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1\
(Obavijesti)
OBAVIJESTI INSTITUCIJA, TIJELA, UREDA I AGENCIJA EUROPSKE UNIJE
Tecajna lista eura ()
5. veljace 2020.
(2020/C 40/01)
1 euro =
Valuta Tecaj Valuta Tecaj
UsD americki dolar 1,1023 | CAD  kanadski dolar 1,4644
JPY japanski jen 120,94 HKD  hongkonski dolar 8,5572
DKK danska kruna 74728 NZD  novozelandski dolar 1,7006
GBP funta sterlinga 084444 | SGD singapurski dolar 1,5202
SEK ¢vedska kruna 10,5450 KRW  juznokorejski von 1302,97
o ) ZAR  juznoafricki rand 16,2246

CHF $vicarski franak 1,0717

CNY  kineski renminbi-juan 7,6858
ISK islandska kruna 138,10

HRK  hrvatska kuna 7,4568
NOK norveska kruna 10,1173

IDR indonezijska rupija 15036,47
BGN bugarski lev 1,9558

MYR  malezijski ringit 4,5382
CZK ¢eska kruna 25,055 S

PHP filipinski pezo 55,961
HUF madarska forinta 335,76 RUB  ruski rubali 69.0320
PLN poljski zlot 42491 | THR  tajlandski baht 34,133
RON rumunjski novi leu 4,7734 BRL brazilski real 46614
TRY turska lira 65975 | MXN  meksicki pezo 20,4923
AUD australski dolar 1,6299 INR indijska rupija 78,4330

() Izvor: referentna tecajna lista koju objavljuje ESB.
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OBAVIJESTI U VEZI S EUROPSKIM GOSPODARSKIM PROSTOROM

NADZORNO TIJELO EFTA-E

Odluka br. 085/19/COL od 4. prosinca 2019. o pokretanju sluZbenog istraznog postupka o
potencijalnoj drzavnoj potpori dodijeljenoj grupaciji Remiks za usluge rukovanja otpadom (predmet
84370)

Poziv na podnosenje primjedaba na temelju ¢lanka 1. stavka 2. dijela I. Protokola 3. uz Sporazum
medu drzavama EFTA-e o osnivanju Nadzornog tijela i Suda u vezi s pitanjima drZavnih potpora

(2020/C 40/02)

Odlukom na koju se prethodno upuluje i koja se u nastavku ovog sazetka navodi na izvornom jeziku Nadzorno tijelo
EFTA-e obavijestilo je norveska tijela o svojoj odluci da u vezi s prethodno navedenom mjerom pokrene postupak na
temelju ¢lanka 1. stavka 2. dijela L. Protokola 3. uz Sporazum medu drzavama EFTA-e o osnivanju Nadzornog tijela i Suda.

Nadzorno tijelo EFTA-e
Registar

Rue Belliard 35/Belliardstraat 35
1040 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIE
registry@eftasurv.int

Norveska tijela bit ¢e obavijeStena o tim primjedbama. Zainteresirana strana koja podnosi primjedbe moze u pisanom
obliku, navodedi razloge zahtjeva, zatraZiti da se njezin identitet ne objavi.

Sazetak
Postupak
(1) Tijelo je 16. kolovoza 2016. primilo prituzbu trgovinske organizacije ,Norsk Industri”.
(2) Kao odgovor na poslane zahtjeve norveska tijela dostavila su Tijelu informacije 5. listopada 2016.,

28. veljate 2017. 20. ozujka 2017., 22. kolovoza 2017., 31. listopada 2017. 20. studenoga 2017. i
5. ozujka 2018.

Opis mjera

(3) Navodni su korisnici potpore drustva Remiks Miljgpark AS, Remiks Neering AS i Remiks Produksjon AS.

(4) Op¢ina Tromsg ima 99,99 % udjela u drustvu Remiks Miljgpark AS. Remiks Miljgpark AS stopostotni je vlasnik
drustva Remiks Neering AS i Remiks Produksjon AS.

(5) Osim toga, Remiks Miljgpark AS stopostotni je vlasnik drustva Remiks Huholdning AS. Medutim to poduzele
obavlja usluge iskljucivo za opéinu Tromse i ne posluje na trzistu. Nabava drustva Remiks Husholdning AS moze
se pripisati opéini.

(6) Od pocetka 2010. do 1. veljace 2017. opéina Tromsg nabavljala je od drustva Remiks Naring AS usluge
skupljanja otpada za vlastiti industrijski otpad.
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(7) Na temelju svoje neizravne kontrole opéina Tromse angazirala je pocetkom 2010. drustvo Remiks Husholdning
AS za skupljanje komunalnog otpada u opéini Tromse i taj angaZman jo§ traje. Od 1. velja¢e opéina Tromse
angazirala je drustvo Remiks Husholdning AS i za skupljanje vlastitog industrijskog otpada opéine Tromse.
Remiks Husholdning AS te usluge obavlja u ime opéine na temelju vlastitog troska, §to znaci da prima naknadu
na temelju punog troska, ne ukljucujuéi dobit. Remiks Husholdning AS obavlja skupljanje otpada, ali nabavlja
potrebne usluge obrade otpada od sestrinskog drustva Remiks Produksjon AS.

(8) U 2010. i 2012. pri osnivanju grupacije Remiks opéina Tromsg prenijela je kapital, dug, pokretnu imovinu i
nekretnine na mati¢no drustvo Remiks Miljopark AS.

9) Odluka se odnosi na tri mjere: i. usluge skupljanja otpada koje op¢ina Tromse nabavlja od drustva Remiks Nering
AS, ii. usluge obrade otpada koje Remiks Husholdning AS nabavlja od drustva Remiks Produksjon AS i iii.
transakcije opéine Tromsg prema grupaciji Remiks u 2010. i 2012.

Ocjena mjera

(10)  Za mjere pod brojem i. i ii. Tijelo dvoji jesu li op¢ina Tromse i drustvo Remiks Husholdning AS platili trzisnu
cijenu za nabavljene usluge. Za mjeru pod brojem iii. Tijelo dvoji jesu li transakcije opéine Tromsg s grupacijom
Remiks Group obavljene prema trzi$nim uvjetima, u skladu s nacelom subjekta u trzisSnom gospodarstvu.

(11)  Ako su navedene mjere drZavna potpora, nije izvrSena obveza iz ¢lanka 1. stavka 3. dijela 1. Protokola 3. uz
Sporazum medu drzavama EFTA-e o osnivanju Nadzornog tijela i Suda da se mjera potpore prije primjene prijavi
Tijelu. Stoga bi drzavna potpora bila nezakonita.

(12)  Norveska tijela nisu dostavila argumente u prilog tvrdnji da se mjere, ako ¢ine drzavnu potporu, mogu smatrati
spojivima s funkcioniranjem Sporazuma o EGP-u. Stoga Tijelo ima dvojbe u pogledu spojivosti svih triju mjera.

Decision No 085/19/COL of 4 December 2019 to open a formal investigation into potential state aid granted to
the Remiks Group related to waste handling services

1. Summary

(1) The EFTA Surveillance Authority (the ,Authority”) wishes to inform Norway that, having assessed a complaint
relating to (i) Tromsg municipality’s purchase of waste collection services from Remiks Neering AS, (ii) Remiks
Husholdning AS’ purchase of waste treatment services from Remiks Produksjon AS, and (iii) transactions from
Tromse municipality to the Remiks Group in 2010 and 2012 (the ,measures”), the Authority has doubts as to
whether the measures constitute state aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, and as to
the compatibility of the measures with the EEA Agreement. Therefore, the Authority is required to open a formal
investigation procedure (!).

(2) The complainant has also submitted a separate complaint about alleged violations of the public procurement rules.
This decision, however, concerns the state aid complaint only, and remains without prejudice to the ongoing
investigation concerning public procurement handled by the Authority’s Internal Market Affairs Directorate (?).

(3) The Authority has based its decision on the following considerations.
2. Procedure
(4) By letter dated 16 August 2016, Norsk Industri, the Federation of Norwegian Industries, (the ,complainant”)

lodged a complaint against the measures (*).

(") Reference is made to Article 4(4) of Part II of Protocol 3 to the Agreement between the EFTA States on the Establishment of a
Surveillance Authority and a Court of Justice.

() Case No 78085.

() Document No 814858.
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(5) The Norwegian authorities submitted comments to the complaint on 5 October 2016 (*). The Authority requested
further information from the Norwegian authorities on 18 January 2017 (), which was provided by letters dated
28 February (%) and 20 March 2017 ().

(6) The Authority provided the complainant with a preliminary view on the complaint by letter dated 24 May
2017 (). The Authority received further information from the complainant on 22 June 2017 (), and from the
Norwegian Authorities on 22 August 2017 (*9).

(7) By letter dated 31 August 2017, the Authority requested further information from the Norwegian authorities ('!).
By letters dated 31 October and 20 November 2017, the Norwegian authorities replied to the information
request ('3).

(8) By letter dated 16 January 2018, the Authority requested further information from the Norwegian authorities (*’),
and the Norwegian authorities provided information by letter dated 5 March 2018 (*4).

9) The complainant sent additional information by emails of 14 December 2016; 15 September and 13 November
2017; and 12 January, 31 January and 22 May 2018 (¥).

3. Background
3.1 Historical development

(10)  In Norway, waste handling services are regulated by the Pollution Control Act (*%). The Act makes a distinction
between household waste, which is all waste from the municipalities’ households, and industrial waste, which is
the waste from public and private enterprises.

(11)  Up until 2009, Tromse municipality organised its waste management services in-house through municipal units
and enterprises. In 2009, the municipal council decided to organise the municipality’s waste management in a
group of limited liability companies (7). This was done to put an ,arm’s length” between the municipality and the
activities exposed to competition (**).

(12)  In June 2009, the municipal council converted the municipal enterprise Tromse Miljepark KF (), which had
previously performed waste management services for Tromsg municipality, into Remiks Miljopark AS (%). In
December 2009, three subsidiaries were established under Remiks Miljgpark AS (*'): Remiks Husholdning AS
(,Remiks Husholdning”), Remiks Nearing AS (,Remiks Nering”) and Remiks Produksjon AS (,Remiks
Produksjon”). Collectively the companies are referred to as the ,Remiks Group”.

) Document No 821154.
) Document No 840687.
) Document No 844198.
’) Document No 848555.
) Document No 854974.
) Document No 862433.
% Document No 870978.
) Document No 870978.
) Documents No 880582 and 884931.
) Document No 882703.
) Document No 901145.
) Documents No 831575, 873959, 882172, 896066, 895954 and 914528.
) Forurensningsloven, LOV-1981-03-13-6.
) Attachments 2, 3 and 4b to letter dated 3.5.18, Documents No 901215, 901211 and 901203; Tromse municipality’s letter dated 31.
listopada 2017., Document No 880582, and Attachment 7 to the letter, Document No 880592.
(**) Preparatory papers from Tromse municipality’s administration to the municipality council, Attachment 2 to letter dated 5.3.18,
Document No 901215.
(") A municipal enterprise (in Norwegian: kommunalt foretak, shortened KF) is an administrative branch of the central municipality, and
not a separate legal entity. Municipal enterprises are regulated by the Local Government Act chapter 11.
(*) Tromse municipality’s letter, dated 31. listopada 2017., Document No 880582, and Attachments 6 and 7 to the letter, Documents No
880590 and 880592.
(") Letter from Tromse municipality, dated 5. oZujka 2018., Document No 901145, and Attachment 4 to the letter, Document No
901219, and Tromse municipality’s letter dated 31. listopada 2017., Document No 880582 and Attachment 7 to the letter,
Document No 880592.
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3.2

(13)

(14)

3.3

(15)

(16)

Transactions involving the Remiks Group in 2010 and 2012

On 23 June 2010, Tromse municipal council made the formal decision to transfer the capital and liabilities that
were left in the municipal enterprises Tromsg Miljgpark KF and Remiks Tromsg KF to Remiks Miljgpark AS (*3).
The transactions involved movables, capital, liabilities, and real estate, including the waste handling facility
Remiks Miljgpark (the same name as the parent company) where the Remiks Group companies have their
business. The assets were converted into share capital in Remiks Miljgpark AS (¥).

In 2012, Tromse municipal council decided to transfer real estate and a loan to Remiks Miljgpark AS, in addition
to adjusting the value of the real estate transferred in 2010 (*). In both the preparatory paper (*) and the
decision (*), Tromse municipality specified a requirement for a 9 % return on the investment.

The current company structure

Per November 2019, the Remiks Group is organised as follows (¥):

— Remiks Miljgpark AS is the parent company in the Remiks Group. It is owned 99,99 % by Tromse
municipality and 0,01 % by Karlsey municipality (). It provides services and rents out property to its
subsidiaries.

— Remiks Husholdning is owned 100 % by Remiks Miljgpark AS. Until 2017, it only collected household waste
for Tromse municipality. As of 1 February 2017, it also collectes Tromsg municipality’s own industrial waste.

— Remiks Nering is owned 100 % by Remiks Miljgpark AS. Remiks Nearing specialises in the collection of
industrial waste, and offers such services on the market. Until 1 February 2017, it had an agreement with
Tromse municipality for the collection of Tromse municipality’s own industrial waste.

— Remiks Produksjon is owned 100 % by Remiks Miljopark AS. It provides waste treatment services on the
market, primarily to its sister companies.

Below is an illustration of the Remiks Group’s structure:

REMIKS
Miljgpark AS

REMIKS REMIKS REMIKS
Husholdning AS Produksjon AS Neering AS

Household waste

The Norwegian Pollution Control Act, section 27a, first paragraph, defines household waste as waste from private
households, including large objects such as furniture, etc.

Attachment 8a to Tromsg municipality’s letter dated 5. ozujka 2018., Document No 901189. The transfers were decided on in 2010,
but backdated to the establishment of Remiks Miljgpark AS in 2009.

Attachments 4, 4c and 8a to Tromse municipality’s letter dated 5. ozujka 2018., Documents No 901219, 901205 and 901189.
Letter from Tromse municipality, dated 5. ozujka 2018., Document No 901145, and attachments 8, 8b, 8c, 8d and 9 to the letter,
Documents No 901183, 901181, 901177,901179 and 901175.

In Norwegian: saksfremlegg.

Attachment 9 to the letter from Tromse municipality, dated 5. ozujka 2018., Document No 901175.

Based on information obtained at www.purehelp.no 21. studenoga 2019..

The 0,01 % ownership by Karlsey municipality seems to be related to intentions that Tromsg and Karlsey would cooperate on waste
handling, but this seems not to have materialised. See letter from Tromsg municipality, dated 5. ozujka 2018., Document No 901145.
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(19)

3.5

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

Under the Pollution Control Act, sections 29 and 30, the municipalities are obliged to collect and have facilities to
treat household waste (*). The costs associated with the waste management are to be covered by a fee, levied on the
inhabitants (*%). The municipal waste fee are to be calculated based on a self-cost principle; covering the total costs
of collecting and handling the waste on behalf of the municipality, without generating a profit for the municipality,
in accordance with the Waste Regulation, chapter 15 (*!).

When Tromse municipality reorganised its waste handling services and established the Remiks Group in 2010, by
way of its control in Remiks Husholdning it instructed Remiks Husholdning to collect the household waste on
behalf of the municipality, based on the self-cost principle. Remiks Husholdning collects and sorts the waste.
However, it purchases the waste treatment services, consisting of incineration, depositing and recycling, from its
sister company Remiks Produksjon.

Industrial waste

The Norwegian Pollution Control Act, section 27a, second paragraph, defines industrial waste as waste from public
and private enterprises and institutions.

The Norwegian Pollution Control Act does not oblige the municipalities to organise the collection or handling of
industrial waste. Any operator can therefore offer these services on the market. However, all producers of
industrial waste are obliged to ensure the proper disposal and handling of their waste. Tromsg municipality,
as a producer of industrial waste, is therefore obliged to ensure the proper collection and treatment of its own
industrial waste, produced by the different municipal units (kindergartens, hospitals, nursing homes, municipal
offices, etc.) (*%).

Before 2010, Tromse municipality ensured the collection of its own industrial waste through a municipal
enterprise (*). When Tromsg municipality reorganised its waste handling services and established the Remiks
Group, Remiks Nering took over the collection of the municipality’s own industrial waste (*¥). Therefore, the
agreements for the services were not tendered out or renegotiated. From 2010, Remiks Nering merely continued
to provide the same services to the municipality as the municipal enterprise had done before the reorganisation.
The only thing that changed was the invoicing system, from internal and centralised to external and decentralised.
This meant that each municipal unit (municipal offices, kindergarten, etc.) paid for the service from their budget,
and Remiks Neering treated them as individual customers (**).

Because of this continuation of the collection services, Remiks Neering and Tromse municipality never entered into
a formal contract for the waste collection services (*°). The Norwegian authorities have described the arrangement
as an unwritten framework agreement where each municipal unit decided its need for waste collection, and was
invoiced separately (*'). The Authority will refer to the arrangement between Tromse municipality and Remiks
Nering, regarding the collection of industrial waste, simply as an agreement.

In 2016, Tromse municipality decided to terminate the agreement with Remiks Nering, and concluded a new
framework agreement with Remiks Husholdning for the collection of the municipality’s industrial waste, starting
1 February 2017. The agreement was awarded directly, and based on a self-cost principle, meaning that the
compensation covers the full costs, but no profits (*).

Remiks Husholdning foresaw a total price for the services in 2017 of approximately NOK 8,2 million. This was
NOK 3,2 million less than the combined total price all the individual municipal units paid to Remiks Nering in
2016 (¥).

This means that any private operator needs an explicit permission from the municipality, in order to provide the service.

The Pollution Control Act, section 34. The fees can be secured through a statutory charge pursuant to the Mortgage Act (panteloven,
LOV-1980-02-08-2).

The Waste Regulation (avsfallsforskriften, FOR-2004-06-01-930), chapter 15.

The Pollution Control Act, section 32, first paragraph.

Letter from Tromse municipality, dated 5. ozujka 2018., Document No 901145.

Letter from Tromse municipality, dated 5. ozujka 2018., Document No 901145.

Letter from Tromse municipality, dated 5. oZujka 2018., Document No 901145.

Letter from Tromse municipality, dated 5. ozujka 2018., Document No 901145.

Letter from Tromse municipality, dated 5. oZujka 2018., Document No 901145, and letter of 31. listopada 2017., Document No
880582.

Letter from Tromsg municipality, dated 5. ozujka 2018., Document No 901145, and attachment 16 to the letter, Document No
901161.

This is based on calculations conducted by the complainant in letter from the complainant dated 22.6.17, Document No 862433.
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4. Measures covered by the complaint
(26)  The complainant has complained about three separate measures:

(27)  First, alleged overpayment under the agreement between Tromseg municipality and Remiks Neering for collection
of industrial waste for the period running from 2010 until 1 February 2017.

(28)  Second, alleged overpayment in relation to Remiks Husholdning’s purchase of waste treatment services from its
sister company Remiks Produksjon. This agreement has been in force since the establishment of Remiks
Husholdning in 2010 and is ongoing.

(29)  Third, certain transactions from Tromse municipality to the Remiks Group in 2010 and 2012, which allegedly
were not conducted on market terms.

5. Presence of state aid
5.1 Introduction

(30)  Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement stipulates that:

,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.”

(31)  The qualification of a measure as aid within the meaning of this provision therefore requires the following
cumulative conditions to be met: (i) the measure must be granted by the State or through state resources; (ii) it
must confer an advantage on an undertaking; (iii) favour certain undertakings (selectivity); and (iv) threaten
to distort competition and affect trade.

5.2 Presence of state resources
5.2.1  Introduction

(32)  For the measure to constitute aid, it must be granted by the State or through state resources. State resources include
all resources of the public sector, including resources of intra-state entities (decentralised, federated, regional or
other) (*).

(33)  The transfer of state resources may take many forms, such as direct grants, loans, guarantees, direct investment in
the capital of companies and benefits in kind. A positive transfer of funds does not have to occur; waiving revenue
that would otherwise have been paid to the state constitutes a transfer of state resources (*!).

5.2.2  Tromse municipality’s purchase of industrial waste collection services

(34)  The remuneration Tromse municipality paid to Remiks Neaering for the collection of industrial waste came from
the budget of Tromse municipality, as does the remuneration which Remiks Husholdning is currently receiving
for the same services. The remuneration therefore constitutes state resources.

5.2.3  Remiks Husholdning’s purchase of waste treatment services from Remiks Produksjon

(35)  The notion of state aid as expressed in Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement is to be interpreted widely, therefore it
covers not only aid granted directly via the state budget but also compulsory contributions imposed by state
legislation. Measures financed through parafiscal charges or compulsory contributions imposed by the State and
managed and apportioned in accordance with the provisions of public rules imply a transfer of state resources,
even if not administered by the public authorities (*).

(*) See the Authority’s Guidelines on the notion of state aid (,NoA”) (O] L 342, 21.12.2017, p. 35), and EEA Supplement No 82, 21.
prosinca 2017, p. 1, para. 48.

(*) NoA, para. 51.

(*) See NoA, para. 58; Decision No 306/09/COL of 8. srpnja 2009. on the Norwegian Broadcasting Corporation, section 1.2.1, and
judgment in Italy v Commission, 173(73, EU:C:1974:71, para. 16.
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(36)  Remiks Husholdning is financed through the waste fee, which is fixed in accordance with the principles laid down
in section 34 of the Pollution Control Act and chapter 15 of the Waste Regulation. The fee is collected by the
municipality and disbursed via the municipal budget (¥). Thus, the public authorities determine both the size and
use of the fee. Further, its legal basis and the way it is collected indicates that it is under the permanent control of
public authorities. The fee must therefore be considered to constitute state resources. This Assessment is in line
with the Authority’s conclusion in its decision on the financing of municipal waste collectors in Norway in
2013 (+).

(37)  Further, it must be considered whether Remiks Husholdning’s purchase of waste treatment services from Remiks
Produksjon is imputable to Tromsg municipality. That is, whether Tromsg municipality must be regarded as
having been involved in the adoption of the measures (*).

(38)  Remiks Husholdning is indirectly owned by Tromse municipality and subject to public law, such as the public
procurement rules (*). The purchase of waste treatment services from Remiks Produksjon is conducted under the
control and instruction of Tromse municipality, in accordance with the Pollution Control Act. Furthermore, as
Remiks Husholdning has been granted an exclusive right to collect the household waste by Tromse municipality
it is not subject to competition on the market, but rather operating under a monopoly (¥).

(39)  Based on this, Remiks Husholdning’s purchase of waste treatment services from Remiks Produksjon appears
imputable to Tromsg municipality, so as to constitute state resources for the purposes of Article 61(1) EEA.

5.2.4  The transactions involving the Remiks Group in 2010 and 2012

(40)  If public authorities or public undertakings provide goods or services at a price below market rates, or invest in an
undertaking in a manner that is inconsistent with the market economy operator (,MEO”) principle, this implies
foregoing state resources (as well as the granting of an advantage) (*).

(41)  Therefore, if the transactions from Tromsg municipality to the Remiks Group in 2010 and 2012 were not
conducted on market terms, state resources within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA might have been
involved.

5.3 Undertaking

(42)  Only advantages granted to ,undertakings” are subject to state aid law. The concept of an undertaking covers any
entity that engages in an economic activity regardless of its status and the way it is financed. Hence, the public or
private status of an entity, or the fact a company is partly or wholly publicly owned, has no bearing on whether or
not the entity is an ,undertaking” (**).

(43)  Anactivity is economic in nature where it consists in offering goods and services on a market (*). The assessment
of the activity must be based on the factual evidence, and the question is whether there is a market for the services
concerned (*Y). In this regard, it is relevant to consider whether the entities receive compensation for the services, at
what level, and whether they face competition from other undertakings (*2).

(44)  Remiks Neering has, since its establishment in 2010, been providing services for collection of industrial waste for
remuneration in competition with other undertakings. Based on this, Remiks Nering appears to engage in
economic activity so as to constitute an undertaking.

(45)  Remiks Produksjon offers waste treatment services. The services are offered on the market for remuneration and in
competition with other providers. Remiks Produksjon thus appears to engage in economic activity so as to
constitute an undertaking.

(¥) The fifth paragraph of section 34 of the Pollution Control Act.

(*) Decision No 91/13/COL of 27. veljace 2013., on the financing of municipal waste collectors, para. 26.

(*) Judgment in France v Commission, C-482/99, EU:C:2002:294, para. 52.

(“) Letter from Tromsg municipality, dated 5. oZujka 2018., Document No 901145.

(*) Letter from Tromse municipality, dated 5. oZujka 2018., Document No 901145. See also NoA, para. 43.

(*) NoA, para. 52.

(*) Judgment in Congregacién de Escuelas Pias Provincia Betania, C-74/16, EU:C:2017:496, para. 42.

(%) NoA, section 2.1.

(") Judgment in Havenbedrijf Antwerpen and Maatschappij van de Brugse Zeehaven v Commission, T-696/17, EU:T:2019:652, para. 56.
(*) Case E-29/15 Sorpa [2016] EFTA Ct. Rep. 825, paras 51-64.
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(46)  Inrelation to the transfers from Tromse municipality to the Remiks Group in 2010 and 2012, the Group must be
considered to form one economic unit (**). An entity which, owning controlling shareholdings in a company,
actually exercises that control by involving itself directly or indirectly in the management thereof must be
regarded as taking part in the economic activity carried on by the controlled undertaking (*4).

(47)  The subsidiaries in the Remiks Group are fully owned by Remiks Miljgpark AS, and the Authority does not have
any indications that Remiks Miljgpark AS is not involved in the management of its fully owned subsidiaries. The
Authority has preliminarily concluded that both Remiks Neering and Remiks Produksjon undertake economic
activity (see immediately above). With this, it is also the Authority’s preliminary conclusion that the Remiks
Group, as one economic unit, constitutes an undertaking for the purposes of the application of state aid rules,
in so far as it is engaged in the economic activities of Remiks Naering and Remiks Produksjon (*%).

5.4 Advantage
5.4.1 Introduction

(48)  The qualification of a measure as state aid requires that it confers an advantage on the recipient. An advantage,
within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, is any economic benefit that an undertaking could not
have obtained under normal market conditions (*%).

(49)  The measure constitutes an advantage not only if it confers positive economic benefits, but also in situations where
it mitigates charges normally borne by the budget of the undertaking. This covers all situations in which economic
operators are relieved of the inherent costs of their economic activities (7).

(50)  Economic transactions carried out by public bodies are considered not to confer an advantage on the counterpart
of the agreement, and therefore not to constitute aid, if they are carried out in line with normal market
conditions (**). This is assessed pursuant to the MEO principle (*). Therefore, when public authorities purchase
a service, it is generally sufficient, to exclude the presence of an advantage, that they pay market price.

(51)  Whether a transaction is in line with market conditions can be established on the basis of a generally accepted,
standard assessment methodology, relying on the available objective, verifiable and reliable data, which should be
sufficiently detailed and should reflect the economic situation at the time at which the transaction was decided,
taking into account the level of risk and future expectations (%').

5.4.2  Tromse municipality’s purchase of waste collection services from Remiks Neering
5.4.2.1 Introduction

(52)  According to the MEO principle, the decision to carry out a transaction must have been taken on the basis of
economic evaluations comparable to those which, in similar circumstances, a rational MEO (with characteristics
similar to those of the public body concerned) would have carried out to determine the profitability or economic
advantage of the transaction (*). When examining compliance with the principle it is only the information known
at the time of the decision which is relevant (%2).

(53)  The purchase of the services through a competitive tender is only one of several methods for ensuring that a
transaction does not confer an advantage within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. To establish
whether a transaction is in line with market conditions, that transaction can be assessed in the light of the terms on
which comparable transactions carried out by comparable private operators have taken place in comparable
situations (benchmarking) (**) or through a qualified financial assessment (*).

(54)  Below, the Authority examines the different lines of reasoning that the complainant has brought forward in
support of its assertion that Remiks Neering has been overcompensated.

) NoA, para. 11.

) Judgment in AceaElectrabel Produzione v Commission, C-480/09 P, EU:C:2010:787, para. 49.
) NoA, para. 11.

) NOA, para. 66.

) NoA, para. 68.

**) Judgment in SFEI and others, EU:C:1996:285, C-39/94, paras 60-62.
) NoA, para. 76.

) NoA, para. 101.

) NoA, para. 79.

) NoA, para. 78.

) NoA, paras 98-100.

) NoA, paras 101-105.
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5.4.2.2 Benchmarking

(55)  The complainant alleges that Tromse municipality has paid disproportionally more than Bode municipality for
similar waste collection services in the same period.

(56)  The complainant states that Tromsg municipality in 2016 paid to Remiks Nering five times what Bode
municipality paid to Retura Iris AS for collection of industrial waste. Both Tromse and Bode are municipalities in
the North of Norway, located by the coast, and with a road network interrupted by fjords. The complainant argues
that the two municipalities are comparable in size and population density. While there are 5 100 people working
in Tromsg municipality at 160 municipal locations, there are 3 100 people working in Bode municipality, at 100
locations. On that basis, the complainant argues that the price paid in Tromse should not exceed a price which is
proportionally higher (approximately 60—65 % higher) than that paid in Bode for similar services (%*).

(57)  The Norwegian authorities argue that the agreements in Tromse and Bodg are different in both size and nature,
and that the agreement with Bode municipality therefore cannot serve as an appropriate benchmark. The
municipality of Tromse has paid a fixed price for waste collection services, based on the size of the bins,
regardless of the actual weight. Thus, Remiks Nering carried the risk of the municipality disposing of more waste
than budgeted for. The fixed price also covered additional services such as picking up waste that had fallen outside
of the bins and additional bags placed next to the bins — in addition to educating the public, raising climate and
environmental awareness (*). The municipality of Bode had an agreement where it paid a price based on the
actual weight of waste collected, which means the municipality carried the risk of disposing of more waste than
budgeted for. Thus, the scope of and risk allocation under the two agreements are different.

(58)  Further, the Norwegian authorities argue that the difference in geography, the population density, and municipal
locations, including the number of municipal employees, justify different prices for the collection of industrial
waste in Tromsg and Bode.

(59)  Based on the above, it is the Authority’s preliminary conclusion that benchmarking against Bode municipality is
not an appropriate way to evaluate the market price for the waste collection services (/).

5.4.2.3 Negotiating a better price

(60)  The complainant argues that the municipality of Tromse is the largest purchaser of waste collection services in the
area concerned, and that it therefore should have been able to negotiate a better price (*).

(61)  An advantage, within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, is any economic benefit, which an
undertaking could not have obtained under normal market conditions (*). To establish whether a transaction
complies with market conditions, the transaction can be assessed in the light of the terms under which
comparable transactions carried out by a comparable private operator would have taken place in a comparable
situation (7).

(62)  The Norwegian authorities have provided documentation indicating that a number of private undertakings have
purchased comparable products at the same or a higher price than Tromsg municipality ("'). However, it is not
clear whether the list includes the majority of Remiks Neering’s other customers, or only a smaller selection. The
Authority invites the Norwegian authorities to provide further information on the proportion of other customers
that have purchased comparable products to a price equal to or higher that paid by Tromse municipality.

5.4.2.4 Increase in remuneration during the contract period

(63)  The complainant further points out that the total compensation paid to Remiks Neering for the relevant services
increased from NOK 7,7 million in 2010 to NOK 11,4 million in 2016, so almost 50 % over six years.

(**) The Complaint, dated 15. kolovoza 2016., Document No 814858, and Annexes IV-VII to the complaint, Documents No 818909-
818911.

(*) Letter from Remiks Group, dated 30. listopada 2017., Document No 880602.

(*’) See also the Authority’s letter dated 24. svibnja 2017., Document No 854974.

(*) Letter from the complainant, dated 15. prosinca 2016., Document No 831575.

(*) NoA, para. 66.

() NoA, para. 98.

(") Letter from Remiks Neering, dated 29. rujna 2016., Document No 821156.
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(64)  The Norwegian authorities have provided documentation showing that the number of inhabitants and municipal
employees has increased in the same period, and that the municipality has made several investments in new
municipal buildings and units, which has led to an increase in the production of waste. The increase
in remuneration to Remiks Nering is also mirrored in a corresponding increase in operating expenditure ().

(65)  The Authority, however, has doubts as to whether the information provided can explain a 50 % increase in price
over a period of six years. The Authority therefore invites the Norwegian authorities to provide further
information on the basis for the increases in the total remuneration paid.

5.4.2.5 Difference compared to the price budgeted by Remiks Husholdning for 2017

(66)  As of 1 February 2017, Tromse municipality terminated the agreement with Remiks Nering, and instructed
Remiks Husholdning to collect the municipal industrial waste on an in-house basis, at a price not exceeding the
costs (self-cost). Remiks Husholdning estimated budget for 2017 was NOK 8,2 million, which is NOK 3,2 million
less than the NOK 11,4 million that Remiks Neering received for the services in 2016.

(67)  The complainant argues that, provided the costs for the waste collection services were the same in 2016 and 2017,
Remiks Neering would have had a profit of NOK 3,2 million for the services it provided in 2016. This would entail
a margin on these services of 30 %, which is considerably higher than the market standard, which the complainant
estimates at 0-8 % ().

(68)  The Norwegian authorities argue that the services provided by Remiks Neering under the 2016 agreement and the
services provided by Remiks Husholdning under the 2017 agreement are materially different. Under the
agreement with Remiks Neering, Tromse municipality had a fixed price agreement whereby Remiks Nering
carried the risk of the municipality disposing of more waste than budgeted for ("#). Under the self-cost agreement
with Remiks Husholdning, Tromse municipality entered into an agreement based on the actual weight disposed,
which means that the municipality carries the risk of disposing of more waste than budgeted for. The Norwegian
authorities argue that the allocation of risk under the two agreements is thus not comparable, and justifies
different prices.

(69)  Further, the Norwegian authorities argue that Remiks Husholdning has been able to take advantage of synergies
and efficiency gains when coordinating the collection of industrial waste with the collection of household waste,
leading to lower overall costs. It is also argued that Remiks Husholdning is currently at its most efficient, and
therefore able to take full advantage of its resources. In the view of the Norwegian authorities, this justifies the
difference in price between the remuneration paid to Remiks Nering in 2016 and Remiks Husholdning’s budget
for 2017.

(70)  While the Norwegian authorities have provided explanations seeking to justify the difference in remuneration in
2016 and 2017, the Authority has not been provided with documentation underlying these explanations. The
Authority therefore invites the Norwegian authorities to provide documentation evidencing the efficiency gains
and synergies said to justify the difference.

5.4.2.6 Conclusion

(71)  Based on the above, the Norwegian authorities have not at present time provided sufficient evidence showing that
the price paid to Remiks Neering for collection of industrial waste, complies with the MEO principle.

(72)  Inlight of the above, and in particular in light of the absence of sufficient evidence supporting that the price paid
for the collection of industry waste in the period from 2010 to 1 February 2017 was determined in line with
normal market conditions, the Authority has formed the preliminary view that Remiks Nearing may have received
an advantage, within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

(" Letter from Tromse Municipality, dated 5. ozujka 2018., Document No 901145.
() Letter from the complainant, dated 13. studenoga 2017., Document No 882862.
(") Further explained in section 7.4.2.2.
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(76)

(79)

5.4.

(80)

(81)

(82)

.3 Remiks Husholdning’s purchase of waste treatment services from Remiks Produksjon

The Norwegian authorities argue that it is impossible for Remiks Husholdning to purchase waste treatment
services from any other undertaking than Remiks Produksjon. The reason being that for Remiks Husholdning to
purchase waste treatment services from such a third party, the waste that goes through Remiks Husholdning’s
optical sorting machine would have to be transported out of Remiks Miljgpark, through Remiks Produksjon’s
business area. Remiks Produksjon has not consented to allowing third parties to enter its business area, let alone
transport waste through it. This explains why Remiks Husholdning has been purchasing waste treatment services
from Remiks Produksjon without tendering out the services ().

The complainant intimates that the purchase of these services, without a tender, has led to Remiks Husholdning
paying a price above market price for waste treatment services.

The Norwegian authorities argue that the services Remiks Husholdning purchase from Remiks Produksjon are
provided on market terms and in accordance with the arm’s length principle in the Limited Liability Companies
Act, section 3-9 (7).

In determining an appropriate price for Remiks Husholdning’s purchase of waste treatment services from Remiks
Produksjon, the two parties looked at the price Remiks Neering paid to Remiks Produksjon for waste treatment
services. Remiks Husholdning and Remiks Neering considered that the services Remiks Husholdning purchased
were comparable in type and volume to those purchased by Remiks Nering, and that the costs for treating
household and industrial waste are similar.

The Authority is, however, not convinced that the prices paid by another company in the same group is an
appropriate benchmark for establishing market price.

In light of the above, and in particular in light of the absence of evidence supporting that the compensation paid to
Remiks Produksjon did not lead to overcompensation, the Authority has formed the preliminary view that Remiks
Produksjon may have received an advantage within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

The Authority invites the Norwegian authorities to provide documentation to substantiate that the compensation
paid to Remiks Produksjon in line with normal market conditions (7).

4 Transactions to the Remiks Group in 2010 and 2012

The complainant argues that Tromse municipality did not require a sufficient return on the transactions from
Tromsg municipality to the Remiks Group in 2010 and 2012.

With the establishment of the Remiks Group in 2010, Tromse municipality transferred (a) capital, (b) debt, (c)
movables and (d) real estate to the Remiks Group (’®). The assets were converted into share capital. The
preparatory paper drafted for the purpose of the transactions () underlined the importance of complying with
the MEO principle. However, it is not clear how the municipality actually ensured compliance with the principle.

In 2012, Tromse municipality transferred (a) real estate and (b) debt to Remiks Miljepark AS, in addition to (c)
adjusting the value of the real estate transferred in 2010 (*). The Tromse municipal board decided to require a 9
% return. The preparatory paper prepared for the purpose of the transactions underlined the need to determine an
appropriate level of return on the basis of the MEO principle. The preparatory paper included a discussion on
whether the fact that only 40 % of the Remiks Group’s activities are conducted in a competitive market, while
the remaining 60 % are activities for which the municipality cannot obtain a profit, is relevant for the MEO
principle, but does not seem to reach a conclusion on this point (*!). The preparatory paper found a 9 % return
appropriate (*), but did not set out the economic assessment explaining why.

Letter from Tromse municipality, dated 5.3.18, Document No 901145.

Lov om aksjeselskaper, LOV-1997-06-13-44.

NoA, para. 74.

Attachment 8a to letter dated 5. ozujka 2018., Document No 901189.

Attachments 4, 4a, 4b and 4c to the letter from Tromse municipality dated 5. oZujka 2018., Documents No 901219, 901213,
901203 and 901205.

Attachment 9 to letter dated 5. oZujka 2018., Document No 901175.

The same assessment is included in the preparatory paper in relation to the 2010 transfer, Attachment 4 to the letter from Tromse
municipality dated 5. oZzujka 2018., Document No 901219.

Attachments 8, 8b, 8¢, 8d to letter dated 5.3.18, Documents No 901183, 901181, 901177 and 901197.
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(83)  The complainant further argues that the 9 % level of return set in 2012 was determined based on only 40 % of the
Remiks Group’s turnover originating from the group’s commercial activities (Remiks Nearing and Remiks
Produksjon). According to the complainant, the division between commercial and non- commercial activity
shifted, and in 2016, 58 % of the turnover was linked to the commercial activities in Remiks Nering and Remiks
Produksjon (*%). Allegedly, as the conditions for setting the relevant rate of return changed, Tromsg municipality
should have adjusted the level of return (*4).

(84)  Whether a transaction complies with the MEO principle must be examined on an ex ante basis, having regard to the
information available at the time the transactions were decided. The relevant evidence is the information which
was available, and the developments which were foreseeable, at the time when the investment decision was
made ().

(85)  The question is therefore whether, based on the information available at the time, a rational market economy
operator (with characteristics similar to Tromsg municipality) would have carried out similar transactions.

(86)  Inrelation to the transactions referred to in paragraph (81) above, the Authority invites the Norwegian authorities
to provide further information on the transfers and how these comply with the MEO principle.

(87)  Inrelation to the transactions referred to in paragraph (82) above, the Authority invites the Norwegian authorities
to provide documentation for, and further elaborate on, the assessments forming the basis for an assessment of
compliance with the MEO principle, and the relevant level of return.

5.5 Selectivity

(88)  To be characterised as state aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, the measure must also
be selective in that it favours ,certain undertakings or the production of certain goods”. Not all measures which
favour economic operators fall under the notion of aid, only those which grant an advantage in a selective way to
certain undertakings, categories of undertakings or to certain economic sectors.

(89)  The purchase of services from Remiks Naering and Remiks Produksjon are specific transactions benefitting the two
undertakings respectively.

(90)  Similarly, the transfers to the Remiks Group are specific transactions benefitting the company group.
(91)  Accordingly, the alleged measures must be considered selective in the sense of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.
5.6 Effect on trade and distortion of competition

(92)  In order to constitute state aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, the measures must be
liable to distort competition and affect trade between EEA States.

(93)  Measures granted by the State are considered liable to distort competition when they are liable to improve the
position of the recipient compared to other undertakings with which it competes. A distortion of competition
within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement is generally found to exist when the State grants a
financial advantage to an undertaking in a liberalised sector where there is, or could be, competition (*).

(94)  Public support may be liable to distort competition even if it does not help the recipient undertaking to expand or
gain market share. It is enough that the aid allows it to maintain a stronger competitive position than it would have
had if the aid had not been provided (*).

(95)  To the extent that the relevant measures have not been carried out in line with normal market conditions, they
have conferred an advantage on the relevant undertakings which may have strengthened the undertakings’
position compared to other undertakings competing with them.

(**) Note that some of the revenues in Remiks Produksjon stem from treating household waste from Remiks Husholdning. The
complainant has not explained whether or how this affects the calculations.

(*) The complainant’s letter dated 22. svibnja 2018., Document No 914528.

(**) Judgment in Commission v EDF, C-124/10 P, EU:C:2012:318, paras 83-85 and 105; judgment in France v Commission, C-482/99, EU:
C:2002:294, paras 71-72.

(*) NoA, para. 187.

(*) NoA, para. 189.
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5.7

(100)

(101)

(102)

(103)

(104)

(105)

(106)

The measures must also be liable to affect trade between EEA States. Where state aid strengthens the position of an
undertaking compared with other undertakings competing in intra-EEA trade, this is assumed to have effect on
trade between EEA States (*%).

The Authority has previously found that public support to waste collection services in Norway is liable to distort
competition and affect trade between EEA States (*). Waste collection and treatment is increasingly an
international industry. In 2017, Norway exported 1,7 million tons of waste (*’). The practice of tendering out
waste services also means that undertakings from other EEA States can compete for waste handling contracts in
other municipalities (*!).

The competitive situation is also highlighted in one of the preparatory papers in relation to the establishment of
the Remiks Group in 2010. The paper notes an increasing number of undertakings competing on the markets for
collection and handling of industrial waste, and highlights that the competition includes both national companies
and companies with international owners (*2).

Thus the Authority cannot exclude that the measures are liable to distort competition and affect trade within the
EEA.

Conclusion

Based on the information provided by the Norwegian authorities and the complainant, the Authority cannot
exclude that the measures described above may entail state aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA
Agreement.

Procedural requirements

Pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Agreement between the EFTA States on the Establishment of a
Surveillance Authority and a Court of Justice (,Protocol 37): ,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.”

The Norwegian authorities did not notify the measures before putting them into effect. The Authority therefore
concludes that, if the measures constitute state aid, the Norwegian authorities will not have respected their
obligations pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3.

Compatibility of the aid measure

The Norwegian authorities have not provided any arguments substantiating why the measures, if they were to
constitute state aid, should be considered compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement. The Authority
has also not identified any clear grounds for compatibility.

Thus, if the measures constitute state aid, the Authority has doubts as to their compatibility with the functioning of
the EEA Agreement

Conclusion

As set out above, the Authority has doubts as to whether the measures constitute state aid within the meaning of
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, and as to their compatibility with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

Consequently, and in accordance Article 4(4) of Part II of Protocol 3, the Authority hereby opens the formal
investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3. The decision to open a formal
investigation procedure is without prejudice to the final decision of the Authority, which may conclude that
the measures do not constitute state aid, or are compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

(*) Judgment in Eventech, C-518/13, EU:C:2015:9, para. 66.

(**) Decision No 91/13/COL of 27. veljace 2013., on the financing of municipal waste collectors, para. 41.

(") Report from the Nordic Competition Authorities, Competition in the waste management sector, section 3.2.4:
https:/[konkurransetilsynet.no/wp-content/uploads/2018/08 [Nordic-Report-201 6-Waste-Management-Sector.pdf

(") Judgment in Altmark, C-280/00, EU:C:2003:415, paras 78-79.

(*) Preparatory paper 29. travnja 2009., attachment 2 to letter dated 5. ozujka 2018., Document 901215. The Authority’s office
translation.
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(107)  The Authority, acting under the procedure laid down in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3, invites the Norwegian
authorities to submit, by 6 January 2020, their comments and to provide all documents, information and data
needed for the assessment of the measures in light of the state aid rules.

(108)  The Norwegian authorities are requested to immediately forward a copy of this decision to the Remiks Group.

(109)  If this letter contains confidential information which should not be disclosed to third parties, please inform the
Authority by 13 December 2019, identifying the confidential elements and the reasons why the information is
considered to be confidential. In doing so, please consult the Authority’s Guidelines on Professional Secrecy in
State Aid Decisions (). If the Authority does not receive a reasoned request by that deadline, you will be deemed
to agree to the disclosure to third parties and to the publication of the full text of the letter on the Authority’s
website: http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/state-aid-register/.

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority

Bente ANGELL-HANSEN Frank J. BUCHEL Hogni KRIST]ANSSON Carsten ZATSCHLER
President College Member College Member Countersigning as Director,
Responsible College Member Legal and Executive Affairs

() OJL 154, 8.6.2006, p. 27 and EEA Supplement No 29, 8. lipnja 2006., p. 1.
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Odluka br. 86/19/COL od 5. prosinca 2019. o pokretanju sluzbenog istraznog postupka o navodnoj
drzavnoj potpori dodijeljenoj drustvu Gagnaveita Reykjavikur

Poziv na podnoSenje primjedaba na temelju ¢lanka 1. stavka 2. dijela I. Protokola 3. uz Sporazum
medu drzavama EFTA-e o osnivanju Nadzornog tijela i Suda u vezi s pitanjima drZavnih potpora

(2020/C 40/03)

Odlukom na koju se prethodno upuduje i koja se u nastavku ovog sazetka navodi na izvornom jeziku Nadzorno tijelo
EFTA-e obavijestilo je islandska tijela o svojoj odluci da u vezi s prethodno navedenom mjerom pokrene postupak na
temelju ¢lanka 1. stavka 2. dijela I. Protokola 3. uz Sporazum medu drzavama EFTA-e o osnivanju Nadzornog tijela i Suda.

Zainteresirane strane mogu podnijeti primjedbe o predmetnoj mjeri u roku od jednog mjeseca od dana njezine objave na
sljede¢u adresu:

Nadzorno tijelo EFTA-e
Registar

Rue Belliard 35/Belliardstraat 35
1040 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIE
registry@eftasurv.int

Islandska tijela bit ¢e obavijeStena o tim primjedbama. Zainteresirana strana koja podnosi primjedbe moZe u pisanom
obliku, navodeci razloge zahtjeva, zatraziti da se njezin identitet ne objavi.

Sazetak

Postupak

Tijelo je 26. listopada 2016. primilo prituzbu islandskog telekomunikacijskog poduzeca Siminn hf. u pogledu navodne
drzavne potpore koju je drustvo Orkuveita Reykjavikur (,OR”) dodijelilo svojem drustvu kéeri Gagnaveita Reykjavikur
(,GR"). Tijelo je primilo dodatne informacije i primjedbe podnositelja prituzbe u dopisima i porukama e-poste od
23. studenoga 2016., 16. sijecnja 2017, 28. ozujka 2017, 1. sije¢nja 2018, 20. travnja 2018,
21. rujna 2018., 26. oZujka 2019.1 13. rujna 2019.

Kao odgovor na poslane zahtjeve islandska tijela dostavila su Tijelu informacije u dopisima od 7. veljace 2017., 22. lipnja
2017., 25. svibnja 2018. i 4. lipnja 2019.

Opis mjera

Prituzba se odnosi na ulaganja OR-a u irokopojasne mreze od 1999., kada je osnovan prethodnik GR-a Lina.Net, do danas.
Medutim, ona se prije svega odnosi na razdoblje od 1. sije¢nja 2007. nadalje, nakon osnivanja GR-a, a posebno na navodnu
drzavnu potporu koju je OR dodijelio GR-u u razli¢itim oblicima, kao $to su dokapitalizacija i zajmovi suprotno trzi§nim
uvjetima.

OR je osnovan 1. sije¢nja 1999. kao javno poduzece odlukom gradskog vijeca Reykjavika o spajanju poslovanja poduzeca
za opskrbu elektri¢nom i toplinskom energijom u vlasnistvu grada. OR je u vlasnistvu triju islandskih opéina: i. Grad
Reykjavik (93,5 %), ii. op¢ina Akranes (5,5 %) i iii. op¢ina Borgarbyggd (1 %). Pet ¢lanova uprave OR-a imenuje gradsko
vije¢e Reykjavika, a jednog imenuje opéinsko vije¢e Akranesa.

GR je telekomunikacijsko poduzece osnovano 2007. GR je osnovan kao neovisan pravni subjekt kako bi se ispunili zahtjevi
islandske Uprave za postu i telekomunikacije (,PTA”) o razdvajanju trzi§nog i netrzi§nog poslovanja OR-a. GR je u cijelosti u
vlasniStvu OR-a. Svrha je GR-a, u skladu s njegovim statutom, upravljanje mreZom za telekomunikacije i prijenos podataka.

GR je registrirani operator (prijenos podataka i podatkovne usluge) u skladu sa Zakonom o elektronic¢kim komunikacijama
br. 81/2003 (,ZEK”). Clankom 36. ZEK-a osigurava se da se trzisno telekomunikacijsko poslovanje ne subvencionira
prihodom od poslovanja koje je zasti¢eno ekskluzivnim pravima ili na drugi nacin.
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U skladu s ¢lankom 36. ZEK-a PTA osigurava da se prihodima koji proizlaze iz netrZi$nih sektora ne subvencionira
poslovanje u trziSnom sektoru telekomunikacija. Stoga je PTA-u povjeren nadzor ulaganja OR-a na trziStu
telekomunikacija i poslovnih odnosa izmedu GR-a i OR-a. PTA istrage moZe pokrenuti na vlastitu inicijativu ili po prituzbi
zainteresiranih strana. GR je osim toga obvezan prijaviti odredene mjere PTA-u.

0d 2006. do 2019. PTA je donio devet sluzbenih odluka o financijskom razdvajanju OR-a i GR-a. Tijekom istraga PTA je
preispitivao poslovni plan GR-a, koji se godiSnje revidira, u skladu sa stvarnim financijskim podacima. Tijekom
preispitivanja PTA, primjerice, provjerava je li stopa povrata ulagatelja (OR) u skladu s trziStem komunikacija opéenito te
promatra strukturu kapitala i jesu li cijene izmedu OR-a i GR-a u skladu s trZi$nim uvjetima.

U tri slucaja PTA je utvrdio konkretno krsenje ¢lanka 36. ZEK-a. U dva od navedena tri slu¢aja PTA je naloZio povrat
prednosti ostvarenih mjerama, dok u tre¢emu nije naloZio povrat.

Islandska tijela tvrde da je u svim svojim odnosima s GR-om OR djelovao u skladu s nacelom subjekta u trzisnom
gospodarstvu i da GR-u nije dodijeljena potpora. U tom smislu islandska tijela isti¢u da je PTA ocijenio sve mjere na koje se
odnosi prituzba u pogledu financijskih odnosa izmedu OR-a i GR-a na temelju ¢lanka 36. ZEK-a. Prema misljenju
islandskih tijela provjera koju je primijenio PTA usporediva je s kriterijem koji primjenjuje Tijelo kako bi odredilo je li
mjera u skladu s trzi$nim uvjetima (tj. test subjekta u trzi$nom gospodarstvu). Islandska tijela napomenula su i da je Tijelo
u svojoj Odluci br. 300/11/COL od 5. listopada 2011. ve¢ odbacilo navode podnositelja prituzbe u pogledu ulaganja OR-a
u drustvo Lina.net.

Ocjena mjera

U svjetlu, medu ostalim, pravnog statusa OR-a, sporazuma o partnerstvu dru$tva i sastava uprave, Tijelo ne moze iskljuciti
mogucénost da se mjere mogu pripisati drzavi i da ukljucuju prijenos drzavnih resursa ako i u mjeri u kojoj osiguravaju
prednosti GR-u.

Osim toga, iako GR ne prodaje vlastite usluge putem svoje opticke mreZe, on nudi neutralan i otvoren pristup za sve
zainteresirane pruzatelje telekomunikacijskih usluga. Tijelo smatra da pruzanje pristupa mrezi po fiksnoj cijeni tre¢im
osobama koje su pruzatelji usluga predstavlja gospodarsku aktivnost, te se stoga ¢ini da GR djeluje kao poduzetnik u
smislu ¢lanka 61. stavka 1. Sporazuma o EGP-u.

S obzirom na dosadasnje odluke koje je PTA na temelju ¢lanka 36. ZEK-a donio o financiranju GR-a i na razinu nadzora pri
ocjenjivanju raznih mjera, preliminarno je misljenje Tijela da se provjerom koju primjenjuje PTA u skladu s ¢lankom 36.
opcenito osigurava uskladenost svih transakcija izmedu GR-a i OR-a ili drugih povezanih drustava s trzisnim uvjetima.
Pristup PTA-a moZda nije jednak ocjeni na temelju nacela subjekta u trzisnom gospodarstvu koju bi Tijelo provelo u
skladu s pravilima EGP-a o drzavnim potporama, ali se njime ipak osigurava isti ishod, tj. sprjecava sklapanje transakcija u
suprotnosti s trzisnim uvjetima. Stoga u ovoj fazi Tijelo preliminarno smatra da je ocjena koju je proveo PTA istovjetna
ocjeni Tijela na temelju nacela subjekta u trzisnom gospodarstvu.

Utvrdi li naknadno krienje ¢lanka 36. ZEK-a, tj. neuskladenost odredene transakcije s trzisnim uvjetima, PTA je ovlasten
naloziti subjektima da otklone potencijalnu prednost donosenjem relevantnih mjera. Medutim, da bi PTA mogao naloziti
povrat ostvarene prednosti, nespojiva mjera mora biti jasno definirana i nesporna, npr. odredeni novéani iznos, uvjet u
ugovoru o zajmu itd. Osim toga, kada je PTA naloZio povrat prednosti odobrenih GR-u, nije zatraZio da se njihov povrat
izvrsi s kamatama.

U tri slucaja PTA je utvrdio konkretno krienje ¢lanka 36. ZEK-a. U dva od navedena tri slucaja PTA je naloZio povrat
prednosti ostvarenih mjerama, dok u treemu nije naloZio povrat. Tijelo smatra da su mjerama koje je ocijenio PTA u tim
sluc¢ajevima GR-u dane prednosti koje ne bi zadobio u uobi¢ajenim trzi$nim uvjetima. Osim toga, povrat prednosti koje je
ostvario GR nije izvrSen u cijelosti.



C 40/18 Sluzbeni list Europske unije 6.2.2020.

Stoga je preliminarno misljenje Tijela da je GR ostvario prednost u smislu ¢lanka 61. stavka 1. Ugovora o EGP-u na sljedeci
nacin: i. time $to nije platio trzisnu kamatu na prednost koju je ostvario privremenom suspenzijom placanja kamate, ii. time
§to je neizravno primao sredstva od OR-a za polaganje opticke mreZe u opéini Olfus, iii. time §to je primio kratkoro¢ni
zajam od OR-a i iv. time §to je u ugovore o zajmu koje je sklopio s privatnim zajmodavcima unio uvjet da OR ostane
njegov vecinski vlasnik.

Preliminarno je misljenje Tijela da su te mjere selektivne jer je rije¢ o individualnim mjerama koje se odnose samo na GR.
Nadalje, ¢ini se da bi mjere mogle narusiti trzi$no natjecanje i utjecati na trgovinu unutar EGP-a.

Ako su navedene mjere drzavna potpora, nije izvr§ena obveza iz ¢lanka 1. stavka 3. dijela I. Protokola 3. uz Sporazum
medu drzavama EFTA-e o osnivanju Nadzornog tijela i Suda da se mjera potpore prije primjene prijavi Tijelu. Takva bi
drzavna potpora bila nezakonita.

Islandska tijela nisu dostavila argumente u prilog tvrdnji da se mjere, ako ¢ine drzavnu potporu, mogu smatrati spojivima s
funkcioniranjem Sporazuma o EGP-u. Stoga Tijelo ima dvojbe u pogledu spojivosti svih &etiriju mjera.

Decision No 86/19/COL of 5 December 2019 to open a formal investigation into alleged state aid granted to
Gagnaveita Reykjavikur

1 Summary

(1)  The EFTA Surveillance Authority (,the Authority”) wishes to inform the Icelandic authorities that some measures
covered by the complaint related to Gagnaveita Reykjavikur (,GR") might entail state aid within the meaning of
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. Furthermore, the Authority has doubts concerning the compatibility of these
measures with the functioning of the EEA Agreement. Therefore, the Authority is required to open a formal
investigation procedure into these measures (*) ().

(2)  The Authority has based its decision on the following considerations.
2 Procedure

(3) By a letter dated 26 October 2016 (3), Siminn hf. (,the complainant”) made a complaint regarding alleged state aid
granted by Orkuveita Reykjavikur (,OR”) to its subsidiary GR. By letter dated 7 November 2016, the Authority
acknowledged receipt of the complaint (}). By email of 23 November 2016, the complainant submitted further
information (*).

(4) By letter dated 28 November 2016 (), the Authority forwarded the complaint and the additional information
received to the Icelandic authorities, and invited them to submit information and observations. By email dated
16 January 2017, the Authority received additional information from the complainant (°). By letter dated 7
February 2017, the Icelandic authorities submitted their comments to the Authority (’).The complainant submitted
further information by email of 28 March 2017 ().

(50 On 7 June 2017, the Authority discussed the complaint with the Icelandic authorities at the annual package meeting
in Reykjavik. On 22 June 2017, the Icelandic authorities provided the Authority with copies of various decisions of
the Post and Telecom Administration in Iceland (,PTA”), concerning the financing of GR ().

(6)  On 25 September 2017, the Authority met with the complainant, at its request, in Reykjavik. On 1 January 2018,
the complainant submitted further comments (*°).

>

The information in square brackets is covered by the obligation of professional secrecy.

(") Reference is made to Article 4(4) of Part II of Protocol 3 to the Agreement between the EFTA States on the Establishment of a
Surveillance Authority and a Court of Justice.

Document No 825150, and Annexes 1-43 (Document Nos 825151, 825152, 825152, 825153 and 825156).

Document No 825249.

Document No 827877.

Document No 828509.

Document No 835622 and three attachments (Document Nos 835623, 835624 and 835625).

Document Nos 840228 and 840229, and Annex 1 (Document No 840230).

Document No 850420.

Document No 862626 and eight attachments (Document Nos 862628, 862635, 862639, 862641, 862645, 862648, 862651 and
862655).

(") Document No 892188.
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(7) By letter dated 13 March 2018 (), the Authority informed the complainant about its preliminary assessment that
the financing of GR did not raise concerns concerning potential state aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the
EEA Agreement. By letter dated 20 April 2018 ('), the complainant submitted its response to the Authority’s
preliminary assessment.

(8) By letter dated 27 April 2018 (%), the Authority forwarded the complainant’s response and additional information
received to the Icelandic authorities, and invited them to submit their observations. By letter dated 25 May
2018 (4, the Icelandic authorities submitted their comments.

(9)  On 6 June 2018, the Authority discussed the complaint with the Icelandic authorities and received a presentation
from the PTA at the annual package meeting in Reykjavik (). By letter dated 21 September 2018 (*), the
complainant submitted further information.

(10) By letter dated 26 March 2019 (V), the Authority received additional information concerning new developments
from the complainant. On 29 April 2019, the Authority requested additional information and clarifications from
the Icelandic authorities (*¥). By letter dated 4 June 2019 (**), the Icelandic authorities replied to the information
request and provided the requested information and clarifications. Finally, the complainant submitted additional
comments and information by letter dated 13 September 2019 (*°).The complaint

2.1  The complainant - Siminn hf.

(11) The complainant is a telecommunications company which provides communication solutions to private and
corporate clients in Iceland. It offers a range of services, such as: (i) mobile services on its 2G/3G/[4G network, (i)
fixed line telephony, (iii) fixed broadband, and (iv) television. The complainant also offers communications and IT
solutions for companies of all sizes. The complainant’s subsidiary, Mila ehf., owns and operates a telecommu-
nications network covering the entire country, which builds mostly on fibre optic cables, but also on copper lines
and microwave connections. Mila sells its services at a wholesale level to companies with a telecommunications
licence in Iceland.

2.2 Scope of the complaint

(12) The complaint concerns OR’s investments in fixed broadband from 1999, when GR’s predecessor Lina.Net was
established, until today. However, the complaint predominantly concerns the period from 1 January 2007 onwards,
following the establishment of GR. In particular, the complaint concerns alleged state aid granted by OR to GR
through various means, such as capital injections and lending that was not on market terms.

(13) Moreover, the complaint concerns the terms of loans GR has obtained from [...]. According to the complainant, the
interest rates on GR’s loans are not on market terms that reflect the credit risk inherent in an undertaking such as
GR, with a very high debt to EBITDA ratio (*!). The complainant maintains that the interest rates offered to GR are
directly connected to its ownership, as no market lender would have offered GR such rates without a direct link to
its public ownership.

2.3 Arguments brought forward by the complainant

(14) The complainant maintains, in general terms, that GR’s activities represent a political rather than a commercial
project. It alleges that the company has been operated with a view to enhance competition on the telecommu-
nications market, and that a private investor would not have acted in the same way as OR, when providing loans
and capital injections to GR. The complainant moreover alleges that OR has provided GR with several capital
injections and loans to finance their operations, which have not been on market terms, as well as more favourable
access to OR infrastructure than other market players could receive.

(") Document No 882024.

(*») Document No 910552 and Annexes 1 and 2 (Document No 9105 54).

(*¥) Document No 911001.

(") Document No 915072.

(**) Document No 919903.

(") Document Nos 931137, 931138 and 931139.

(") Document No 1060941.

("®) Document No 1066345.

(**) Document No 1073306 and Annexes 1-5 (Document Nos 1073308, 1073310, 1073312, 1073314 and 1073316).
(*) Document No 1087462 and Annexes 1-5 (Document Nos 1087456—1087460).

(*) Earnings before interest, tax, depreciation and amortization (EBITDA) is a measure of a company’s operating performance.
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(15)  According to the complainant, a major part of the alleged unlawful state aid has been in the form of interest rates for
loans granted by OR to GR, which have not corresponded to market terms. Furthermore, after the majority of GR’s
loans were gradually replaced by loans financed by private lenders (with full replacement at the end of 2017), the
interest rates have continued to not correspond to normal market conditions, as OR has provided lenders with a
guarantee that it would maintain its majority ownership of GR. The complainant considers that this must be
considered as state aid that is incompatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

(16) The complainant puts forward that the assessment performed by the PTA under Article 36 of the Electronic
Communications Act is substantially different from the assessment conducted by the Authority under the state aid
rules. According to the complainant, the application of the said rule by the PTA has consisted in assessing the
return on equity. It seems that PTA has not made a detailed comparison with other market investors. The focus has
rather been on assessing the financing generally, concentrating on whether the measures provide a direct loss for
OR, as opposed to assessing whether the financing would have been provided by an investor operating on the
market.

3 Description of the measures
3.1  Background
3.1.1 OR - Orkuveita Reykjavikur

(17) OR was established on 1 January 1999 as a public undertaking with the decision of the City Council of Reykjavik to
merge the operations of the electricity and heat utilities owned by the city. A year later, the water utility was also
incorporated into the new company. The company was operated on the basis of Regulation No 793/1998, issued
by the Ministry of Industry and the City Council of Reykjavik, with reference to legislative Act No 38/1940 on the
Reykjavik Heating Utility, and the Power Act No 58/1967. OR currently provides the following services through its
three subsidiaries: electricity (Orka Néttdrunar), geothermal water for heating, cold water, sewage services (Veitur)
and fibre-optic data connections (GR).

(18) On 1 December 2001, OR merged with a utility company owned by several small municipalities in the western part
of Iceland. After the merger, the City of Reykjavik owns 93,5 % of the company, the municipality of Akranes owns
5,5 % and the municipality of Borgarbyggd 1 %. Five members of the board of directors are appointed by the City
Council of Reykjavik and one is appointed by the Municipality Council of Akranes (*)). OR currently operates as a
public partnership company, sameignarfélag (**), on the basis of Act No 136/2013 on OR (**) and Regulation No
2972006 (%).

3.1.2  GR — Gagnaveita Reykjavikur

(19) GRis a telecommunications company established in 2007 as an independent legal entity, in order to comply with
the requirements of the PTA on separation between the competitive and non-competitive operations of OR. GR is
fully owned by OR. The purpose of GR, according to its articles of association, is the operation of a telecommu-
nication and data transmission network. It provides wholesale access to its fibre optic network, for a number of
retail service providers that operate in the residential and businesses markets with different fixed broadband and
data transmission services. GR also offers services on the household market, where it charges end-users directly for
the use of the access network.

(20)  OR began investing in the telecommunications market in 1999, when it established the subsidiary Lina.Net, with the
purpose of providing general telecommunication services with emphasis on data transmission and internet
connections in urban areas in Iceland. Its operations were later expanded into the setting up of an electronic
telecommunications network using fibre optic cables. The Authority investigated several capital injections into Lina.
Net during the years 1999-2001 in its Decision No 300/11/COL and found that they were in line with the actions of
a private investor such that no state aid was granted (*).

(21) Lina.Net invested considerable sums in its fibre optic networks and, since 2007, GR has continued to expand the
network. In total, the investments between 2002 and 2010 amounted to around ISK 8 billion.

(**) https:/[www.or.is/um-or/skipulag-og-stjornhaettir/stjorn/.

(*’) https:|[www.rsk.is/fyrirtackjaskra/leit/kennitala/5512983029.

(* https:/[www.althingi.is/lagas/nuna/2013136.html.

(*) https:/[www.reglugerd.is[reglugerdir/allar/nr/297-2006.

(*) 0JC10,12.1.2012, p. 6 and EEA Supplement No 2, 12. sijecnja 2012., p. 4.
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3.2 National legal basis

(22) GR is a registered operator (data transmission and service) () under the Electronic Communications Act No
81/2003. Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act, on separation of concession activities from electronic
communications activities, provides:

,Electronic communications undertakings or consolidations operating public communications networks or publicly
available electronic communications services, which enjoy special or exclusive rights in sectors other than electronic
communications, must keep their electronic communications activities financially separate from other activities as if
they were two separate undertakings. Care shall be taken to ensure that competitive operations are not subsidised by
activities enjoying exclusive rights or protected activities”. (emphasis added)

(23)  According to the legislative proposal (frumvarp) of the Electronic Communications Act, Article 36 is meant to ensure
that competitive telecommunication operations are not subsidised through income from operations that are
protected by exclusive rights or by other means (**).The proposal also makes it clear that the provision is applicable
regardless of the undertaking’s market share and regardless of whether the telecommunications operations are
carried out within the same undertaking or by a separate legal entity which it controls (¥).

3.3  The PTA’s monitoring role
3.3.1 General

(24) The PTA operates according to the Act on Post and Telecom Administration No 69/2003, which implements the
provisions of the EU’s regulatory framework for electronic communications (**). As a supervisory authority, the
PTA, inter alia, ensures, in accordance with Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act, that revenues
stemming from non-competitive sectors do not subsidise operations in the competitive telecommunications sector.
Therefore, the PTA is entrusted with scrutinising OR’s investments in the telecommunications market and the
business relations between GR and OR. Such investigations can start at the PTA’s own initiative or through
complaints from interested parties. GR is also obligated to notify specific measures, such as increase in share
capital (*'), to the PTA to obtain prior approval and interested parties can be parties to such cases, if they
demonstrate that they have a legitimate interest in the result of the case ().

(25) An interested party can challenge decisions of the PTA before the Rulings Committee for Electronic
Communications and Postal Affairs (**). This includes decisions taken on the basis of Article 36 of the Electronic
Communications Act (*).

(26) The following is a brief summary of the PTA’s main decisional practice concerning OR’s investments in the
telecommunications market and the business relations between GR and OR to which the complainant has referred.

3.3.2 OR’s purchase of the fibre-optic network from Lina.Net

(27) In October 2002, OR purchased the fibre-optic network from Lina.Net for ISK 1 758 811 899. In early 2003, after
the enactment of the Electronic Communications Act, the PTA sent OR an inquiry regarding how the company
intended to fulfil the conditions for separation of activities stipulated by Article 36 of the Electronic
Communications Act (*°).

(¥) Based on a general authorisation to operate telecommunication networks and services in accordance with Art. 4 of The Electronic
Communications Act No 81/2003, see https:/[www.pfs.is/english/telecom-affairs/registration-and-licences|.

(**) Submitted to Parliament in the 128 parliamentary session 2002-2003; http://www.althingi.is/altext/128/s/0960.html.

*) Ibid.

(*) The framework is made up of a package of primarily five Directives and two Regulations: Framework Directive 2002/21/EC (O] L

108, 24.4.2002, p. 33); Access Directive 2002/19/EC (O] L 108, 24.4.2002, p. 7); Better Regulation Directive 2009/140/EC (OJ L

337, 18.12.2009, p. 37); Authorisation Directive 2002/20/EC (O] L 108, 24.4.2002, p. 21); the Universal Service Directive

2002/22[EC (O] L 108, 24.4.2002, p. 51); the Regulation on Body of European Regulators for Electronic Communications (BEREC)

(OJ L 337, 18.12.2009, p. 1); and the Regulation on roaming on public mobile communications networks (O] L 172, 30.6.2012, p.

10).

(") PTA Decision No 14/2010 of 21. svibnja 2010..

(*) PTA Decision No 20/2013 of 10. listopada 2013..

(**) Article 13 of the Act on The Post and Telecom Administration No 69/2003.

(**) See for example Ruling of the Ruling Committee of 17 July 2006 in Case No 8/2006.

(**) PTA Decision of 13. studenoga 2006., p. 1.
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(28)

(29)

(32)

(33)

In the ensuing PTA procedure, the PTA requested two expert reports , from the two consultancies KPMG and
Rafthonnun (%), on the fair market value of the Lina.Net fibre-optic network (¥). Both reports concluded that there
was no indication that the purchase price was below market value. Moreover, the audit firm KPMG analysed certain
parts of the operational and financial separation (**). The PTA accepted the results of the expert reports.

.3 The establishment and financing of GR as a separate legal entity

As part of the aforementioned procedure, the PTA required OR to submit a business plan for the operations of the
fibre-network and telecommunication services, demonstrating an adequate rate of return on the investment. KPMG
performed a due diligence review of the business plan and determined that the rate of return on the investment was
appropriate. Moreover, the PTA instructed OR to fulfil the following conditions (*):

(i) Separation of accounts. The PTA instructed OR to establish a separate entity, entrusted with the telecommu-
nications operations, which should keep separate accounts in line with established corporate practices.

(i) Prepare a foundation balance sheet (stofnefnahagsreikningur), comprising the telecommunication assets (valued at
an appropriate market price) as well as the liabilities that stemmed from the financing of the telecom operations
of OR (with the reservation that if the terms were more favourable than market terms, the new entity would
have to compensate OR for any difference).

(i) Arm’s-length terms should apply to all dealings between the new entity and OR.

On 1 January 2007, in accordance with instructions of the PTA described above, OR established the private limited
liability company GR as a new legal entity.

On 8 March 2007, a framework agreement was concluded between OR and GR, setting out the terms of the
investment and the opening balance sheet of GR. OR transferred assets to GR. GR provided payment in the form of
a loan and issuing share capital to OR. The interest rate to be paid by GR to OR on its loan principal over a payback
period of [...] years was based on the [...] plus a margin of [...] basis points, and was linked to the exchange rates of
several foreign currencies. According to the consulting firm Deloitte, the loan agreement contained normal market
practice terms, comparable to agreements concluded between private undertakings, as regards the event of default,
the provision of information to the lender, and other covenants. Deloitte submitted a declaration in accordance
with Article 5 of the Act on Private Limited Companies No 138/1994 (*), dated 7 March 2007, on the value of the
assets, and concluded that they had been valued at a fair price. The terms of the loans were also reviewed and
approved by the PTA (*).

On 21 May 2010, the PTA issued Decision No 14/2010, concerning the financial separation between OR and GR. In
its Decision, the PTA confirmed that GR had to obtain prior approval from the PTA for any increase in share capital
on behalf of OR or related companies. The PTA also noted that it would only approve such measures if they were on
arm’s-length terms and if they did not entail the subsidisation of competitive operations (*)).

Following the financial crisis in Iceland in 2008, the ISK devalued considerably, and GR became unable to fulfil its
commitments under the loan agreement. An agreement was made with OR on temporary suspension of interest
payments. The PTA was informed and subsequently intervened. The PTA required that the suspension of payments
be revoked on the grounds that it did not comply with the required arm’s-length terms (*). GR complied and paid
instalments and accrued interests in full.

.4 GR’s rate of return and the share capital increase of December 2008

In December 2008, OR increased its share of GR’s capital. On 22 December 2010, the PTA adopted Decision No
39/2010, concerning the share capital increase and GR’s rate of return on capital.

Attachments contained in Document No 862628.

PTA Decision of 13. studenoga 2006., p. 5.

PTA Decision of 13. studenoga 2006., p. 16.

PTA Decision of 13. studenoga 2006., p. 15-23.

Article 5 of the Act (available in English here) concerns the special provisions that a Memorandum of Association should contain.
According to section 5 in paragraph 2 there should be attached to the Memorandum of Association a report containing ,a
declaration to the effect that the specific valuables correspond at least to the agreed remuneration, including the nominal value of the
shares to be issued plus a conceivable surcharge on account of overprice; the remuneration must not exceed the amount at which
these valuables may be credited in the Company’s accounts”.

PTA Decision No 32/2008 of 30. prosinca 2008..

PTA Decision No 14/2010 of 21. svibnja 2010., p. 15.

PTA Decision No 25/2010 of 7. rujna 2010..
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(35) With this Decision, the PTA noted that the operations of GR went according to the initial business plan in the year
2007. GR’s equity ratio was approximately 52 % at the end of 2007 and the company made a profit of ISK 120
million that year. The financial crisis of 2008 hit the company hard and in spite of increasing operating revenues,
the losses of 2008 were close to ISK 3 billion, almost solely attributable to the devaluation of the ISK, which caused
the debt of the company to increase.

(36) To urgently restore the viability of GR, OR decided to increase the share capital before the end of 2008. The capital
was increased by ISK 1,2 billion, setting an equity ratio of 23 %. The PTA Decision states that in absence of the
share capital increase, ,practically all equity would have been wiped out”, due to the financial collapse and sharp
devaluation of the operating currency whilst the liabilities were all linked to foreign currency rates (*).

(37)  Furthermore, the PTA observed that in 2008 OR and GR had contacted private lenders with the intention to finance
further investment in ongoing projects (*). The financial markets, however, were completely frozen by the end of
the year. The Icelandic authorities maintain that, as an investor, OR inevitably had to invest further, in order to
protect its significant initial investment (*).

(38) The PTA highlighted that OR’s decision to increase the share capital had to be considered not only from its
perspective as GR’s owner, but also as GR’s largest creditor. The PTA noted that creditors of several telecommu-
nication companies had acquired them following the financial crisis, and either converted debts to equity or
restructured loans. Moreover, the PTA found that GR’s updated business plans convincingly demonstrated a
satisfactory level of profitability for a telecommunication company in a competitive market, within a reasonable
timeframe, and that there was a normal correlation between the profitability and the owner’s contribution (¥).

3.3.5 The conversion of debt into equity in 2014

(39) Like many companies in Iceland, GR needed to reorganize its financial affairs after the financial crisis of 2008. OR’s
application for permission to increase the share capital of GR in July and August 2013 was the subject of PTA’s
Decision No 2/2014 of 24 March 2014. The reorganisation involved: (i) a conversion of ISK 3,5 billion of debt into
equity, and (i) that GR would enter the financial markets to refinance all remaining debt owed to OR. Finally, OR
intended to dispose of a large portion of its shares post-refinancing.

(40) The PTA accepted that the debt conversion would not increase the total financing of GR by OR, since it only changed
the composition of the financing. The PTA also recognised that the conversion would change the equity ratio of GR
from 22 % to 52 %, thereby leaving the ratio at the same level as GR’s main competitor, Mila (*). The PTA also
assessed the initial business plan of GR, and determined that it was credible. The cash flow analysis demonstrated
that if the devaluation of the operating currency had not hit the company in 2008, there would not have been a
need for refinancing. Moreover, the PTA’s financial analysis confirmed that the rate of return for the investor and
the weighted average cost of capital (WACC) of GR were in conformity with the general benchmark set by the
PTA (¥).

(41) Mila intervened in the procedure before the PTA. The PTA rejected all the objections from Mila. The PTA adopted its
Decision No 2/2014 on 24 March 2014, and the debt conversion was finalized in early April 2014. In June 2014,
Mila initiated a court case against the PTA, GR and OR, requesting the courts to annul the PTA’s decision (*°). The
District Court of Reykjavik dismissed the case on 26 February 2015, and the Supreme Court confirmed the ruling
of the District Court by judgment of 27 March 2015 (*!).

3.3.6 The implementation of GR’s financial separation for 20162017

(42) On 20 March 2019, the PTA adopted Decision No 3/2019, concerning the implementation of GR’s financial
separation for 2016-2017, and whether it was in compliance with Article 36 of the Electronic Communications
Act ().

(*) PTA Decision No 39/2010 of 22. prosinca 2010., p. 21.

(*) PTA Decision No 39/2010 of 22. prosinca 2010., p. 21.

(*) Document No 840229, p. 8.

(*) PTA Decision No 39/2010 of 22. prosinca 2010., p. 24 and 26.

(**) PTA Decision No 2/2014 of 24. ozujka 2014, p. 35.

(*) PTA Decision No 2/2014 of 24. ozujka 2014., p. 40-42.

(*®) According to Article 13, paragraph 4, of the Act on the Post and Telecom Administration No 69/2003, a party can decide to avoid the
Ruling Committee and appeal a decision of the PTA directly to the District Court within 3 months from the time they are aware of the
decision.

(") Supreme Court of Iceland judgment of 27. ozujka 2015. in Case No 219/2015.

(*») PTA Decision No 3/2019 of 20. ozujka 2019..
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(43) The PTA concluded that the financial separation between OR and GR had been in accordance with Article 36 of the
Electronic Communications Act in the years 2016 and 2017, except for short-term lending to GR from a shared
cash pool by OR and GR. The PTA found that these loan arrangements between OR and GR infringed an earlier
PTA decision from 13 November 2006, as well as PTA Decision No 14/2010, since there was no loan agreement
concluded between OR and GR reflecting the conditions that prevailed on the market for such loans (**).

(44) The PTA also commented on conditions in GR’s loan agreements with private lenders, relating to OR’s continuing
majority ownership of GR. The loan agreements in question had included special conditions that if the ownership
of OR in GR went below 50% then the lender was authorised to demand repayment, terminate the loan agreement,
or declare the loan immediately due. Such a provision has been included in GR’s loan agreements with private
lenders since OR’s loan financing of GR was replaced by private lenders, starting in 2014 and eventually being
completely replaced by the end of 2017 (*%).

(45) The PTA noted that by including these provisions, private lenders connected the ownership of OR to the loan
agreements, in order to minimise the probability of default (**). The PTA considered that such arrangements could
lead to more advantageous loan terms and more access to loan capital than other comparable telecommunication
undertakings and, therefore, distort competition (**). Moreover, the PTA considered that this provision in the loan
agreements constituted a connection between OR and GR that was not in accordance with the financial separation
imposed in order to ensure that the two acted as unrelated parties (7).

(46) The PTA concluded that measures were required to ensure an efficient financial separation between OR and GR, in
accordance with Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act. The PTA decided that:

a) OR’s lending to GR from a shared cash pool, without a loan agreement reflecting market conditions, infringed
the PTA Decision of 13 November 2006 and, therefore, also Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act.

b) GR’s debt from the shared cash pool was not to, at any given time, exceed ISK [....].

¢) GR was to obtain prior authorisation from the PTA for any loans from OR, or any other undertaking within the
company group. GR shall submit an application to the PTA along with the necessary documents, e.g. a draft loan
agreement, an appropriate business plan, a calculation of the profitability requirements, as well key social
security numbers and the acceptance of other landers. Such a credit increase was to be in line with standard
separation of accounts, and was to entail that competitive operations are not subsidised by activities enjoying
exclusive rights.

d) New loan agreements with private lenders could not contain a provision stipulating that if the ownership of OR
in GR goes below 50 % then the lender is authorised to declare the loan immediately due.

(47) On 4 October 2019, following an appeal from GR, the Rulings Committee for Electronic Communications issued
Ruling No 2/2019, confirming the decision of the PTA.

3.3.7 Other cases

(48) In addition to the decisions referred to above, the PTA adopted a decision in 2013, under Article 36 of the Electronic
Communications Act, to temporarily allow GR to extend its loan agreement with OR (*%).

(49) Moreover, in 2014, Mila complained to the PTA about certain measures relating to an agreement GR had concluded
with Olfus Municipality, which included funds indirectly deriving from OR. The funds had initially been paid by OR
into the Olfus Revegetation Fund (,ORF’) in connection with OR’s geothermal power plant project in the
municipality. OR had joint control of the ORF together with representatives from the municipality. In 2014, the
OREF decided to use its funds to finance GR'’s rollout of a fiber optic network in Olfus Municipality. After assessing
the measures, the PTA found that they were contrary to Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act, and
instructed GR to undertake certain measures to ensure that it did not obtain an advantage from the funds deriving
from OR (*).

(**) PTA Decision No 3/2019 of 20. ozujka 2019., paragraphs 372-373.
(**) PTA Decision No 3/2019 of 20. ozujka 2019., paragraph 375.
(**) PTA Decision No 3/2019 of 20. ozujka 2019., paragraph 353.
(°*) PTA Decision No 3/2019 of 20. ozujka 2019., paragraph 353.
(") PTA Decision No 3/2019 of 20. ozujka 2019., paragraph 354.
(°**) PTA Decision No 26/2013 of 1. studenoga 2013..
(**) PTA Decision No 11/2015 of 2. lipnja 2015..
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4 Comments by the Icelandic authorities

(50) The Icelandic authorities point out that the Authority has already dismissed allegations by the complainant as
regards OR’s investments in Lina.Net in its Decision No 300/11/COL of 5 October 2011 ().

(51) The Icelandic authorities maintain that in all its relations with GR, OR has acted in accordance with the market
economy operator (,MEO”) test, and that no aid has been granted to GR. In that regard, the Icelandic authorities
highlight that all of the measures complained of concerning the financial relations between OR and GR, have been
assessed by the PTA on the basis of Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act. According to the Icelandic
authorities, the test applied by the PTA is comparable to the criterion applied by the Authority when determining
whether a measure is on market terms (i.e. the MEO test).

(52) The Icelandic authorities have confirmed that GR’s current investments are financed with cash provided by its
operating activities and loans from [...]. According to the Icelandic authorities, these loans do not constitute state
aid in any way, and nor do they indicate that state aid has been extended to GR by its owner, as it is clear that the
loans from [...] to GR were solely based on commercial motives. They state that the loans are fully in line with
normal market terms.

5 Presence of state aid

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

,[...] 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.”

(54) The qualification of a measure as aid within the meaning of this provision therefore requires the following
cumulative conditions to be met: (i) the measure must be granted by the state or through state resources; (ii) it must
confer an advantage on an undertaking; (iii) favour certain undertakings (selectivity); and (iv) be liable to distort
competition and affect trade.

5.1  Presence of state resources

(55) The measure must be granted by the state or through state resources. The transfer of state resources may take many
forms, such as direct grants, loans, guarantees, direct investment in the capital of companies and benefits in kind. A
positive transfer of funds does not have to occur; foregoing state revenue is sufficient. Waiving revenue which would
otherwise have been paid to the state constitutes a transfer of state resources.

(56) The state, for the purpose of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, covers all bodies of the public administration,
from the central government to the city or the lowest administrative level. Resources of public undertakings may
also constitute state resources within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement because the state is
capable of directing the use of these resources (*!). For the purposes of state aid law, transfers within a public group
may also constitute state aid if, for example, resources are transferred from the parent company to its subsidiary (*2).
However, the measure must be imputable to the state.

(57) The mere fact that a measure is taken by a public undertaking is not per se sufficient to consider it imputable to the
state. However, it does not need to be demonstrated that, in a particular case, the public authorities specifically
incited the public undertaking to take the measure in question (**). Therefore, the imputability to the state of a
measure taken by a public undertaking may be inferred from a set of indicators arising from the circumstances of
the case and the context in which the measure was taken (*!). Among the relevant indicators set out by the Court of
Justice are:

— the fact that the body in question could not take the contested decision without taking into account the
requirements of the public authorities;

(*) Reply from the Icelandic authorities, dated 7. veljace 2017., pages 2 and 3. Document No 840228.

(*) The Authority’s Guidelines on the notion of state aid (,NoA”) (O] L 342, 21.12.2017, p. 35), and EEA Supplement No 82, 21. prosinca
2017., p. 1, paragraph 49.

(*) Judgment in SFEI and others, C-39/94, EU:C:1996:285, paragraph 62.

(*) NoA, paragraph 41.

(*) Judgment in France v Commission (Stardust Marine), C-482/99, EU:C:2002:294, paragraph 55.
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— the nature of the undertaking’s activities and the extent to which the activities were exercised on the market in
normal conditions of competition with private operators;

— the intensity of the supervision exercised by the public authorities over the management of the undertaking, and
the degree of control which the state has over the public undertaking; and

— any other indicator showing an involvement by the public authorities in the adoption of the measure, or the
unlikelihood of their not being involved, having regard to the compass of the measure, its content or the
conditions which it contains.

(58) The Authority will therefore need to assess, in light of the aforementioned indicators, whether OR, in its dealings
with GR, was acting as an autonomous entity, free of any influence from its owners, or whether its actions are
imputable to the Icelandic authorities, i.e. the City of Reykjavik and the municipalities of Akranes and Borgarbyggd.

(59)  As noted in paragraph (18) above, OR operates as a public partnership company on the basis of Act No 136/2013
on OR (*) and Regulation No 297/2006 (°%). OR is therefore distinct from private companies which are subject to
ordinary company law. OR’s annual accounts are also reflected in the City of Reykjavik’'s consolidated financial
statements (/).

(60) The Board of OR consists of six members, five appointed by the Reykjavik City Council and one by the Municipality
Council of Akranes. Currently, three board members are politicians who also serve as either City Council or
Municipal Council representatives. According to OR’s partnership agreement, the Board is responsible for the
company’s affairs between owner’s meetings and should monitor the company’s direction, organisation and that its
operations are in good shape and in accordance with the ownership policy. The Board sets an overall policy and
future vision for OR and adopts decisions concerning major matters within the limit of the ownership policy.
Before adopting unusual or important decisions or policy decisions, the Board must consult with the owners of OR.
The same applies to similar decisions regarding subsidiaries (such as GR). The Board is also responsible for recruiting
OR’s Director, drafting his/her job description and his/her eventual employment termination (*).

(61) OR produces and sells electricity in a liberalised market open to competition. The company also has legal obligations
to provide utility services (heating and water) and carries out other projects in the municipalities of its owners as well
as other municipalities (**). Those utility services have since 2014 been carried out by OR’s subsidiary, Veitur, in
order to comply with the Electricity Act, which prohibits cross subsidisation between utility activities, as well as
between activities enjoying exclusive rights and competitive operations (°). According to OR’s ownership policy,
the company’s administrative practices shall reflect professionalism, efficiency, prudence, transparency and
responsibility. The Board is responsible for adopting the company’s policies concerning dividends, risk
management, purchasing, etc. (™).

(62)  Although it appears that OR’s owners have taken steps to separate its public utility services and its competitive
operations, in order to ensure that the latter are operated in line with commercial practices on the market, with
OR’s management being somewhat autonomous in its decision making process, there are nevertheless elements to
indicate that the public authorities may influence the company’s strategy and decisions. As noted above, the Board
sets OR’s policies in various fields and must approve the company’s major decisions, which in some instances
requires consulting with OR’s owners. It appears that many of the measures complained of concern major
investments, loan guarantees and loan transactions between OR and GR, which may have been subject to the
Board’s scrutiny and approval. The Board, as noted above, is politically appointed, and currently half of the board
members also serve as City or Municipal Council representatives. This arrangement has been evaluated by the
Enquiry Committee on Orkuveita Reykjavikur, which in its 2012 report noted that this arrangement could lead to a
lack of professional knowledge and experience on the Board, and that its work could be characterised by political
conflict and disunity ().

(63) In light of the legal status of OR, the composition of its Board and the general circumstances described above, the
Authority is unable to exclude that the measures are imputable to the State and that they entail the transfer of state
resources, if and to the extent they confer advantages on GR.

(**) https:/[www.althingi.is/lagas/nuna/2013136.html.

(*)  https:/[www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/allar/nr/297-2006.

() See for example: https:/[reykjavik.is/sites/default/files/ymis_skjol/skjol_utgefid_efni/city_of_ reykjavik_-_financial_statements_2018.
pdf.

(*) https:/[www.or.is/um-or/skipulag-og-stjornhaettir/stjorn/. .

(*) See Article 2 of OR’s ownership policy: https:/[www.or.is/um-or/skipulag-og-stjornhaettir/eigendastefna/,

(™ Article 16 of the Electricity Act No 65/2003.

(") See Article 6 of OR’s ownership policy: https://www.or.isjum-or/skipulag-og-stjornhaettir/eigendastefna. .

(" See Report of the Enquiry Committee on Orkuveita Reykjavikur, page 73, https://rathladan.is/handle/10802/5777.
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(64)  Against this background, the Icelandic authorities are invited to comment on the issue of imputability.

5.2

5.2.

Conferral of an advantage on an undertaking

1 General

(65) The qualification of a measure as state aid requires that it confers an advantage on the recipient. An advantage,

within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, is any economic benefit, which an undertaking could
not have obtained under normal market conditions.

.2 Does GR constitute an undertaking?

(66) The EU Courts have consistently defined undertakings as entities engaged in an economic activity, regardless of their

legal status and the way in which they are financed (). Consequently, the public or private status of an entity or the
fact that an entity is partly or wholly publicly owned has no bearing as to whether or not that entity is an
sundertaking” within the meaning of state aid law (™).

(67) Economic activities are activities consisting of offering goods or services on a market (). Conversely, entities that are

not commercially active in the sense that they are not offering goods or services on a given market do not constitute
undertakings. A single entity may carry out a number of activities, both economic and non-economic, provided that
it keeps separate accounts for the different funds that it receives, so as to exclude any risk of cross-subsidisation of its
economic activities by means of public funds received for its non-economic activities (’°).

(68)  As described in paragraph (19) above, GR was established on 1 January 2007, and its role is to provide Icelandic

households and businesses access to high quality services on an open access network (”7). GR operates a telecommu-
nications and data transmission network and it provides wholesale access to its fibre optic network for a number of
retail service providers that operate in supplying homes and businesses with different fixed broadband and data
transmission services. GR also offers services on the household market, where it charges end-users directly for the
use of the access network.

(69) Although GR does not sell its own services in the retail market, it offers neutral and open network access to all

interested telecommunications providers. The Authority considers that the provision of network access for a fixed
price to third-party service providers and households constitutes an economic activity. Consequently, GR appears to
operate as an undertaking within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement (%).

(70)  Any advantage involved in the transactions between OR and GR will therefore have been conferred upon an

5.2.

undertaking.

3 PTA’s monitoring and decisional practice

(71)  The measures complained of, concerning the financial relations between OR and GR, have, as described in Section

3.3 above, all been assessed by the PTA on the basis of Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act.

(72)  The Icelandic authorities maintain that the test applied by the PTA is comparable to the test applied by the Authority

when determining whether a measure is on market terms (i.e. the MEO test).

(73) It is the Authority’s preliminary view, considering the decisional practice of the PTA under Article 36 of the

Electronic Communications Act on the financing of GR and the level of scrutiny involved in the assessment of the
various measures, that the test applied by the PTA under Article 36 generally ensures that all transactions between
GR and OR, or other related companies, are on market terms.

Judgments in Paviov and others, C-180/98 to C-184/98, EU:C:2000:428, paragraph 74, and Cassa di Risparmio di Firenze and others, C-
222/04, EU:C:2006:8, paragraph 107; Case E-5/07 Private Barnehagers Landsforbund [2008] EFTA Ct. Rep. 62, paragraph 78.
Judgment in Congregacion de Escuelas Pias Provincia Betania v Ayuntamiento de Getafe, C-74/16, EU:C:2017:496, paragraph 42.

Judgment in Cassa di Risparmio di Firenze and Others, C-222/04, EU:C:2006:8, paragraph 108; and Case E-29/15 Sorpa [2016] EFTA Ct.
Rep. 825, paragraph 72.

Judgment in Congregacion de Escuelas Pias Provincia Betania, C-74/16, EU:C:2017:496, paragraph 51.

See https:/[www.ljosleidarinn.is/gagnaveita-reykjavikur.

See the Authority’s Decision No 444/13/COL, The Deployment of a Next Generation Access network in the municipality of Skeida- and
Gnilpverjahreppur (O] C 66, 6.3.2014, p. 6) and EEA Supplement No 82, 21. prosinca 2017., p. 1, paragraph 56.
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(74)  The PTA’s approach may not be identical to the MEO assessment that would be carried out by the Authority under
the EEA state aid rules, but it nonetheless ensures the same outcome, i.e. it prevents transactions that are not on
market terms. Therefore, at this stage the Authority is of the preliminary view that the PTA provides an assessment
similar to the Authority’s MEO assessment. The enforcement of Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act
by the PTA thus appears to effectively prevent GR from obtaining an advantage from its dealings with OR and
when infringements are found the PTA has the competence to order the clawback of any advantages. However,
there are instances where the PTA has either not ordered the full clawback of advantages with interest, or not
ordered clawback at all.

(75) 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, i.e. in the absence of state intervention,
thereby placing it in a more favourable position than its competitors ().

(76)  Generally, when examining this question, the Authority applies the MEO test (*), whereby the conduct of states or
public authorities, when selling or leasing assets, is compared to that of private economic operators (*!).

(77)  The purpose of the MEO test is to assess whether the state has granted an advantage to an undertaking by not acting
like a private market economy operator with regard to a certain transaction, e.g. loan agreements or the sale of
asset (*2). In order to fulfil the test, the public authority must disregard public policy objectives and instead focus on
the single objective of obtaining a market rate of return or profit on its investments and a market price for the sale or
lease of assets (*). This assessment must take into account any special rights or obligations attached to the asset
concerned, in particular those that could affect the market value.

(78) It follows from this test that an advantage is present whenever 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 a social, political or philanthropic nature (*4).

(79) The PTA, as described above, has examined the strategy and financial prospect of the relevant measures, in order to
determine whether the financing of the operations of GR has been carried out in line with normal market
conditions. In its assessment, the PTA has considered independent expert reports and drawn comparisons with
other, private operators in the same market. The PTA’s assessment is normally carried out on an ex ante basis.
However, there are also examples of the PTA having carried out an ex post assessment of the financial separation
between OR and GR, as well as individual measures.

(80) More precisely, from 2006 until 2019, the PTA adopted nine formal decisions regarding the financial separation of
OR and GR. The PTA did not make formal comments for the years 2013-2015. The PTA’s investigations included a
review of GR’s business plan, which must be renewed annually, in accordance with actual financial data. In its review,
the PTA e.g. checks whether the rate of return for the investor (OR) is in conformity with the telecom market in
general, and looks at the capital structure and whether transactions between OR and GR are on market terms.

(81) GR has been obliged to submit to the PTA, on an annual basis, detailed operational and economic information,
together with its revised business plans and profitability requirements. Whenever necessary, the PTA has requested
additional data and has assessed whether the operations were in line with market terms and, if not, whether there
was a reason for taking action.

(82) In aletter from the PTA to the complainant, dated 6 September 2018, the PTA confirmed that it does not have legal
powers to perform a cost analysis of the prices OR sets for renting out its facilities. The complainant has argued that
because of this, the PTA’s assessment of the financial separation cannot replace that of the Authority, when assessing
possible state aid.

(**) Judgments in SFEI and Others, C-39/94, EU:C:1996:285, paragraph 60, and Spain v Commission, C-342/96, EU:C:1999:210, paragraph
41.

(*) NoA, chapter 4.2.

(*") For the application of the MEO test, see Case E-12/11 Asker Brygge [2008] EFTA Ct. Rep. 536, and judgment in Land Burgenland, C-
214/12 P, C-215/12 P and C-223/12 P, EU:C:2013:682.

(*) NoA, paragraph 133.

(*)) Judgment in Land Burgenland, C-214/12 P, C-215/12 P and C-223/12 P, EU:C:2013:682.

(*) See for example, the Opinion of Advocate-General Jacobs in Spain v Commission, C-278/92, C-279/92 and C-280/92, EU:C:1994:112,
paragraph 28. See also judgments in Belgium v Commission, 40/85, EU:C:1986:305, paragraph 13, France v Commission, 301/87, EU:
(:1990:67, paragraphs 39-40, and Italy v Commission, 303/88, EU:C:1991:136, paragraph 24.
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(83) It is the preliminary view of the Authority that even though the PTA does not have the legal basis to perform a cost
analysis of OR’s prices, the PTA has other ways to ensure that OR’s pricing practices for renting out facilities are on
market terms. Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act obliges OR to ensure equality in pricing when
renting out facilities to related and unrelated companies. Furthermore, OR is obliged to ensure that competitive
operations are not subsidised by activities enjoying exclusive rights or protected activities. The PTA then enforces
these obligations. As the PTA explains in its letter to the complainant, it did in fact open an investigation into OR
pricing practices for renting out facilities, and concluded that OR’s pricing was in full conformity with Article 36 of
the Electronic Communications Act (*°).

(84) The PTA has found that in order to ensure that the effectiveness of Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act
is guaranteed, the concept of ,subsidy” should be understood in a broad sense, so as to include any measures from
OR, both direct and indirect, which potentially provide GR with an advantage that its competitors on the market do
not enjoy. The PTA has also noted that its monitoring role, pursuant to Article 36, is comparable to the Authority’s,
when it comes to assessing whether an advantage within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement is
present (*9).

(85) It is the Authority's preliminary view that there is an efficient system in place in Iceland that entails an assessment
similar to the MEO test. Consequently, Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act sets up a system under
which the PTA can ensure that GR’s operations are not subsidised through income from OR’s operations.

(86) It follows from the test that an advantage is present whenever OR makes funds available to GR, which, in the normal
course of events, would not be provided by a private investor applying ordinary commercial criteria. The PTA can
conduct a formal investigation on its own initiative or based on a complaint. If a transaction is not in conformity
with Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act, the PTA can instruct the parties to eliminate any advantage
through the adoption of relevant measures set forth in an administrative decision by the PTA. The decisions are
challengeable before the Rulings Committee for Electronic Communications and Postal Affairs and the Courts.

(87)  The Icelandic authorities have explained that the PTA’s monitoring role is primarily focused on an ex ante assessment
of GR’s business plans, financing, profitability requirements, loan arrangements, etc., with the PTA imposing
conditions and obligations when necessary in order to ensure financial separation between OR and GR, and that
the latter’s competitive operations are not subsidised by the mother company (*).

(88)  Where the PTA ex post finds an infringement of Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act, i.e. where it finds
that a particular transaction was not on market terms, it can instruct the parties to eliminate any potential advantage
through the adoption of relevant measures. The advantage is then recovered from the beneficiary in accordance with
national law (*%).

(89) However, for the PTA to order an advantage clawed back, the incompatible measure must be clearly defined and be
incontestable, e.g. a particular monetary sum, a condition in a loan agreement, etc. (*). Moreover, when the PTA
has ordered advantages granted to GR to be clawed back, it has not required those advantages to be recovered with
interest.

(90)  As described in Section 4.3 above, there are three examples of the PTA having established concrete infringements of
Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act. In two of those cases, the PTA ordered that the measures be
clawed back. In the third case, the PTA did not order any clawback.

(91)  The first case, described in paragraph (33) above, concerned a temporary suspension of interest payments on loans
provided by OR to GR (*). The PTA concluded that this temporary suspension had been in breach of the
requirement imposed by the PTA concerning arm’s-length terms in transactions between OR and GR. Moreover, the
PTA found that the suspension of interest payments had provided GR with an advantageous subsidy. Considering the
facts of this case, the nature of transactions, as well as the PTA’s assessment, the Authority is also of the preliminary
view that the measure provided GR with an advantage that it would not have obtained under normal market
conditions.

(*) Document No 931139.

(*) PTA Decision No 3/2019 of 20. ozujka 2019., paragraphs 338-340.
(*) Document No 1073308.

(*) Judgment in Eesti Pagar, C-349/17, EU:C:2019:172, paragraph 89.
(*) Document No 1073308.

(*) PTA Decision No 25/2010 of 7. rujna 2010..
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(93)

(95)

(96)

The PTA ordered GR to pay back the suspended interest payments, however, it did not order the company to pay
back interest on those suspended payments (). In order to effectively recover an unlawful advantage at national
level, the beneficiary must be ordered to pay interest for the whole of the period in which it benefitted from that
aid. The interest must at least be equivalent to that which would have been applied if the beneficiary had had to
borrow the amount on the market at the time (*?). Although GR has paid back the market interest it was obliged to
pay in the first place, it has not been required to pay back market interest on the advantage it obtained through the
temporary suspension of interest payments. Therefore, the full advantage has not been adequately clawed back.

The second case, briefly described in paragraph (49) above, concerned funds deriving from OR and used to finance
GR’s fiber optic cable project in Olfus Municipality (). The PTA concluded that the transfer of funds from ORF (but
deriving from OR) to GR had amounted to a cross-subsidy between OR’s protected geothermal activities and GR’s
competitive operations. Having considered the facts of the case and the PTA’s assessment, the Authority takes the
preliminary view that ORF's financing of the fibre optic cable network was not on market terms and therefore
provided GR with an advantage.

The PTA ordered GR to undertake appropriate measures to repay the funds it received from ORF, although it did not
stipulate how GR should go about this. Nevertheless, the PTA suggested that GR could either repay the funds to
Olfus Municipality or that the municipality could obtain an appropriate share in the project proportional to its
investment. The Authority does not have information concerning how GR reacted to the PTA’s proposals and
which measures it adopted following the decision. At this stage, it is therefore not clear to the Authority whether
the advantage has been fully clawed back from GR.

Finally, in its latest decision concerning the implementation of GR’s financial separation for 2016-2017 (see Section
4.3.6 above), the PTA found two infringements of Article 36 of the Electronic Communications Act (**):

(i) The first infringement concerned OR’s lending to GR from a shared cash pool, without a loan agreement
reflecting market conditions.

(ii) The second infringement concerned conditions in GR’s loan agreements with private lenders relating to OR’s
continuing majority ownership of GR. Such provisions had been included in GR’s loan agreements with private
lenders, since OR’s loan financing of GR was replaced by private lenders, starting in 2014 and eventually being
completely replaced at the end of 2017. The PTA found that by including these provisions, private lenders
connected the ownership of OR to the loan agreements, in order to minimise the probability of default (**). The
PTA considered that such arrangements could lead to more advantageous loan terms and more access to loan
capital than other comparable telecommunications undertakings and, therefore, distort competition (*).

The Authority, considering the benchmarks applied by the PTA and its detailed assessment of these measures, takes
the preliminary view that these two measures provided GR with an advantage that it would not have obtained under
normal market conditions. Due to proportionality considerations, the PTA did not order the clawback of the
aforementioned advantages.

Preliminary conclusions

Based on the above considerations, it is the Authority’s preliminary view that GR has obtained an advantage within
the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, which it could not have obtained under normal market
conditions, by: (i) not paying market interest on the advantage it obtained through a temporary suspension of
interest payments, (i) receiving funds indirectly from OR for the layout of a fibre optic cable network in Olfus
Municipality, (iii) receiving short-term lending from OR, and (iv) through the inclusion of a condition in GR’s loan
agreements with private lenders on OR'’s continued majority ownership in GR.

Selectivity

To be characterised as state aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, the measure must also be
selective in that it favours ,certain undertakings or the production of certain goods”. Not all measures which favour
economic operators fall under the notion of aid, but only those which grant an advantage in a selective way to
certain undertakings, categories of undertakings or to certain economic sectors.

(*) PTA Decision No 25/2010 of 7. rujna 2010..

(* Judgment in Eesti Pagar, C-349/17, EU:C:2019:172, paragraph 142.
(*®) PTA Decision No 11/2015 of 2. lipnja 2015..

(*) PTA Decision No 3/2019 of 20. ozujka 2019..

(**) PTA Decision No 3/2019 of 20. ozujka 2019., paragraph 353.

(*) PTA Decision No 3/2019 of 20. ozujka 2019., paragraph 353.
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(99) The potential aid measures at issue, i.. (i) not paying market interest on the advantage GR obtained through a
temporary suspension of interest payments, (i) receipt of funds indirectly from OR for the layout of a fibre optic
cable network in Olfus Municipality, (iii) short-term lending from OR to GR, and (iv) the inclusion of a condition in
GR’s loan agreements with private lenders on OR’s continued majority ownership in GR, are individual measures
addressed only to GR. The measures therefore appear to be selective within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA
Agreement.

5.4  Effect on trade and distortion of competition

(100) The measures must be liable to distort competition and affect trade between the Contracting Parties to the EEA
Agreement.

(101) According to CJEU case law, it is not necessary to establish that the aid has a real effect on trade between the
Contracting Parties to the EEA Agreement and that competition is actually being distorted, but only to examine
whether the aid is liable to affect such trade and distort competition (). Furthermore, it is not necessary that the
aid beneficiary itself is involved in intra-EEA trade. Even a public subsidy granted to an undertaking, which provides
only local or regional services and does not provide any services outside its state of origin, may nonetheless have an
effect on trade if such internal activity can be increased or maintained as a result of the aid, with the consequence
that the opportunities for undertakings established in other Contracting Parties are reduced (*%).

(102) GR is active in deploying a fibre network infrastructure in a market which can be entered directly or through
financial involvement by participants from other EEA States. In general, the markets for electronic communications
services (including the wholesale and the retail broadband markets) are open to trade and competition between
operators and service providers across the EEA.

(103) Therefore, it is the Authority’s preliminary view that the measures are liable to distort competition and affect trade
between the Contracting Parties to the EEA Agreement.

5.5  Conclusion

(104) Based on the information provided by the Icelandic authorities and the complainant, the Authority has formed the
preliminary view that the measures, i.e. (i) not paying market interest on the advantage GR obtained through a
temporary suspension of interest payments, (i) receipt of funds indirectly from OR for the layout of a fibre optic
cable network in Olfus Municipality, (iii) short-term lending from OR to GR, and (iv) the inclusion of a condition in
GR’s loan agreements with private lenders on OR’s, fulfil all criteria in Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement and
therefore constitute state aid.

6 Procedural requirements

(105) Pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Agreement between the EFTA States on the Establishment of a
Surveillance Authority and a Court of Justice (,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.”

(106) The Icelandic authorities did not notify the potential aid measures to the Authority. It is therefore the Authority’s
preliminary view that the Icelandic authorities have not respected their obligations pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I
of Protocol 3. The granting of the potential aid therefore appears to be unlawful.

7 Compatibility

(107) Having reached a preliminary conclusion that the measures might constitute unlawful aid, the Authority must assess
whether they would be compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

(108) The Authority can declare state aid compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement under its Articles 59(2)
and 61(3)(c) provided that certain compatibility conditions are fulfilled.

() Case E-6/98 Norway v ESA [1999] EFTA Ct. Rep. 76.
(**) See for example judgments in Eventech, C-518/13, EU:C:2015:9, paragraph 66, Libert and others, C-197/11 and C-203/11, EU:
(:2013:288, paragraph 77, Friulia Venezia Giulia, T-288/97, EU:T:2001:115, paragraph 41.
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(109) It is for the Icelandic authorities to invoke possible grounds for compatibility and to demonstrate that the conditions
for compatibility are met (*’). However, the Icelandic authorities have not provided any arguments substantiating
why the measures should be considered compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement. In particular, no
arguments supporting the conclusion that the aid is targeted at a well-defined objective of common interest have
been presented. Furthermore, the Icelandic authorities have not presented evidence suggesting that GR has been
entrusted with a public service obligation. The Authority has also not identified any clear grounds for compatibility.

(110) To the extent that the measures constitute state aid, the Authority therefore has doubts as to their compatibility with
the functioning of the EEA Agreement

8 Conclusion

(111) As set out above, the Authority has formed the preliminary view that the measures fulfil all criteria in Article 61(1)
of the EEA Agreement and therefore appear to constitute state aid. The Authority furthermore has doubts as to
whether the measures are compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

(112) Consequently, and in accordance with Article 4(4) of Part II of Protocol 3, the Authority hereby opens the formal
investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3. The decision to open a formal
investigation procedure is without prejudice to the final decision of the Authority, which may conclude that the
measures do not constitute state aid or are compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

(113) The Authority, acting under the procedure laid down in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3, invites the Icelandic
authorities to submit, by 6 January 2020 their comments and to provide all documents, information and data
needed for the assessment of the measures in light of the state aid rules.

(114) The Icelandic authorities are requested to immediately forward a copy of this decision to OR.

(115) If this letter contains confidential information which should not be disclosed to third parties, please inform the
Authority by 13 December 2019, identifying the confidential elements and the reasons why the information is
considered to be confidential. In doing so, please consult the Authority’s Guidelines on Professional Secrecy in State
Aid Decisions (). If the Authority does not receive a reasoned request by that deadline, the Icelandic authorities will
be deemed to agree to the disclosure to third parties and to the publication of the full text of the letter on the
Authority’s website: http:/[www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/state-aid-register| and in the Official Journal of the European
Union and the EEA Supplement thereto.

(116) Finally, the Authority will inform interested parties by publishing a meaningful summary of it in the Official Journal
of the European Union and the EEA Supplement thereto. All interested parties will be invited to submit their
comments within one month of the date of such publication. The comments will be communicated to the Icelandic

authorities.
For the EFTA Surveillance Authority
Bente ANGELL-HANSEN Frank J. BUCHEL Hogni KRISTJANSSON Carsten ZATSCHLER
President College Member College Member Countersigning as Director,
Responsible College Member Legal and Executive Affairs

() Judgment in Italy v Commission, C-364/90, EU:C:1993:157, paragraph 20.
(") OJL 154, 8.6.2006, p. 27 and EEA Supplement No 29, 8. lipnja 2006., p. 1.
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v

(Objave)

SUDSKI POSTUPCI

SUD EFTA-E

SUD EFTA-E PRESUDA SUDA
od 13. studenoga 2019.
u predmetu E-2/19

DiE

(Slobodno kretanje osoba — Sektorske prilagodbe za Lihtenstajn — Pravo na boravak — Izvedeno pravo na boravak clanova
obitelji — Direktiva 2004/38/EZ)

(2020/C 40/04)

U predmetu E-2/19, D i E — ZAHTJEV Sudu na temelju clanka 34. Sporazuma medu drzavama EFTA-e o osnivanju
Nadzornog tijela i Suda, koji je podnio Upravni sud KneZevine Lihtenstajn (Verwaltungsgerichtshof des Fiirstentums
Liechtenstein) u pogledu tumacenja Direktive 2004/38/EZ Europskog parlamenta i Vije¢a od 29. travnja 2004. o pravu
gradana Unije i ¢lanova njihovih obitelji slobodno se kretati i boraviti na drzavnom podru¢ju drzava ¢lanica, kako je
prilagodena Sporazumu o Europskom gospodarskom prostoru, Sud, u sastavu Pall Hreinsson, predsjednik (sudac
izvjestitelj), Bernd Hammermann i Ola Mestad (ad hoc), suci, donio je 13. studenoga 2019. presudu ¢ija izreka glasi:

Tockom IIL sektorskih prilagodbi priloga V. i VIIL. Sporazumu o EGP-u ¢lanu obitelji drzavljanina drzave ¢lanice EGP-a koji
ima valjanu dozvolu boravka i boravi u Lihtenstajnu ne uskraéuje se pravo da bude u pratnji ili se pridruzi doti¢nom
drzavljaninu drzave clanice EGP-a u Lihtenstajnu na temelju ¢lanka 7. stavka 1. tocke (d) Direktive 2004/38/EZ cak i ako
dozvola boravka u Lihtenstajnu navedenom drzavljaninu drzave ¢lanice EGP-a nije izdana na temelju sustava predvidenog
sektorskim prilagodbama.
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POSTUPCI U VEZI S PROVEDBOM ZAJEDNICKE TRGOVINSKE POLITIKE

EUROPSKA KOMISIJA

Obavijest o skorom isteku odredenih antidampinskih mjera

(2020/C 40/05)

1. Kako je predvideno ¢lankom 11. stavkom 2. Uredbe (EU) 2016/1036 Europskog parlamenta i Vijeca od 8. lipnja
2016. o zastiti od dampinskog uvoza iz zemalja koje nisu ¢lanice Europske unije ('), Komisija obavjes¢uje da e, ako se ne
pokrene revizija u skladu sa sljede¢im postupkom, antidampinske mjere navedene u nastavku iste¢i na datum naveden u
tablici u nastavku.

2. Postupak

Proizvodaci iz Unije mogu podnijeti pisani zahtjev za reviziju. Taj zahtjev mora sadrZavati dostatne dokaze da bi istekom
mjera vjerojatno doslo do nastavka ili ponavljanja dampinga i Stete. Ako Komisija odluci revidirati predmetne mjere,
uvoznici, izvoznici, predstavnici zemlje izvoznice i proizvodaci iz Unije imat ¢e moguénost dopuniti ili opovrgnuti tvrdnje
navedene u zahtjevu za reviziju ili dati svoje primjedbe na njih.

3. Rok

Na temelju navedenog proizvodaci iz Unije mogu podnijeti pisani zahtjev za reviziju, koji se Glavnoj upravi za trgovinu
Europske komisije (Directorate-General for Trade (Unit H-1), CHAR 4/39, B-1049 Bruxelles) () moze dostaviti u bilo
kojem trenutku od dana objave ove Obavijesti, a najkasnije tri mjeseca prije datuma navedenog u tablici u nastavku.

4. Ova Obavijest objavljuje se u skladu s ¢lankom 11. stavkom 2. Uredbe (EU) 2016/1036.

Zemlja/zemlje

Proizvod A Mjere Referentni dokument Datum isteka (')
podrijetla ili izvoza
Odredeni plos- | Narodna Republi- | Antidam- | Provedbena uredba Komisije (EU) 2015/1953 od | 31.10.2020.
nato valjani ka Kina pinska 29. listopada 2015. o uvodenju konacne anti-
proizvodi od si- | Japan pristojpa | dampinske pristojbe na uvoz odredenih plosnato
licijskog elektro- | Republika Koreja valjanih proizvoda od silicijskog elektrocelika s

Celika s orijenti-
ranim kristalima

Ruska Federacija
Sjedinjene Ame-
ricke Drzave

orijentiranim kristalima, podrijetlom iz Narodne
Republike Kine, Japana, Republike Koreje, Ruske
Federacije i Sjedinjenih Americkih Drzava

(SLL 284,30.10.2015,, str. 109.).

(") Mjera istjeCe u pono¢ na dan naveden u ovom stupcu.

() SLL176,30.6.2016., str. 21.
() TRADE-Defence-Complaints@ec.europa.eu
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POSTUPCI U VEZI S PROVEDBOM POLITIKE TRZISNOG NATJECANJA

EUROPSKA KOMISIJA

Prethodna prijava koncentracije
(Predmet M.9714 — Viacom/beIN/Miramax)

Predmet primjeren za primjenu pojednostavnjenog postupka

(Tekst znacajan za EGP)

(2020/C 40/06)

1. Komisija je 29. sije¢nja 2020. zaprimila prijavu predloZene koncentracije u skladu s ¢lankom 4. Uredbe Vije¢a (EZ)
br. 139/2004 ().

Ta se prijava odnosi na sljedece poduzetnike:
— Viacom International Inc. (,Viacom”, SAD), koji pripada poduzetniku ViacomCBS Inc.
— beIN Media Group, LLC (,beIN”, Katar), koji pripada poduzetniku beIN Corporation

— MMX Media Finance, LLC (,Miramax”, SAD), trenuta¢no pod isklju¢ivom kontrolom poduzetnika beIN.

Poduzetnici Viacom i belN stje¢u, u smislu ¢lanka 3. stavka 1. tocke (b) i ¢lanka 3. stavka 4. Uredbe o koncentracijama,
zajednicku kontrolu nad poduzetnikom Miramax.

Koncentracija se provodi kupnjom udjela.
2. Poslovne su djelatnosti predmetnih poduzetnika sljedece:
— Viacom: globalno poduzele koje posluje u sektorima medija i zabave

— DbelIN: poduzece koje posluje u sektoru zabave i aktivno je, medu ostalim, u podru¢ju sportskih medija

— Miramax: poduzece koje posluje u sektoru zabave u podrudjima produkcije i distribucije filmova i televizijskih emisija.

3. Preliminarnim ispitivanjem Komisija je ocijenila da bi prijavljena transakcija mogla biti obuhvaéena podru¢jem
primjene Uredbe o koncentracijama. Medutim konac¢na odluka jo§ nije donesena.

U skladu s Obavijesti Komisije o pojednostavnjenom postupku za postupanje s odredenim koncentracijama prema Uredbi
Vijeca (EZ) br. 139/2004 () treba napomenuti da je ovaj predmet primjeren za primjenu postupka iz Obavijesti.

4. Komisija poziva zainteresirane tre¢e osobe da joj podnesu moguca ocitovanja o predloZenoj koncentraciji.

Ocitovanja se Komisiji moraju dostaviti najkasnije u roku od 10 dana od datuma ove objave. U svakom je o¢itovanju
potrebno navesti referentnu oznaku:

M.9714 — Viacom/beIN/Miramax

Ocitovanja se Komisiji mogu poslati e-postom, telefaksom ili postom. Podaci za kontakt:

(") SLL 24,29.1.2004., str. 1. (,Uredba o koncentracijama”).
() SLC 366,14.12.2013., str. 5.



C 40/36 Sluzbeni list Europske unije 6.2.2020.

E-posta: COMP-MERGER-REGISTRY®@ec.europa.eu
Faks +32 22964301
Postanska adresa:

European Commission
Directorate-General for Competition
Merger Registry

1049 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIE
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Prethodna prijava koncentracije

(Predmet M.9719 — Fairfax Financial Holdings Limited/OMERS Administration
Corporation/Riverstone Barbados Limited)

Predmet primjeren za primjenu pojednostavnjenog postupka

(Tekst znacajan za EGP)

(2020/C 40/07)

1. Komisija je 30. sije¢nja 2020. zaprimila prijavu predloZene koncentracije u skladu s ¢lankom 4. Uredbe Vijeca (EZ)
br. 139/2004 ().

Ta se prijava odnosi na sljedece poduzetnike:
— Fairfax Financial Holdings Limited (,FFHL", Kanada),

— Kingston Infrastructure Holdings Inc. (,Kingston”, Kanada), pod kontrolom poduzetnika OMERS Administration
Corporation (,OMERS”, Kanada),

— Riverstone Barbados Limited (,Riverstone”, Barbados).

Poduzetnici FFHL i Kingston stjecu, u smislu ¢lanka 3. stavka 1. tocke (b) i ¢lanka 3. stavka 4. Uredbe o koncentracijama,
zajednicku kontrolu nad cijelim poduzetnikom Riverstone.

Koncentracija se provodi kupnjom udjela.

2. Poslovne su djelatnosti predmetnih poduzetnika sljedece:

— FFHL je holding drustvo koje se bavi osiguranjem i reosiguranjem imovine i osiguranjem i reosiguranjem od nezgoda te
povezanim upravljanjem ulaganjima.

— OMERS je administrator primarnog mirovinskog osiguranja za opéinske zaposlenike u Ontariju (Ontario Municipal
Employees Retirement System Primary Pension Plan) i povjerenik mirovinskih fondova. Upravlja raznovrsnim globalnim
portfeljem dionica i obveznica, a bavi se i ulaganjima u nekretnine, privatni kapital i infrastrukturu.

— Riverstone upravlja prethodnim obvezama ugasenih osiguravajucih poduzeca i portfelja (run-off).

3. Preliminarnim ispitivanjem Komisija je ocijenila da bi prijavljena transakcija mogla biti obuhvalena podru¢jem
primjene Uredbe o koncentracijama. Medutim konac¢na odluka jo§ nije donesena.

U skladu s Obavijesti Komisije o pojednostavnjenom postupku za postupanje s odredenim koncentracijama prema Uredbi
Vijeca (EZ) br. 139/2004 () treba napomenuti da je ovaj predmet primjeren za primjenu postupka iz Obavijesti.

4. Komisija poziva zainteresirane tre¢e osobe da joj podnesu moguca ocitovanja o predloZenoj koncentraciji.

Ocitovanja se Komisiji moraju dostaviti najkasnije u roku od 10 dana od datuma ove objave. U svakom je o¢itovanju
potrebno navesti referentnu oznaku:

M.9719 — FFHL | OMERS | Riverstone

Ocitovanja se Komisiji mogu poslati e-postom, telefaksom ili po§tom. Podaci za kontakt:
E-posta: COMP-MERGER-REGISTRY®@ec.europa.ecu

Faks +32 22964301

Postanska adresa:

European Commission
Directorate-General for Competition
Merger Registry

1049 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIE

() SLL 24,29.1.2004., str. 1. (,Uredba o koncentracijama”).
() SLC 366, 14.12.2013., str. 5.
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DRUGI

EUROPSKA KOMISIJA

Objava obavijesti 0 odobrenju standardne izmjene specifikacije proizvoda za naziv u sektoru vina iz
¢lanka 17. stavaka 2. i 3. Delegirane uredbe Komisije (EU) 2019/33.

(2020/C 40/08)

Ova obavijest objavljuje se u skladu s ¢lankom 17. stavkom 5. Delegirane uredbe Komisije (EU) 2019/33 (').

OBAVIJEST O ODOBRENJU STANDARDNE IZMJENE
,Coteaux d’Ancenis”
PDO-FR-A0928-AM01

Datum obavijesti: 12. studenoga 2019..

OPIS I RAZLOZI ODOBRENE IZMJENE

1. Zemljopisno podrudje
Zemljopisno podrudje mijenja se kako slijedi: ,Svi postupci proizvodnje odvijaju se na zemljopisnom podrudju koje je
odobrio Nacionalni institut za podrijetlo i kvalitetu na zasjedanju nadleznog nacionalnog odbora od 28. rujna 2011.

Na datum kada je nadlezni nacionalni odbor odobrio ovu specifikaciju proizvoda, to podrucje obuhvacalo je sljedeée
op¢ine na temelju sluzbenog zemljopisnog Sifrarnika iz 2018.:

— departman Loire-Atlantique: Ancenis, Carquefou, Le Cellier, Coufté, Divatte-sur-Loire (samo za podrudje delegirane
op¢ine Barbechat), Ligné, Loireauxence (samo za podrudje delegirane opéine Varades), Mauves-sur-Loire, Mésanger,
Montrelais, Oudon, Saint-Géréon, Thouaré-sur-Loire, Vair-sur-Loire,

— departman Maine-et-Loire: Mauges-sur-Loire (samo za podrudje delegirane opéine La Chapelle-Saint-Florent), Orée
d’Anjou (samo za podrudje delegiranih opéina Bouzillé, Champtoceaux, Drain, Landemont, Liré i La Varenne).

Kartografski dokumenti koji predstavljaju zemljopisno podru¢je dostupni su na internetskoj stranici Nacionalnog
instituta za podrijetlo i kvalitetu.”

Izmjena teksta: u novom popisu upravnih tijela uzimaju se u obzir spajanja i druge promjene administrativnih
podrugja koje su nastupile od homologacije specifikacije. Kako bi se povecala pravna sigurnost, taj se popis temelji na
verziji sluzbenog zemljopisnog ifrarnika koji je na snazi i svake ga godine objavljuje INSEE.

Naposljetku, na internetskoj stranici INAO-a spominje se stavljanje na raspolaganje kartografskih dokumenata koji
predstavljaju zemljopisno podrucje radi boljeg informiranja javnosti.

U skladu s time jedinstveni dokument mijenja se u tocki 6., koja se odnosi na razgraniceno zemljopisno podrucje.

2. Razgraniceno podrudje Cestice

U poglavlju 1. odjeljku IV. tocki 2. rije¢i ,razgraniceno podrudje Cestice” zamjenjuje se rije¢ima ,podrudje Cestice na
kojem se odvija proizvodnja”.

Ta izmjena teksta ne utjeCe na razgrani¢eno podrudje Cestice.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.

() SLL9,11.1.2019., str. 2.
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3. Podrudje u neposrednoj blizini
U poglavlju 1. odjeljku IV. tocki 3. popis opéina zamjenjuje se sljede¢im:

— departman Loire-Atlantique: La Boissiére-du-Doré, La Chapelle-Heulin, Divatte-sur-Loire (samo za podrucje
delegirane op¢ine La ChapelleBasse-Mer), Gorges, Haute-Goulaine, Le Landreau, Le Loroux-Bottereau, Maisdonsur-
Seévre, Mouzillon, La Remaudiére, Saint-Julien-de-Concelles, Vallet,

— departman Maine-et-Loire: Montrevault-sur-Evre (samo za podruje delegiranih op¢ina Puiset-Doré i Saint-Rémy-
en-Mauges), Orée d’Anjou (samo za podrudje delegiranih opéina Saint-Laurent-des-Autels i Saint-Sauveur-de-
Landemont), Sévremoine (samo za podrucje delegirane opéine Tillieres).

Izmjena teksta: u novom popisu upravnih tijela uzimaju se u obzir spajanja i druge promjene administrativnih
podrugja koje su nastupile od homologacije specifikacije.

U skladu s time jedinstveni dokument mijenja se u tocki 9., koja se odnosi na dodatne uvjete.

4. Sorte vinove loze
Crna i rosé vina sada se mogu proizvoditi uz dodatak pomoc¢ne sorte cabernet franc.

Cabernet franc povijesna je sorta grozda tog podrudja i oznake koja vinima donosi odredenu strukturu bez izmjene
njihovih tipi¢nih svojstava. Nije osjetljiva na mraz kao sorta gamay ni na kriptogamne bolesti, §to omoguéuje sigurnu
proizvodnju.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.

5. Mjesavina
— U poglavlju 1. odjeljku V. dodaje se nova tocka:
,2 —Pravila o udjelu sorti na poljoprivrednom gospodarstvu
Udio pomo¢ne sorte u mjeavini ¢ini najvise 10 % nasada vinove loze.

Za odredenu boju poZeljna je ujednacenost nasada na svim Cesticama gospodarstva na kojem se proizvodi vino
kontrolirane oznake izvornosti.”

— U poglavlju 1. odjeljku IX. dodaje se tocka a):
,a) — MjeSavina sorti

Crna vina dobivaju se od mjeSavine grozda ili vina u omjerima koji odgovaraju onima predvidenima za nasade
vinove loze.”

Zbog dodatka sorte cabernet franc potrebno je dodati pravilo za sadenje i mijesanje sorti vinove loze kojim se udio te
sorte ogranicava na 10 %.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.

6. Pakiranje

U tocki 2° odjelika IX. mijenja se rok za Cuvanje rezultata izvr$ene analize pakiranih serija koji se sada ¢uvaju 12
mjeseci umjesto 6 kako bi se osigurala bolja kontrola.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.

7. Kretanje izmedu ovlastenih skladista
U poglavlju 1. odjeljku IX. briSe se tocka 4. podtocka (b) koja se odnosi na kretanje izmedu ovlastenih skladista.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.

8. Povezanost sa zemljopisnim podrudjem
Povezanost je izmijenjena kako bi se azurirao broj predmetnih op¢ina (16 umjesto 22).

U skladu s time jedinstveni dokument mijenja se u tocki 8., koja se odnosi na zemljopisno podrudje.

9. Prijelazna mjera
Prijelazne mjere Cije je trajanje isteklo brisu se iz specifikacije proizvoda.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.
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10. Oznacivanje

U odjeljku XII. dodaje se ,c) Na oznaci vina kontrolirane oznake izvornosti moze se navesti naziv manje zemljopisne
jedinice ako:

— je rije¢ o registriranoj lokaciji,
— je ta jedinica navedena na izjavi o berbi.

Naziv registrirane lokacije otisnut je slovima koja ne smiju biti via, ira ni deblja od polovice slova kojima se navodi
kontrolirana oznaka izvornosti. Nalazi se u istom vidnom polju kao i kontrolirana oznaka izvornosti.”

U skladu s time jedinstveni dokument mijenja se u tocki 9., koja se odnosi na dodatne uvjete.

11. Prethodna izjava o namjeni Cestica

U poglavlju 2. odjeljku 1. tocki 1. brise se razdoblje od 5 godina nakon kojeg se presutno produzuje kako bi se izbjegli
svi problemi i time zadrzalo presutno produZenje samo ako gospodarski subjekt ne prijavi izmjenu.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.

12. Izjava o zahtjevu
Izjava o zahtjevu sada se dostavlja najkasnije 31. prosinca umjesto 10. prosinca.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.

13. Prethodna izjava o transakciji nepakiranog vina

U poglavlju 2. odjeljku II. tocki 3. prvom odlomku ispred rijeci ,transakcije” dodaje se rije¢ ,prve”, a iza rijeci
Ltransakcije” dodaju se rijeci ,prve serije u godini o kojoj je rijec ili prvog stavljanja vina na trziste potrosac¢ima”.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.

14. Prethodna izjava o pakiranju
U poglavlju 2. odjeljku II. to¢ki 4. dodaje se alineja:
— predvideni datum pakiranja.”

Ta izmjena ne utjeCe na jedinstveni dokument.

15. Izjava o prelasku u niZi razred
U poglavlju 2. odjeljku II to¢ki 6. rijeci ,u roku od mjesec dana” zamjenjuju se rije¢ima ,najkasnije 15. prosinca”.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.

16. Vinogradarski registar
U poglavlju 2. odjeljku IL. to¢ka 1. mijenja se kako slijedi:
,1 — Vinogradarski registar

a) — Svaki gospodarski subjekt koji iskoristava vinovu lozu za proizvodnju vina s predmetnom kontroliranom
oznakom izvornosti do 1. lipnja godine berbe dostavlja podatke u registar u kojem se navode Cestice za koje se
odri¢e proizvodnje sa zaStiCenom oznakom izvornosti i na koje ne Zeli primjenjivati uvjete proizvodnje za
vinograde sa zasti¢enom oznakom izvornosti.

Tijelo za zastitu i upravljanje moze zatraziti gospodarske subjekte da dostave izvadak iz tog registra.

b) Svaki predmetni gospodarski subjekt na koji se odnosi prijelazna mjera stavlja na raspolaganje tijelu za zastitu i
upravljanje te kontrolnom tijelu popis predmetnih ¢estica navodeéi:

— Xkatastarski referentni broj Cestice,
— navedenu prijelaznu mjeru.”

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.
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17. Registar vinskih podruma

U poglavlju 2. odjeljku II. tocki 2. rije¢ ,specifikacija” zamjenjuje se rije¢ju ,registar” i dodaje se da se prelasci u nizi
razred unose u registar.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.

18. Glavni elementi koje treba kontrolirati

Poglavlje 3. izmijenjeno je kako bi se uskladilo sa sadrzajem glavnih elemenata koje treba kontrolirati u specifikacijama
proizvoda na podrudju u regiji Nantes.

Ta izmjena ne utjece na jedinstveni dokument.

JEDINSTVENI DOKUMENT

1. Naziv proizvoda

Coteaux d’Ancenis

2. Vrsta oznake zemljopisnog podrijetla

70l - zasti¢ena oznaka izvornosti

3. Kategorija proizvoda od vinove loze

1. Vino

4. Opis vina

Crna vina

Rije¢ je o mirnim crnim vinima.

Analiticke karakteristike vina su sljedece:

— najmanja prirodna volumna alkoholna jakost: 10,5 % za crna vina,

— najveca ukupna prirodna volumna alkoholna jakost nakon obogacivanja: 12,5 % za crna vina,
— ukupni udio kiselina: od 57,1 do 102,1 miliekvivalenata po litri za crna vina,

— najvedi udio hlapljivih kiselina: 13,3 miliekvivalenata po litri za crna vina,

— najvedi udio fermentabilnog Secera (glukoza i fruktoza): najvise 3 grama po litri za crna vina,

— najvedi udio jabucne kiseline: najvise 0,3 grama po litri za crna vina. Kod crnih vina dovr$ena je malolakti¢na
fermentacija.

Ukupni udio sumporova dioksida i ukupna stvarna alkoholna jakost crnih vina u skladu su s pravilima utvrdenima
propisima Zajednice.

Crna vina sjajne su boje, s razli¢itim nijansama crvene, od boje tresnje do tamnogranatne. Cesto imaju arome
bobicastog voca, ponekad uz dodatak nota slatkih zacina. Obi¢no imaju elegantne tanine koji im daju mekani okus i
odredenu svjezinu.

Op¢a analiticka svojstva

Najveca ukupna alkoholna jakost (u % volumnog udjela)

Najmanja stvarna alkoholna jakost (u % volumnog udjela)

Najmanji ukupni sadrzaj kiselosti

Najvedi udio hlapljivih kiselina (u miliekvivalentima po litri)

Najvedi ukupni udio sumporova dioksida (u miligramima po
litri)
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Bijela vina

Rijec je o mirnim bijelim vinima.

Analiticke karakteristike vina su sljedece:

— najmanja prirodna volumna alkoholna jakost: 11,5 % za bijela vina,

— najveca ukupna prirodna volumna alkoholna jakost nakon obogacivanja: 13,5 % za bijela vina,

— ukupni udio kiselina: od 57,1 do 112,3 miliekvivalenata po litri za bijela vina,

— najvedi udio fermentabilnog $ecera (glukoza i fruktoza): od 20 do 40 grama po litri za bijela vina.

Bijela vina, ¢ija Zuta boja upucuje na njihovu raskos, najéesée poprimaju intenzivne arome vrlo zrelog ili tropskog

voca. Pravila koja se odnose na njihove analiticke norme osiguravaju dobru ravnoteZu u ustima, a zaokruZeni okus
fermentabilnog Secera protuteza je karakteristi¢noj svjezini vina iz podrudja Loire.

Op¢a analiticka svojstva

Najveca ukupna alkoholna jakost (u % volumnog udjela)

Najmanja stvarna alkoholna jakost (u % volumnog udjela) 10

Najmanji ukupni sadrZaj kiselosti

Najvei udio hlapljivih kiselina (u miliekvivalentima po litri) | 13,3

Najvedi ukupni udio sumporova dioksida (u miligramima po
litri)

Rosé vina

Rije¢ je o mirnim rosé vinima.

Analiticke karakteristike vina su sljedece:

— najmanja prirodna volumna alkoholna jakost: 10 % za rosé vina,

— najveca ukupna prirodna volumna alkoholna jakost nakon obogacivanja: 12 % za rosé vina,
— ukupni udio kiselina: od 57,1 do 102,1 miliekvivalenata po litri za rosé vina,

— najvedi udio hlapljivih kiselina: 10,2 miliekvivalenata po litri za rosé vina,

— najvedi udio fermentabilnog ecera (glukoza i fruktoza): najvise 4 grama po litri za rosé vina.

Ukupni udio sumporova dioksida i ukupna stvarna alkoholna jakost rosé vina u skladu su s pravilima utvrdenima
propisima Zajednice.

Rosé vina su blijedoruzicaste boje do nijansi ruZicaste boje lososa. Karakteristi¢ne su fine i diskretne arome, popracene
svjezinom i voénim notama. U ustima Cesto se odlikuju laganim, svjezim i Zivahnim okusom.

Op¢a analiticka svojstva

Najveca ukupna alkoholna jakost (u % volumnog udjela)

Najmanja stvarna alkoholna jakost (u % volumnog udjela)

Najmanji ukupni sadrzaj kiselosti

Najvedi udio hlapljivih kiselina (u miliekvivalentima po litri)

Najvedi ukupni udio sumporova dioksida (u miligramima po
litri)

5. Enoloski postupci

a.  Osnovni enoloski postupci
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Postupak uzgoja
Najmanja gustoca sadnje vinove loze iznosi 6 000 trsova po hektaru.

Razmak izmedu redova ne smije biti ve¢i od 1,60 metara, a razmak izmedu trsova u istom redu iznosi od 0,90 metara
do 1,10 metara.

Vinova loza obrezuje se s najvi§e dvanaest pupova po trsu:
— ili kratkom rezidbom (cordon de Royat, gobelet, éventail),
— ili rezidbom jednostruki Guyot.

Rezidbu treba dovrsiti do 31. svibnja u godini berbe.

U fazi rasta, odnosno ,razvoja ploda”, broj rodnih izbojaka godisnje po trsu iznosi najvise 10.

Poseban enoloski postupak
Za proizvodnju rosé vina zabranjena je upotreba enoloskog ugljena, ¢istog ili umijesanog u pripravke.

Tehnike obogacivanja vina oduzimanjem vode dopustene su za crna vina, a najveca stopa djelomi¢nog koncentriranja
u odnosu na upotrijebljenu koli¢inu ¢ini 10 %.

Ta vina nakon obogacivanja ne premasuju sljede¢u ukupnu volumnu alkoholnu jakost: bijela vina 13,5 %, rosé vina
12 %, crna vina 12,5 %.

Uz te odredbe u pogledu enoloskih postupaka potrebno je postovati obveze koje su odredene na razini opéine te u
Zakoniku o poljoprivredi i morskom ribarstvu.

b.  Najvedi prinos

Bijela vina

55 hektolitara po hektaru
Crna i rosé vina

66 hektolitra po hektaru

6. Razgranifeno zemljopisno podrudje

Svi postupci proizvodnje odvijaju se na zemljopisnom podruéju koje je odobrio Nacionalni institut za podrijetlo i
kvalitetu na zasjedanju nadleznog nacionalnog odbora od 28. rujna 2011. Na datum kada je nadlezni nacionalni
odbor odobrio ovu specifikaciju proizvoda, to podrucje obuhvacalo je sljede¢e opéine na temelju sluzbenog
zemljopisnog Sifrarnika iz 2018.:

— departman Loire-Atlantique: Ancenis, Carquefou, Le Cellier, Coufté, Divatte-sur-Loire (samo za podrudje delegirane
opdine Barbechat), Ligné, Loireauxence (samo za podrudje delegirane opéine Varades), Mauves-sur-Loire, Mésanger,
Montrelais, Oudon, Saint-Géréon, Thouaré-sur-Loire, Vair-sur-Loire,

— departman Maine-et-Loire: Mauges-sur-Loire (samo za podrugje delegirane op¢ine La Chapelle-Saint-Florent), Orée
d’Anjou (samo za podrugje delegiranih opéina Bouzillé, Champtoceaux, Drain, Landemont, Liré i La Varenne).

7. Glavne sorte vinove loze
Gamay N

Pinot gris G

8. Opis povezanosti

Opis prirodnih cimbenika koji doprinose povezanosti

Zemljopisno podrucje obuhvaca dvije strane rijeke Loire, na pola puta izmedu gradova Nantes i Angers. Vinova loza
uglavnom se sadi na obroncima odmah uz rijeku, a ponekad i na padinama sekundarnih dolina. Uzdizu se na
obroncima, obi¢no na nadmorskim visinama od 20 do 80 metara i jasno se razlikuju od okolnih visoravni koje su
usmjerene prema djelatnostima mijesane poljoprivrede i uzgoja. Zemljopisno podrucje u okolici opéine Ancenis,
obuhvaca podrudja 16 opéina departmana Loire-Atlantique i Maine-et-Loire.
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Vinogradi se nalaze na drevnim metamorfnim formacijama Armorickog masiva koje se uglavnom sastoje od skriljevca,
tinjceva Skriljevca i gnajsa. Te tvrde stijene imaju kremenasta, ¢esto kamenita i plitka tla na padinama koje su
prethodno bile izloZene eroziji rijeke Loire. Razgrani¢eno podrugje Cestice za berbu grozda obuhvaca samo Cestice na
odroncima na kojima se tradicionalno uzgaja uglavnom vinova loza i koje imaju zdrava, plitka i umjereno plodna tla s
ogranicenim zalihama vode. Ta se tla brzo suse i zagrijavaju.

Zemljopisno podrugje ima umjerenu oceansku klimu, a rijeka Loire donosi utjecaj mora u unutranjost zemlje, osobito
jer u regiji Ancenis rijeka ima isti smjer kao i prevladavajudi vjetrovi. Prosjecna godi$nja temperatura iznosi oko 11,5°
C, zime su blage, a ljeta svjeza. Prosjek padalina iznosi 700 milimetara godi$nje, dobro raspodijeljenih tijekom cijele
godine, s izrazenom nestaSicom vode ljeti. Po¢etkom jeseni, prije oseka u razdoblju ravnodnevnice, zemljopisno
podrucje Cesto je vjetrovito i suho.

Opis ljudskih cimbenika koji pridonose povezanosti

S razvojem brojnih priorata uz rijeku Loire, uzgoj vinove loze, koji postoji od davnina, poceo se osobito Siriti na
podru¢ju Ancenis u IX. stoljeu. Desetine na proizvode od vinove loze koje su se placale svjedoce o intenzivnoj
proizvodnji vina uz obale te rijeke u srednjem vijeku. Luka Ancenis ubrzo zauzima sredi$nje mjesto u trgovini i
prijevozu vina iz regije. Karlo IX. 1573. odobrava osnivanje Cetiriju ureda za sluzbene degustatore vina u luci Ancenis,
kojih je 1584. bilo deset, a pod Lujem XVI. grad redovito broji oko dvadeset plovila za trgovinu vinima.

Od XVIL stoljeca vinogradi podru¢ja Ancenis povecavaju proizvodnju poluslatkih bijelih vina uvodenjem sorte pinot
gris G. Vino te sorte s vremenom dobiva naziv ,Malvoisie”. Kasnije se pojavljuju i druge sorte, kao 3to je sorta gamay
N, koja je uvedena sredinom XIX. stolje¢a. Trgovina vinom doseZe svoj vrhunac kada su se vina preko Orléansa
isporucivala u Pariz ili preko Nantesa u sjevernu Europu i Bretanju.

Nakon pojave filoksere vinograd se ponovno gradi te kona¢no usvaja sorte vinove loze i metode uzgoja koje su i
trenutacno na snazi, s gustoom nasada od 6 000 i 7 000 trsova po hektaru. Proizvodnja suhih rosé vina i crnih vina
prevladava nad proizvodnjom poluslatkih bijelih vina ,Malvoisie”. Osnivanjem vinogradarskog sindikata 1907. u
okrugu Ancenis nastavlja se lokalna vinogradarska dinamika. Zbog pravila proizvodnje koja su proizvodaci utvrdili
nakon Drugog svjetskog rata 1954. priznata je oznaka ,appellation d'origine vin délimité de qualité supérieure”
,Coteaux d’Ancenis”.

Vinogradi 2009. pokrivaju 180 hektara. Obraduje ih tridesetak vinogradara, a godiSnje daju vise od
10 000 hektolitara, od ¢ega 45 % rosé vina, 38 % crnih vina i 17 % bijelih vina. Bijela vina, ¢ija Zuta boja upucuje na
njihovu raskos, najées¢e poprimaju intenzivne arome vrlo zrelog ili tropskog voca. Pravila koja se odnose na njihove
analiticke norme osiguravaju dobru ravnoteZu u ustima, a zaokruZeni okus fermentabilnog Selera protuteza je
karakteristi¢noj svjezini vina iz podrugja Loire.

Crna vina sjajne su boje, s razli¢itim nijansama crvene, od boje tre$nje do tamnogranatne. Cesto imaju arome
bobicastog voca, ponekad uz dodatak nota slatkih za¢ina. Obi¢no imaju elegantne tanine koji im daju mekani okus i
odredenu svjezinu.

Rosé vina su blijedoruzicaste boje do nijansi ruzicaste boje lososa. Karakteristi¢ne su fine i diskretne arome, popracene
svjezinom i voénim notama. U ustima &esto se odlikuju laganim, svjezim i Zivahnim okusom. Zemljopisno podrugje
smjeSteno je izmedu vinograda Nantesa i Anjoua, na vaznom komunikacijskom kanalu rijeke Loire, a proizvodaci
vina ,Coteaux d’Ancenaris” znali su iskoristiti taj dvostruki utjecaj kako bi uspostavili tehnicke postupke proizvodnje
prilagodene njihovu prirodnom okolisu.

Obronke zemljopisnog podrucja oblikovane rijekom Loire u metamorfske formacije Armorickog masiva najcesce
karakteriziraju tla s visokim kapacitetom zagrijavanja, brzom prirodnom odvodnjom i ogranicenim zalihama vode,
§to u luci Ancens jos od srednjeg vijeka potic¢e dozrijevanje grozda te razvoj aktivnog komercijalnog vinogradarstva.
Osim toga, klima zemljopisnog podrucja, iako pod utjecajem oceana, krajem ljeta i pocetkom jeseni Cesto je vjetrovita
i suha. U kombinaciji s otvorenim krajolikom rijeke Loire, to prirodno okruZenje u velikoj mjeri opravdava razvoj
crnih i rosé vina u regiji. Siromasna i kisela tla razgranicenih Cestica za berbu grozda posebno su pogodna za sortu
gamay N jer ogranicavaju Cesto zapaZenu jacinu te sorte, koja je, iako kasnije uvedena, zamijenila postojece crne sorte.
Arome crnih vina i osjetljive voéne note rosé vina u potpunosti dolaze do izrazaja zahvaljujuéi upravljanju
vinogradima odgovaraju¢im sustavom uzgoja i kontroliranjem prinosa.
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Klima pogoduje i proizvodnji poluslatkih bijelih vina berbom zdravog potpuno zrelog grozda. Pridonijela je i
aklimatizaciji krhke sorte grozda pinot gris G. Blage ljetne temperature na zemljopisnom podrudju ogranicavaju
razgradnju organskih kiselina prisutnih u grozdu $to pridonosi zadrzavanju aroma, finoce i karakteristicne svjezine
tih vina. Lokalno poznata pod nazivom ,Malvoisie” ta uistinu posebna vina tipi¢ni su proizvod lokalne vinogradarske
bastine.

Proizvodadi, koji su u sindikalnim udruZenjima od pocetka XX. stoljeca, stalno su radili na poboljsanju kvalitete
proizvoda. Uz preusmjeravanje razgrani¢enog podrudja Cestice na bolje padine, jacanje nasada sorti gamay N i pinot
gris G te stroza pravila proizvodnje, priznanje kontrolirane oznake izvornosti vina ,Coteaux d’Ancenis” jamstvo je za
bolju prepoznatljivost vina u buduénosti.

9. Osnovni dodatni uvjeti (pakiranje, oznacivanje, ostali zahtjevi)
Pravni okvir:
Nacionalno zakonodavstvo
Vrsta dodatnog uvjeta:
Odstupanje u pogledu proizvodnje na razgranicenom zemljopisnom podrudju
Opis uvjeta:

podrudje u neposrednoj blizini, utvrdeno odstupanjem, za proizvodnju i dozrijevanje vina, obuhvaéa podrugja
sljedecih op¢ina na temelju sluzbenog zemljopisnog Sifrarnika iz 2018.:

— departman Loire-Atlantique: La Boissiere-du-Doré, La Chapelle Heulin, Divatte-sur-Loire (samo za podrucje
delegirane opdine La Chapelle-Basse-Mer), Gorges, Haute-Goulaine, Le Landreau, Le Loroux Bottereau, Maisdon-
sur-Sevre, Mouzillon, La Remaudiére, Saint-Julien-deConcelles, Vallet,

— departman Maine-et-Loire: Montrevault-sur-Evre (samo za podrucje delegiranih op¢ina Puiset-Doré et Saint-Rémy-
en-Mauges), Orée d’Anjou (samo za podrucje delegiranih op¢ina Saint-Laurent-des-Autels i Saint-Sauveur-de-
Landemont), Sévremoine (samo za podrudje delegirane opéine Tillieres).

Pravni okvir:

Nacionalno zakonodavstvo

Vrsta dodatnog uvjeta:

Dodatne odredbe koje se odnose na oznacivanje
Opis uvjeta:

Nazivu kontrolirane oznake izvornosti moze se dodati dodatni zemljopisni naziv ,Val de Loire”, u skladu s pravilima
utvrdenima u specifikaciji proizvoda.

Nazivu kontrolirane oznake izvornosti moze se dodati uobicajeni naziv ,Malvoise”, u skladu s pravilima utvrdenima u
specifikaciji proizvoda. Taj se naziv smije upotrebljavati samo za mirna bijela vina.

Sve dodatne informacije, ¢iju upotrebu u skladu s odredbama Zajednice mogu uredivati drzave ¢lanice, navode se na
etiketama, slovima koja ne smiju biti visa ni $ira od polovice slova kojima se navodi kontrolirana oznaka izvornosti.

Slova kojima je ispisan dodatni zemljopisni naziv ,Val de Loire” ne smiju biti visa ni deblja od dvije treéine veli¢ine
znakova kojima je ispisan naziv kontrolirane oznake izvornosti.

Pravni okvir:

Nacionalno zakonodavstvo

Vrsta dodatnog uvjeta:

Dodatne odredbe koje se odnose na oznacivanje
Opis uvjeta:

Na oznaci vina kontrolirane oznake izvornosti moZe se navesti naziv manje zemljopisne jedinice ako:
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— je rijec o registriranoj lokaciji,
— je ta jedinica navedena na izjavi o berbi.

Naziv registrirane lokacije otisnut je slovima koja ne smiju biti visa, $ira ni deblja od polovice slova kojima se navodi
kontrolirana oznaka izvornosti. Nalazi se u istom vidnom polju kao i kontrolirana oznaka izvornosti.

Poveznica na specifikaciju proizvoda

https:/[/info.agriculture.gouv.fr/gedei/site/bo-agri/document_administratif-0569c539-0b4c-4402-9b68-c63cca20f36f
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Obavijest poduzecima koja namjeravaju staviti fluorougljikovodike u velikim koli¢inama na trZiste u
Europskoj uniji 2021.

(2020/C 40/09)

1. Ova Obavijest upucena je svim poduzelima koja namjeravaju dati izjavu o stavljanju fluorougljikovodika u velikim
koli¢inama na trziSte u Uniji 2021., u skladu s ¢lankom 16. stavcima 2. i 4. Uredbe (EU) br. 517/2014 Europskog
parlamenta i Vije¢a (') (dalje u tekstu ,,Uredba”).

2. Fluorougljikovodici zna¢i tvari navedene u odjeljku 1. Priloga I. Uredbi ili smjese koje sadrzavaju neku od sljedec¢ih
tvari:

HFC-23, HFC-32, HFC-41, HFC-125, HFC-134, HFC-134a, HFC-143, HFC-143a, HFC-152, HFC-152a, HFC-161,
HFC-227ea, HFC-236cb, HFC-23 6ea, HFC-236fa, HFC-245ca, HFC-245fa, HFC-36 5mfc, HFC-43-10mee.

3. Svako stavljanje tih tvari na trZiste, osim za namjene navedene u ¢lanku 15. stavku 2. to¢kama od (a) do (f) Uredbe ili
ukupne godisnje koli¢ine tih tvari manje od 100 tona ekvivalenta CO, godiSnje, podlijeze kvantitativnim
ogranicenjima u skladu sa sustavom kvota utvrdenim u ¢lancima 15. i 16. Uredbe te prilozima V. i V1. Uredbi.

4. Uvoznici moraju u trenutku pustanja fluorougljikovodika u slobodan promet imati valjan upis u registar kao uvoznici
velikih koli¢ina fluorougljikovodika na stranicama portala F-Gas i sustava licenciranja fluorougljikovodika (?) u skladu
s Provedbenom uredbom Komisije (EU) 2019/661 (}). Takva se registracija smatra obveznom dozvolom za uvoz.
Sli¢na je dozvola potrebna za izvoz fluorougljikovodika (¥).

5. Uvoznika bi trebalo navesti kao ,primatelja” (polje 8.) u jedinstvenoj carinskoj deklaraciji (JCD). Uvoznike se snazno
potice da navedu koli¢ine fluorougljikovodika u ekvivalentima CO, u vrijeme pustanja u slobodan promet izravno u
JCD-u (polje 44.) jer to moze uvelike olaksati carinjenje njihove robe i utvrdivanje uskladenosti s Uredbom (EU)
br. 517/2014.

6. U skladu s Prilogom VI. Uredbi zbroj kvota dodijeljenih na temelju referentnih vrijednosti oduzima se od maksimalne
raspolozive koli¢ine za 2021. kako bi se odredila koli¢ina koja e se dodijeliti iz te pri¢uve.

7. Svipodaci koje dostavljaju poduzeca, kvote i referentne vrijednosti pohranjuju se na stranicama elektronickog portala
F-Gas i sustava licenciranja fluorougljikovodika. Europska komisija smatrat ¢e povjerljivima sve podatke na
stranicama portala F-Gas i sustava licenciranja fluorougljikovodika, ukljucujuéi kvote, referentne vrijednosti,
poslovne i osobne podatke.

8.  Poduzeca koja Zele dobiti kvotu iz pricuve moraju postovati postupak opisan u tockama od 9. do 12. ove Obavijesti.

9. Uskladu s ¢lankom 16. stavkom 2. i ¢lankom 17. stavkom 1. Uredbe poduzece mora imati valjani registracijski profil,
koji je Komisija odobrila u skladu s Provedbenom uredbom (EU) 2019/661, kao proizvodac ifili uvoznik fluorouglji-
kovodika na internetskim stranicama portala F-Gas i sustava licenciranja fluorougljikovodika. Kako bi se osigurala
odgovarajuca obrada zahtjeva za upis u registar, uklju¢ujuéi mogucu potrebu za dodatnim informacijama, takav
zahtjev mora se podnijeti najkasnije mjesec dana prije pocetka razdoblja za davanje izjave, tj. prije 14. oZujka 2020.
(vidjeti tocku 10.). Za zahtjeve zaprimljene nakon tog roka ne moZe se jamciti da ¢e se kona¢na odluka o zahtjevu za
registraciju mo¢i donijeti prije kraja razdoblja za davanje izjave (vidjeti tocku 10.). Za poduzeca koja jo§ nisu
registrirana smjernice o tome kako se upisati u registar dostupne su na internetskim stranicama Glavne uprave za
klimatsku politiku ().

10.  Poduzeée mora dati izjavu o ocekivanim koli¢inama za 2021. u elektroni¢kom registru fluorougljikovodika koji je
dostupan na stranicama portala F-Gas i sustava licenciranja fluorougljikovodika u razdoblju za davanje izjave od
14. travnja do 14. svibnja 2020. u 13 sati po srednjoeuropskom vremenu.

(") Uredba (EU) br. 517/2014 Europskog parlamenta i Vije¢a od 16. travnja 2014. o fluoriranim staklenickim plinovima i stavljanju izvan
snage Uredbe (EZ) br. 842/2006 (SL L 150, 20.5.2014., str. 195.).

() Registar osnovan u skladu s ¢lankom 17. Uredbe (EU) 517/2014:https:|[webgate.ec.europa.eu/ods2/resources/domain

() Provedbena uredba Komisije (EU) 2019/661 od 25. travnja 2019. o osiguravanju neometanog funkcioniranja elektronickog registra
kvota za stavljanje fluorougljikovodika na trzite (SLL 112, 26.4.2019., str. 11.).

(*) Vidjeti i ¢lanak 1. stavak 2. Provedbene uredbe Komisije (EU) 20171375 (SLL 194, 26.7.2017., str. 4.).

() https:/[ec.europa.eu/clima/sites/clima/files/f-gas/docs/guidance_document_en.pdf
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11.  Komisija ¢e valjanima smatrati samo izjave koje su popunjene bez pogresaka te zaprimljene do 14. svibnja 2020. do
13 sati po srednjoeuropskom vremenu.

12.  Na temelju tih izjava Komisija ¢e dodijeliti kvote tim poduzeéima u skladu s ¢lankom 16. stavcima 2., 4.1 5. Uredbe
te prilozima V. i VI. Uredbi.

13.  Clankom 7. Provedbene uredbe (EU) 2019/661 propisuje se da se za potrebe dodjele kvota za stavljanje fluorouglji-
kovodika na trziSte u skladu s ¢lankom 16. stavkom 5. Uredbe (EU) br. 517/2014 sva poduzeca s istim stvarnim
vlasnikom smatraju jednim jedinstvenim deklarantom u skladu s ¢lankom 16. stavcima 2. i 4. Uredbe.

14.  Komisija ¢e obavijestiti poduzeca o ukupnim dodijeljenim kvotama za 2021. na stranicama portala F-Gas i sustava
licenciranja fluorougljikovodika.

15. Samom registracijom na stranicama portala F-Gas i sustava licenciranja fluorougljikovodika ifili davanjem izjave o
namjeri stavljanja fluorougljikovodika na trziste 2021. ne stjece se pravo na stavljanje fluorougljikovodika na
trziste 2021.
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