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II

(Communications)

COMMUNICATIONS PROVENANT DES INSTITUTIONS, ORGANES ET 
ORGANISMES DE L'UNION EUROPÉENNE

COMMISSION EUROPÉENNE

Retrait de la notification d’une opération de concentration

(Affaire M.7342 — Alcoa/Firth Rixson)

(Texte présentant de l'intérêt pour l'EEE)

(2014/C 366/01)

[Règlement (CE) no 139/2004 du Conseil]

Le 11 septembre 2014, la Commission a reçu notification d’un projet de concentration entre Alcoa Inc. («Alcoa», 
États-Unis) et Firth Rixson (Royaume-Uni). Le 8 octobre 2014, la (les) partie(s) notifiante(s) a (ont) informé la Commis­
sion du retrait de sa (leur) notification.
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IV

(Informations)

INFORMATIONS PROVENANT DES INSTITUTIONS, ORGANES ET 
ORGANISMES DE L'UNION EUROPÉENNE

COMMISSION EUROPÉENNE

Taux de change de l'euro (1)

15 octobre 2014

(2014/C 366/02)

1 euro =

Monnaie Taux de change

USD dollar des États-Unis 1,2666

JPY yen japonais 135,50

DKK couronne danoise 7,4453

GBP livre sterling 0,79570

SEK couronne suédoise 9,2003

CHF franc suisse 1,2072

ISK couronne islandaise  

NOK couronne norvégienne 8,3800

BGN lev bulgare 1,9558

CZK couronne tchèque 27,545

HUF forint hongrois 306,46

LTL litas lituanien 3,4528

PLN zloty polonais 4,2081

RON leu roumain 4,4148

TRY livre turque 2,8772

AUD dollar australien 1,4527

Monnaie Taux de change

CAD dollar canadien 1,4405

HKD dollar de Hong Kong 9,8240

NZD dollar néo-zélandais 1,6150

SGD dollar de Singapour 1,6173

KRW won sud-coréen 1 345,25

ZAR rand sud-africain 14,0336

CNY yuan ren-min-bi chinois 7,7601

HRK kuna croate 7,6610

IDR rupiah indonésienne 15 483,49

MYR ringgit malais 4,1489

PHP peso philippin 56,878

RUB rouble russe 51,6883

THB baht thaïlandais 41,180

BRL real brésilien 3,0617

MXN peso mexicain 17,0548

INR roupie indienne 77,8009

(1) Source: taux de change de référence publié par la Banque centrale européenne.
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INFORMATIONS PROVENANT DES ÉTATS MEMBRES

Informations communiquées par les États membres concernant la fermeture de pêcheries

(2014/C 366/03)

Conformément à l’article 35, paragraphe 3, du règlement (CE) no 1224/2009 du Conseil du 20 novembre 2009 insti­
tuant un régime communautaire de contrôle afin d’assurer le respect des règles de la politique commune de la pêche (1), 
une décision de fermer la pêcherie a été prise telle que décrite dans le tableau ci-dessous:

Date et heure de la fermeture 13.9.2014

Durée 13.9.2014-31.12.2014

État membre Belgique

Stock ou groupe de stocks HKE/8ABDE.

Espèce Merlu commun (Merluccius merluccius)

Zone VIII a, VIII b, VIII d et VIII e

Type(s) de navires de pêche —

Numéro de référence 48/TQ43

(1) JO L 343 du 22.12.2009, p. 1.

Informations communiquées par les États membres concernant la fermeture de pêcheries

(2014/C 366/04)

Conformément à l’article 35, paragraphe 3, du règlement (CE) no 1224/2009 du Conseil du 20 novembre 2009 insti­
tuant un régime communautaire de contrôle afin d’assurer le respect des règles de la politique commune de la pêche (1), 
une décision de fermer la pêcherie a été prise telle que décrite dans le tableau ci-dessous:

Date et heure de la fermeture 16.9.2014

Durée 16.9.2014-31.12.2014

État membre Espagne

Stock ou groupe de stocks BSF/8910

Espèce Sabre noir (Aphanopus carbo)

Zone Eaux de l’Union et internationales des zones VIII, IX et X

Type(s) de navires de pêche —

Numéro de référence 54/DSS

(1) JO L 343 du 22.12.2009, p. 1.
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INFORMATIONS RELATIVES À L'ESPACE ÉCONOMIQUE EUROPÉEN

AUTORITÉ DE SURVEILLANCE AELE

Invitation à présenter des observations en application de l’article 1er, paragraphe 2, de la partie I 
du protocole 3 de l’accord entre les États de l’AELE relatif à l’institution d’une Autorité de 
surveillance et d’une Cour de justice concernant une aide d’État potentielle par la mise en location 

d’une fibre optique exploitée auparavant pour le compte de l’OTAN

(2014/C 366/05)

Par la décision no 299/14/COL du 16 juillet 2014, reproduite dans la langue faisant foi dans les pages qui suivent le 
présent résumé, l’Autorité de surveillance AELE (ci-après dénommée l’«Autorité») a ouvert la procédure prévue 
à l’article 1er, paragraphe 2, de la partie I du protocole 3 de l’accord entre les États de l’AELE relatif à l’institution d’une 
Autorité de surveillance et d’une Cour de justice. Les autorités islandaises ont reçu copie de la décision.

Par la présente, l’Autorité de surveillance AELE invite les États de l’AELE, les États membres de l’Union européenne et les 
parties intéressées à soumettre leurs observations sur la mesure en cause dans un délai d’un mois à compter de la publi­
cation de la présente communication, à l’adresse suivante:

Autorité de surveillance AELE
Registre
Rue Belliard 35
1040 Bruxelles
BELGIQUE

Ces observations seront communiquées aux autorités islandaises. L’identité des parties intéressées qui présentent des 
observations peut faire l’objet d’un traitement confidentiel sur demande écrite et motivée.

RÉSUMÉ

1. Procédure

Le 29 juillet 2010, l’Autorité a été saisie d’une plainte déposée au nom de Míla (1) concernant une aide d’État présumée 
illégale accordée par le ministère des affaires étrangères islandais par le biais de contrats de bail pour l’utilisation et 
l’exploitation de deux fibres optiques exploitées auparavant par l’Organisation du traité de l’Atlantique Nord (l’«OTAN»). 
Entre août 2010 et novembre 2012, l’Autorité a échangé une correspondance avec le plaignant et les autorités 
islandaises.

Le 21 novembre 2012, l’Autorité a adopté la décision no 410/12/COL concluant que le contrat de bail entre l’agence de 
défense du ministère des affaires étrangères et Og fjarskipti (Vodafone Islande) pour l’utilisation et l’exploitation d’une 
fibre optique ne constituait pas une aide d’État au sens de l’article 61 de l’accord EEE.

Le 19 février 2013, Míla a introduit un recours en annulation de la décision devant la Cour AELE. Par l’arrêt du 
27 janvier 2014 dans l’affaire E‐1/13, la Cour AELE a décidé d’annuler la décision de l’Autorité (2).

2. Description de la mesure

En août 2007, un groupe de travail a été chargé par le ministère des affaires étrangères d’émettre des propositions afin 
de rationaliser l’exploitation et l’utilisation de la fibre optique de l’OTAN (3). Les principaux objectifs du groupe de travail 
étaient les suivants: i) diminuer les coûts d’exploitation et de maintenance des fibres, ii) améliorer l’accès public à la 
connexion haute vitesse, en particulier dans les zones rurales d’Islande, et iii) encourager la concurrence dans le domaine 
de la transmission des données sur le marché intérieur. Le lancement d’un appel d’offres pour la location de deux des 
trois fibres a été considéré comme le moyen le plus indiqué pour parvenir à ces objectifs et recevoir des offres 
avantageuses.

(1) Les principales activités de Míla sont l’installation et l’exploitation de réseaux de télécommunications en Islande.
(2) Affaire E‐1/13 Míla ehf. contre Autorité de surveillance AELE, 27.1.2014 (non encore publiée).
(3) Exploitée auparavant par l’agence des radars (Ratsjárstofnun) sous le contrôle des autorités américaines, mais reprise ensuite par l’agence 

de la défense (Varnarmálastofnun). L’agence des radars exploitait trois des huit fibres optiques du câble d’une longueur d’environ 1 800 km 
entourant l’Islande et sa région du Nord-Ouest.
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En avril 2008, le service des achats de l’État (Ríkiskaup) a lancé un appel d’offres pour l’utilisation et l’exploitation de 
deux des trois fibres optiques à donner à bail à deux parties indépendantes, l’intention étant de négocier un contrat de 
bail d’une durée de dix ans. La date limite pour le dépôt des offres a été fixée au 19 juin 2008.

Compte tenu des objectifs du projet, les offres ont été évaluées sur les critères d’adjudication suivants: i) «encouragement 
de la concurrence»: 40 points sur 100, ii) «tarif de location»: 15 points, iii) «démarrage des services»: 10 points, iv) 
«fourniture des services»: 10 points, v) «nombre de points de terminaison du réseau»: 15 points et vi) «tarif unique pour 
l’ensemble du pays»: 10 points.

L’appel d’offres a donné lieu à cinq offres présentées par quatre entreprises indépendantes. Ces quatre entreprises ont été 
considérées comme satisfaisant à l’exigence relative à la capacité technique pour l’exécution du projet ainsi qu’aux exi­
gences générales et financières. Les deux entreprises ayant obtenu le plus de points sur la base des critères d’adjudication 
ont été Fjarski ehf. (92,18 points) et Vodafone (89,67 points). Des négociations ont été entamées avec ces deux entrepri­
ses. En raison de la crise financière en Islande, dont les effets ont commencé à se faire sentir à l’automne 2008, les 
négociations n’ont pas repris avant la fin de 2009 et ont ensuite été finalisées au début de 2010. Fjarski ehf. a toutefois 
décidé de se retirer du projet. C’est ainsi qu’un contrat de bail a été négocié avec Vodafone pour une seule des deux 
fibres.

Le contrat, conclu le 1er février 2010 entre Vodafone et l’agence de défense islandaise, prévoit l’utilisation d’une des huit 
fibres optiques du câble d’une longueur d’environ 1 800 km entourant l’Islande, comme indiqué dans la description du 
projet no 14477 par le ministère des affaires étrangères. Le tarif annuel de location est fixé à 19 150 000 ISK et indexé 
en fonction de l’indice du coût de la construction. La durée du contrat est de dix ans. Le prix facturé pour la location 
des fibres était censé couvrir au minimum les coûts d’exploitation de l’État.

En juillet 2010, l’Autorité a été saisie d’une plainte de Míla à propos du contrat en question. Le plaignant fait valoir que 
le contrat attribué comporte une aide d’État sous la forme d’un loyer pour l’utilisation de la fibre optique à un prix 
sensiblement inférieur à ce qu’un investisseur privé aurait jugé acceptable. En outre, il considère qu’en n’assumant que 
les coûts encourus pour l’exploitation de la fibre, le preneur a été libéré de la charge financière qui incombe normale­
ment aux entreprises dans le même secteur d’activité et supportée par le plaignant. Il estime en particulier qu’une contri­
bution appropriée aux coûts fixes ainsi qu’un rendement adéquat du capital investi font défaut. Le plaignant soutient 
également que la méthode de sélection prévue dans l’appel d’offres excluait de facto Míla de la procédure d’adjudication 
dans la mesure où elle était la seule partie opérant sur le marché et n’était donc, par définition, pas en mesure d’obtenir 
les 40 points sur 100 attribués pour l’encouragement de la concurrence lors de l’appréciation des offres. Míla n’a pas 
présenté d’offre car elle disposait déjà d’une capacité suffisante sur les cinq fibres qu’elle possède dans le même câble. 
Cependant, si elle en avait présenté une, elle aurait dû proposer un tarif de location beaucoup plus élevé que celui des 
offres des autres parties pour avoir une chance de remporter le marché.

3. Observations des autorités islandaises

Les autorités islandaises estiment que la mise en location des fibres optiques de l’OTAN ne constitue pas une aide d’État 
dans la mesure où l’attribution du marché ne confère au preneur aucun avantage économique allant au-delà des condi­
tions de marché et elles ajoutent que la mesure n’implique pas l’utilisation de ressources d’État et ne fausse pas ni ne 
menace de fausser la concurrence. Au contraire, le contrat de bail et la procédure d’appel d’offres ont permis de faire 
jouer la concurrence entre infrastructures sur le marché des lignes louées, qui ne comptait qu’un seul acteur à l’époque. 
La mesure ne remplit donc pas les conditions d’une aide d’État au sens de l’article 61, paragraphe 1, de l’accord EEE.

4. Appréciation

4.1. Existence d’une aide d’État

L’OTAN détient les droits de propriété des fibres tandis que les autorités islandaises disposent d’un droit d’utilisation 
étendu et d’autres droits d’exploitation conformément aux accords conclus entre l’OTAN et le gouvernement des États-
Unis d’Amérique. Dans la mesure où l’élément déterminant n’est pas l’origine des ressources mais le degré de contrôle 
exercé par l’autorité publique, la présence de ressources d’État ne peut être exclue. L’Autorité estime donc que la mise en 
location de la fibre optique peut être considérée comme impliquant le transfert de ressources d’État au sens de 
l’article 61, paragraphe 1, de l’accord EEE.

Un avantage, au sens de l’article 61, paragraphe 1, de l’accord EEE, est un avantage économique qu’une entreprise n’au­
rait pas obtenu dans des conditions normales de marché, la plaçant ainsi dans une situation plus favorable que ses 
concurrents. Pour apprécier si une autorité publique a agi comme un opérateur économique privé, les juridictions euro­
péennes ont établi le «principe de l’investisseur en économie de marché» (1), qui prévoit en substance qu’il y a aide de 
l’État lorsqu’un État met à la disposition d’une entreprise des fonds qui, dans des circonstances normales, ne lui auraient

(1) Voir, par exemple, les affaires T‐2/96 et T‐97/96, Neue Maxhütte Stahlwerke et Lech-Stahlwerke/Commission, point 104, Recueil 1999, 
p. II‐17, et les affaires jointes T‐228/99 et T‐233/99, Westdeutsche Landesbank Girozentrale et Land Nordrhein-Westfalen/Commission, 
Recueil 2003, p. II‐435.

16.10.2014 FR Journal officiel de l'Union européenne C 366/5



pas été fournis par un investisseur privé appliquant des critères commerciaux ordinaires. Une notion très voisine est 
celle du principe du vendeur en économie de marché, qui a pour objectif d’apprécier si la vente ou la mise en location 
d’actifs effectuée par un organisme public implique une aide d’État en examinant si un vendeur privé, opérant dans des 
conditions normales de marché, aurait pu obtenir un prix identique ou un meilleur prix. Selon une jurisprudence cons­
tante, les autorités nationales peuvent avoir recours aux appels d’offres publics afin d’établir le prix du marché et garan­
tir une vente aux conditions du marché (1). Le respect des conditions du marché et la cohérence entre le tarif de location 
et les prix du marché peuvent être déterminés au moyen de certains indicateurs. Le critère le plus important pour la 
sélection doit être le prix le plus élevé tout en tenant également compte des dispositions contractuelles et d’autres élé­
ments concernant la valeur des fibres optiques (2).

Le plaignant et les autorités islandaises ont présenté des points de vue apparemment divergents. Les autorités islandaises 
soutiennent que les règles normales applicables aux marchés publics ont été suivies, que l’appel d’offres a fait l’objet 
d’une publicité suffisante et que la participation était ouverte à toutes les parties répondant aux exigences générales, 
financières et techniques. Elles ajoutent que le critère de sélection des offres a été appliqué de la même manière à tous 
les soumissionnaires potentiels. Les principes d’égalité de traitement et de concurrence loyale ont donc été respectés. Le 
plaignant soutient quant à lui que la méthode de sélection prévue dans l’appel d’offres était erronée et que l’importance 
accordée au critère du prix ou du tarif de location était dérisoire (15 % seulement).

La Cour AELE, se fondant sur l’hypothèse selon laquelle l’Autorité avait, dans sa décision, appliqué le principe de l’inves­
tisseur en économie de marché, a considéré que les critères d’adjudication prévus dans l’appel d’offres ne correspon­
daient pas aux critères qu’un vendeur privé estimerait pertinents dans le cadre d’un appel d’offres pour un contrat de 
bail. Les critères d’adjudication autres que le prix semblent avoir reflété des considérations de politique publique ou 
à caractère réglementaire qu’un investisseur privé n’aurait pas jugé devoir prendre en compte.

Compte tenu de ce qui précède, l’Autorité émet des doutes quant aux critères d’adjudication appliqués dans le cadre de la 
procédure d’appel d’offres et n’est pas convaincue que cette procédure ait permis de fournir un indicateur fiable pour 
l’établissement du prix du marché. En conséquence, elle ne saurait exclure que la mesure en cause puisse constituer une 
aide d’État. En cas de doute, l’Autorité doit ouvrir la procédure formelle d’examen.

4.2. Compatibilité de l’aide

En vertu de l’article 61, paragraphe 3, point c), de l’accord EEE, «les aides destinées à faciliter le développement de 
certaines activités ou de certaines régions économiques» peuvent être considérées comme compatibles avec le fonction­
nement de l’accord EEE, quand elles n’altèrent pas les conditions des échanges et la concurrence au sein de l’EEE dans 
une mesure contraire à l’intérêt commun. Les autorités islandaises n’ont toutefois pas présenté suffisamment d’arguments 
démontrant que l’aide d’État en cause pouvait être considérée comme compatible avec l’article 61, paragraphe 3, de 
l’accord EEE. Elles ont évoqué l’objectif de la mesure, à savoir améliorer l’accès public au haut débit dans des régions 
assistées, mais n’ont pas fourni de documents à l’appui de leurs arguments.

Les autorités islandaises ont également fait valoir que si la mise en location de fibres devait être considérée par l’Autorité 
comme une aide d’État, elle pourrait être assimilable à une compensation offerte pour un service d’intérêt économique 
général en vertu de l’article 59, paragraphe 2, de l’accord EEE. Cependant, au vu des informations disponibles, l’Autorité 
ne peut, à ce stade, conclure à la compatibilité de la mesure sur cette base. Elle invite dès lors les autorités islandaises 
à fournir de plus amples informations à cet égard.

En conséquence, à l’issue de son évaluation préliminaire, l’Autorité émet des doutes quant au fait que la mise en location 
de fibres optiques puisse être considérée, à ce stade, comme compatible au sens de l’article 61, paragraphe 3, point c), 
de l’accord EEE. Elle invite donc les autorités islandaises à lui présenter des arguments permettant de démontrer que le 
contrat de bail pouvait être considéré comme compatible avec l’article 61 de l’accord EEE.

5. Conclusion et invitation à présenter des observations

À la lumière des considérations qui précèdent, l’Autorité a décidé d’ouvrir la procédure formelle d’examen, conformé­
ment à l’article 1er, paragraphe 2, de la partie I du protocole 3 de l’accord entre les États de l’AELE relatif à l’institution 
d’une Autorité de surveillance et d’une Cour de justice, en ce qui concerne l’aide d’État potentielle par la mise en loca­
tion d’une fibre optique exploitée auparavant pour le compte de l’OTAN.

Les parties intéressées sont invitées à présenter leurs observations dans un délai d’un mois à compter de la publication 
de la présente notification au Journal officiel de l’Union européenne.

Conformément à l’article 14 du protocole 3, toute aide illégale peut faire l’objet d’une récupération auprès de ses 
bénéficiaires.

(1) Voir les affaires jointes C‐214/12 P, C‐215/12 P et C‐223/12 P, Land Burgenland/Commission (non encore publiées), point 93, et l’affaire 
C‐214/07, Commission/France, points 59 et 60, Recueil 2008, p. I‐8357.

(2) Voir les affaires jointes T‐268/08 et T‐281/08, Land Burgenland et Autriche/Commission, Recueil 2012, p. II‐0000.
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EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION

No 299/14/COL

of 16 July 2014

to initiate the formal investigation procedure into potential aid through the lease of an optical 
fibre previously operated on behalf of NATO

(Iceland)

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY (‘the Authority’),

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

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

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

WHEREAS:

I. FACTS

1. Procedure

(1) By letter dated 16 July 2010 (Event No 565828), Míla ehf. (hereinafter referred to as ‘Míla’ or ‘the complainant’) 
lodged a complaint with the EFTA Surveillance Authority (‘the Authority’) concerning alleged unlawful State aid 
granted by the Ministry for Foreign Affairs in Iceland through leases for the use and operation of two optical 
fibres which were previously operated by the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO).

(2) By letter dated 30 August 2010 (Event No 567175), the Authority requested the Icelandic authorities to 
provide all information and observations relevant for the Authority to determine whether or not the measures 
complained of involved State aid within the meaning of Article 61 of the EEA Agreement and, in the event that 
the measures were to be considered to involve State aid, whether they might nevertheless qualify for an exemp­
tion from the general prohibition of State aid. The Icelandic authorities responded to this request by way of two 
letters, dated 28 September 2010 (Event No 571101) and 3 December 2010 (Event No 579784).

(3) The Authority subsequently engaged in further correspondence with both the complainant and the Icelandic 
authorities. At the request of the complainant, the Authority's representative attended a meeting with the com­
plainant in Reykjavik on 10 June 2011, where the complainant explained further its views regarding the com­
plaint. By letter dated 6 September 2011 (Event No 608312), the complainant submitted further information to 
substantiate its claim regarding the allegation of State aid.

(4) At the complainant's request, a teleconference took place on 13 October 2011. Following this contact, the 
Authority received, by letter of 16 December 2011 (Event No 619096), supplementary information from the 
complainant regarding certain aspects of the complaint.

(5) By letter dated 5 June 2012 (Event No 641906) the complainant submitted further information in relation to 
the complaint.

(6) By letter of 16 July 2012 (Event No 641937), the Authority requested certain additional information from the 
Icelandic authorities and invited them to comment on the further information which the Authority had 
received from the complainant. By letter dated 10 September 2012 (Event No 646364), the Icelandic authori­
ties responded to this request.

(7) On 24 September 2012, the Authority received further information from the complainant by letter dated 
19 September 2012 (Event No 647465).

(8) By emails of 16 November 2012 (Event No 653651) and 19 November 2012 (Event No 653722), the Icelandic 
authorities provided further clarification regarding the ownership of the three optical fibres initially reserved for 
defence purposes.
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(9) On 21 November 2012, the Authority adopted Decision 410/12/COL concluding that the lease by the Defence 
Agency of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs in Iceland with Og fjarskipti hf. (currently Fjarskipti hf., but 
hereinafter referred to as ‘Vodafone Iceland’ or ‘Vodafone’) (1) of 1 February 2010 for the use and operation of 
an optical fibre did not involve State aid within the meaning of Article 61 of the EEA Agreement.

(10) On 19 February 2013, Míla lodged an application to the EFTA Court for the annulment of that Decision. By its 
judgment of 27 January 2014 in Case E-1/13, the EFTA Court annulled the Authority's Decision (2).

2. Description of the measure: Contract based on a tender for the lease of NATO optical fibres

(11) On 15 August 2007, the Icelandic Government fully took over the operation of the Radar Agency 
(Ratsjárstofnun) (3), which had until that time been operated under the auspices of the US authorities. The Radar 
Agency had previously operated three optical fibres in the approximately 1 800 km long, eight-fibre optical 
cable circling Iceland and its North-West region (4). This opened up opportunities for the Icelandic Government 
to put one or more of the three fibres to another use.

(12) On 31 August 2007, the Ministry for Foreign Affairs established a working group for the purpose of drawing 
up proposals for streamlining the operation and utilisation of the NATO optical fibres. The working group was 
asked to carry out its tasks on the basis of the following objectives: a) to lower the costs related to the opera­
tion and maintenance of the fibres; b) to improve public access to high speed connection, in particular in the 
rural areas of Iceland; and c) to encourage competition in data transmission on the domestic market.

(13) After an examination, the working group came to the conclusion that these objectives would best be served 
through a call for tender for a lease of two of the three fibres, while one fibre would be used solely for the 
Icelandic Air Defence System (IADS) and for secure governmental telecommunications. The working group 
took the view that a call for tender would be the most feasible way to receive a favourable offer from the 
telecommunication companies and at the same time promote competition and ensure improved information 
and communication services for consumers. Accordingly, the Icelandic Government concluded that the State 
Trading Centre (Ríkiskaup) should carry out a tender award procedure for the use and operation of the two 
fibres (5).

(14) The details of the invitation to tender were set out in the project description drafted by Ríkiskaup (6). According 
to that document, Ríkiskaup, on behalf of the Defence Department of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, invited 
tenders for the use and operation of two of the three optical fibres to be leased out to two unrelated parties, 
with the intention of negotiating a lease for the duration of 10 years.

(15) As concerns the rental charge, the invitation to tender sets a minimum price, which was described in the fol­
lowing manner: ‘The rental charge must, as a minimum, cover the cost of operation and maintenance of the 
optical fibres in order to secure the basis for the project. The said cost is estimated approximately ISK 
38 000 000 per year for two fibres, corresponding to approximately ISK 19 000 000 per year for each fibre. 
Offers including a rental charge lower than the said amount will be rejected on operational grounds.’ (7).

(16) The invitation to tender was announced in April 2008 and the date of opening of offers was 19 June 2008 at 
11:00 a.m. This date was also the closing date for submitting offers.

(17) The assessment of offers was based on certain criteria, taking into account the objectives of the project. The 
following criteria determined the assessment of the offers:

(1) Vodafone Iceland (Fjarskipti hf.) is an Icelandic telecommunications company, providing fixed telephony, mobile and data transmission 
services in Iceland. Vodafone is currently the second largest telecom operator in Iceland, following the incumbent Skipti hf. and its sub­
sidiaries Síminn and Míla. The company carries the Vodafone brand and trademark. However, the Vodafone Group owns no interest in 
the company, but rather franchises the brand and associated advertising styles to Fjarskipti.  Fjarskipti  was previously owned by the 
Icelandic Teymi Group. The Teymi Group was later split up, and Fjarskipti went through a financial restructuring process. In December 
2012, Fjarskipti was listed on the Icelandic Stock Exchange.

(2) Case E-1/13 Míla ehf. v EFTA Surveillance Authority, judgment delivered on 27.1.2014 [not yet reported].
(3) With the entry into force of the Defence Act No 34/2008 on 31 May 2008, the Radar Agency was closed. Certain functions of the Radar 

Agency were taken over by the Defence Agency (Varnarmálastofnun). By Act No 98/2010, amending the Defence Act, the Defence Agency 
was closed on 1 January 2011 and certain functions taken over by other State agencies, including the Ministry for Foreign Affairs.

(4) The remaining five fibres are the property of Míla, the complainant.
(5) The Icelandic public procurement rules are laid down in Act No 84/2007. That Act implements the EU Public Procurement Directive 

into Icelandic law, i.e. Directive 2004/18/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on the coordination of 
procedures for the award of public works contracts, public supply contracts and public service contracts (OJ L 134, 30.4.2004, p. 114), 
incorporated as point 2 Annex XVI to the EEA Agreement by Joint Committee Decision No 68/2006 (OJ L 245, 7.9.2006, p. 22 and 
the EEA Supplement No 44, 7.9.2006, p. 18), e.i.f. 18.4.2007.

(6) Project No 14477. Optical Fibres. Ministry for Foreign Affairs. April 2008.
(7) Point 1.2.4 of the description of Project No 14477.
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Table 1: Award criteria in the tender.

Matter of Judgment Percentage
points

Stimulation of Competition 40

Rental Charge 15

Commencement of Services 10

Supply of Services 10

Number of network termination points 15

One Tariff throughout the Country 10

(18) The outcome of the tender was that five offers were received from four independent undertakings, as summar­
ised in Table 2 below. Two of the offers were variant offers:

Table 2: Offers received in the tender.

Name of company Leasing price offered
Award criteria: total points scored

Main offer Variant offer (1)

Fjarski ehf. ISK 20 000 000 92,18  

Vodafone ISK 19 150 000 89,67 84,67

Hringiðan ehf. ISK 24 006 900 88,60  

Gagnaveita Reykjavíkur ISK 19 500 000  59,34

(1) The proposal from Gagnaveita Reykjavíkur was classified as a variant offer, as it did not meet the minimum number of network 
termination points and the number of municipalities covered. One of the two offers from Vodafone is also a variant offer, as 
it does not foresee that Vodafone will use the same tariff throughout Iceland. Other items in the offers from Vodafone are the 
same, including the leasing price to be paid to the state.

(19) The evaluation of received offers was made by Ríkiskaup, following an assessment conducted by the independ­
ent consulting firm Mannvit. According to information from Ríkiskaup and Mannvit, all four companies sub­
mitting bids were found to have met the required technical capacity to perform the project, as well as the 
general requirements set out in the invitation to tender regarding the personal and financial situation of the 
candidates for the project (1).

(20) The two companies scoring highest on the basis of the award criteria were Fjarski ehf. (92,18 points) and Voda­
fone (89,67 points) (2). Negotiations were entered into with those two companies. Due to the financial crisis in 
Iceland, which began to take hold in the fall of 2008, negotiations did not take place until late 2009 and were 
subsequently finalised early 2010. Fjarski ehf., however, decided to pull out of the project. A lease contract was 
therefore negotiated for only one of the two fibres, with Vodafone.

(21) The contract, concluded on 1 February 2010 between Vodafone and the Icelandic Defence Agency 
(‘Varnarmálastofnun’), provides for the use of an optical fibre belonging to the eight-fibre, 1800 km long optical 
cable circling Iceland, as set out in the description of Project No 14477 by the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. The 
annual lease is set at ISK 19 150 000, indexed according to the building cost index. The term of the contract is 
10 years.

(22) The contract states that the fibre at issue was registered on NATO's inventory list. Under Article 16 of the 
Defence Act No 34/2008, the lessor was entitled, on behalf of the State and of NATO, to conclude a lease for 
the use of such facilities. However, in view of Iceland's international commitments, it was necessary to include 
a clause authorising the lessor to take over the cited facilities without notice in times of war. Provisions to this 
effect are found in Article 8 of the contract.

(1) Mannvit made a reservation regarding the proposal from Hringiðan. According to that proposal, the project was to be performed by an 
undertaking to be founded by Hringiðan. Mannvit did not consider it possible to assess the capacity of this undertaking which at the 
time had not been established.

(2) See Table 1.

16.10.2014 FR Journal officiel de l'Union européenne C 366/9



3. The complaint

(23) The complaint received by the Authority in July 2010 relates to the contract referred to above, concluded on 
the basis of the tender on 1 February 2010 between the Icelandic Defence Agency and the telecommunication 
operator Vodafone. The complainant claims that the awarded contract involves State aid in the form of a rent 
for the use of the optical fibre at a price significantly below what a market investor would have considered to 
be acceptable.

(24) According to the invitation to tender, leases for the duration of 10 years were to be negotiated, with 
a minimum consideration of ISK 19 million per year. The price charged for the rental of the fibres was inten­
ded to cover as a minimum the government's operating costs. The complainant claims that by only charging 
for the operating costs of the fibres, the lessee was relieved of the financial burden normally incurred by com­
panies in the same business and incurred by the complainant, in particular an appropriate contribution to fixed 
costs (i.e. the costs of construction, renewal and depreciation of the cable) and an adequate return on the capi­
tal investment.

(25) On the amount of the alleged aid the complainant has provided the following details: ‘The amount of the aid 
constitutes the difference between the rent charged by the state for the use of the cables, i.e. ISK 
19 150 000-20 000 000 per year, and what a market investor would [have] deemed an acceptable rent, i.e. over 
ISK 85 million. The net present value of the total amount of the aid is ISK 464,2 million over the estimated 
twenty year lifetime of the fiber to each of the two companies, based on the rental price ISK 19 000 000 per 
year.’ (1).

(26) The complainant has stated that there can be no doubt that a private investor would not accept ISK 
19-20 million per year for the use of each of the two fibres, as that amount would fail to cover the costs of 
operating and renewing the cable, let alone the acceptable return which a market investor would normally 
expect from his investments.

(27) The complainant maintains that the method of evaluation of the submitted tenders, as set out in Table 1 above, 
effectively excluded Míla from the tendering process, as it was the only party operating in the market and was 
therefore by definition unable to acquire 40 % of the points used in the selection evaluation, as these points 
were awarded for stimulation of competition. For Míla's potential bid to be successful, the rental price it offered 
would have had to be much higher than the bids from other parties.

(28) Míla did not submit a bid in the tender. Apart from Míla's view that it was effectively excluded from the tender 
through the formulation of the award criteria, the reason for this, according to the complaint, was that Míla did 
not have any economic motive for taking part in the tender as it already had sufficient transmission capacity in 
its own fibres.

(29) In its letter to the Authority of 6 September 2011, the complainant mentions briefly the debt relief of Teymi as 
an additional ground for the complaint. It is stated that Teymi, which was previously the parent company of 
Vodafone, had undergone financial restructuring in 2009 and had obtained a licence to seek composition with 
creditors. As part of the restructuring, ISK 31 billion of Teymi's debt was turned into share capital or written-
off and the largest part of the restructuring cost was borne by the state-owned bank, Landsbankinn hf, which 
the complainant considered to entail State aid (2).

(30) By letter dated 19 September 2012, the complainant once more submitted further information regarding its 
allegation of State aid to Vodafone. On this occasion, the complainant drew attention to a new tariff by the 
undertaking Orkufjarskipti (3) for the rent of a fibre optic cable (4). The tariff specifies the rent for each fibre in 
a six-fibre optical cable in terms of monthly rent in ISK per kilometre in the cable (5). By multiplying the tariff 
with the length of the cable, according to the lease with Vodafone, 1 850 km, the complainant concludes that 
the rent for a fibre of that length according to the tariff should be ISK 107 137 200 per year, whereas Vodafone 
pays ISK 19 000 000 per year. On this basis the complainant claims that the pricing according to the cost-
based tariff is more than five times higher than the pricing according to the contract concluded with Vodafone, 
which a private investor would never have accepted as it was far below true market value, based on a cost 
analysis.

(1) The complainant's assessment of the aid amount is based on a memorandum annexed to the complaint, containing Míla's calculations 
of the value of the alleged subsidy. The calculations are based on Míla's own costs of operating fibres in the same cable.

(2) Reference is made to paragraph 34 of the Authority's Decision No 410/12/COL for a more detailed outline of the debt relief of Teymi.
(3) Orkufjarskipti is jointly owned by Landsvirkjun (the National Power Company) and Landsnet (operator of Iceland's electricity transmis­

sion grid). Orkufjarskipti operates and maintains telecommunication infrastructure in Iceland for its owners.
(4) According to the complainant, the tariff entered into force on 1.8.2012, having been reviewed and accepted by the Post and Telecom 

Authority in Iceland following a regulatory procedure. By accepting the tariff, the Post and Telecom Authority has agreed that the tariff 
is based on a cost analysis.

(5) The monthly rent per kilometre varies from ISK 4 826 for fibre 1 to ISK 7 507 for fibre 6.
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4. Position of the Icelandic authorities

(31) The Icelandic authorities submit that the leasing out of the NATO optical fibres does not constitute State aid, as 
the award of the contract does not confer any economic advantage upon the lessee which goes beyond market 
conditions, does not entail the use of state resources, and does not distort or threaten to distort competition. 
On the contrary, the lease and the tender procedure served to make infrastructure competition possible in the 
leased-line market where there was only one market player at the time. The Icelandic authorities therefore take 
the view that the lease does not fulfil the conditions for constituting State aid within the meaning of 
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

(32) In this regard the Icelandic authorities refer to a Memorandum of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, dated 7 May 
2008, on the proposed lease-out of NATO optical fibres. The Memorandum explains in general terms the pro­
posed tender procedure, including the modalities of the invitation to tender and the criteria for the selection of 
eligible lessees from among the bidders. The objectives of the project were to lower the maintenance and oper­
ating costs of NATO's optical fibres, to increase public broadband access and to encourage competition in data 
transmission on the domestic market. The Icelandic authorities consider that the lease-out of the two fibres was 
a non-aid measure. They further note that the project would benefit the implementation of government policies 
regarding electronic communication services and information society. It would also make infrastructure compe­
tition possible in the leased-lines market in areas where there was no competition at the time, which in turn 
would lead to more competition in downstream markets such as the market for high-speed broadband 
connection.

(33) In view of the complainant's contention that the fibre was owned by the Icelandic State and that the rental 
price should have included fixed costs related to the construction, renewal and write-down of the cables, the 
Icelandic authorities have provided clarifications on ownership and costs of construction. They note that it was 
NATO, and not the Icelandic State, which financed the installation of the cable. The cable was registered on the 
‘inventory’ list of the organisation, and three out of eight fibres were reserved for use related to the operations 
of the American forces in Iceland. ‘At the time of the departure of the American forces from Iceland in 2006 
and 2007, the Icelandic State took over the operation of the three fibres, as a so-called “host-nation, user-
nation”, on the basis of a written arrangement with NATO. That, however, did not result in the full transfer of 
ownership of the fibres. As a result, the following would apply: First, that Iceland still has the obligation to 
manage the fibres in accordance with NATO's “host-nation, user-nation” rules; second, if Iceland were to give 
up its role as a “host-nation, user-nation”, another NATO country would have to take over that role; and third, 
the sale of the fibres could only take place with the approval by NATO and the selling price would have to be 
returned to the organisation.’ (1).

(34) The view of the Icelandic authorities is that properties such as the fibres at issue, of which Icelandic authorities 
have assumed operational management, are formally in the possession of NATO. This understanding is con­
firmed in the Icelandic Defence Act No 34/2008 (2) (‘Varnarmálalög’), which entered into force in April 2008. 
According to the Icelandic authorities, ‘[i]t is thus clear that the Icelandic State does not have the formal or 
exclusive ownership of the three fibres. It has therefore limited options for the disposal of the fibres. Further­
more, it is clear that the Icelandic State did not bear any cost involved in the instalment of the cables, and any 
costs that could potentially be contributed to the renewal or the write-down of the cables cannot be attributed 
to the Icelandic State. Moreover, NATO has not requested that the Icelandic State bear any such costs on the 
basis of its “host-nation, user-nation” role. For these reasons, there are no grounds that justify the inclusion of 
these costs in the lease price.’ (1).

(35) Regarding the ownership of the three fibres, the Icelandic authorities have explained that an agreement was 
concluded on 25 July 1989 between the Icelandic government and the US government, on behalf of NATO, on 
the ownership, treatment, operation, maintenance of and access to three of the eight fibres of the fibre optics 
communication system, which were used exclusively by the US Forces in Iceland, on behalf of NATO. The 
agreement indicates the Icelandic State as the owner of the fibres (3). An agreement between the Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs and Landssími Íslands hf., concluded on 27 March 2001, also indicates, by reference to the 
agreement from 1989, Iceland as the formal owner of the three fibres. However, this indication must, according 
to the Icelandic authorities, be seen in the context of the relations between Iceland and the US/NATO under the 
Defence Agreement of 1951 and Iceland's Membership to NATO. The US, on behalf of NATO, financed the 
instalment of the three fibres in Iceland. The fibres were registered on the ‘inventory list’ of NATO and were

(1) Letter of the Ministry of Finance to the Authority, dated 3.12.2010.
(2) Article 15 of the Act states that Icelandic authorities shall handle the operation, management and use of buildings and other properties 

located in Iceland and owned by NATO, in accordance with international obligations and the powers of Iceland as user and host state. 
The second paragraph of the same article refers to a list of the assets that the Icelandic authorities are responsible for, published in Notice 
610/2010, where the three fibres are specifically mentioned in Annex IV (Item No 8439).

(3) The agreement states that (i) the three optical fibres were to be owned and operated by the Government of Iceland, (ii) the US, acting on 
behalf of NATO, was to pay NATO's contribution toward construction expenses, up to a certain maximum amount, and (iii) the US, on 
behalf of NATO, shall have continued uninterrupted right of use of the fibres ‘as long as the Defence Agreement of 1951 remains in effect, 
or for the life of the system, whichever occurs first’.
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reserved for use related to the operations of the US forces in Iceland. The Icelandic State does not have the 
exclusive ownership of the three fibres. As long as the Defence Agreement between Iceland and the US is in 
force, the three fibres are a property of NATO. NATO has the priority rights to the use of the fibres. Any 
income from the rental of the fibres can only be used for the operation and maintenance of NATO's assets (1).

(36) The maintenance and operation of the fibres are a part of Iceland's obligations as a member of NATO and are 
not optional. According to the Icelandic authorities the complainant is not correct when claiming that since 
two of the fibres were in active use for the IADS system, the State needed to invest ISK 250 million to make 
one of the fibres available and free for use by the successful bidder. The intention was initially to lease out two 
fibres. The cost assessment for making both fibres free for commercial use was ISK 20-65 million. As one of 
the two successful bidders withdrew its offer at a later stage, only one fibre needed to be set free. The cost was 
therefore much lower than initially estimated and well below Vodafone's annual rent for the fibre.

(37) As to the question whether remuneration in the lease agreement is acceptable, the Icelandic authorities point 
out that the agreement relieves the Icelandic State of costs related to the operation and maintenance of the 
fibres. This was indeed among the principal aims of the Government with this measure.

(38) The use of an open call for tenders was considered to be the most appropriate means of establishing the price 
that a market investor would consider acceptable as remuneration for the use of the fibres, which in turn would 
ensure that any agreement made would not be subsidised by the State.

(39) In the opinion of the Icelandic authorities, as a result of the successful call for tenders the measures do not 
involve any type of state financing. On the contrary, the measures produce revenue for the State from leasing 
out fibres which the State would otherwise have had to continue to maintain through state resources. Further­
more the Icelandic authorities point out that the restrictions stemming from the ownership of NATO and 
NATO's priority of use during war times mean that the price may have been lower than if no such restriction 
had existed. This factor would have affected all the tenderers in the same way, and the market price had to 
adjust to that fact (2).

(40) In the context of the proceedings before the EFTA Court in Case E-1/13, the Icelandic authorities also provided 
the Authority with further details regarding the costs relating to the fibres. NATO originally invested in and 
paid the cost of the installation of the fibre optic cable. The amount available to the Government of Iceland as 
the host nation was approximately USD 21,5 million for the construction of the three fibres and related facili­
ties and equipment. According to a maintenance agreement the Government of Iceland pays an annual amount 
of ISK 65 189 340. This is for the operation and maintenance at all times of three out of the eight fibres. 
Accordingly, 1/3 of the costs is allocated to the Vodafone fibre, i.e. ISK 21 729 780. Vodafone currently pays an 
annual lease of ISK 33 523 186 to the Government (subject to adjustments linked to the consumer price 
index) (3).

(41) Furthermore, the Icelandic authorities are of the opinion that neither the application of the award criterion on 
stimulation of competition nor the alleged effective exclusion of an undertaking holding a monopoly position 
on the market can, as such, lead to the conclusion that the measure distorts competition or confers an advant­
age upon an undertaking. According to the Icelandic authorities, the Government was fully authorised to use 
multiple award criteria, and moreover the criteria were legitimate and pursued important objectives aimed at 
enhancing competition and ensuring good services to the general public.

(42) Finally, the Icelandic authorities submit that, in the event that the Authority does consider the measure to con­
stitute State aid, such aid could be considered to be compatible with Article 61(3) of the EEA Agreement, by 
reference to the objectives of the measure, including the objective of increasing public broadband access in 
assisted areas. In this regard, the Icelandic authorities also invite the Authority to assess whether such aid 
should be considered to constitute the financing of services of general economic interest (SGEI), as referred to 
in Chapter 2.2.2 of the Authority's Broadband Guidelines (4).

(1) E-mail  of  the  Ministry  for  Foreign  Affairs  to  the  EFTA  Surveillance  Authority  of  16  November  2012.  Reference  is  also  made  to 
paragraph 42 of the Authority's Decision No 410/12/COL, for further clarification on the ownership of the three fibres.

(2) Written observations of the Icelandic Government of 2 July 2013 in Case E-1/13 Míla ehf. v EFTA Surveillance Authority, p. 7.
(3) The maintenance service ensures the function of the fibre at all times, i.e. all monitoring and testing, repairs and technical support. Two 

of the fibres are now in use for NATO operations in Iceland. Major repairs of the cable are not included in the maintenance agreement. 
The relevant proportion (3/8) of such costs has been claimed from NATO on a case-by-case basis when they have occurred.

(4) The  reference  is  to  the  Authority's  broadband  guidelines  in  force  at  the  time  when  the  complaint  was  submitted.  By  Decision 
No 73/13/COL of 20 February 2013, the Authority adopted new broadband guidelines, available at: http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/
legal-framework/state-aid-guidelines/ [not yet published in the OJ].
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5. The Authority's Decision No 410/12/COL

(43) On 21 November 2012 the Authority adopted Decision No 410/12/COL concluding that the measure did not 
involve State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. The Authority considered that the 
lease for the use and operation of the optical fibre did not involve State aid, as the lease contract was estab­
lished by means of the use of an open tender capable of establishing market terms and therefore did not confer 
an economic advantage on Vodafone.

(44) In that respect, the Authority firstly concluded that the bidding procedure was open and unconditional. Fur­
thermore, the Authority took into account that the Icelandic authorities did not bear any cost involved in the 
installation of the cables and that NATO had not requested the Icelandic authorities to bear any cost on the 
basis of its ‘host-nation, user-nation’ role. Accordingly, the terms of the tender regarding minimum costs to be 
covered were considered to be designed to ensure that as a minimum, the rental charge to be paid by successful 
bidders would cover the State's own cost and therefore not involve a drain on state resources. Moreover, the 
Authority considered that the cost to the Icelandic State of releasing one fibre for commercial use was below 
the minimum price specified in the invitation to tender and below the rental charge in the contract with Voda­
fone. The Authority also pointed out that the contract includes a priority clause authorising the lessor to take 
over the fibre at any time if it considers it to be necessary under the terms of the Icelandic authorities' commit­
ments to NATO. Due to the above-mentioned reasons the Authority considered that there had not been any 
sacrifice of state resources.

(45) Secondly, the Authority noted that five valid bids were received from four independent parties, all meeting the 
general and technical qualification requirements as set by Ríkiskaup, and that there was no evidence to suggest 
that the contestants did not actively compete for the project. The Authority considered that Míla was not for­
mally excluded from participating in the tender procedure and noted that Míla had not made use of the oppor­
tunity available to it to submit a bid. Furthermore, the Authority pointed out that in order for Míla to submit 
a successful bid, it was not necessary for the company to achieve the highest points under the award criteria. 
Based on the project's description, the intention was to lease out two of the three fibres to two unrelated par­
ties. It would thus have been sufficient for Míla to achieve the second highest points. In any event, if Míla had 
submitted a successful bid, there would nevertheless have been a new entrant to the market which was domina­
ted by Míla. Accordingly, the Authority did not find any grounds to doubt that the outcome of the bidding 
procedure was to be considered as representing the market price for the lease of the optical fibre.

6. EFTA Court Judgment in Case E-1/13

(46) On 27 January 2014, the EFTA Court annulled the Authority's Decision No 410/12/COL. The Court concluded 
that the Authority should have opened a formal investigation procedure, as the Authority had at its disposal 
information and evidence at the time which should, objectively, have raised doubts or serious difficulties regard­
ing whether the lease agreement conferred an economic advantage on Vodafone (1).

(47) The Court considered that the Authority should have had doubts as to whether the price agreed as a result of 
the tender was a reflection of a true market price for the lease of such an asset. In particular, the Court held 
that the award criteria in the tender did not reflect what a private investor would consider relevant when ten­
dering out a lease and that it was apparent that the Authority had not assessed all circumstances and conse­
quences for the applicability of a market economy investor test. The award criteria other than price appeared to 
reflect public policy or regulatory considerations, which a private investor would not consider to be relevant, 
and the tender procedure did not use price or leasing charge as a sole or main award criterion. The EFTA Court 
furthermore considered that the Authority had not assessed the likelihood of NATO using its priority rights to 
make use of the fibre and the probability that NATO would use its right of reversal.

(48) On the basis of, inter alia, the above, the Court concluded that there existed consistent and objective evidence 
that the Authority had not examined in a complete and sufficient manner whether the lease contract constitu­
ted State aid and, if so, whether the aid was compatible with the EEA Agreement.

II. ASSESSMENT

1. The presence of State aid

1.1. Introduction

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

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

(1) Paragraph 101 in EFTA Court Judgment in Case E-1/13 Míla ehf. v EFTA Surveillance Authority, 27.1.2014 [not yet reported].
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(50) This implies that a measure constitutes State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement if 
the following conditions are cumulatively fulfilled: the measure (i) is granted by the State or through state 
resources; (ii) favours certain undertakings or the production of certain goods; (iii) is liable to distort competi­
tion and has an impact on trade between Contracting Parties (1).

(51) Prior to assessing whether the contract for the lease of the optical fibres constitutes State aid, the Authority will 
address the complainant's submission that the debt relief of Teymi, the previous parent company of Vodafone, 
in relation to its financial restructuring in 2009, amounted to State aid.

(52) The Icelandic authorities have provided information that the agreement of Teymi on composition with its cred­
itors was concluded following a formal procedure provided for in the Act on Bankruptcy, etc. No 21/1991. 
Under those legal provisions, composition with creditors is sought and concluded under court protection, aim­
ing, inter alia, to ensure equal and non-discriminatory treatment of the claims of creditors covered by the agree­
ment. The Authority has received no information to indicate that the conduct of Landsbankinn, as the creditor 
of Teymi, differed from that of other creditors or that the measures at issue were imputable to the State. On 
this basis, and given that the Authority has received no further information to substantiate the 
complainant's claim in this regard, the Authority cannot see that this allegation has any bearing on the assess­
ment in the present case regarding the leasing by the State of a NATO optical fibre to Vodafone. Moreover, it 
should be noted that in the judgment in Case E-1/13 this issue was not addressed by the Court, and nor was it 
raised by the applicant.

(53) It needs to be established in the present case whether the Icelandic State, when leasing out the optical telecom­
munications fibres under its control, had accepted a price which was a reflection of the market price for such 
a leasing arrangement. In particular, it needs to be determined whether the Icelandic State acted only in 
a manner comparable to that of a private market operator seeking to maximise its income, or whether it at the 
same time also made its decision on the basis of considerations reflecting its regulatory function.

(54) As to the regulatory issues that need to be examined, it should be borne in mind that the electronic communi­
cations sector, being of strategic importance for European growth and innovation in all economic sectors and 
having recently been liberalised, is faced with unique competition problems and remains subject to sectoral 
regulation. In those circumstances, it is commonly observed that EEA States, when disposing of assets or 
awarding licenses to special rights, seek to maximise the value of such assets while at the same time, where the 
sector continues to display monopolistic or oligopolistic features, also endeavour to promote competition and, 
in particular, seek to address incumbency advantages and dismantle entry barriers to markets.

(55) In the case of the granting of access to scarce public resources in the form of radio frequencies (i.e. by way of 
auction of mobile telecom licenses), a field not unrelated to the case at hand, it can be recalled for the purpose 
of analogy that national authorities have simultaneously performed the roles of telecommunications regulators 
and managers of the public assets that constitute the wireless airwaves. Nevertheless, the General Court has 
confirmed the Commission's conclusion that provided certain conditions are met, granting such licenses free of 
charge or at a standard price to all operators does not involve State aid (2).

(56) However, the Icelandic authorities have consistently reasoned in the present case that they acted in line with the 
conduct of a market economy investor or vendor, and that the tender procedure secured a market price for the 
lease. Accordingly, it needs to be examined further whether that was indeed the case.

(57) In the following chapters, the Authority will assess whether the contract between the Icelandic Defence Agency 
and Vodafone for the lease by the latter of an optical fibre previously operated on behalf of NATO involves 
State aid within the meaning of Article 61 of the EEA Agreement.

1.2. State resources

(58) According to Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, a measure must be granted by the state or through state 
resources in order to constitute aid. In the present case, the complainant and the Icelandic authorities have 
expressed different views regarding the ownership of the optical fibres at issue. While the complainant consid­
ers them to be publicly owned, the Icelandic authorities have underlined that the property rights of the fibres 
lie with NATO, although the Government of Iceland has a wide-ranging right of use and other exploitation 
rights, according to arrangements made with NATO and the Government of the United States of America. 
According to the Icelandic authorities, the Icelandic Government is authorised to lease out the fibres and use 
the proceeds for their maintenance and other running costs (3).

(1) According  to  settled  case-law,  classification  as  aid  requires  that  all  the  conditions  set  out  in  the  provision  should  be  fulfilled,  see 
Case C-142/87 Belgium v Commission (‘Tubemeuse’) [1990] ECR I-959.

(2) In its judgment in case T-475/04, Bouygues SA and Bouygues Télécom SA v Commission [2007] ECR II-2097, the General Court upheld the 
Commission's decisions to reject a complaint alleging that State aid was involved in the granting of a mobile license, stating in paragraph 
110, that: ‘although the right to use the wireless space granted to the operators has an economic value, the amount payable as a fee can constitute 
State aid only if, all other things being equal, there is a difference between the price paid by each of the operators concerned […]. On the other hand, 
if the national authorities decide as a general principle that licenses will be awarded free of charge, or awarded by means of public auctions or awarded 
at a standard price, there is no aid element, provided these terms are applied to all the operators concerned without distinction.’.

(3) See Article 16 of the Icelandic Defence Act No 34/2008.
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(59) The precise origin of the resources is, however, not crucial provided that, before being directly or indirectly 
transferred to the beneficiaries, they were under public control and at the disposal of the national authorities (1), 
even if they might not have been the property of the public authority (2). Given that the important factor is not 
the origin of the resources but the degree of control of the public authority, the presence of state resources 
cannot be ruled out. Even if the optical fibres are not permanently held by the State, the fact that they remain 
under public control and thus at the disposal of the competent national authorities can be considered sufficient 
for them to be categorised as state resources.

(60) The Authority's preliminary view is therefore that the lease of the optical fibre involves the transfer of state 
resources within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. Should the Icelandic authorities hold 
a different view, they are invited to comment.

(61) The Authority must nevertheless address the fact that the Icelandic authorities have confirmed that the State 
does not have the exclusive ownership of the three fibres and as long as the Defence Agreement between 
Iceland and the US is in force, the three fibres are the property of NATO. NATO therefore has priority rights as 
regards the use of the fibres. The Authority takes the preliminary view that these ownership and potential usage 
restrictions could affect the rental charge that can be obtained for the fibres. However, the Authority has at this 
point in time received no assessment from the Icelandic authorities of the likelihood of NATO using its priority 
rights to make use of the fibres, nor the probability that NATO would use its right of revocation. In that 
respect the Authority requests the Icelandic authorities to submit their views and further information on the 
likelihood of such a scenario and the possible impact on the rental market price.

1.3. Advantage

1.3.1. G en e ra l

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

(63) The alleged beneficiary of the measure is Vodafone Iceland (5). The company is active on the electronic commu­
nications market, providing fixed telephony, mobile and data transmission services in Iceland. Accordingly, any 
aid involved in the leasing by the State of the NATO optical fibre would be conferred upon an undertaking.

(64) An advantage, within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, is any economic benefit which an 
undertaking would not have obtained under normal market conditions (6), thus placing it in a more favourable 
position than its competitors (7). For it to constitute aid, the measure must confer on Vodafone advantages that 
relieve it of charges that would normally be borne from its budget. If the transaction was carried out under 
favourable terms, in the sense that Vodafone was paying a rental charge below market price, the company 
would be receiving an advantage within the meaning of the State aid rules. To examine this question closer the 
Authority must apply the ‘private vendor test’ (8) whereby the conduct of states or public authorities when selling 
or leasing assets is compared to that of private economic operators.

1.3.2. The  pr iv at e  v en d or  t es t

(65) To assess whether a public authority has acted like a private economic operator, the European Courts have 
developed the ‘market economy investor principle’ (9), which in essence provides that State aid is granted when­
ever a state makes funds available to an undertaking which, in the normal course of events, would not be 
provided by a private investor applying ordinary commercial criteria and disregarding other considerations of

(1) See, for example, Case C-206/06 Essent Netwerk Noord [2008] ECR I-5497, paragraph 70; Case C-83/98 France v Ladbroke Racing and 
Commission [2000] ECR I-3271, paragraph 50.

(2) Case T-358/94 Air France v Commission [1996] ECR II-2109, paragraphs 65-67.
(3) Case C-41/90 Höfner and Elser v Macroton [1991] ECR I-1979, paragraphs 21-23 and Case E-5/07 Private Barnehagers Landsforbund v EFTA 

Surveillance Authority [2008] Ct. Rep. 61, paragraph 78.
(4) Case C-222/04 Ministero dell'Economica e delle Finanze v Cassa di Risparmio di Firenze SpA [2006] ECR I-289, paragraph 108.
(5) While the complaint also refers to Fjarski ehf. as a beneficiary, the Icelandic authorities have confirmed that no contract was made with 

this company as it had withdrawn its offer. It is therefore clear that no aid has been granted to Fjarski ehf.
(6) Joined Cases C-314/12 P, C-215/12 P and C-223/12 P Land Burgenland and Others v Commission [2013] ECR I-682.
(7) See for instance case C-124/10 P Commission v EDF [not yet published], paragraph 90; case C-387/92 Banco Exterior de España [1994] 

ECR I-877, paragraph 14, and case C-6/97 Italy v Commission [1997] ECR I-2981 paragraph 16.
(8) For the application of the ‘private vendor test’,  see Joined Cases C-314/12 P, C-215/12 P and C-223/12 P Land Burgenland and Others 

v Commission cited above.
(9) See, for instance, T-2/96 and T-97/96 Neue Maxhütte Stahlwerke and Lech-Stahlwerke v Commission [1999] ECR II-17, paragraph 104 and 

Joined  Cases  T-228/99  and  T-233/99  Westdeutsche  Landesbank  Girozentrale  and  Land  Nordrhein-Westfalen  v  Commission  [2003] 
ECR II-435.
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a social, political or philanthropic nature (1). A closely related concept is the private vendor test, the purpose of 
which is to assess whether a sale or leasing of assets carried out by a public body involves State aid, by examin­
ing whether a private vendor, under normal market conditions, could have obtained the same or a better price. 
In both cases the public authority must disregard public policy objectives and instead focus on the single objec­
tive of obtaining a market rate of return or profit on its investments and a market price for the sale or leasing 
of assets (2).

(66) The European Commission and the European Union Courts have come to regard an open, transparent and 
unconditional bidding procedure as an appropriate means to ensure that the sale or leasing by national authori­
ties of assets is consistent with the private vendor test and that a fair market value has been paid for the goods 
and services in question. This is also reflected in the Authority's guidelines on State aid elements in sales of 
land and buildings by public authorities (3) as well as in its decision-making practice. However, this does not 
automatically mean that the absence of an orderly bidding procedure justifies a presumption of State aid. 
Indeed, public procurement law and State aid law exist in parallel and there is no reason that the violation of, 
for example, a public procurement rule should automatically mean that State aid rules have been infringed (4).

(67) Compliance with market conditions, and whether the rental charge corresponds to market price, can be estab­
lished through certain proxies. In the case at hand, the organisation of an open, transparent, non-discrimina­
tory and unconditional tender procedure could be seen as such a proxy. However, as stated in the Land Burgen­
land case and cited in paragraph 97 of the EFTA Court Judgment in Case E-1/13, ‘where a public authority 
proceeds to sell an undertaking belonging to it by way of an open, transparent and unconditional tender proce­
dure, it can be presumed that the market price corresponds to the highest offer, provided that it is established, 
first, that the offer is binding and credible and, secondly, that the consideration of economic factors other than 
the price is not justified.’ (5). In the Authority's view, the same principle applies in the case of leasing of assets. 
A private operator leasing his assets would normally try to obtain the best offer with an emphasis on price, 
and, for example, not consider elements that would relate to the intended use of such assets, unless they might 
affect the value of the assets after the lease period. Therefore, assuming that the said pre-conditions are met, it 
can be presumed that the market price is the highest price which a private operator acting under normal com­
petitive conditions is ready to pay for the use of the assets in question (6).

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

1.3.3. The  t en d er  pr oce s s  an d  t he  a war d  cr i t er ia

(69) In light of the above considerations, the Authority must examine whether the tender procedure and the award 
criteria were adequate and well-suited to establish a market price. In order to verify this, the Authority must 
consider whether the State, when preparing the tender and establishing the award criteria, acted as a private 
operator, or whether public policy and regulatory considerations were more prevalent.

(70) According to the Icelandic authorities, the objectives of the tender process were to lower maintenance and 
operating costs of NATO's optical fibres, to encourage competition in data transmission on the domestic mar­
ket, and to increase public broadband access, in particular in rural areas in Iceland.

(71) In their view, these objectives would best be served through a call for tender for a lease of two of the three 
fibres. A call for tenders was considered to be the most feasible way to receive a favourable offer from the 
telecommunication companies and at the same time promote competition and improve information and com­
munication services for consumers.

(72) Ríkiskaup, on behalf of the Defence Department of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, invited tenders for the use 
and operation of two of the three optical fibres to be leased out to two unrelated parties, with the intention of 
negotiating a lease for the duration of 10 years.

(1) See  for  example,  the  Opinion  of  Advocate-General  Jacobs  in  Joined  Cases  C-278/92,  C-279/92  and  C-280/92  Kingdom  of  Spain 
v Commission [1994] ECR I-4103, paragraph 28. See also Case 40/85 Belgium v Commission (Boch) [1986] ECR 2321, at paragraph 13; 
Case C-301/87 France v Commission (Boussac) [1990] ECR I-307, paragraphs 39-40, and Case C-303/88 Italy v Commission (Lanerossi) 
[1991] ECR I-1433, paragraph 24.

(2) See Joined Cases C-314/12 P, C-215/12 P and C-223/12 P Land Burgenland and Others v Commission, cited above.
(3) Available on the Authority's website at: http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/legal-framework/state-aid-guidelines/.
(4) Case T-442/03 SIC v Commission [2008] ECR II-1161, paragraph 147. By analogy, see Case C-225/91 Matra v Commission [1993] ECR 

I-3203, paragraph 44.
(5) See Joined Cases C-214/12 P, C-215/12 P and C-223/12 P Land Burgenland v European Commission, cited above, paragraph 94.
(6) See for example Case C-390/98 Banks [2001] ECR I-6117, paragraph 77 and Case C-277/00 Germany v Commission [2004] ECR I-3925, 

paragraph 80.
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(73) The outcome of the tender procedure was that five offers were received from four independent undertakings, as 
summarised in Table 2, above. All four companies submitting bids were found to meet the requirements of 
technical capacity to perform the project as well as the general requirements set out in the tender for the per­
sonal and financial situation of the candidates for the project.

(74) The assessment of offers was based on certain criteria, taking into account the objectives of the project (1). On 
this basis, Fjarski ehf. obtained the highest score (92,18) and Vodafone the second highest (89,67), Hringiðan 
was in third place (88,60) and Gagnaveita Reykjavíkur in fourth place (59,34).

(75) According to the Icelandic authorities, the Government was fully authorised to use multiple award criteria. 
Moreover, in their view, the criteria were legitimate and pursued important objectives (2). These objectives could 
be achieved simultaneously without compromising the main objective: to obtain a market price for the lease-
out of the two fibres and in that way minimise the State's costs regarding those fibres.

(76) The Icelandic authorities have underlined the special monopolistic conditions in the relevant market, where 
Míla was the only operator at the time of the invitation to tender. They submit that the tender process would, 
in the way it was construed, make infrastructure competition possible in the leased-lines market in areas where 
there was no competition at the time. This would in turn lead to more competition in downstream markets 
such as the market for high-speed broadband connection. The project would accordingly benefit the implemen­
tation of government policies regarding electronic communication services and information society.

(77) The introduction of an award criterion of the kind applied in this case, where ‘stimulation of competition’ was 
given most weight (40 percentage points) while price was only accorded 15 out of 100 points, was clearly 
designed to enhance competition in a monopolistic market. From the State's point of view, the achievement of 
that objective can be valuable in its own right, as it may imply savings on future expenditure on public policies 
aimed to promote public access to high-speed telecommunications in remote areas.

(78) Míla was not formally excluded from participating in the tender procedure but it did not make use of the 
opportunity available to it to submit a bid. In this regard, Míla has stated that it did not have a motive to 
submit a bid, as it already had sufficient capacity on its own fibres.

(79) On the other hand, according to the complainant (Míla), the Icelandic Government sacrificed significant reve­
nue by, in its view, both effectively excluding Míla from the tender process and by setting out a low minimum 
price for the rent of the fibres in the invitation to tender. Furthermore, according to the complainant, the Ice­
landic authorities: ‘should have been aware that there were only two “real” potential bidders for the fibres, and 
they would, knowing that themselves, only bid the minimum or an amount around that figure.’.

(80) There are therefore conflicting views in the case at hand. The Icelandic authorities maintain that normal public 
procurement rules were followed, that the invitation to tender was well-publicised and that participation was 
open to all parties meeting the general, financial and technical requirements. They submit that the criteria for 
selecting bids were applied to all potential bidders in the same way. In this way, equal treatment and fair com­
petition was ensured. The complainant, on the other hand, maintains that the method of selection laid down in 
the tender was flawed and that the price or leasing charge criterion was accorded an insignificant weight 
(15 %). Therefore, according to the complainant, it cannot be ruled out that bids with higher rental prices could 
have been received, or that other bidders would have participated in the tender, had the award criteria been 
designed in a different manner.

(81) The EFTA Court in Case E-1/13 held that the award criteria other than price appeared to reflect public policy 
or regulatory considerations, which a private investor would not consider to be relevant, as the tender proce­
dure in question did not use price or leasing charge as a sole or main award criterion.

(82) According to the information provided by the Icelandic authorities, Míla was, at the time of the invitation to 
tender, the only operator in the relevant market. Accordingly, the points awarded for stimulation of competition 
were not available to that operator. They were, on the other hand, automatically awarded to other potential 
operators. The preliminary view of the Authority is therefore that the criterion on stimulation of competition 
favoured the entry of new market players, and that at the same time, it was to the disadvantage of the incum­
bent operator.

(83) The private vendor test sets the principle that as a main rule the market price corresponds to the highest price 
which a private operator acting under normal competitive conditions is ready to pay. However, this principle is 
not without exception. The possible exceptions relate, firstly, to instances where it can be established that the 
offer in question is not binding or credible, or not comparable to a lower offer. Secondly, as stated in the Land 
Burgenland case, paragraph 94, the presumption is subject to the reservation that ‘the consideration of

(1) See Table 1 above.
(2) See paragraph (70).
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economic factors other than the price is not justified.’ An example of such an exception can be found in Case 
T-244/08, Konsum Nord v Commission, where the General Court annulled a decision of the Commission in 
which it had found that a municipality in Sweden had granted incompatible aid to a supermarket chain by 
selling it a piece of land at a price below the price offered by its competitor (1). This case-law is admittedly not 
directly applicable to the case at hand, given that Míla did not submit a bid. As has been explained above, the 
background to the award criteria in the present case, in particular the disputed criterion on promotion of com­
petition, was the monopolistic feature of the relevant market, which was dominated by the incumbent provider, 
Míla. However, the Authority questions in the present case whether there are particular factors or special cir­
cumstances other than price that could render it justifiable with respect to the concept of State aid to include 
award criteria that are to the disadvantage of certain potential bidders and might entail a risk that higher offers 
are not received. Should the Icelandic authorities hold a different view, they are invited to comment.

(84) The Authority observes that when establishing a market price, the tender procedure must give rise to a suffi­
cient level of competition to be qualified as a competitive tender process. As can be seen in Table 2, five bids 
were received from four independent undertakings, but the rental prices offered by the contestants were similar 
(ISK 19 150 000-24 006 900 per year). Nevertheless, the two bids that were accepted (from Fjarski and 
Vodafone) did not include the highest price offered, and Vodafone scored the second highest points with its bid 
despite offering the lowest price. This gives an indication of Vodafone's performance with respect to the other 
selection criteria that were not explicitly price-related. It would therefore appear that the criteria established by 
the Icelandic authorities also reflected public policy or regulatory considerations. At present the Authority 
accordingly has doubts as to whether the award criteria were sufficiently well-suited to obtain the market price 
for the lease of the fibres. In particular, the evaluation of bids appears to have been partly based on criteria 
which a similarly situated private operator may not have considered relevant when tendering out the lease for 
such facilities.

(85) Bearing in mind the above, the Authority has doubts regarding the tender procedure, especially how the award 
criteria were determined and applied. Accordingly, the Authority is not at this stage convinced that the tender 
procedure, with the disputed selection criteria, provided a reliable proxy for establishing a market price. There­
fore, the Authority has doubts as to whether the Icelandic authorities acted as a private vendor would have 
done when establishing a tender to award a contract for the lease of the fibres.

(86) In view of the above, the Authority has doubts whether the contract between the Icelandic Defence Agency and 
Vodafone for the lease by the latter of an optical fibre was concluded on market terms and cannot exclude that 
an advantage may have been granted in favour of Vodafone. Accordingly, the Icelandic authorities are requested 
to comment on these issues and submit the relevant evidence.

(87) If the Icelandic authorities take the view that the selection criteria other than price appear to reflect public 
policy and regulatory considerations and ‘… do not appear to be criteria that a similarly situated private opera­
tor would consider relevant when tendering out a lease’ (2), they are requested to submit an independent expert 
evaluation of the market price of the rental charge that is consistent with the State aid provisions of the EEA 
Agreement (3).

1.4. Selectivity

(88) In order for a measure to involve State aid it must be selective, in that it favours ‘certain undertakings or the 
production of certain goods’. The contested contract is made between the Icelandic Defence Agency and Vodafone 
(Og fjarskipti). Thus, Vodafone is the only potential beneficiary. Other telecommunication companies have not 
concluded similar contracts with the Icelandic State. Accordingly, the alleged advantage under assessment in this 
Decision would be a selective advantage, as it only concerns one particular undertaking.

(89) It is therefore the Authority's preliminary view that it cannot be excluded that a selective economic advantage 
was granted to Vodafone.

(1) Judgment of the General Court in Case T-244/08, Konsum Nord ekonomisk förening v European Commission (not yet reported). In January 
2008, the Commission found in Decision No 2008/366/EC that the transaction in which Konsum Jämtland,  a  supermarket  chain, 
bought a piece of land for a new supermarket from the municipality of Jämtland in the village of Åre, constituted unlawful State aid 
contrary to Article 107(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. The municipality of Jämtland sold the property to 
Konsum Jämtland in October 2005, for an amount of SEK 2 million, despite the fact that a competitor of Konsum Jämtland, Lidl, had 
offered to pay SEK 6,6 million for the property. The Decision was appealed and in December 2011 the General Court issued a judgment 
in which it found that the Decision should be annulled. The General Court stated that the Commission made an error of assessment 
when it found that the higher bid from Lidl was comparable with the price ultimately paid for the property. It thus found that the price 
paid in the actual transaction should be given preference, considering that it established a market value and that it was incorrect that the 
market value should be established based solely on the higher bid without considering the particular circumstances invoked by the 
Swedish authorities.

(2) Paragraph 99 in the EFTA Court's judgment in Case E-1/13.
(3) See the Authority's State aid Guidelines on State aid elements in sales of land and buildings by public Authorities,  available on the 

Authority's website at: http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/legal-framework/state-aid-guidelines/
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1.5. Distortion of competition and effect on trade between Contracting Parties

(90) In order to qualify as State aid within the meaning of its Article 61(1), the measure must be liable to distort 
competition and affect trade between the Contracting Parties to the EEA Agreement. According to settled case-
law, the mere fact that a measure strengthens the position of an undertaking compared with other undertakings 
competing in intra-EEA trade is considered to be sufficient in order to conclude that the measure is likely to 
distort competition and affect trade between the Contracting Parties (1).

(91) In the present case, the parties disagree on the question of distortion of competition. The complainant takes the 
view that as a result of the tender procedure followed by the Icelandic authorities, and the rental charge agreed 
with Vodafone below the level of ‘full costs’ as known by the complainant as an owner and operator of parallel 
fibres, competition in the relevant market was distorted. The Icelandic State, on the other hand, considers that 
a measure ensuring the entry of a new market participant to a market with only one player cannot by defini­
tion involve a distortion of competition, as there was no existing competition on the relevant market before the 
tender. Competition in the relevant market has therefore not changed for the worse as a result of the tender. On 
the contrary, according to the Icelandic authorities, competition has been promoted.

(92) The Authority is not obliged to establish the real effects of the aid on the market, but is only required to show 
that the aid is liable to distort competition and affect trade, indeed ‘where State financial aid strengthens the 
position of an undertaking as compared with other undertakings competing in intra-Community trade, the 
latter must be regarded as affected by the aid’ (2), irrespective of whether or not it was in a dominant market 
position. Public support is liable to distort competition even if it does not help the recipient undertaking to 
expand and gain market shares. It is sufficient that the aid allows it to maintain a stronger competitive position 
than it would have had if the aid had not been provided.

(93) Finally, according to established case-law, there is no threshold or percentage below which it may be considered 
that trade between Contracting Parties is not affected. The relatively small amount of aid or the relatively small 
size of the undertaking which receives it does thus not as such exclude the possibility that trade between Con­
tracting Parties might be affected (3). The fact that Vodafone Iceland is relatively small on the EEA telecommuni­
cation market therefore does not rule out a distortion of competition, or the threat thereof. As previously 
noted, the Authority has doubts whether the tender procedure in this case could be considered to provide 
a reliable proxy for establishing that the lease was in line with market conditions and that a market price was 
paid for the lease of the fibre. Moreover, Vodafone would operate its broadband network infrastructure in 
a market which can be entered directly or through financial evolvement by participants from other EEA States.

(94) The Authority therefore has doubts as to whether it can be excluded that the measure is liable to distort com­
petition and affect trade within the EEA. The Icelandic authorities are invited to comment and submit relevant 
evidence on these points.

1.6. Conclusion on the presence of State aid

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

2. Procedural requirements

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

(97) The Icelandic authorities did not notify to the Authority the lease of the optical fibre to Vodafone. Moreover, 
the Icelandic authorities have, by concluding an agreement with Vodafone for the lease of the fibre, put the 
measure into effect before the Authority has adopted a final decision. The Authority therefore concludes that 
the Icelandic authorities have not respected their obligations pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3. 
The granting of any aid involved might therefore be unlawful.

3. Assessment of compatibility

(98) Support measures caught by Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement are generally incompatible with the function­
ing of the EEA Agreement, unless they qualify for a derogation under Article 61(2) or (3) or Article 59(2) of 
the EEA Agreement.

(1) Case E-6/98 Norway v EFTA Surveillance Authority [1999] Ct. Rep. 76, paragraph 59; Case 730/79 Philip Morris v Commission [1980] ECR 
2671, paragraph 11, where it is stated that ‘When State financial aid strengthens the position of an undertaking compared with other undertakings 
competing in intra-Community trade the latter must be regarded as affected by that aid’.

(2) Case T-288/07 Friulia Venezia Giulia [2001] ECR II-1619, paragraph 41.
(3) See Case T-55/99 CETL [2000] ECR II-3207, paragraph 89 and Case C-280/00 Altmark Trans [2003] ECR I-7747, paragraph 81.
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(99) The derogation in Article 61(2) of the EEA Agreement is not applicable to the aid in question, which is not 
designed to achieve any of the aims listed in this provision.

(100) On the basis of Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement ‘aid to facilitate the development of certain economic 
activities or of certain economic areas’ may be considered to be compatible with the functioning of the EEA 
Agreement, where such aid does not affect trading conditions and competition in the EEA to the extent that is 
considered to be contrary to the common interest.

(101) However, the Icelandic authorities have not at this stage put forward sufficient arguments demonstrating that 
the potential State aid involved could be considered compatible with Article 61(3) of the EEA Agreement. The 
Icelandic authorities have referred to the objective of the measure to increase public broadband access in assis­
ted areas, but have provided no further evidence to justify such arguments. Nevertheless, for the purpose of 
analogy, the Authority can recall the principles of compatibility in the current Broadband guidelines (1). Para­
graph 74 of the guidelines sets out the necessary conditions that must be fulfilled in order to demonstrate the 
proportionality of the measure in question. These include, in paragraph 74(c), the use of a competitive selection 
process and, in paragraph 74(d), the selection of the most economically advantageous offer. Provided all rele­
vant conditions are met, the measure may be found to be compatible with the functioning of the EEA 
Agreement.

(102) The Icelandic authorities have also submitted that if the Authority were to view the lease of the fibres to consti­
tute State aid, then it would qualify as a compensation for a service of general economic interest under 
Article 59(2) of the EEA Agreement. However, based on the information at hand the Authority cannot at this 
stage conclude on the compatibility of the measure on this basis. The Authority therefore invites the Icelandic 
authorities to provide further information in that regard.

(103) Consequently, following its preliminary assessment, the Authority has doubts at this stage as to whether the 
lease of the optical fibres is compatible with the EEA Agreement under Article 61(3)(c) thereof. The Authority 
therefore invites the Icelandic authorities to provide arguments and evidence to demonstrate that the lease 
could be considered to be compatible with Article 61 of the EEA Agreement.

4. Opening of the formal investigation procedure

(104) Based on the information submitted by the complainant and the Icelandic authorities, the Authority, after car­
rying out the preliminary assessment, cannot exclude the possibility that the measure under assessment consti­
tutes State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. Furthermore, for the reasons set out 
above, the Authority has doubts as regards the compatibility of the potential State aid with the functioning of 
the EEA Agreement.

(105) Consequently, and in accordance Article 4(4) of Part II of Protocol 3, the Authority is obliged to initiate the 
formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3.

(106) The decision to open a formal investigation procedure is without prejudice to the final decision of the Author­
ity, which may conclude that the measure in question is compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agree­
ment, or that it does not constitute State aid.

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

(108) The Authority requests the Icelandic authorities to provide, within one month of receipt of this decision, all 
documents, information and data needed for assessment of the compatibility with the EEA Agreement of the 
lease of the optical fibre to Vodafone.

(109) The opening of the procedure will also enable interested third parties to comment on the questions raised and 
on the impact of the project on relevant markets.

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

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

(112) Attention is drawn to the fact that the Authority will inform interested parties by publishing this Decision and 
a meaningful summary of it in the Official Journal of the European Union. It will also inform interested parties, by 
publication of a notice in the EEA Supplement to the Official Journal of the European Union. All interested parties 
will be invited to submit their comments within one month of the date of such publication,

(1) See the Authority's State aid Guidelines, the Application of State aid rules in relation to rapid deployment of broadband networks, avail­
able on the Authority's website at: http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/legal-framework/state-aid-guidelines/
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HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The contract concluded on 1 February 2010 by the Icelandic Defence Agency with Og fjarskipti (Vodafone Iceland) for 
the lease by the latter of an optical fibre previously operated on behalf of NATO may involve State aid within the mean­
ing of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

Article 2

The formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I and Article 4(4) of Part II of Protocol 3 is 
opened into the aid referred to in Article 1 of this Decision.

Article 3

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

Article 4

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

Article 5

This Decision is addressed to Iceland.

Article 6

Only the English language version of this Decision is authentic.

Decision made in Brussels, on 16 July 2014.

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority

Oda Helen SLETNES

President

Helga JÓNSDÓTTIR

College Member
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V

(Avis)

PROCÉDURES ADMINISTRATIVES

OFFICE EUROPÉEN DE SÉLECTION DU PERSONNEL (EPSO)

AVIS DE CONCOURS GÉNÉRAUX

(2014/C 366/06)

L’Office européen de sélection du personnel (EPSO) organise les concours généraux suivants:

EPSO/AD/288/14 — JURISTES-LINGUISTES (AD 7) DE LANGUE FINNOISE (FI)

EPSO/AD/289/14 — JURISTES-LINGUISTES (AD 7) DE LANGUE FRANÇAISE (FR)

EPSO/AD/290/14 — JURISTES-LINGUISTES (AD 7) DE LANGUE PORTUGAISE (PT)

EPSO/AD/291/14 — JURISTES-LINGUISTES (AD 7) DE LANGUE ROUMAINE (RO)

EPSO/AD/292/14 — JURISTES-LINGUISTES (AD 7) DE LANGUE SLOVAQUE (SK)

L’avis de concours est publié en 24 langues au Journal officiel C 366 A du 16 octobre 2014.

Des informations complémentaires se trouvent sur le site de l’EPSO: http://blogs.ec.europa.eu/eu-careers.info/
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PROCÉDURES RELATIVES À LA MISE EN ŒUVRE DE LA POLITIQUE DE 
CONCURRENCE

COMMISSION EUROPÉENNE

Notification préalable d’une concentration

(Affaire M.7342 — Alcoa/Firth Rixson)

(Texte présentant de l'intérêt pour l'EEE)

(2014/C 366/07)

1. Le 8 octobre 2014, la Commission européenne a reçu notification, conformément à l’article 4 du règlement (CE) 
no 139/2004 du Conseil (1), d’un projet de concentration par lequel l’entreprise Alcoa Inc. («Alcoa», États-Unis) acquiert, 
au sens de l’article 3, paragraphe 1, point b), du règlement sur les concentrations, le contrôle de l’ensemble de l’entre­
prise Firth Rixson (Royaume-Uni) par achat d’actions. La même concentration avait déjà été notifiée à la Commission le 
11 septembre 2014, mais avait été retirée le 8 octobre 2014.

2. Les activités des entreprises considérées sont les suivantes:

— Alcoa: ingénierie et fabrication de produits en métaux légers, notamment en aluminium, en titane, en nickel et en 
cobalt, destinés à des applications dans les secteurs de l’aérospatiale, de l’automobile, de la production d’électricité, 
etc.,

— Firth Rixson: fabrication de produits manufacturés, notamment des métaux spéciaux, des bagues laminées sans sou­
dure ou soudées à l’arc, des disques, des pièces forgées en matrice fermée ou ouverte et des pièces forgées extrudées 
destinées à des applications dans les secteurs de l’aérospatiale, de la production d’électricité, du pétrole et du gaz, etc.

3. Après examen préliminaire et sans préjudice de sa décision définitive sur ce point, la Commission européenne 
estime que l’opération notifiée pourrait entrer dans le champ d’application du règlement sur les concentrations.

4. La Commission européenne invite les tiers intéressés à lui présenter leurs observations éventuelles sur ce projet de 
concentration.

Ces observations devront lui parvenir au plus tard dans un délai de dix jours à compter de la date de la présente publication. 
Elles peuvent être envoyées par télécopieur (+32  22964301), par courrier électronique à COMP-MERGER-
REGISTRY@ec.europa.eu ou par courrier postal, sous la référence M.7342 — Alcoa/Firth Rixson, à l’adresse suivante:

Commission européenne
Direction générale de la concurrence
Greffe des concentrations
1049 Bruxelles
BELGIQUE

(1) JO L 24 du 29.1.2004, p. 1 (le «règlement sur les concentrations»).
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