
Commission.

(9) Between [...]() and 4 March 2014, several information exchanges have taken place between Latvia and
the Commission with regard to the additional aid measures. Latvia submitted information and documents on
30 October 2013, 31 January 2014 and 4 March 2014 (including a revised restructuring plan of Parex banka).

(") Commission Decision NN 68/2008, O] C 147, 27.6.2009, p. 1.

(3) Commission Decision NN 3/2009, O] C 147, 27.6.2009, p. 2.

(%) Commission Decision N 189/2009, 0] C176,29.7.2009, p. 3.

(% Commission Decision C 26/2009 (ex N 189/2009), O] C 239, 6.10.2009, p. 11.

(%) In particular, performing loans to borrowers located in the Commonwealth of Independent States, the Lithuanian subsidiary, branches
in Sweden and Germany and the wealth management business, with the latter including the Swiss subsidiary.

(%) The bad bank initially kept the name of Parex banka after the split that took place on 1 August 2010, but has been registered since May
2012 under the corporate name “AS Reverta”.

Anlage & Privatbank AG, Switzerland.
() Confidential information.
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(10) Since 11 November 2013, the Commission has also received monthly updates regarding Latvia's progress
in selling Citadele, a process it began in October 2013.

(11) The Latvian authorities have informed the Commission that for reasons of urgency they exceptionally
accept that this Decision is adopted in the English language.

2. DESCRIPTION
2.1. The undertaking concerned

(12) Parex banka was the second-largest bank in Latvia with total assets of LVL 3,4 billion (EUR 4,9 billion)
as of 31 December 2008. It was partially nationalised in November 2008.

(13) In April 2009, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (‘EBRD”) acquired 25% of the
share capital of Parex banka plus one share. Following the split of Parex banka into a good bank and a bad
bank in 2010 along with subsequent changes in the shareholding structure, the sharcholders of Citadele are
now Latvia (75%) and the EBRD (25%), while the shareholders of Reverta are Latvia (84,15%), the EBRD
(12,74 %) and others (3,11 %).

(14) A detailed description of Parex banka up to the time of the Parex Final Decision can be found in recitals
11 to 15 of that decision. Parex banka was authorised to receive a series of aid measures (including liquidity
support, guarantees and recapitalisation and asset relief measures) which are specified in the Parex Final
Decision. Those measures were approved by the Commission in the first, second and third rescue Decisions (the
“Rescue Decisions”) and the Parex Final Decision.

2.2. The aid measures approved for Citadele and Reverta

(15) The restructuring plan approved by the Commission with the Parex Final Decision provided that the
rescue aid previously approved by the Commission was to be extended over the restructuring period and split
between Citadele and Reverta. The Parex Final Decision also approved additional restructuring aid for Reverta
and Citadele. It also laid down a utilisation mechanism for the aid which had been provisionally approved
through the Rescue Decisions after Parex banka was split, in regard to:

a) liquidity support in the form of State deposits for both Citadele and Reverta (!);
b) State guarantees on liabilities of Citadele and Reverta (%);

) a State recapitalisation for Reverta and Citadele (*); and

d) an asset relief measure for Citadele (*).

2.3. The commitments given by Latvia in the Parex Final Decision and the Amendment
Decision

(16) In order to enable the Commission to find the restructuring aid compatible with the internal market
Latvia provided commitments to ensure full implementation of the restructuring plan and limit distortions of
competition that result from the restructuring aid (“the commitments”).

(17) The main commitments regarding Citadele are described in recitals 73 to 83 of the Parex Final Decision.
They include: a commitment to divest the CIS loans; a commitment to divest the Wealth Management Business
within fixed deadlines (one which applied to divestment by Citadele itself and another which applied to divest-
ment under the control of a Divestment Trustee); the preservation of viability, marketability and competitiveness;
a hold-separate obligation in relation to the Wealth Management Business; a commitment to sell Citadele within
a fixed deadline; caps on new lending and deposits in the Baltic countries; caps on the deposits in the German
and Swedish branches; no increase in the number of branches; remuneration in respect of the asset relief
measure; an acquisition ban; and a ban on making new CIS loans.

(18) The main commitments regarding Reverta are described in recitals 84 to 87 of the Parex Final Decision.
They include commitments that there would be no new activities; there would be a wind-down or divestment
of activities; and a cap on the total amount of capital that would be provided by Latvia in whatever form.

(19) Recitals 88 to 93 of the Parex Final Decision describe the commitments jointly applying to Reverta and
Citadele. They provide for: a dividend and coupon ban; a ban on any reference to State support in advertising;
a separation between Citadele and Reverta; and the appointment of Monitoring and Divestiture Trustees.

1
2

(
(
(3
(

Recitals 55-57 of the Parex Final Decision.
Recitals 58-61 of the Parex Final Decision.
Recitals 62-68 of the Parex Final Decision.
R

4) Recitals 69-70 of the Parex Final Decision.
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(20) As recalled in recital 16, the Commission subsequently amended three of the commitments applicable to
Citadele under the Parex Final Decision. That approval was based on new commitments undertaken by Latvia
and Citadele to compensate for any distortion of competition.

2.4. The additional measures implemented by Latvia for Parex banka, Citadele and Reverta

(21) Based on the report submitted on 29 August 2013 by the Monitoring Trustee (!) and based on docu-
ments and information submitted by Latvia since October 2013, it appears that Latvia has put into effect the
following measures without prior notification to the Commission:

(i) on 22 May 2009, Latvia granted to Parex banka a subordinated loan of LVL 50,27 million (qualifying as
Tier 2 capital) with a maturity of seven years (e. until 21 May 2016). The duration of that subordinated
loan exceeds the maximum five-year maturity set in first rescue Decision and confirmed in the Parex Final
Decision;

(i) on 27 June 2013, Latvia granted Citadele an additional 18-month extension of the maturity for an amount
of LVL 37 million of subordinated debt (out of the total of LVL 45 million held by Latvia at that
time) (). Table 1 gives an overview of the subordinated debt maturity changes, as of 31 December 2013.
Latvia did not notify the extension of the maturity of that subordinated debt to the Commission;

Table 1
I Principal (LVL Maturity approved by the | Maturity date throughout Extended Maturity
ssuer million) Parex Final Decision the restructuring period (granted in 2013)
LPA () 7,87 8.8.2016 —
May 2014 (five years
LPA 37,34 starting from 2009) 21.5.2016 20.12.2017
Total 50,27

(ili) in addition, since 2011 Latvia has provided Reverta with liquidity support in excess of the maximum limit
set and approved by the Commission in the Parex Final Decision, both for the base case and for the worst
case scenario (presented in Table 2 (*). The actual amounts of liquidity support from which Reverta has
benefited were communicated by the Latvian authorities through the revised restructuring plan submitted in
January 2014 and are reflected in Table 3:

Table 2

Liquidity caps for Reverta as reflected in the Parex Final Decision

LVL million 1.8.10 31.12.10 31.12.11 31.12.12 31.12.13
Base case 458 446 419 349 315
Best case 458 446 419 356 322
Worst case 458 446 419 344 307

(") The Monitoring Trustee was appointed through a Mandate signed by Reverta, Citadele and the Latvian authorities on 28 February
2011. The Monitoring Trustee has submitted bi-annual monitoring reports covering the preceding semester, starting with the one
ending 31 December 2010.

Following the split of Parex banka, Citadele was established on 1 August 2010. The Parex Final Decision approved the transfer to Cita-
dele of all of the subordinated loans previously granted to Parex banka. No Tier 2 capital was provided to Parex banka by Latvia at the
time of the split or could have been provided by Latvia after the split.

On 3 September 2009 the EBRD agreed to refinance part of the subordinated loan previously granted by Latvia to Parex banka. As of
31 December 2009 the subordinated loans granted by Latvia to Parex banka amounted to LVL 37 million, while the subordinated loan
granted by the EBRD amounted to LVL 13 million.

At the time of the split Latvia took over LVL 8 million out of the LVL 13 million subordinated loan held by the EBRD. As of 1 August
2010, the total amount of subordinated loans held by Latvia was LVL 45 million (with different maturities), while that held by the EBRD
was LVL 5 million.

(*) The Latvian Privatisation Agency, owned by Latvia.

(% That information is contained in Table 6 of the Parex Final Decision.

—
-
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Table 3

Actual amounts of liquidity from which Reverta has benefited

Outstanding of liquidity support
1.8.10 31.12.10 31.12.11 31.12.12 31.12.13
LVL million 446,32 446,32 427,82 384,86 362,52

In light of those developments and findings, the Commission has asked Latvia to provide additional information
and explanations.

(22) Latvia has confirmed through the submissions set out in recital 9 that those additional measures have
already been put into effect.

2.5. The breach of the commitment to divest the Wealth Management Business of Citadele

(23) Latvia has failed to comply with its commitment to divest the Wealth Management Business of Citadele
by 30 June 2013 without a Divestiture Trustee, or by 31 December 2013 with a Divestiture Trustee, which
was recorded in the Parex Final Decision (!). Therefore that commitment to divest the Wealth Management Busi-
ness by those deadlines has been breached.

3. POSITION OF THE LATVIAN AUTHORITIES
3.1. On the un-notified maturity extensions of the subordinated debt

(24) In its submissions of information regarding the un-notified aid which are mentioned in recital 9, as well
as in the revised restructuring plan, the Latvian authorities submit that the Commission had been informed of
the possibility of the maturity extension of the subordinated debt on a number of occasions. In consequence,
Latvia considers that the longer maturity of the subordinated debt does not entail un-notified State aid.

(25) More specifically, Latvia expresses the view that:

(i) the Commission had been informed of the possibility of the maturity extension of the subordinated debt
on a number of occasions, as it was expressly referred to in the restructuring plan and the reports of the
Monitoring Trustee;

(ii) according to the final version of the restructuring plan, it was not planned that the subordinated debt
would be fully repaid by 2017. In addition, the restructuring plan assumed when determining the eligible
capital for calculating capital adequacy that the maturity of the subordinated financing would be extended
to avoid suffering from a 20 % amortisation rate starting from the fifth year and until maturity;

(ili) in line with those provisions, the Parex Final Decision provided that the subordinated loans were expected
to mature in the period 2015-18, thus envisaging a prospective extension of the subordinated debt (3);

(26) Moreover, Latvia has argued that the payment by Citadele of interest rates in excess of market conditions
allays any State aid concerns that could exist.

(27) Finally, Latvia notes that discussions [...] are currently being held [...].

3.2. Regarding the un-notified liquidity support granted to Reverta

(28) Latvia explained that it provided Reverta with liquidity in excess of the support limits in the Parex Final
Decision because the deposits from the State were not transformed into capital support by capitalising the prin-
cipal of State treasury deposits to the extent that had been envisaged in that Decision. That transformation did
not occur because after Reverta’s banking licence had been revoked the relevant Latvian legislation no longer
required statutory capital to be maintained. The Parex Final Decision had mentioned capitalising LVL [40-110]
million of principal in the base case, whereas in fact only LVL 12,4 million of principal was capitalised.

(29) Latvia argues that capitalising less principal benefitted the State because:
(iv) Latvia receives interest on liquidity aid but has no income from capital aid;
(v) Latvia remains a senior secured creditor rather than junior equity holder, which ensures higher recoverabi-

lity of funds in case of insolvency or liquidation, given that the State Treasury will have priority towards
proceeds collectable within the insolvency process;

(") See recital 73 of the Parex Final Decision.
(3 In that respect, Latvia points to recital 148 of the Parex Final Decision.
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(vi) the capital invested as Tier 1 will not be recovered by the State (!); and

(vii) there is more burden-sharing by legacy minority stakeholders as a result of interest payments by Reverta to
the State.

3.3. Regarding the breach of the commitment for Wealth Management Business divestment

(30) Latvia states that the return of Citadele as a stand-alone entity to the private sector would have been put
at risk if Citadele had divested the Wealth Management Business by 30 June 2013 as foreseen in the restructu-
ring plan of 2010 or, in any event before Latvia had divested its stake in Citadele. Latvia claims that Citadele
without the Wealth Management Business has no viable business model.

(31) The Latvia has therefore requested the Commission to amend the Parex Final Decision in order to allow
Citadele to retain the Wealth Management Business until after the entire bank passes to the private sector.

(32) Such a request was first made in August 2012 in discussions between Latvia and the Commission before
the Amendment Decision was taken. During those discussions the Latvian authorities ultimately decided not to
request an extended deadline for divesting the Wealth Management Business.

4. ASSESSMENT

(33) Pursuant to Article 13(1) in conjunction with Article 4(4) of Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 of
22 March 1999 laying down detailed rules for the application of Article 108 of the Treaty on the Functioning
of the European Union (}) the Commission may open a formal investigation procedure if it finds that doubts
are raised as to the compatibility with the internal market of an unlawful aid measure (°).

4.1. Existence of unlawful aid

(34) Article 107(1) of the Treaty provides that, save as otherwise provided in the Treaty, any aid granted by
a Member State or through State resources in any form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort
competition by favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods is in so far as it affects trade
between Member States, be incompatible with the internal market.

(35) As described in recital 21, Parex banka and subsequently Citadele and Reverta have obtained measures
from Latvia in addition to the aid measures examined in the Rescue Decisions and the Parex Final Decision.

(36) With regard to the subordinated debt, the fact that such a measure contains State aid was established in
the first rescue Decision, when the Commission approved the issuance of subordinated debt with five years
maturity as a compatible aid measure. The Commission decided at that time that a market economy investor
would not have granted subordinated debt with a five-year maturity (¥).

(37) The measure which was in fact granted by Latvia in favour of Parex banka was identical with the
measure approved by the Commission except for the fact that it had a longer maturity. As such, the measure
which was in fact granted would also be State aid unless the longer maturity eliminated any advantage to
Parex banka. However, subordinated debt with a seven-year maturity would give the borrower a greater advan-
tage since the risk perceived by an investor for any given investment increases as the maturity of the invest-
ment is extended. When the subordinated debt with a seven-year maturity was granted, it would have been
even less likely for a market economy investor to grant the subordinated debt under those extended terms than
it would for it to have done so for five years. For that reason, the longer maturity of the subordinated debt
represented an additional advantage for Parex banka compared to the form of the subordinated debt that was
approved in the Rescue Decisions and the Parex Final Decision.

(38) The maturity of the subordinated debt was later further extended by an additional 18 months. As the risk
perceived by an investor for any given investment increases as the maturity of the investment is extended,
a market economy investor would not have granted the subordinated debt under those extended terms in the
absence of any countervailing payment fully offsetting the investor’s increased risk. For that reason, the longer
maturity of the subordinated debt represents an additional advantage for Citadele compared to the form of the
subordinated debt that was approved in the Rescue Decisions and the Parex Final Decision.

(39) Latvia justifies granting subordinated loans with a longer maturity than approved by claiming that the
Commission had been informed of a possible maturity extension through the restructuring plan and submissions
of the Monitoring Trustee.

(") Recital 49 of the Parex Final Decision.

(3 OJL 83,27.3.1999, p. 1.

(*) Under Article 1 of Regulation (EC) No 659/1999, unlawful aid means new aid put into effect in contravention of Article 108(3) of the
Treaty — i.e. without notification to the Commission of aid measures before they are put into effect.

(*) Recital 40 of the first rescue Decision.
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(40) The Commission does not accept that argument. The possible need to extend the maturity of the subordi-
nated loan was only incidentally mentioned, for information, by the Monitoring Trustee in previous monitoring
reports (e.g. that of 30 June 2012) as an option under consideration by Latvian authorities. A mention of the
possibility that additional aid may be granted by a Member State does not constitute or substitute for a formal
notification of aid measures, within the meaning of Article 108(3) of the Treaty.

(41) Latvia also contends that the recital 148 of the Parex Final Decision explicitly provided that the subordi-
nated loans were expected to mature in the period 2015-18, thus envisaging a prospective extension of the
subordinated debt.

(42) The Commission does not share that interpretation. Recital 148 of the Parex Final Decision refers to the
subordinated loans by legacy shareholders in Parex, and not to the subordinated loans granted by Latvia.

(43) With regard to the liquidity support granted to Reverta, it was initially approved as part of the compa-
tible State aid measures approved in the first rescue Decision, in the form of State deposits. At that time, the
Commission noted that Parex banka lacked liquid collateral and that Latvia had deposited the funds, taking into
account the bank’s liquidity needs, when no market investor was willing to provide liquidity in view of the
fragile situation of Parex banka (!).

Following the Parex Final Decision (and the split in a good and a bad bank) the liquidity aid was subsequently
transferred to Citadele and Reverta. The former has already repaid in full its share of the liquidity support,
whereas the latter had to limit the amounts of liquidity support it received, as set out in recital 21(ii).
However, the amount of liquidity support actually granted to Reverta exceeds even the worst case scenario level
approved within the Parex Final Decision. That additional liquidity support provides a supplementary advantage
for Reverta compared to the aid approved by the Rescue Decisions and Parex Final Decision. None of the
other features of the liquidity support apart from its quantity have been altered and so the Commission conc-
ludes that the measure constitutes State aid.

(44) None of those three additional measures (the seven-year subordinated loan; the 18-month extension; and
the additional liquidity support) had been notified to the Commission. Latvia has therefore not complied with
the standstill obligation under Article 108 of the Treaty.

(45) Based on the facts that:

— both the longer initial maturity and the extended maturity of the subordinated debt and the increased liqui-
dity support clearly represent additional advantages compared to the approved aid measures, and therefore
are additional aid (as all of the other criteria under Article 107(1) of the Treaty are still in place), and

— the absence of any notification to the Commission for those additional aid measures,
the Commission therefore considers that the measures described in recital 21 represent unlawful aid.

4.2. Compatibility of the aid
4.2.1. The subordinated loans with extended maturity

(46) In line with the 2008 Banking Communication (3} which was in force when the subordinated loan was
initially granted and when it was subsequently extended, in order for aid to be compatible, it had to comply
with several conditions:

— appropriateness (to be well targeted to its objective, e.g. to remedy a serious disturbance in the economy,
and take the most appropriate form for that purpose to remedy the disturbance),

— necessity (to be necessary to achieve the objective, and remain at the minimum necessary to do that),

— proportionality (the positive effects of the aid must be properly balanced against the distortions of competi-
tion, in order for the distortions to be limited to the minimum necessary to reach the measures’ objectives).

(47) The objective of granting a subordinated loan qualifying as Tier 2 capital to Parex banka was to enable it
to continue to satisfy the capital adequacy ratio and to ensure that it is sufficiently capitalised so as to better
withstand potential losses, in order to avoid a serious disturbance in the Latvian economy.

(") Recital 41 of the first rescue Decision.
() Communication on the application of State aid rules to measures taken in relation to financial institutions in the context of the current
global financial crisis OJ C 270, 25.10.2008.
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(48) In the first rescue Decision, the Commission noted that the subordinated debt for Parex banka was
limited to the minimum necessary in scope and time. Among other elements, the limitation to the minimum
necessary was based on the commitment of the Latvian authorities to grant subordinated debt with a maximum
maturity of five years. In that regard, the Commission noted in that decision that the minimum maturity for
the subordinated debt to qualify as Tier 2 capital under Latvian legislation was five years. The aid measure was
therefore qualified as compatible.

(49) The second and third rescue Decisions, the Parex Final Decision and the Amendment Decision did not
alter the assessment of the first rescue Decision in that respect, concerning the limitation to the minimum
necessary.

(50) The Commission notes that Latvia has not brought forward arguments to demonstrate the compatibility of
the aid stemming from the extended maturity of the subordinated loans.

(51) Therefore, based on the information available to Commission at this time, the un-notified aid measure
concerning the subordinated debt issued with a maturity of seven years instead of five years as initially
approved cannot be qualified as compatible, considering that: a) the existing assessment is that a five-year matu-
rity of the subordinated debt was what ensured limitation to the minimum necessary and b) no new arguments
have been presented for justification of compatibility.

(52) Equally, based on the information available to Commission at this time, the un-notified aid measure
concerning the additional prolongation of the subordinated debt maturity by 18 months cannot be qualified as
compatible, considering that: a) the existing assessment is that a five-year maturity of the subordinated debt was
what ensures limitation to the minimum necessary and b) no new arguments have been presented for justifica-
tion of compatibility.

(53) The Commission invites Latvia and any interested parties to present it with additional elements relevant to
whether the seven-year duration of the subordinated loan and its subsequent extension by 18 months consti-
tutes aid which was limited to the minimum necessary.

4.2.2. The liquidity support measure

(54) The assessment of the restructuring plan in the Parex Final Decision was based on assumptions presented
at that time regarding the expected inflows of liquidity into Reverta which would allow it to start repaying the
liquidity support granted in the form of State deposits, up to a certain level (1).

(55) The amounts expected to remain unpaid, as described in the Parex Final Decision, ranged from LVL [...]
million (the base case scenario) to LVL [...] million (the worst case scenario). As explained in recital 21, the
actual amounts from which Reverta has benefited have constantly exceeded those laid out in the Parex Final
Decision.

(56) The Commission notes that Latvia has not brought forward arguments to demonstrate the compatibility of
the aid stemming from the additional liquidity support.

(57) In view of this, and considering also the fact that the revised restructuring plan presented by Latvia
includes numerous other adjustments compared to the plan approved through the Parex Final Decision, the
Commission is not in the position at this time to qualify the additional liquidity support as compatible with
the internal market. A more in-depth assessment of the impact the revised levels of liquidity support will have
to be carried out, taking into account the revised restructuring plan in its entirety.

4.3. The breach of the commitment to divest the Wealth Management Business

(58) Pursuant to Article 16 of Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 the Commission may open a formal investigation
procedure if aid is misused, ie. if the beneficiary used aid in contravention of a decision taken pursuant to
Article 7(3) of that Regulation.

(59) In the Parex Final Decision (% Latvia committed that Citadele would divest the Wealth Management Busi-
ness by certain deadlines.

(60) Latvia confirmed that the Wealth Management Business has not been divested within the agreed deadlines.
This constitutes a breach of the terms of the Parex Final Decision and hence a misuse of the aid granted. The
Commission invites Latvia and interested parties to comment on that conclusion and to present any elements
which would allow the Commission to consider whether aid obtained by Citadele could be considered compa-
tible with the internal market if the Wealth Management Business were not to be divested separately from
Citadele.

(") Recital 55 of the Parex Final Decision.
(3 See recital 73 of the Parex Final Decision.
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5. CONCLUSION

The Commission concludes, in regard to the unlawful aid described in recital 21, that doubts are raised as to
the compatibility with the internal market based on the information available at this time. The Commission
therefore has decided to open a formal investigation procedure pursuant to Articles 13(1) and 4(4) of
Regulation (EC) No 659/1999.

Moreover, the Commission concludes that the breach of commitment described in recital 23 constitutes misuse
of aid. The Commission therefore has decided to open a formal investigation procedure also for misuse of aid
pursuant to Article 16 of Regulation (EC) No 659/1999.

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 Latvia to submit its comments
and to provide all such information as may help to assess the measures (in particular the compatibility of the
un-notified aid), within ten working days of the date of receipt of this letter. It requests your authorities to
forward a copy of this letter to the potential recipient of the aid immediately.

The Commission would draw your attention to Article 14 of Regulation (EC) No 659/1999, which provides
that all unlawful aid may be recovered from the recipient.

The Commission warns Latvia 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 ten working days of the
date of such publication.’
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