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ÁKVÖRÐUN EFTIRLITSSTOFNUNAR EFTA

176/11/COL

frá 1. júní 2011

um að hætta formlegri rannsókn í tengslum við fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvar í Kippermoen-
íþróttamiðstöðinni

(Noregur)

EFTIRLITSSTOFNUN EFTA HEFUR TEKIÐ NEÐANGREINDA ÁKVÖRÐUN

með vísan til samningsins um Evrópska efnahagssvæðið („EES-samningurinn“), einkum ákvæða 61. og 
62. gr.,

með vísan til samnings milli EFTA-ríkjanna um stofnun eftirlitsstofnunar og dómstóls („samningur um 
stofnun eftirlitsstofnunar og dómstóls“), einkum ákvæða 24. gr.,

með vísan til bókunar 3 við samninginn um stofnun eftirlitsstofnunar og dómstóls („bókun 3“), einkum 
ákvæða 2. mgr. 1. gr. I. hluta og 4. mgr. 4. gr., 6. gr. og 3. mgr. 7. gr. II. hluta,

eftir að hafa beint því til hagsmunaaðila að þeir legðu fram athugasemdir í samræmi við ofangreind ákvæði 
(1) og með hliðsjón af athugasemdum sem borist hafa

og að teknu tilliti til eftirfarandi:

I. MÁLSATVIK

1.	 Málsmeðferð

Stjórnvöld í Noregi tilkynntu með bréfi 27. janúar 2009 (skjal nr. 506341) um fjármögnun 
líkamsræktarstöðvar í Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni samkvæmt 3. mgr. 1. gr. I. hluta bókunar 3.

Í kjölfar nokkurra bréfaskipta, tilkynnti Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA stjórnvöldum í Noregi með bréfi 
16. desember 2009 (skjal nr. 538177) að hún hefði ákveðið að hefja rannsókn í samræmi við 
ákvæði 2. mgr. 1. gr. I. hluta bókunar 3 að því er varðar fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvar í 
Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni.

Stjórnvöld í Noregi lögðu fram athugasemdir við ákvörðunina um að hefja rannsókn í bréfi 
dagsettu 23. febrúar 2010 (skjal nr. 547864).

Ákvörðun Eftirlitsstofnunar EFTA 537/09/COL um að hefja rannsókn var birt í Stjórnartíðindum 
Evrópusambandsins og EES-viðbæti við þau. (2) Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA leitaði eftir athugasemdum 
hagsmunaaðila um efni ákvörðunarinnar.

Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA bárust athugasemdir frá norsku líkamsræktarsamtökunum Treningsfor- 
bundet (3) og European Health & Fitness Association („EHFA“). Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA átti fund 
með Treningsforbundet 2. nóvember 2010. Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA framsendi athugasemdir og 
upplýsingar sem komu fram á fundinum til stjórnvalda í Noregi í bréfum dagsettum 20. september 

(1)	 Birt í Stjtíð. ESB C 184, 8.7.2010, bls. 5, og EES-viðbæti nr. 35 sama dag, bls. 1.
(2)	 Sjá 1. neðanmálsgrein.
(3)	 Áður Norsk Treningssenterforbund.
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Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA
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2010 (skjal nr. 567099) og 9. nóvember 2010 (skjal nr. 576711) en stjórnvöld í Noregi lögðu fram 
athugasemdir í bréfi dagsettu 10. janúar 2011 (skjal nr. 582713). 

Stjórnvöld í Noregi lögðu fram frekari athugasemdir í bréfum dagsettum 14. mars 2011 (skjal nr. 
590193) og 22. mars 2011 (skjal nr. 591454) og tölvupósti dagsettum 28. mars 2011 (skjal nr. 
592463).

2.	 Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðin og líkamsræktarstöðin

Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðin var sett á fót á áttunda áratugnum, eins og fram kemur í 
ákvörðun 537/09/COL. Hún er í sveitarfélaginu Vefsn í Norðurlandsfylki. Miðstöðin er í eigu 
sveitarfélagsins og er ekki sérstakur lögaðili.

Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðin skiptist upphaflega í innanhússsundlaug með ljósabekkjum og 
íþróttasal, ásamt líkamsræktarstöð sem var fremur sparlega búin tækjum. Á árunum 1997 
til 1999 og aftur 2006 til 2007 var ráðist í stækkun á Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni og 
líkamsræktarstöðinni.

2.1	 Fjármögnun Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðvarinnar og líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar

Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðin hefur, frá því að hún var sett á fót á áttunda áratugnum, verið 
fjármögnuð af notendum og af fjárhagsáætlun sveitarfélagsins. Notendur koma að fjármögnuninni 
með því að greiða aðgangseyri. Sveitarfélagið er einrátt um verð, tegund miða sem í boði eru og 
um ráðstöfun teknanna. Þótt miðaverð hafi verið hækkað í áranna rás hafa framlög notenda ekki 
staðið undir öllum kostnaði við rekstur Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðvarinnar. Hallinn er greiddur 
af fjárhagsáætlun sveitarfélagsins í samræmi við ákvarðanir bæjarráðs um fjárveitingar.

2.2	 Nýjar upplýsingar frá stjórnvöldum í Noregi

2.2.1	 Greiðslur frá notendum líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar

Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA benti á það í ákvörðun 537/09/COL að Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðin 
hefði, frá því að hún var sett á fót á áttunda áratugnum, verið fjármögnuð með gjöldum, sem 
voru innheimt af notendum, og af fjárhagsáætlun sveitarfélagsins. (4) Stjórnvöld í Noregi hafa, í 
tengslum við formlegu rannsóknina, skýrt út að notendur hafi aðeins þurft að greiða fyrir aðgang 
að hluta aðstöðunnar í íþróttamiðstöðinni (m.a. sundlauginni) en að allir hefðu haft gjaldfrjálsan 
aðgang að líkamsræktarstöðinni til ársins 1996 þegar sveitarfélagið hóf að innheimta gjald af 
notendum. (5)

2.2.2	 Stækkun á árunum 1997 til 1999

Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA benti í ákvörðun 537/09/COL á að Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðin í heild 
sinni hefði verið stækkuð 1997 og að sú stækkun hefði m.a. verið fjármögnuð með láni að fjárhæð 
10 milljónir norskra króna. Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA hefði ekki fengið ítarlegar upplýsingar um lánið 
og að hvaða marki líkamsræktarstöðin í íþróttamiðstöðinni hefði notið ávinnings af láninu, ef um 
slíkt var að ræða. (6) Við formlegu rannsóknina gerðu stjórnvöld í Noregi það ljóst að fjárhæð 
lánsins hefði verið 5,8 milljónir norskra króna en ekki 10 milljónir eins og getið var í ákvörðuninni 
um að hefja rannsókn. (7) Stjórnvöld í Noregi gerðu það enn fremur ljóst að sveitarfélagið hefði 
ekki tekið lánið til að fjármagna stækkun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar, heldur til þess, m.a., að reisa 
nýjan knattspyrnuleikvang sem gengur undir nafninu Mosjøhallen, en heildarkostnaður við hann 
nam 14 milljónum norskra króna. (8)

Líkamsræktarstöðin var stækkuð á árunum 1997 til 1999 og Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðin keypti 
nýjan tækjabúnað (lyftingatæki, þrekhjól og ýmis önnur líkamsræktartæki) fyrir samtals um 
870 000 norskar krónur (u.þ.b. 109 000 evrur). (9)

(4)	 Kafli I.2.2 í ákvörðuninni.
(5)	 Sjá tölvupóst frá stjórnvöldum í Noregi dagsettan 28.3.2011 (skjal nr. 592463)
(6)	 Kafli I.2.2 og II.1.3 í ákvörðun 537/09/COL.
(7)	 Sjá bréf frá stjórnvöldum í Noregi dagsett 23. febrúar 2010 (skjal nr. 547864), bls. 6.
(8)	 Sjá sama bréf, bls. 2, 6 og 8.
(9)	 Sjá sama bréf, bls. 7–9.
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2.2.3	 Stækkun á árunum 2006 til 2007

Stjórnvöld í Noregi hafa enn fremur lagt fram nýjar upplýsingar um stækkun Kippermoen-
íþróttamiðstöðvarinnar á árunum 2006 til 2007.

Sveitarfélagið ákvað 2005 að stækka líkamsræktarstöðina með því að reisa nýja viðbyggingu 
sem tengdi saman þær byggingar íþróttamiðstöðvarinnar sem fyrir voru. Ætlunin var að auðvelda 
aðgang að stöðinni. Sveitarfélagið ákvað enn fremur að endurnýja um leið þá aðstöðu sem fyrir 
var. (10) Ráðist var í að tengja saman byggingarnar sem fyrir voru og gera á þeim endurbætur 
til að tryggja að aðstaðan í Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni jafnaðist á við það sem gerðist í 
sambærilegum miðstöðvum. (11)

Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðin og líkamsræktarstöðin voru því endurnýjaðar og stækkaðar á 
árunum 2006 til 2007 með tilkomu nýrrar viðbyggingar (Mellombygningen). Heildarkostnaður 
við stækkunina nam um 14,2 milljónum norskra króna. Gerð var áætlun um skiptingu kostnaðar 
til að tryggja að líkamsræktarstöðin tæki á sig sinn hluta (u.þ.b. 80%) (12) kostnaðarins við 
stækkunina. Hinn hluti kostnaðarins (u.þ.b. 20%) skyldi greiddur eftir öðrum leiðum, þar eð hann 
tengdist ekki líkamsræktarstöðinni heldur annarri aðstöðu í íþróttamiðstöðinni. Eftirlitsstofnun 
EFTA benti á það í ákvörðun sinni um að hefja formlega rannsókn að líkamsræktarstöðin hefði 
ekki tekið á sig sinn hluta kostnaðarins vegna lánsins 2008 að því er fram kæmi í áætluninni 
um skiptingu kostnaðar. Stjórnvöld í Noregi hafa síðar gert ljóst að líkamsræktarstöðin hafi svo 
sannarlega tekið á sig allan kostnað vegna lánsins 2008 með því að láta hagnað ársins renna til 
sveitarfélagsins. (13)

2.2.4	 Ekkert fjármagn frá Norðurlandsfylki

Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA gat ekki, á grundvelli þeirra upplýsinga sem lágu fyrir þegar ákvörðunin 
um að hefja formlega rannsókn var tekin, útilokað að líkamsræktarstöðin í Kippermoen-
íþróttamiðstöðinni hefði fengið fjárframlag frá Norðurlandsfylki. (14) Stjórnvöld í Noregi voru 
því beðin um að leggja fram upplýsingar um þetta efni. Stjórnvöld í Noregi hafa gert ljóst að 
líkamsræktarstöðin í íþróttamiðstöðinni hafi ekki fengið fjármagn frá Norðurlandsfylki. (15)

3.	 Ástæður þess að stofnað var til rannsóknar

Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA hóf formlega rannsókn þar eð vafi lék á hvort fjármögnun 
líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar í Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni væri ríkisaðstoð í skilningi 61. gr. 
EES-samningsins. Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA hafði enn fremur efasemdir um hvort unnt væri að líta 
svo á að fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar, ef hún teldist vera ríkisaðstoð, samrýmdist EES-
samningnum, annaðhvort á grundvelli 2. mgr. 59. gr. sem aðstoð við þjónustu sem hefur almenna 
efnahagslega þýðingu eða, til vara, á grundvelli stafliðar c) í 3. mgr. 61. gr. sem aðstoð til að 
greiða fyrir menningar- eða héraðsbundinni starfsemi.

Stjórnvöld í Noregi höfðu tilkynnt fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar í janúar 2009. Ekki 
voru veittar upplýsingar sem gætu réttlætt bráðabirgðaniðurstöðu þess efnis að fjármögnun 
líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar væri, ef hún teldist ríkisaðstoð, yfirstandandi aðstoð í skilningi 1. mgr. 
1. gr. I. hluta bókunar 3. Með hliðsjón af þessum efasemdum hóf Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA hóf því 
formlega rannsókn sem mælt er fyrir um í 3. og 2. mgr. 1. gr.

4.	 Athugasemdir annarra

Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA bárust athugasemdir frá tveimur þriðju aðilum, EHFA og Treningsforbundet.

(10)	 Sjá ákvarðanir bæjarráðs sveitarfélagsins Vefsn 10/05 og 152/05, 2. viðauka við skjal nr. 547864.
(11)	 Sjá bréf frá stjórnvöldum í Noregi dagsett 23. febrúar 2010 (skjal nr. 547864), bls. 10.
(12)	 Sjá bréf frá stjórnvöldum í Noregi dagsett 9. september 2009 (skjal nr. 529846), bls. 2–4.
(13)	 Sjá bréf frá stjórnvöldum í Noregi dagsett 23. febrúar 2010 (skjal nr. 547864), bls. 12.
(14)	 Kafli II.1.1 í ákvörðun 537/09/COL.
(15)	 Sjá bréf frá stjórnvöldum í Noregi dagsett 23. febrúar 2010 (skjal nr. 547864), bls. 19–20.
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4.1	 Athugasemdir European Health & Fitness Association („EHFA“)

EHFA er sjálfstæð samtök sem ekki eru rekin í hagnaðarskyni og koma þau fram fyrir hönd 
heilsu- og líkamsræktargeirans í Evrópu. Samtökin halda því fram að jafnræðis eigi að gæta 
milli líkamsræktarstöðva, óháð því hvort þær eru í eigu einkaaðila eða opinberra, og að 
líkamsræktarstöðvar í eigu opinberra aðila ættu ekki að njóta hagræðis sem brjóti í bága við 
ákvæði 59. gr. EES-samningsins.

4.2	  Athugasemdir frá norsku líkamsræktarsamtökunum Treningsforbundet

Treningsforbundet er norsk samtök líkamsræktarstöðva sem reknar eru í viðskiptaskyni. 
Treningsforbundet heldur því fram að ríkisfjármunir sem einstakar líkamsræktarstöðvar á 
norskum markaði njóti ávinnings af séu að jafnaði ríkisaðstoð í skilningi 1. mgr. 61. gr. EES-
samningsins þar eð slík fjármögnun raski samkeppni og hafi áhrif á viðskipti milli EES-ríkja. 
Máli sínu til stuðnings lét Treningsforbundet Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA í té almennar upplýsingar um 
norska líkamsræktarstöðvamarkaðinn. (16)

Treningsforbundet heldur því enn fremur fram að ríkisaðstoð við líkamsræktarstöðvar í eigu 
opinberra aðila geti ekki talist samrýmanleg framkvæmd EES-samningsins á grundvelli 2. mgr. 
59. gr. sem endurgjald fyrir almannaþjónustu, eða staflið c) í 3. mgr. 61. gr. sem aðstoð til að 
greiða fyrir menningar- eða héraðsbundinni starfsemi þegar líkamsræktarstöðvum í einkaeigu 
stendur ekki til boða að fá sömu aðstoð með sömu kjörum.

5.	 Athugasemdir stjórnvalda í Noregi

Stjórnvöld í Noregi telja að fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar í íþróttamiðstöðinni sé 
ekki ríkisaðstoð í skilningi 1. mgr. 61. gr. EES-samningsins af eftirtöldum ástæðum: i) 
líkamsræktarstöðin nýtur ekki sértæks ávinnings af ríkisfjármunum, ii) hún er ekki fyrirtæki, 
og iii) fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar hefur ekki áhrif á viðskipti milli aðildarríkja EES-
samningsins.

Stjórnvöld í Noregi halda því að auki fram að allir fjármunir úr sveitarsjóði sem ráðstafað er til 
líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar fullnægi skilyrðum í reglugerð um minniháttaraðstoð (17) og séu því 
ekki ríkisaðstoð í skilningi 1. mgr. 61. gr. EES-samningsins.

Komist Eftirlitstofnun EFTA að þeirri niðurstöðu að fjármögnunin feli í sér ríkisaðstoð telja 
stjórnvöld í Noregi að slík aðstoð sé yfirstandandi aðstoð þar eð Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðin 
hafi verið fjármögnuð af fjárhagsáætlun sveitarfélagsins og með notendagjöldum frá því áður en 
EES-samningurinn gekk í gildi og að sú fjármögnunaraðferð hafi haldist óbreytt allar götur síðan.

Burtséð frá því sem að ofan greinir telja stjórnvöld í Noregi að hugsanleg aðstoð samrýmist EES-
samningnum á grundvelli annaðhvort 2. mgr. 59. gr. sem aðstoð við þjónustu sem hefur almenna 
efnahagslega þýðingu eða, til vara, á grundvelli stafliðar c) í 3. mgr. 61. gr. sem aðstoð til að greiða 
fyrir menningarstarfsemi. Loks halda stjórnvöld í Noregi því fram að fjármögnun á stækkun 
líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar á árunum 2006 til 2007 sé eins konar byggðaaðstoð sem samrýmist 
EES-samningnum á grundvelli stafliðar c) í 3. mgr. 61. gr. og með vísan til Leiðbeinandi reglna 
Eftirlitsstofnunar EFTA um landsbundna byggðaaðstoð árin 2007 til 2013. (18)

(16)	 Sjá bréf frá stjórnvöldum í Noregi dagsett 9. nóvember 2010 (skjal nr. 576711).
(17)	 Reglugerð framkvæmdastjórnarinnar (EB) nr. 1998/2006 um beitingu 87. og 88. gr. sáttmálans varðandi minniháttaraðstoð, sem 

felld er inn í EES-samninginn í málsgrein 1ea í 15. viðauka við samninginn
(18)	 Leiðbeinandi reglurnar má nálgast á eftirfarandi vefslóð: http://www.eftasurv.int/?1=1&showLinkID=15125&1=1.

http://www.eftasurv.int/?1=1&showLinkID=15125&1=1
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II. MAT

1.	 Fjármögnun frá sveitarfélaginu Vefsn

Stjórnvöld í Noregi tilkynntu fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar til Eftirlitsstofnunar EFTA í 
janúar 2009. Stjórnvöld í Noregi lögðu í tilkynningunni ekki fram nein rök til stuðnings því að 
fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar væri yfirstandandi aðstoð, þrátt fyrir að tilkynningunni hafi 
fylgt afrit af stefnu frá málarekstri fyrir norskum dómstólum þar sem sóknaraðili hélt því fram, í 
ítarlegu máli, að fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar fæli í sér nýja aðstoð. (19) 

Í ákvörðuninni um að hefja formlega rannsókn vísaði Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA til þess að aðferðin 
við fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar (þ.e. að fjárhagsáætlun sveitarfélagsins og ráðstöfun 
tekna af miðasölu stæðu undir halla af rekstri Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðvarinnar) hefði verið til 
staðar áður en EES-samningurinn gekk í gildi og gæti á þeim grundvelli virst vera yfirstandandi 
aðstoð í skilningi i. liðar í staflið b) í 1. gr. II. hluta bókunar 3. (20) Breytingar á yfirstandandi 
aðstoð fælu aftur á móti í sér nýja aðstoð í samræmi við staflið c) í 1. gr. sömu bókunar.

Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA benti á það í ákvörðun sinni að hún hefði ekki fengið nægilega sértækar 
upplýsingar um tvær stækkanir líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar og breytingar á ráðstöfun tekna af 
miðasölu og hún benti á að þessir þættir kynnu að hafa breytt fyrirliggjandi kerfi í nýja aðstoð í 
skilningi stafliðar c) í 1. gr. sömu bókunar. (21) 

Í samræmi við þær meginreglur sem festar hafa verið í sessi í dómaframkvæmd Evrópudómstólsins, 
(22) fjallaði Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA um ráðstafanirnar innan ramma reglna um nýja aðstoð.

Mat, sem kemur fram í ákvörðun um að hefja formlega rannsókn, um hvort hugsanleg 
aðstoðarráðstöfun feli í sér nýja eða yfirstandandi aðstoð er óhjákvæmilega aðeins til bráðabirgða. 
Jafnvel þótt Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA hafi, á grundvelli upplýsinga sem voru veittar á þeim tíma, 
ákveðið að hefja formlega rannsókn á grundvelli 2. mgr. 1. gr. I. hluta bókunar 3, getur hún eigi 
að síður komist að þeirri niðurstöðu í ákvörðun um að ljúka málsmeðferðinni að ráðstöfunin feli 
í raun í sér yfirstandandi aðstoð, ef um aðstoð er að ræða. (23) Ef um yfirstandandi aðstoð er að 
ræða verður Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA að fylgja málsmeðferð um yfirstandandi aðstoð. (24) Þar af 
leiðandi yrði Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA, í tilviki sem þessu, að ljúka formlegri rannsókn og hefja 
nýja rannsókn á yfirstandandi aðstoð sem mælt er fyrir um í 17.–19. gr. II. hluta bókunar 3. (25) 
Samkvæmt þessari málsmeðferð, og aðeins samkvæmt henni, myndi Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA meta 
hvort ráðstöfun fæli í sér aðstoð og ef svo, hvort hún samrýmdist framkvæmd EES-samningsins.

Stjórnvöld í Noregi, hafa, eins og fram kemur hér að framan í kafla I.2 í þessari ákvörðun, lagt 
fram viðbótarupplýsingar um fjármögnun og stækkun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar í Kippermoen-
íþróttamiðstöðinni.

Þar eð líkamsræktarstöðin hefur ekki verið fjármögnuð sem aðskilinn rekstur er ekki unnt að 
leggja mat á fjármögnun hennar óháð fjármögnun á Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni sem slíkri. 
Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðin hefur, frá því að hún var sett á fót á áttunda áratugnum, verið 
fjármögnuð með notendagjöldum og af fjárhagsáætlun sveitarfélagsins. Enda þótt sveitarfélagið 
hafi ekki innleitt notendagjöld fyrir aðgang að líkamsræktarstöðinni fyrr en 1996, hafði slíkt gjald 
verið innheimt fyrir aðgang að hluta íþróttamiðstöðvarinnar, einkum sundlauginni. Eftirlitsstofnun 
EFTA bendir á það, á grundvelli þessa, að fjármögnunarkerfi Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðvarinnar 
hafi sem slíkt ekki breyst.

(19)	 Sjá bréf frá stjórnvöldum í Noregi dagsett 27. janúar 2009 (skjal nr. 506341), bls. 40.
(20)	 Samkvæmt ákvæðum i. liðar í staflið b) í 1. gr. II. hluta bókunar 3 er yfirstandandi aðstoð: „öll aðstoð sem var hafin fyrir gildistöku 

EES-samningsins í viðkomandi EFTA-ríkjum, það er aðstoðarkerfi og stök aðstoð sem hafin var áður en EES-samningurinn 
öðlaðist gildi og er enn veitt.“

(21)	 Kafli II.1.3 í ákvörðun 537/09/COL.
(22)	 Mál C-400/99 Ítalía gegn framkvæmdastjórn [2005] ECR I-3657.
(23)	 Sjá sama mál, málsgreinar 47 og 54–55.
(24)	 Mál T-190/00 Regione Siciliana gegn framkvæmdastjórn [2003] ECR II-5015, 48. mgr.
(25)	 Mál C-312/90 Spánn gegn framkvæmdastjórn [1992] ECR I-4117, 14.–17. mgr. og mál C-47/91 Ítalía gegn framkvæmdastjórn 

[1992] ECR I-4145, 22.–25. mgr.
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Stækkun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar á árunum 1997 til 1999 var umfangsminni en fram kom í 
fyrstu upplýsingum sem Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA bárust. Stjórnvöld í Noregi hafa gert grein fyrir því 
við formlegu rannsóknina að sveitarfélagið hafi tekið lán að fjárhæð 5,8 milljónir norskra króna 
(en ekki 10 milljónir) og að það hafi ekki verið notað við endurnýjun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar. 
Þvert á móti hafi verið ráðist í hóflega stækkun og endurnýjun á innanstokksmunum 
líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar á þessum tíma fyrir um það bil 870 000 norskar krónur samtals og hafi 
tekjur af notendagjöldum verið notaðar til að fjármagna framkvæmdirnar. 

Þótt stækkunin á árunum 2006 til 2007 hafi verið umfangsmeiri tryggði hún aðeins að þjónustan 
sem í boði var jafnaðist á við þjónustu í sambærilegum líkamsræktarstöðvum. Þar af leiðandi er 
starfsemi líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar, bæði fyrir og eftir stækkun, hin sama og áður, hún hefur aðeins 
verið löguð að þróun í greininni og að óskum notenda. Þar eð líkamsræktarstöðin er í Kippermoen-
íþróttamiðstöðinni hefur sveitarfélagið verið virkt á markaði fyrir líkamsræktarstöðvar bæði fyrir 
og eftir gildistöku EES-samningsins. Það hefur stöku sinnum stækkað aðstöðuna til þess eins 
að geta veitt íbúum þjónustu í samræmi við það sem hægt er að ætlast til af líkamsræktarstöð. 
Fjármögnunaraðferðin (notendagjöld og fjárveiting af fjárhagsáætlun sveitarfélagsins) og 
markmiðið sem að er stefnt (að veita íbúum aðstöðu til líkamsræktar) hafa ekki breyst. (26) Þar 
að auki hefur þessi stækkun ekki gert sveitarfélaginu kleift að fara inn á nýja markaði. Í því 
tilliti er mál það sem hér um ræðir frábrugðið ákvörðun framkvæmdastjórnarinnar í sambandi 
við rafræna námskrá BBC (BBC Digital Curriculum). (27) Það mál varðaði breytingar sem höfðu 
verið gerðar á gildandi aðstoðarkerfi sem breska ríkisútvarpið, BBC, naut ávinnings af. Í því máli 
komst framkvæmdastjórnin að þeirri niðurstöðu að breytingar sem höfðu verið gerðar á gildandi 
aðstoðarkerfi fælu í sér nýja aðstoð þar sem þær gerðu útvarpsrekandanum kleift að stunda 
starfsemi sem hafði ekki „náin tengsl“ við gildandi kerfi og gerði BBC kleift að fara inn á þróaða 
markaði þar sem viðskiptaaðilar höfðu lítil sem engin kynni af BBC sem keppinaut. (28)

Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA kemst að þeirri niðurstöðu, með hliðsjón af því sem hér hefur verið rakið, 
að fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar í Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni með fjármunum frá 
sveitarfélaginu Vefsn, að því marki sem hún feli í sér ríkisaðstoð, sé yfirstandandi aðstoðarkerfi. 
Mælt er fyrir um sérstaka málsmeðferð að því er varðar yfirstandandi aðstoð í 1. mgr. 1. gr. I. 
hluta bókunar 3. Samkvæmt því ákvæði ber Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA, í samstarfi við EFTA-ríkin, 
að hafa stöðugt til skoðunar öll aðstoðarkerfi sem eru við lýði í þeim ríkjum. Henni ber að leggja 
til við EFTA-ríkin viðeigandi ráðstafanir sem krafist er í samræmi við þróun og framkvæmd 
EES-samningsins.

2.	 Fjármögnun frá Norðurlandsfylki

Eins og fram kemur hér að ofan hafa stjórnvöld í Noregi gert ljóst að líkamsræktarstöðin í 
Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni hafi ekki fengið fjármagn frá Norðurlandsfylki. Þar af leiðandi 
hafi ekki verið um yfirfærslu ríkisfjármuna frá Norðurlandsfylki að ræða, en það er hið fyrsta 
af fjórum ófrávíkjanlegum viðmiðum sem verður að fullnægja til að aðstoðarráðstöfun teljist 
ríkisaðstoð í skilningi 1. mgr. 61. gr. EES-samningsins. Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA kemst að þeirri 
niðurstöðu, á grundvelli nýfenginna upplýsinga frá stjórnvöldum í Noregi, að líkamsræktarstöðin 
í Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni hafi í þessu samhengi ekki notið ríkisaðstoðar í skilningi 1. mgr. 
61. gr. EES-samningsins í formi ávinnings af ríkisfjármunum (Norðurlandsfylkis).

3.	 Niðurstaða

Í þessum nýju upplýsingum sem stjórnvöld í Noregi afhentu kemur fram að Norðurlandsfylki 
hafi ekki veitt líkamsræktarstöðinni í Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni efnahagslegan ávinning á 
þeim tíma sem yfirstandandi formleg rannsókn tekur til. Á grundvelli þessa kemst Eftirlitsstofnun 
EFTA að þeirri niðurstöðu að líkamsræktarstöðin í Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni hafi ekki notið 
ríkisaðstoðar frá Norðurlandsfylki á því tímabili sem um ræðir.

(26)	 Sjá álit AG Trabucchi í máli 51/74 Hulst [1975] ECR 79.
(27)	 Mál N 37/2003 (UK), á vefslóðinni: http://ec.europa.eu/eu_law/state_aids/comp-2003/n037-03.pdf. 
(28)	 Sama mál, 36. mgr.

http://ec.europa.eu/eu_law/state_aids/comp-2003/n037-03.pdf
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Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA hefur enn fremur komist að þeirri niðurstöðu, að því leyti sem 
fjármunir frá sveitarfélaginu Vefsn hafi farið í að fjármagna líkamsræktarstöðina í Kippermoen-
íþróttamiðstöðinni og þessir fjármunir feli í sér ríkisaðstoð, hafi slík aðstoð verið veitt samkvæmt 
gildandi aðstoðarkerfi. Með hliðsjón af ofangreindu mati hefur Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA ákveðið að 
ljúka formlegri rannsókn og mun taka til skoðunar yfirstandandi aðstoð sem kveðið er á um í 1. 
og 2. mgr. 1. gr. I. hluta bókunar 3.

ÁKVÖRÐUNIN ER SVOHLJÓÐANDI:

1. gr.

Formleg rannsókn á fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar í Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni með 
fjármunum frá Norðurlandsfylki á tímabilinu sem er til skoðunar er tilefnislaus og henni hefur því verið 
hætt.

2. gr.

Formleg rannsókn á fjármögnun líkamsræktarstöðvarinnar í Kippermoen-íþróttamiðstöðinni með 
fjármunum frá sveitarfélaginu Vefsn hefur verið hætt.

3. gr.

Ákvörðun þessari er beint til Konungsríkisins Noregs.

4. gr.

Fullgild er aðeins ensk útgáfa þessarar ákvörðunar.

Ákvörðun tekin í Brussel 1. júní 2011

Fyrir hönd Eftirlitsstofnunar EFTA

Per Sanderud	 Sabine Monauni-Tömördy

Forseti	 Stjórnarmaður



EES-viðbætir við Stjórnartíðindi EvrópusambandsinsNr. 4/8 26.1.2012

Auglýst eftir athugasemdum, í samræmi við ákvæði 2. mgr. 1. gr. I. hluta bókunar 
3 við samning milli EFTA-ríkjanna um stofnun eftirlitsstofnunar og dómstóls, sem 
varðar ríkisaðstoð við þrjá íslenska fjárfestingarbanka með skuldbreytingu lána á 

hagstæðum kjörum

Ákvörðun Eftirlitsstofnunar EFTA 363/11/COL frá 23. nóvember 2011, sem er birt á upprunalegu, fullgiltu 
tungumáli á eftir þessu ágripi, markar upphaf málsmeðferðar samkvæmt 2. mgr. 1. gr. I. hluta bókunar 3 
við samning milli EFTA-ríkjanna um stofnun eftirlitsstofnunar og dómstóls. Stjórnvöldum á Íslandi hefur 
verið tilkynnt þetta með afriti af ákvörðuninni. 

Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA veitir, með þessari auglýsingu, EFTA-ríkjunum, aðildarríkjum Evrópusambandsins 
og áhugaaðilum eins mánaðar frest frá birtingardegi þessarar auglýsingar til að gera athugasemdir við 
ráðstöfunina sem um ræðir. Athugasemdirnar skal senda á eftirfarandi póstfang:

EFTA Surveillance Authority 
Registry
35, Rue Belliard
B-1040 Brussels

Athugasemdunum verður komið á framfæri við stjórnvöld á Íslandi. Þeim, sem leggja fram athugasemdir, 
er heimilt að óska nafnleyndar og skulu slíkar óskir vera skriflegar og rökstuddar.

Ágrip

Málsmeðferð

Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA barst í júní 2010 kvörtun frá hagsmunaaðila vegna meintrar ólöglegrar ríkisaðstoðar 
ríkissjóðs Íslands við fjárfestingarbankana Saga Capital og VBS. Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA óskaði eftir og 
fékk upplýsingar frá stjórnvöldum á Íslandi um ráðstafanirnar sem um ræðir í bréfum frá 30. september 
2010 og 3. ágúst 2011.

Málsatvik

Fjármálaráðuneytið gerði 16. mars 2009 tvo samninga um skuldbreytingu lána við Saga Capital 
fjárfestingarbanka hf., samtals að fjárhæð um 19,7 milljarðar króna. Í fyrsta lagi var um að ræða 
lánssamning að fjárhæð 3,2 milljarðar króna vegna endurgreiðslu á kröfum sem áður voru í eigu 
Seðlabanka Íslands og tengdust skammtíma veðlánum frá Seðlabankanum. Í öðru lagi var um að ræða 
lánssamning að fjárhæð 16,5 milljarðar króna til að gera upp skammtíma verðbréfalánsheimild sem 
Seðlabankinn, fyrir hönd ríkissjóðs, býður aðalmiðlurum ríkisverðbréfa.

Fyrri skuldir við Seðlabankann voru m.a. tryggðar með veði í skuldabréfum útgefnum af viðskiptabönkunum 
þremur, Glitni, Kaupþingi og Landsbanka Íslands. Eftir fall þessara banka í október 2008 lá ekki ljóst fyrir 
hvert virði undirliggjandi trygginga væri og fjárfestingarbankarnir gátu hvorki lagt fram nýjar tryggingar 
né gert upp skuldir sínar.

Fjármálaráðuneytið gerði 23. mars 2009 sambærilegan lánssamning við VBS fjárfestingarbanka hf., 
að fjárhæð 26,4 milljarðar króna, vegna skammtíma veðlána Seðlabankans til VBS. Ráðuneytið gerði 
einnig lánssamning með sambærilegum kjörum við Aska Capital fjárfestingarbanka hf. að fjárhæð um  
6,3 milljarðar króna.
Lánin skulu greiðast upp á næstu sjö árum með verðbótum og 2% ársvöxtum. Að því er varðar 
skuldbreytinguna hafa lántakendur fallist á skilyrði í 12 liðum sem ætlað er að auka líkur á að lánveitandi 
endurheimti féð.

Markmiðið með ráðstöfununum var tvenns konar, í fyrsta lagi að reyna að tryggja gríðarlega 
hagsmuni ríkisins með því að hámarka endurheimtu ríkissjóðs á kröfunum og, í öðru lagi, að gefa 
fjármálafyrirtækjunum tækifæri til að vinna úr stöðunni og komast yfir erfiðleikana.

 2012/EES/4/02
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Mat

Svo virðist sem lánin frá ríkinu veiti skuldurunum viðskiptalegan ávinning þar sem vextirnir eru miklu 
lægri en markaðsvextir. Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA hefur efasemdir um að skilmálar lánanna sem ríkissjóður 
samþykkti séu í samræmi við það sem hugsanlegur, almennur lánveitandi hefði gert til að hámarka 
endurgreiðslu krafna sinna. Ráðstafanirnar eru sértækar í eðli sínu og til þess fallnar að raska samkeppni 
og hafa áhrif á viðskipti milli EES-ríkja. Bráðabirgðaniðurstaða Eftirlitsstofnunar EFTA er því sú að 
ráðstafanirnar feli í sér ríkisaðstoð í skilningi 1. mgr. 61. gr. EES-samningsins. 

Stjórnvöld á Íslandi hafa ekki lagt fram nein gögn sem sýna fram á að ráðstafanirnar samrýmist staflið 
b) í 3. mgr. 61. gr. EES-samningsins. Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA hefur efasemdir um að líta megi svo á að 
lánaskilmálarnir samrýmist viðeigandi undanþáguákvæðum í EES-samningnum.

Niðurstaða

Með hliðsjón af því, sem hér hefur verið rakið, hefur Eftirlitsstofnun EFTA ákveðið að hefja formlega 
rannsókn í samræmi við ákvæði 2. mgr. 1. gr. I. hluta bókunar 3 við samning milli EFTA-ríkjanna um 
stofnun eftirlitsstofnunar og dómstóls. Áhugaaðilum er gefinn kostur á að leggja fram athugasemdir 
og skulu þær berast áður en mánuður er liðinn frá því að ákvörðun þessi birtist í Stjórnartíðindum 
Evrópusambandsins.
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EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION

No. 363/11/COL

of 23 November 2011

to initiate the formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) in Part I of 
Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement with regard to state aid granted 

to 

three Icelandic investment banks through rescheduled loans on preferential terms

(Iceland)

The EFTA Surveillance Authority (“the Authority”),

HAVING REGARD to the Agreement on the European Economic Area (“the EEA Agreement”), in 
particular to Articles 61 and Protocol 26,

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

HAVING REGARD to Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement (“Protocol 3”), in particular 
to Article 1(3) of Part I and Articles 4(4) and 6 of Part II.

Whereas:
I. FACTS

1.	 Procedure

1)	 By letter dated 22 June 2010, the EFTA Surveillance Authority (“the Authority”) received a 
complaint from the Icelandic securities firm H.F. Verðbréf hf. alleging that the Icelandic Treasury 
had in March 2009 granted unlawful state aid to the investment banks Saga Capital and VBS 
through conversion of short-term debt with the Central Bank of Iceland (“the CBI”) to long-term 
loans on favourable terms. The letter was received and registered by the Authority on 7 July 2010  
(Event No 563424).

2) 	 By letter dated 23 August 2010 (Event No 566722), the Authority requested additional 
information from the Icelandic authorities.

3) 	 By letter dated 30 September 2010 (Event No 571668), the Icelandic authorities replied to the 
information request.

4) 	 By letter dated 1 March 2011 (Event No 588538), the Authority again requested additional 
information from the Icelandic authorities.

5) 	 The case was also discussed in a meeting on state aid between representatives of the Authority 
and of the Icelandic authorities in Reykjavík on 6 June 2011.

6)	  By letter dated 3 August 2011 (Event No 605881), the Icelandic authorities replied to the 
information request.

2.	 Description of the measures

2.1.	 Background

7)	 The measures to be assessed in this decision are linked to the CBI´s collateral and securities 
lending. As part of its role as a central bank and lender of last resort and in line with the 
monetary policy of other central banks, the CBI provides short-term credit facilities to financial 
undertakings in the form of collateral loans(1), in accordance with the provisions of CBI rules 

(1) 	 Collateral loans are also named repo loans, where repos or repurchase agreements are contracts in which the seller of securities, 
such as Treasury bills, agrees to buy them back at a specified time and price.
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pertaining thereto. Financial institutions have the option of requesting overnight loans or seven-
day loans against collateral that the CBI deems eligible. Among the debt instruments meeting the 
requirements of the rules are Treasury instruments and financial undertakings’ debt instruments 
fulfilling minimum criteria, including credit rating criteria.

8)	 In 2007 and 2008 collateral lending increased steadily, and the CBI became the financial 
undertakings’ main source of liquidity. At year-end 2007, the balance of collateral loans stood at 
302 billion ISK, its highest point until that time. Collateral loans peaked on 1 October 2008, just 
before the collapse of the banks, when the CBI loaned 520 billion ISK to financial institutions. 
Thus, at the time of the collapse of the three commercial banks in October 2008, the CBI had 
acquired considerable claims against domestic financial undertakings, which were backed by 
collateral of various types. At that time nearly 42% of the collateral for CBI loan facilities took 
the form of Treasury guaranteed securities or asset-backed securities while some 58% of the 
underlying collateral consisted of bonds issued by Glitnir, Kaupthing, and Landsbanki(2). 

9)	 As a result of the banks’ failure, the value of the collateral diminished and it became clear that the 
CBI had sustained losses due to unsound collateral. Following an authorisation by the Parliament, 
the Treasury and the Central Bank concluded an agreement in January 2009, with effect as from 
year-end 2008, according to which the CBI assigned a part of its claims of collateral loans against 
financial undertakings, along with underlying securities, to the Ministry. The takeover was based 
on the balance of the claims on 31 December 2008. The objective of the agreement was to ensure 
that the CBI would have an acceptable equity position. The Treasury, as the owner of the CBI, 
purchased securities with a book value of 345 billion ISK and paid for them with a government 
bond in the amount of 270 billion ISK, but 75 billion ISK were written off in the CBI’s annual 
accounts for 2008. Towards the end of 2009, it was decided to set up the Central Bank of Iceland 
Holding Company (Eignasafn Seðlabanka Íslands, ESÍ), and in February 2010 the Ministry of 
Finance and the CBI agreed that the claims previously transferred by the CBI to the Ministry 
should be transferred back to the CBI/ESÍ at a reduced price as of 31 December 2009.

10)	 As for securities lending, the Government Debt Management (GDM), which is administered by 
the CBI, offers lending facilities to primary dealers of government securities. The purpose is 
to improve market functionality and to maintain liquidity in the market for bond series that the 
GDM is building up. The securities accepted by the GDM as collateral for the Treasury Bonds 
and Bills are all government bonds and mortgage benchmark bonds traded electronically in the 
secondary market. Other electronically traded securities may also be accepted depending on 
criteria specified in the facility. The interest rate for these loans is based on the CBI repo rate. The 
maximum contract period is 28 days.(3)

2.2.	 Conversion of short-term credit facilities to long-term loans

11)	 On 16 March 2009 the Ministry of Finance concluded two loan conversion agreements with Saga 
Capital Investment Bank hf. amounting in total to approximately 19.7 billion ISK; firstly, a loan 
agreement in the amount of 3.2 billion ISK for repayment of claims previously held by the CBI, 
deriving from the CBI’s short-term collateral loans; and secondly, a loan agreement in the amount 
of 16.5 billion ISK, to settle short-term claims of the securities lending facility which the CBI 
offers on behalf of the Treasury to primary dealers of government securities. 

12)	 On 23 March 2009 the Ministry made a similar loan agreement with VBS Investment Bank hf., 
amounting to 26.4 billion ISK. The debt stemmed from the CBI’s short-term collateral lending to 
VBS.

13)	 The Ministry also concluded a loan agreement on similar terms with Askar Capital Investment 
Bank hf, in the amount of approximately 6.3 billion ISK.

(2) 	 For an overview of developments in collateral loans, see the CBI´s Annual Report 2008, p. 9-11, available at http://www.sedlabanki.
is/lisalib/getfile.aspx?itemid=7076 

(3) 	 For further details see Rules on Central Bank of Iceland securities lending facilities on behalf of the Treasury for primary dealers 
dated 28 November 2008, available at http://www.lanamal.is/assets/nyrlanasysla/regluren08.pdf 

http://www.sedlabanki.is/lisalib/getfile.aspx?itemid=7076
http://www.sedlabanki.is/lisalib/getfile.aspx?itemid=7076
http://www.lanamal.is/assets/nyrlanasysla/regluren08.pdf
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14)	 The previous debt with the CBI was secured inter alia by bonds issued by the three commercial 
banks, Glitnir, Kaupthing and Landsbanki Íslands. Following the collapse of those banks in 
October 2008, the value of the underlying security became uncertain and diminished severely. 
From that time new collateral loans backed by securities of the failed banks were not granted and 
the outstanding balance of CBI’s collateral loans declined. 

15)	 The loan amounts were based on settlement of the respective liabilities in December 2008. The 
repayment terms of the loans to Saga and VBS are identical. They are repayable over the next 
seven years with indexation and an interest rate of 2% per annum. During the first two years, only 
interest is paid and subsequently the loan is paid with even instalments over five years, on 27 
December each year, starting on 27 December 2011 (first instalment) till 27 December 2015 (last 
instalment). It is understood that the repayment terms of the loan to Askar Capital were similar, 
except that the annual interest rate is 3%.

16)	 The above measures were based on the proposals of a Working Group which on 20 January 
2009 submitted a memorandum to the Minister of Finance for the restructuring of debt owed by 
financial undertakings due to collateral loan facilities with the CBI. The memorandum was based 
on information regarding the financial undertakings and their ability to repay the debt. 

17)	 The Authority has requested that the Icelandic authorities provide a full justification for the terms 
of the loans. In their response the Icelandic authorities stressed that the agreements in question are 
agreements on conversion and payment of debt that had fallen due. The rationale for the terms of 
the loans was partly described by the Working Group’s memorandum referred to above.

18)	 The memorandum explains that upon the collapse of Iceland’s main commercial banks, enormous 
uncertainty had emerged regarding the value of the collateral and the CBI’s possibility to dispose 
of the collateral in order to settle the debt; the financial undertakings concerned were unable 
to pay the debt in full. According to the Icelandic authorities it should be borne in mind that 
at the time when decision was made on how to deal with the immediate problems of the said 
undertakings, in early 2009, “the entire apparatus of the Icelandic authorities was preoccupied in 
an effort to keep the country’s financial system operating and to protect the interests of deposit 
holders. That task had to take priority over tasks relating to the financial reorganizations of non-
deposit-holding undertakings.”

19)	 The reply of the Icelandic authorities further states that “[w]hen deciding on the terms the Working 
Group emphasized preserving the value of the claims, by indexing the claims [according] to the 
national Consumer Price Index. In addition, taking into account e.g. that the undertakings’ short-
term ability to pay interest had diminished considerably following the damage already suffered 
on their asset portfolios, it was evident that the assets and interim financial condition of the 
undertakings would only be capable of supporting a minimum level of interest on the loan. Also 
bearing in mind that bonds received by the undertakings from the commercial banks no longer 
provided revenues in the form of interest payments, the interest paid was now an expense incurred 
without any direct income to finance such an expense. However, it was considered inevitable that 
despite this, the undertakings would have to pay interest. The interest would among other factors 
serve as an incentive to encourage them to expedite their work on their financial restructuring. 
As stated in the premise for the decision by the Working Group, the decision on the terms and 
conditions of the interest did not center on what fair and normal return on equity should be, 
since it was clear in advance that the undertakings in question were unlikely to repay in full 
the liabilities in question. Instead, the Working Group focused on finding an interest percentage 
sufficiently high to matter to the undertaking in question but not so high as to preclude the 
possibility for repayment, thus removing the incentive for these undertakings to restructure their 
finances.”  

20)	 According to the loan agreements, collateral issued for the CBI loans shall remain in place for the 
new loans, without the debtors being able to provide any significant new collateral to make up for 
the collapse of the former. However, the borrowers have agreed to additional conditions for the 
debt conversion listed in 12 points. Among these conditions are the following:
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–	 the debtors are not authorised to pay dividends, unless there is a corresponding down payment 
of the loans,

–	 bonuses to their employees must be moderate,

–	 major risk commitments shall not exceed 20% of equity (CAD),

–	 the debtors are obliged to provide the lender with detailed quarterly reports on their 
operations,

–	 the debtors’ CAD-ratios must not fall below 10%,

–	 the debtors must otherwise fulfil requirements of the Financial Supervisory Authority (FME) 
and the CBI on their operational soundness and liquidity reserves.

21)	 In case the liquidity position of the debtors turns out to be unacceptable in the view of the CBI or 
their CAD-ratios fall below 10%, the lender can require that the outstanding amount of the loans 
together with interest and other relevant costs be converted to equity.

22)	 The purpose of the above conditions was to increase the likelihood of full recovery of the loans 
and thus to safeguard the Treasury’s interests.

23)	 Should the borrowers fail to uphold the conditions while the loan remains unpaid the debt may 
fall due in its entirety by a 30 day written notice to the borrower.

24)	 In view of publicly available information that the CBI had claims due to its collateral loan 
facilities on several financial undertakings other than the three referred to above, the Icelandic 
authorities have at the Authority’s request provided the overview set out in the table below of all 
claims against financial undertakings, arising from collateral and securities lending, and owned 
by the Asset Holding Company of the CBI.

Overview of CBI claims 
Amounts in ISK

 

FME assumes 
power of board

Date of 
repite

Last day of 
lodging claims

Claim lodged 
(ISK)

Nom. value of 
longer-term bonds 

at issue (ISK)

Deposit holding undertakings

     Glitnir Bank 8 October 2008 22 April 2009 26 November 2009 9,572,694,410 NA

     Kaupthing Bank 9 October 2008 22 April 2009 30 December 2009 352,875,238,957 NA

     Landsbanki Islands 7 October 2008 22 April 2009 30 October 2009 101,122,143,559 NA

     Sparisjodabanki Islands 21 March 2009 22 April 2009 3 November 2009 215,389,669,211 NA

     Straumur 9 March 2009 18 July 2009 54,520,687,634 NA

     SPRON 21 March 2009 30 October 2008 22 January 2010 48,938,174,394 NA

Total 782,418,608,165 NA

Non-deposit holding undertakings

     Askar Capital 14 July 2010 14 July 2010 19 November 2010 6,920,861,716 6,263,728,463

     Saga Capital NA NA NA NA 19,668,664,668

     VBS 3 March 2010 3 March 2010 12 November 2010 29,805,002,600 26,430,402,976

Total 52,362,796,107

Total of claims lodged and nominal value of longer-term bonds     834,781,404,272

25)	 As can be seen, the total number of financial undertakings on which the CBI had such claims 
was nine and the total amount of claims lodged plus the nominal value of longer-term bonds was 
approximately 834.8 billion ISK. Six out of these were deposit holding undertakings, where the 
claim amounted in total to 782.4 billion ISK, and three were non-deposit holding undertakings, 
with a total nominal amount of debt at the time of issue of the long-term bonds of 52.4 billion 
ISK. The table also provides an indication of the timing of public administration and of the 
lodging of claims to the undertakings’ estates.
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2.3.	 The objective of the measures 

26)	 As for the objective of the measures, Iceland’s submission refers to a verbal response to an inquiry 
in the Icelandic parliament, Althingi, on 4 March 2010, by the Minister of Finance where the 
reasons for concluding the agreements with Saga Capital and VBS are explained in the following 
manner (unofficial translation of the Ministry of Finance):

“[…] What the state did at the time in the case of these two smaller independent financial 
undertakings was twofold. Firstly to try and secure the immense interests of the state amounting 
to 26 bn for VBS and 16 bn for Saga Capital, which otherwise would have been lost, and 
secondly to give these financial undertakings a chance to work out their matters and get 
through the difficulties. It was of course our hope that this might happen and that both would be 
accomplished, that these big interests would be as best preserved as possible, because presumably 
the distinguished MPs understand that one does not let 40 bn go down the drain without rescue 
efforts and on the other hand that the undertakings could subsequently work out their matters and 
hopefully get back on track. […]

Concluding the agreements was first and foremost an effort to maximise the Treasury’s recovery 
of the claim. …”

2.4.	 National legal basis for the measures

27)	 According to the information submitted by the Icelandic authorities, the measures are based 
on an authorisation from the Icelandic parliament in paragraph 7.20 of the state supplementary 
budget for the year 2008, where the Minister of Finance, on behalf of the Treasury, is authorised 
to purchase from the Central Bank of Iceland commercial papers which have been pledged to the 
bank as collateral for loans as well as settling these claims in the most viable manner possible.

2.5.	 The beneficiaries

2.5.1.	 Saga Capital Investment Bank hf.

28)	 Saga was established under the name of Saga Capital Investment Bank hf. in the autumn of 2006 
by a number of former staff members of the Icelandic commercial banks. The bank completed 
a closed share offer in spring 2007 which resulted in approximately 60 shareholders(4). Saga 
became a member of the Iceland Stock Exchange in April 2007 and was granted an operating 
licence as an investment bank in August 2007.

29)	 Saga Investment bank is an independent financial undertaking providing a comprehensive range 
of investment services, including corporate finance, securities brokerage, asset management, 
bond issues and investment advice for companies, institutions and other professional investors. 
Saga’s headquarters, which were previously in the town of Akureyri, northern Iceland, are now in 
Reykjavik where the service division is located, including Corporate Finances, Capital Markets 
and Investment Advisory, while support divisions remain in Akureyri.

30)	 Saga Capital’s total assets at year-end 2008 amounted to approximately 29.3 billion ISK. 
Liabilities amounted in total to 23.1 billion ISK, the bulk of which consisted of borrowings 
(22.4 billion ISK), most of which were loans from the Icelandic Government and the Central 
Bank, amounting to approximately 20.4 billion ISK, while loans from other financial institutions 
amounted to approximately 0.6 billion ISK and other loans were 1.4 billion ISK.

2.5.2.	 VBS Investment Bank hf.

31)	 The history of VBS Investment Bank (VBS fjárfestingarbanki hf.) dates back to 1996, with the 
foundation of its predecessor, Verðbréfastofan hf, which was a securities firm. In December 2005, 
the company received a license as an investment bank and adopted a new name at that time, while  
 

(4) 	 According to the Saga Capital’s financial statements for the year 2008, its main shareholders were the following: Thorvaldur Ludvik 
Sigurjonsson (12.07%), Sundagardar hf (10.3%), KEA eignir ehf (9.41%), Tammuz ehf (7.22%), AB-fjárfestingarfélag (5.15%), 
Byr sparisjodur (4.74%), Gnupverjar ehf (4.10%), AB 150 ehf (3.09%), Sparisjodur Svarfdaela (3.09%), Gift fjarfestingarfelag ehf 
(2.69%) and Sparisjodurinn i Keflavik (2.69%).
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the scope of its operations was also broadened. As from 1 January 2007, the operations of FSP 
hf., an investment company owned by 20 savings banks, were merged with VBS. VBS took over 
the asset portfolio of FSP, the equity of VBS expanded and the owners of FSP acquired 48% 
shareholding in VBS.

32)	 By decision of 3 March 2010, the FME appointed VBS a provisional board of directors, and 
by a ruling of the Reykjavík District Court on 9 April 2010, a winding-up procedure of VBS 
was initiated, in accordance with Article 101 of Act No. 161/2002 on financial undertakings. 
Before its collapse the operations of VBS consisted in offering financial services to corporations 
and individuals in particular in the form of securities trading, asset management, financing of 
investment projects, corporate consultancy and lending operations. 

2.5.3.	 Askar Capital Investment Bank hf.

33)	 Askar Capital, which was part of the Milestone Nordic Financial Group, was established at the 
end of 2006 after a series of mergers, building on the history of its founders as financial advisors. 
The firm was granted a license to operate as an investment bank in August 2007. The bank 
provided a range of complementary financial services in three units, Capital Markets, Real Estate 
Investment Advisory and Asset Financing. Avant Asset Financing was a wholly owned subsidiary 
of Askar Capital. The bank focused on alternative investments in emerging and niche markets.

34)	 Already in 2007, the bank experienced significant losses from investments in structured credit 
(sub-prime) products with US mortgages as underlying assets. The verdict of the Supreme Court 
of Iceland in June 2010 concluding that foreign currency denominated loans were illegal had 
serious repercussions for the bank and its subsidiary, which filed for bankruptcy on 14 July 2010.

2.6.	 Subsequent developments

2.6.1.	 Restructuring of Saga Capital

35)	 In December 2009 a restructuring plan was approved by the shareholders of Saga, according 
to which the bank was essentially divided into a “good bank” and a “bad bank”. The Icelandic 
authorities explain the reorganisation by referring in particular to Saga’s annual report for 2009, 
which describes the split in the following manner:

“[...] the operation of Saga Capital was divided into two sections so that the banking operations 
were isolated in saga Capital investment Bank while certain assets, including bonds issued 
by the fallen banks, were transferred to the company Hilda hf., a holding company owned by 
the shareholders. Moreover, Hilda hf. took over the Bank’s debt to the treasury in return for 
transferred assets. As a result of this restructuring, the Bank’s equity position is good and its 
liquidity ratio is acceptable.

[...]
Upon the establishment of the companies, assets were transferred from the Bank to Hilda hf., 
including claims on the fallen commercial banks, in addition to shares in Faroe Islands Bank. 
As consideration Hilda hf. took over a loan from Eignasafn Seðlabanka Íslands (the Icelandic 
Central Bank Asset portfolio), which had been previously granted to the Bank.”

36)	 The Authority has invited the Icelandic authorities to present their views on the possible 
implications of Saga Capital’s financial restructuring for the security of the Treasury’s claims on 
the bank and whether the value of claims might have been diminished by leaving them in the „bad 
bank“. In their response, the Icelandic authorities refer to an agreement, dated 22 January 2010, 
between the Icelandic State and Saga Capital on the financial reorganization of Saga Capital. The 
agreement is based on the methodology of dividing the enterprise into an “operating bank” and an 
“asset company”, where the “operating bank” is formed with the aim to retain the undertaking’s 
goodwill and attract new investors.(5) 

(5) 	The Icelandic authorities note that at the year-end of 2009 the management of Saga Capital had entered into preliminary negotiations 
with two potential investors that had declared their interest in acquiring Saga Capital on the condition that unsolved problems from 
the past would be kept outside the scope of the transaction.
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37)	 The Icelandic State’s conditions for participation in the restructuring of Saga Capital are set out 
in Article 6 of the agreement. These include that the Icelandic State shall receive as collateral  
all shares in the “operating bank”, and that no new liabilities could be assumed by the “asset 
company”, of which the Icelandic State was the sole creditor. This would secure the Icelandic 
State’s priority to all assets of the “asset company”.

38) 	 According to the Icelandic authorities, these conditions would ensure the Icelandic State’s 
priority rights to all potential upside realized from the division into “operating bank” and “asset 
company”, in the form of increased value of the “operating bank”, thus increasing the recovery 
potential of the claims in question.

39)	 All equity in the “operating bank” was pledged against the loan agreement, which was placed in 
the “asset company“. Shortfall in the repayment of the loan in the “asset company“, would result 
in losses for the equity holders in the “operating bank“. According to the Icelandic authorities, the 
value of the loan therefore did not diminish as a result of the bank’s reorganisation. 

40)	 The Icelandic authorities point out that the repayment of the claim on Saga Capital has developed 
favourably, with the claim being paid up faster than the terms call for. As of 3 August 2011, 4,986 
million ISK have been paid in interest and down payment of the principal.

41)	 Saga´s operations and income have declined substantially in recent years. In 2008 the bank´s 
net operating income amounted to approximately 1.9 billion ISK. This fell to approximately 
1.0 billion in 2009 and 0.4 billion ISK in 2011. According to a news report on 31 August 2011, 
MP Bank and Saga Investment Bank concluded an agreement on MP Bank´s acquisition of 
Saga´s Investment Advisory division. The agreement covers consultancy concerning corporate 
acquisition, sale and mergers as well as corporate and institutional financing services. The 
agreement implies that Saga´s staff members responsible for the functions covered by the 
agreement take up employment with MP Bank.(6) 

42)	 On 20 October 2011, the FME announced that as from 3 October 2011, it had withdrawn 
the operating license of Saga Investment Bank, as the undertaking no longer met statutory 
requirements of minimum equity according to Act 161/2002 on financial undertakings(7). 
However, the withdrawal of the license has, according to Saga, limited implications for the 
undertaking’s operations as it had already sold off parts of its operations and withdrawn from 
other licensed operations. Current operations related mostly to managing Saga’s asset portfolio 
as well as resolution with creditors. These operations would continue.(8)

3.	 Position of the Icelandic authorities

43)	 As has already been explained in section 2.3 above, the Icelandic authorities consider that the 
objective of the measures was twofold; firstly, to try to secure the immense interests of the 
state by maximising the Treasury’s recovery of the claims, and, secondly, to give the financial 
undertakings a breathing space and a chance to work out their matters and get through the 
difficulties. 

44)	 Iceland’s submission adds the following clarifications:

“The result was agreements on payment of the debt in 7 years on the condition that further 
securities would be provided. The Ministry required that the agreements be inflation-adjusted 
but would bear minimal interests. By this the undertakings would hopefully be in a position to 
repay their debt. Enabling the undertakings to repay their debt rather than driving them bankrupt 
or trying to conclude composition agreements was considered to be in the best interest of the 
Treasury. Against this interest, the Icelandic authorities did not consider the bankruptcy of the 
undertakings to safeguard the structure of competition in the market, regardless of whether it 
might have protected certain competitors.

(6) 	 See MP Bank´s website on 31 August 2011: https://www.mp.is/um-mp-banka/utgefid-efni/frettir/nr/1561 
(7) 	 See http://www.fme.is/?PageID=14&NewsID=678 
(8) 	 See http://www.mbl.is/vidskipti/frettir/2011/10/20/starfsleyfi_saga_fjarfestingarbanka_afturkallad/ 

https://www.mp.is/um-mp-banka/utgefid-efni/frettir/nr/1561
http://www.fme.is/?PageID=14&NewsID=678
http://www.mbl.is/vidskipti/frettir/2011/10/20/starfsleyfi_saga_fjarfestingarbanka_afturkallad/
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The Icelandic authorities have in responding to inquiries from the complainant in this case 
and in replies to the Althingi ombudsman regarding the matter emphasised on the fact that the 
agreements did not entail a state intervention as such, i.e. financing of the companies by the 
Ministry, but agreements on the conversion and payment of debts that had fallen due. The debt 
conversion loans were offered to small financial undertakings indebted to the Treasury due to 
collateral loan facilities with the CBI and only those undertakings were eligible for the loans.

As described above the claims stemmed from normal lending operations of the CBI. Once the 
claims fell due the CBI, and the Ministry when it took over the possession of the claims, were in a 
position of a creditor holding a due claim. As creditors they sought the most favourable settlement 
of these claims.”

45)	 The Icelandic authorities maintain that the purpose of converting the short-term debt to long-term 
loans was to strengthen the likelihood of recovery of the collateralised debt and thus to better 
secure the state’s interests. They submit that “no state aid can be involved when central banks 
or public authorities actively pursue maximising the recovery of debt such as the one in question 
on equivalent terms with regard to all undertakings involved. Any economic advantage entailed 
in the recovery process is conferred on a non-selective basis. Thusly, the recovery of debt due to 
collateral loan facilities with the CBI by the Ministry can only be described as a non-selective 
measure.”

46)	 Iceland furthermore argues that, when considering whether a private creditor in this situation – 
as owner of claims on financial undertakings following a financial crisis - would have insisted 
on the enforcement of the claim, due consideration should be taken of the situation of the State 
as a creditor to the undertakings concerned as well as of the deteriorating securities held by the 
Icelandic authorities to enforce the debts by other means and the relatively uncertain prospects of 
the companies’ performance.

47)	 The Icelandic authorities maintain that the debt in question is being collected in an equal manner 
towards all debtors, with the view in all cases to maximise recovery, and comparable claims are 
being treated in a comparable manner. It is also maintained that the agreements under assessment 
were effectively open to all undertakings in a comparable legal and factual situation. The 
measures should therefore be considered to qualify as general measures, as they do not favour 
certain undertakings or the production of certain goods. The fact that the measures are more 
favourable to the two or three undertakings than the alternative of enforcing the debt to the point 
of immediate bankruptcy does not change their nature as general measures.

48)	 It was the Ministry’s assessment at the time that the recovery of claims on small non-depository 
financial institutions, stemming from collateral loan facilities with the CBI, would be better by 
making available conditional agreements on the repayment of their debt. The conclusion of the 
agreements was not an intervention as such but an appropriate response in the interest of the 
Treasury as a creditor although resulting in a smaller value of the claims. Therefore, the measures 
do not, according to the Icelandic authorities, constitute a method of financing an aid measure in 
favour of the companies involved.

49)	 Should the Authority after assessing the information submitted still conclude that the measures in 
question may have entailed state aid, the Icelandic authorities observe that such aid may qualify 
for an exemptions under Article 61(3) of the EEA Agreement and the Authority’s Guidelines on 
Rescue and Restructuring Aid. In addition to protecting the financial interests of the State as a 
creditor the measures can be considered necessary to correct disparities caused by market failures 
in the Icelandic financial market.
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II. ASSESSMENT
1.	 The presence of state aid

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

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

51)	 This decision focuses in main on the question whether the Treasury’s measures to convert short-
term claims to long-term loans on favourable terms are compatible with the state aid provisions 
of the EEA Agreement. It is clear, nevertheless, that the state’s involvement as a major creditor 
to the undertakings concerned, derives from earlier measures, namely the CBI’s short-term 
collateral loans to financial undertakings and its securities lending, on behalf of the Treasury, 
to prime traders of government securities. The background of the conversion loans is obviously 
the breakdown in the CBI’s transaction with financial undertakings which in turn is related to 
the collapse of the financial system. It is therefore appropriate to consider whether the initial 
granting by the CBI of short-term credit facilities involved elements of state aid. In the following 
paragraphs the Authority will therefore, firstly, consider whether those measures possibly 
constitute state aid, and, secondly, examine in detail the loan conversion agreements in the light 
of Article 61 EEA.

1.1.	 CBI and the Treasury short-term credit facilities

52)	 Paragraph 51 of the Authority’s banking guidelines(9) sets out provision on other forms of 
liquidity assistance and central bank facilities in particular. On the latter the guidelines state that 
“[t]he Authority considers that activities of central banks related to monetary policy, such as 
open market operations and standing facilities, are not caught by the state aid rules. Dedicated 
support to a specific financial institution may also be found not to constitute aid in specific 
circumstances. Following the Commission’s decision-making practice, the Authority considers 
that the provision of central banks’ funds to the financial institution in such a case may be found 
not to constitute aid when a number of conditions are met, such as: 

-	 the financial institution is solvent at the moment of the liquidity provision and the latter is not 
part of a larger aid package, 

-	 the facility is fully secured by collateral to which haircuts are applied, in function of its quality 
and market value, 

-	 the central bank charges a penal interest rate to the beneficiary,

-	 the measure is taken at the central bank’s own initiative, and in particular is not backed by 
any counter-guarantee of the state.”(10)

53)	 The Icelandic authorities have underlined that the short-term credit facilities concerned belonged 
to regular monetary policy and financial market measures of the CBI and to the Treasury’s regular 
government debt management. Looking closer at the measure taken in the run-up to the financial 
crisis in 2008, it is clear from publicly available information that due to the liquidity squeeze in 
the markets, the CBI took steps to increase access to liquidity(11). However, the CBI has pointed 
out that the European Central Bank, the US Federal Reserve Bank and many other central banks 
had taken significant steps to respond to deteriorating conditions in the global financial markets 
by enhancing access to liquidity, relaxing the rules on securities eligible as collateral for financial 
undertakings’ transactions with them. The CBI was simply adapting to more flexible rules already 

(9) 	 See Part VIII of the Authority’s State Aid Guidelines, the application of state aid rules to measures taken in relation to financial 
institutions in the context of the current global financial crisis, available at http://www.eftasurv.int/?1=1&showLinkID=16604&1=1 

(10) 	 The European Commission has rarely deemed central bank operations to constitute aid. However, in particular where the State 
provided counter-guarantees (such as in Dexia – cf. http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/case_details.cfm?proc_code=3_
C9_2009) the presence of aid was established.

(11) 	 See the article on Financial Markets and Central Bank measures in the CBI’s Monetary Bulletin 2008-1 (April 2008), available at 
http://www.sedlabanki.is/lisalib/getfile.aspx?itemid=5883 

http://www.eftasurv.int/?1=1&showLinkID=16604&1=1
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/case_details.cfm?proc_code=3_C9_2009
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/case_details.cfm?proc_code=3_C9_2009
http://www.sedlabanki.is/lisalib/getfile.aspx?itemid=5883
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introduced by European and other central banks. This argument finds support in independent 
sources(12).

54)	 The Authority has no reason to dispute that the CBI measures at issue belonged to monetary policy. 
The financial undertakings were solvent at the time of the liquidity provision. When the value of 
underlying collateral collapsed, the CBI made efforts to seek improved collateral and safeguard 
recovery(13). Furthermore, collateral lending backed by securities of the failed commercial banks 
halted automatically once the banks were submitted to public administration. The CBI liquidity 
facilities were not part of a larger aid package. The transactions were based on the Rules on 
Central Bank of Iceland Facilities for Financial Undertakings, No. 808 of 22 August 2008(14). 
These rules meet the conditions set out above including concerning full security by collateral to 
which haircuts are applied and according to Article 17 of the rules, financial undertakings shall 
pay penalty interest in cases of default. The measures were taken at the initiative of the financial 
undertakings concerned and the CBI and were not, at the time, backed by any counter-guarantee 
of the state.

55)	 In view of the above considerations, the Authority concludes that the CBI short-term collateral 
loans to financial undertakings did not involve state aid. 

1.2.	 Treasury’s loan conversion agreements

1.2.1.	 Presence of state resources

56)	 In order to qualify as aid under Article 61(1) EEA, the measure must be granted by the State or 
through state resources.

57)	 The measures under examination take the form of conversion of short-term claims which have 
fallen due to long-term loans on favourable terms. The loans were granted by the Ministry of 
Finance on the basis of an authorisation provided by the Icelandic parliament in the supplementary 
state budget for the year 2008. The measures are therefore clearly granted by the state and through 
state resources.

1.2.2.	 Favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods

58)	 This condition is twofold. Firstly, the measures must confer on the investment banks as aid 
beneficiaries advantages that relieve them of charges that are normally borne by their budgets. 
Secondly, the measures must be selective in that they favour “certain undertakings or the 
production of certain goods”.

Commercial advantage

59)	 Repayment of outstanding credit, including interest, and other costs associated with the 
investment banks’ short-term credit facilities with the CBI are costs normally borne by the banks’ 
budgets. Converting such credits to long-term loans on interest rate terms below market rates 
amounts to relieving the debtor of such costs.

60)	 The reason for converting the short-term claims to long-term loans was that following the 
collapse of the three biggest commercial banks in Iceland, the investment banks were unable to 
honour these claims and no funding on the market was available to them. The approach taken 
by the European Commission in numerous cases since the onset of the financial crisis(15) and by 

(12) 	 See for instance Bank State Aid in the Financial Crisis. Fragmentation or level playing field? A CEPS Task force report. October 
2010. Centre for European Policy Studies, Brussels. See in particular chapter I, “An Overview of State Aid Provided during the 
Crisis”.

(13) 	 See the notice on the CBI website on collateral loans on 21.10.2011: http://www.sedlabanki.-is/?PageID=287&NewsID=1926 
and the news reported in the newspaper Morgunblaðið on the same day, http://www.mbl.is/mm/gagnasafn/grein.html?grein_
id=1250837&searchid=20673-303a-20ffb. The news confirms that the CBI had reassessed the value of the securities provided 
for collateral loans and requested the financial undertakings concerned to provide new security to meet their commitments to the 
amount of approximately 150 billion ISK or otherwise repay the unsecured amount to the CBI. 

(14) 	 These rules were replaced on 26 June 2009 by Rules No. 553 on the same subject (currently applicable rules).  
(15) 	 See for example Commission decision of 10.10.2008 in case NN 51/2008 Guarantee scheme for banks in Denmark, at paragraph 

32, and Commission decision of 21.10.2008 in case C 10/2008 IKB, at paragraph 74.

http://www.sedlabanki.-is/?PageID=287&NewsID=1926
http://www.mbl.is/mm/gagnasafn/grein.html?grein_id=1250837&searchid=20673-303a-20ffb
http://www.mbl.is/mm/gagnasafn/grein.html?grein_id=1250837&searchid=20673-303a-20ffb


EES-viðbætir við Stjórnartíðindi EvrópusambandsinsNr. 4/20 26.1.2012

the Authority(16) in assessing whether state intervention to recapitalise banks amounts to state aid 
assumes that, given the difficulties faced in the financial markets, the state was investing because 
no market economy investor would be willing to invest on the same terms. The market economy 
investor principle was considered not to apply in cases involving capitalisation of financial 
institutions affected by the crisis that were in difficulty. The Authority considers the same logic 
to apply in the present case, mutatis mutandis, where the Icelandic state stepped in to provide 
rescheduling of debt due and no market solution was available to the debtors. This would imply 
that the debtors obtained a commercial advantage.

61)	 The question also arises whether the initial delay in settling payments of the CBI short term 
credit facilities, which is understood to have lasted from around 21 October 2008 until late March 
2009, may involve state aid. In general, decisions by public bodies to tolerate late payments on 
a loan may entail an advantage to the debtor and involve state aid. While a temporary deferral of 
payment would probably correspond to the conduct of a private creditor and thus not involve state 
aid, such conduct, initially consistent with market conditions, could turn into state aid in cases of 
protracted delays in payment.(17) 

62)	 As to the interest rate terms of the loans, the Icelandic authorities’ explanation for them is 
essentially that the assets and financial condition of the borrowing undertakings were such that 
they were only capable of paying a minimum level of interest on the loan. The determination 
of the interest rate was thus made not principally with reference to market rates but primarily 
to the undertakings’ limited ability to pay. As the rate of interest of 2% per annum is fixed over 
the seven-year term of the loans, the lending terms do not foresee any step-up of interest rates, 
should there be an improvement in the debtors’ economy, which, however, is partly the goal of 
the measures.

63)	 To indicate the scale of the advantage, it is evident that the interest rates on the loans from the 
Treasury under examination are far below market rates. At the time when the loan agreements 
were concluded, in March 2009, yield on the bond market on medium- to long-term, inflation-
indexed government bonds was in the region 4.6 to 6.7% depending on maturity(18). The 2% 
fixed interest rate therefore appears to be substantially below the government’s own borrowing 
terms. To determine appropriate lending terms the state would need to add a premium to take into 
account the particular risk characteristics of the borrower as well as administrative costs. 

64)	 For the purposes of this decision, precise determination of the appropriate market rate is not 
required. However, an indication of a relevant market rate and of the consequent level of 
subsidisation can be obtained by considering the debtors’ own estimation of the relevant market 
rate as reflected in their own financial reports. Saga and VBS treat the Treasury loans in a similar 
manner in their financial statements. In both cases the loan transactions, which took place in 
March 2009, are booked retrospectively and included in the banks’ financial statements for the 
year 2008. For Saga, which signed a loan contract to the total amount of 19,682 million ISK, the 
financial implication for the bank of the lending terms are explained as follows: 

“The Bank applies International Financial Reporting Standards in preparing the financial 
statements. As interests according to the loan terms are considerably lower than market interests, 
according to the IFRS, payments on the loan shall be discounted based on market interests, which 
were estimated at 12%, and the loan shall be recognised at fair value upon initial recognition. 
The difference thus arising is recognised in the income statement. Due to this, the amount of ISK 
6,970 million is recognised as income in the financial statements for the year 2008. The carrying 
amount of the loan is ISK 13,053 million at year end 2008. Subsequently, effective interests are 
expensed in the income statement based on the same rate as for the initial discounting of the 
payments, or 12%.”(19)

(16) 	 See the Authority’s decision of 8.5.2009 on a scheme for temporary recapitalisation of fundamentally sound banks in order 
to foster financial stability and lending to the real economy in Norway (205/09/COL), available at: http://www.eftasurv.
int/?1=1&showLinkID=16694&1=1 and the Authority’s decision of 15.12.2010 opening the formal investigation procedure into 
state aid granted in the restoration of certain operations of (old) Glitnir Bank hf and the establishment and capitalisation of New 
Glitnir Bank hf (now renamed Islandsbanki), available at http://www.eftasurv.int/media/decisions/494-10-COL.pdf and similar 
decisions of the same date with respect to the two other major commercial banks in Iceland, available at http://www.eftasurv.int/
media/decisions/493-10-COL.pdf  and http://www.eftasurv.int/media/decisions/492-10-COL.pdf.

(17) 	 See Opinion of Advocate General Jacobs, Case C-256/97 DM Transport [1999] ECR I-3915, paragraph 38.
(18) 	 Information retrieved from the CBI website, http://www.sedlabanki.is/?PageID=224 
(19) 	 Saga Capital Investment Bank financial statements for the year 2008, point 46 of explanatory notes, available at http://www.

sagabanki.is/static/files/arsskyrslur/Arsskyrsla_08_heimasida.pdf 

http://www.eftasurv.int/?1=1&showLinkID=16694&1=1
http://www.eftasurv.int/?1=1&showLinkID=16694&1=1
http://www.eftasurv.int/media/decisions/494-10-COL.pdf
http://www.eftasurv.int/media/decisions/493-10-COL.pdf
http://www.eftasurv.int/media/decisions/493-10-COL.pdf
http://www.eftasurv.int/media/decisions/492-10-COL.pdf
http://www.sedlabanki.is/?PageID=224
http://www.sagabanki.is/static/files/arsskyrslur/Arsskyrsla_08_heimasida.pdf
http://www.sagabanki.is/static/files/arsskyrslur/Arsskyrsla_08_heimasida.pdf
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65)	 The Treasury’s loan to VBS is treated in a similar fashion in the bank’s financial statements 
for the year 2008. VBS also considers the loan to have been provided on interest rates below 
market terms and that market rates for the bank were 12% per annum. While the bank concluded 
a loan agreement with the Ministry of Finance in the amount of 26,430 million ISK, the loan 
is expressed in the bank’s balance sheet at a discounted and fair value of 17,075 million ISK. 
The difference of 9,355 million ISK is booked as earnings in 2008, while in  subsequent years, 
interest costs would be booked on the basis of the same rate as applied for discounting, i.e. 12% 
per annum. These accounting practices resulted in a corresponding improvement in the banks’ 
profits and equity in the same year.(20)

66)	 While the failure of the three major commercial banks clearly had devastating effects on the 
operating environment of the three investment banks and other smaller financial undertakings 
engaged in repo transactions with the CBI, there can be no doubt that those of the affected 
undertakings whose short-term debt to the CBI was converted to long-term loans on favourable 
terms obtained a clear commercial advantage by that measure as such. Thus, according to Saga´s 
financial statements for 2008, its total equity on 31 December 2008 was approximately 6.2 billion 
ISK, providing an equity ratio of 15%, while without the loan conversion, Saga´s equity would 
have been negative. The same applies to the loan and accounting practice of VBS; without the 9.4 
billion ISK booked as earnings due to the favourable terms of the loan from the Treasury, VBS´s 
equity would have been negative by year-end 2008. It can therefore be argued that the investment 
banks were temporarily rescued with the loan conversion provided by the state.

67)	 The Icelandic authorities submit that, in the light of the facts and arguments which they have put 
forward, merely comparing the terms of the loans with possible market terms was not reasonable. 
With regard to the treatment of the loans in the accounts of Saga Capital and VBS they submit that 
neither the CBI nor the Ministry had any influence on the manner in which those accounts were 
created and that any proclamations of profit made on the loans are solely the responsibility of 
the boards of the undertakings and their accountants. They note, finally, that such proclamations 
were of no assistance to the undertakings in their restructuring efforts since the FME informed 
them that assessments of their equity would not take such proclamations into account. However, 
this last statement appears to be contradicted by the following statement in the same letter from 
the Icelandic authorities on the implication of the loan conversion for the undertakings´ financial 
statements: “Without an extension from the CBI, those statements would not have been valid for 
certification by the entities’ accountants that the undertakings were fit for operation, since the 
accountants would in such circumstances in all likelihood have been required to request that the 
undertakings be taken over by the FME. …”. The Authority considers it important that without 
the measures under assessment, the financial statements for the undertakings concerned for the 
year 2008 would not have been valid for certification by their accountants and that they would in 
all likelihood have been required to request that the undertakings be taken over by the FME.

Private creditor test

68)	 The Icelandic authorities contend that the measures under assessment do not involve state aid as 
the conduct of the state in this case meets the requirements of the so-called private creditor test.

69)	 The private creditor test, developed and refined by the courts of the European Communities(21), 
serves to establish whether the conditions under which a public creditor’s claim is to be repaid, 
possibly by rescheduling payments, constitutes state aid. When the state is in the position, not 
as an investor or a promoter of a project, but as a creditor trying to maximise the recovery of 
an outstanding debt, lenient treatment alone, in the form of deferment of payment or interest 
rates below market terms, may not be sufficient to presume favourable treatment in the sense of 

(20) 	 See VBS´s financial statements for 2008, explanatory note 58, available at http://www.vbs.is/files/224-1.pdf 
(21) 	 See cases C-342/96 Spain v. Commission [1999] ECR I-2459, paragraphs 46 et seq.; T-46/97 SIC v. Commission [2000] ECR 

II-2125, paragraph 98 et seq.; C-256/97 DM Transport [1999]ECR I-3913, paragraphs 19 et seq.; C-480/98 Spain v. Commission 
[2000] ECR I-8717, paragraphs 19 et seq.; T-152/99 HAMSA v. Commission [2002] ECR II-3049, paragraph 167; Judgment of 14 
September 2004, C-276/02 Spain v. Commission [2004] ECR I-8091, paragraphs 31 et seq.; Judgment of 21 October 2004, T-36/99 
Lenzig v. Commission [2004] ECR II-3597, paragraphs 134 et seq.; Judgment of 8 July 2004, T-198/01 Technische Glaswerke 
Ilmenau v. Commission [2004] ECR II-2717, paragraphs 97 et seq.; C-525/04 P Spain v. Commission [2007] ECR I-9947, 
paragraphs 43 et seq.; T-68/03 Olympiaki Aeroporia Ypiresies v. Commission  [2007] ECR II-2911, and T-1/08 Buzek Automotive v. 
Commission, Judgment of 17 May 2011 (not yet reported), paragraphs 65 et seq.

http://www.vbs.is/files/224-1.pdf
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state aid. In such circumstances the conduct of the public creditor is to be compared with that 
of a hypothetical private creditor in a comparable factual and legal situation(22). As concerns 
interest rates, the correct term of reference is not the market interest rate but the rate deemed 
acceptable by a private creditor in similar circumstances. The crucial question is whether a private 
creditor would have granted similar favourable treatment to a debtor in similar circumstances. 
Commercial advantage in the sense of Art. 61(1) EEA can be presumed if the amount owed can 
be paid back to the public creditor on more favourable terms than would be accepted by a private 
creditor.

70)	 From the point of view of a private creditor, enforcement of a claim that has become due is the 
self-evident norm. This also applies if the debtor undertaking is in financial difficulties as well 
as in the case of insolvency. Private creditors will not normally be willing in such circumstances 
to accept further deferral of payment if this does not bring them any clear advantage. On the 
contrary, once a debtor runs into financial difficulty, further loans or rescheduling of debt would 
only be granted to the debtor under stricter terms, e.g. at a higher interest rate or with more 
comprehensive securities, as repayment is endangered.

71)	 Exceptions may be justifiable in individual cases where non-enforcement seems to be the 
economically more sensible alternative. This would be the case when non-enforcement offers 
clearly improved prospects of collecting a substantially higher proportion of the claims in 
comparison with other possible alternatives or if even greater consequential losses can be averted 
in this way. It can be in the interest of a private creditor to keep the business of the debtor company 
running instead of liquidating its assets and thus, under certain circumstances, only collecting a 
part of the debt. When a private creditor accepts to refrain from enforcing his claim in full, he 
will normally require the debtor to provide additional securities and when this is not available, in 
cases of debtors in financial difficulty, he will seek assurances of maximum compensation should 
the financial condition of the debtor later improve. If insufficient securities or commitments are 
made by the debtor, a private creditor would generally not accept to conclude debt rescheduling 
agreements.

72)	 While the Icelandic authorities admit that their purpose was partly to give the financial 
undertakings a chance to cope with their financial difficulties, the main objective of the loan 
conversion agreements was to best secure the immense interests of the State. The measures 
would, according to Iceland, maximise the Treasury’s recovery of the claims rather than enforcing 
the short-term claims of the CBI and the Treasury, which would have driven the companies to 
bankruptcy.

73)	 The Authority considers that the available evidence so far suggests that the Icelandic state has 
in the present case in many respects endeavoured to best secure the interests of the state and 
tried to maximise the Treasury’s recovery of the claims. In return for agreeing to an extensive 
rescheduling of the claims to a seven-year loan, the state received consideration in the form 
of the conditions attached to the loan. Nevertheless, the Authority has doubt as to whether the 
terms agreed upon by the state were sufficiently valuable to the creditor to meet the requirement 
of the private creditor test. Most importantly, as explained above, the interest rate terms of the 
loans provided by the state are far below market rates and are fixed over the seven-year term. 
The aim of the measure is partly to enable the debtors to consolidate their finances and seek 
recovery. Nevertheless, no step-up of interest rates is foreseen in case there was an upside in the 
debtors’ economy. While the conditions attached to the loans impose restrictions inter alia on the 
debtors’ ability to pay dividends to shareholders and bonuses to employees, they nevertheless do 
not secure the creditor any share in the possible upside in the debtors’ operations. Under such 
circumstances, the maximum remuneration which the creditor would receive is the indexation and 
sub-market interest rate agreed for the loans. In the Authority’s preliminary view, it appears not to 
be consistent with the conduct of a private creditor to accept such terms. As will be seen in section 
3 below, the Authority also has doubts as to whether such terms meet principal requirements of 
compatibility for remuneration of state aid according to the Authority’s temporary rules on aid to 
financial undertakings in the current financial crisis.

(22) 	 For a helpful exposition of the application of the private creditor test, see also The EC State Aid Regime: Distortive Effects of State 
Aid on Competition and Trade, Michael Sanchez Rydelski (Ed.), Ch. 7.
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74)	 The Authority points out that the measures under examination must be assessed at the time when 
they were implemented in March 2009 and without using the benefit of hindsight at a later point 
in time. Thus, the state’s agreement with Saga Capital in January 2010 on the bank’s financial 
restructuring, providing inter alia that the state would receive as collateral all shares in the 
“operating bank” in return for concluding the agreement, may have resembled the conduct of a 
private creditor faced with similar circumstances. However, this did not alter the initial conduct 
of the state in March 2009, when agreeing to grant subsidised rescheduling loans without securing 
itself an adequate share in the possible upside of the debtors’ economy.

75)	 The Authority also notes that the Icelandic authorities have confirmed that the Treasury did not 
require other creditors of Saga and VBS to actively participate and contribute to rescheduling the 
companies’ debts. While the share of other creditors in the undertakings’ debt appears minimal, 
such conduct would nevertheless appear not to be consistent with that of a private creditor.

76)	 Moreover, the Authority notes that the Icelandic authorities’ appeal to the private creditor 
principle cannot be reconciled with the view which they also firmly maintain that the measures 
qualify as general measures and therefore do not involve state aid.

77)	 In light of the above, the Authority concludes that it has doubts as to whether the measures under 
assessment are consistent with the conduct of a private creditor finding himself in a comparable 
legal and factual situation.

Selectivity

78)	 The Icelandic authorities claim that when implementing the measures comparable claims were 
treated in a comparable manner and that the agreements under assessment were effectively open 
to all undertakings in a comparable legal and factual situation. In their view, the authorities did 
not enjoy sufficient discretion in order for the measures to be selective. The measures should 
therefore be considered to qualify as general measures, as they did not favour certain undertakings 
or the production of certain goods.

79)	 However, as indicated above, this argument cannot be reconciled with the plea made by Iceland 
that the measures are compatible with the conduct of a hypothetical private creditor. By their 
nature, such debt collection efforts apply only to the debtor(s) to which they are effectively 
applied and therefore do not have the character of non-selective general measures.

80)	 With regard to other financial undertakings active in repo trade with the CBI, Glitnir Bank, 
Kaupthing Bank and Landsbanki Islands were taken into administration by the FME already on 
7-9 October 2008 and it was therefore not relevant to offer these banks the loan conversion at issue. 
The same does not apply to the three other deposit holding undertakings, Sparisjodabanki Islands, 
Straumur and SPRON, where according to the information submitted by the Icelandic authorities, 
the CBI’s claims lodged amounted in total to approximately 318.8 billion ISK. Straumur was 
taken into administration by the FME on 9 March 2009 and Sparisjodabanki Islands and SPRON 
on 21 March 2009. This was about the same time when decisions were taken to provide Saga 
and VBS with the loan conversion agreement, based on proposals dated 20 January 2009 to the 
Minister of Finance for the restructuring of debt owed by financial undertakings due to collateral 
loan facilities with the CBI. Unlike what appears to be suggested by the Icelandic authorities, a 
distinction between depositary financial undertakings (which included Sparisjodabanki Islands, 
Straumur and SPRON) and non-depositary financial undertakings (including the three investment 
banks) would not appear relevant under the assessment of selectivity.

81)	 The Icelandic authorities state that the Ministry of Finance and the CBI had taken part in 
negotiations between creditors of SPRON and Sparisjodabankinn on financial reorganisation 
of these undertakings and that the creditors of both undertakings had agreed in year-end 2008 
to comparable stand-still agreements aimed at ensuring their equal standing at reorganisation. 
In both cases substantial debt write-off was needed for the undertakings to be able to meet 
minimum CAD requirements. Straumur was also in contact with the CBI regarding the CBI’s 
loan to the undertaking, which had fallen due and was granted repeated extensions to seek 
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solutions to its capital and liquidity needs. However, it became evident that the challenges 
facing these undertakings were so substantial that merely restructuring the CBI’s loans would 
not solve them. As with SPRON and Sparisjodabankinn, it was necessary that all of Straumur’s 
creditors would take part in the undertaking’s financial reorganisation. None of the undertakings 
were however at the time able to reach an agreement with their creditors on the restructuring of 
their debts. Therefore, the FME assumed power of the shareholder meeting of Straumur by a 
decision on 9 March 2009, and corresponding action was taken on 21 March 2009 with respect 
to Sparisjodabankinn and SPRON.

82)	 The Icelandic authorities consider that the situation of VBS and Saga Capital differed from that 
of the aforementioned undertakings, firstly due to the fact that when the working group presented 
its memorandum to the Minister of Finance in January 2009, negotiations with creditors, other 
than the CBI, had not begun. Secondly, while the depository undertakings mentioned above were 
already in default on their obligations to their creditors, the only claims on VBS and Saga due 
were loans from the CBI. Hence, it was necessary for VBS and Saga to negotiate with the CBI on 
a new maturity date in order to have the possibility to continue operating and to reach a broader 
agreement on their financial reorganisation.

83)	 When assessing selectivity under state aid review, the Authority does not consider the above 
considerations of the Icelandic authorities to be decisive. According to established case law, a 
measure is normally considered to be selective if it favours one particular economic sector, as 
opposed to other sectors which do not derive any benefit from it(23). Thus, even assuming that 
the Icelandic authorities were correct in stating that the agreements were potentially available to 
all undertakings indebted to the CBI due to short-term collateral and securities lending, this does 
not necessarily render the measures non-selective.

84)	 Furthermore, the Icelandic authorities have so far not presented clear evidence that the favourable 
loan conversion agreements were effectively made available to all undertakings in a comparable 
legal and factual situation as Saga Capital, VBS and Askar Capital.

85)	 The Authority has also noted the subsequent development of Straumur, which apparently was not 
offered to conclude a loan conversion agreement for payment of its short-term debt to the CBI, 
but announced in August 2011 that it had paid in full all loans granted to it by the CBI without 
the CBI or the Treasury incurring any losses or write-offs(24).

86)	 In view of the above the Authority concludes that the measures under assessment cannot be 
considered to represent general measures but must be considered to be selective in nature.

1.2.3.	 Distortion of competition and effect on trade

87)	 The aid measure must distort competition and affect trade between the Contracting Parties to the 
EEA Agreement.

88)	 Government measures favouring particular investment banks are liable to distort competition. 
While the investment banks concerned operate mostly on the Icelandic market and are of modest 
size, they are nevertheless engaged in provision of financial services which are fully open to 
competition and trade within the European Economic Area. This condition can therefore be 
presumed to be fulfilled.

(23) 	 See for instance Case C-75/97 Belgium v. Commission (Maribel bis/ter) [1999] ECR I-3671 as well as recent judgment in joined 
Cases C-106/09 P and C-107/09 P Commission v. Government of Gibraltar, not yet reported, paragraph 75.

(24) 	 Straumur-Burdaras Investment Bank went into moratorium in March 2009, but the undertaking eventually managed to secure the 
approval of its creditors on a composition proposal in July 2010. Straumur ceased investment banking activities and downsized the 
operation. The existing share capital was cancelled and the company’s unsecured creditors converted their claims to zero-coupon 
bonds and shares. The company was converted into an asset management company and its name was changed to ALMC. ALMC’s 
plan is to maximise returns for the company’s creditors and shareholders in a managed work-out of its assets. On 16 August 2011, 
ALMC announced that it had that day made the final payment, in the amount of 46 million Euro, on the secured loan granted by 
the CBI. According to ALMC, the company has since March 2009 paid over 450 million Euro towards secured loans granted by 
the CBI by proceeds from asset disposals and has paid in full all loans granted by the CBI without the CBI incurring any losses or 
write-offs. For further details, see website of ALMC, http://www.almchf.com/new-and-events/nr/121 

http://www.almchf.com/new-and-events/nr/121
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1.2.4.	 Conclusion regarding presence of state aid

89)	 Since the measures under assessment apparently meet the conditions to qualify as state aid, the 
Authority is obliged to considers them as involving state aid.

2.	 Procedural requirements

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

91)	 The Icelandic authorities did not notify the aid measure to the Authority. The Authority therefore 
concludes that the Icelandic authorities have not respected their obligations pursuant to Article 
1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3. The granting of the aid was therefore unlawful.

3.	 Compatibility of the aid

92)	 While it is the principal view of the Icelandic authorities that the measures under examination did 
not involve any state aid, they also argue that should the Authority consider otherwise, such aid 
can nevertheless be found compatible. In this context reference is made to Art. 61(3) EEA and the 
Authority’s rescue and restructuring aid guidelines.

93)	 In the Authority’s letters requesting information on the measures the Icelandic authorities have 
been invited to submit any information and observations which the Icelandic authorities consider 
relevant for the Authority to assess the compatibility of the measures with the state aid provisions 
of the EEA Agreement. Except for the principal view of the Icelandic authorities referred to 
above, the Authority has so far received no such information.

94)	 The Authority notes its finding above that the interest rate terms of the loans under assessment 
are far below market rates and that the Icelandic authorities provide no explanation for these 
exceptional terms except to say that the undertakings concerned would not be able to pay higher 
rates. The aim of the measures was nevertheless, partly, to give the undertakings concerned a 
breathing space to work out their matters and get through the difficulties.

95)	 While the Icelandic authorities have not submitted any evidence in favour of assessing 
compatibility of the measure under Article 61(3)(b) of the EEA Agreement and the Authority’s 
temporary state aid guidelines regarding the financial crisis, which in general allow for more 
flexibility than is otherwise the case concerning aid for rescuing and restructuring firms in 
difficulty, it is nevertheless appropriate to briefly consider the measures at issue under those rules.

96)	 The temporary rules on aid to financial undertakings foresee limitation of aid to the minimum 
necessary and safeguards against undue distortion of competition. In particular, the guidelines set 
out rules to secure appropriate and adequate remuneration for state recapitalisation(25). Without 
going into the details of those rules, they underline the importance of closeness of pricing to 
market prices. Under certain circumstances the Authority may be prepared to accept the price for 
recapitalisations at rates below current market rates, if this is likely to favour the restoration of 
financial stability, but the total expected return to the state should not be too distant from market 
prices. The entry level price may thus be fairly low, but the price should normally be adjusted 
upwards to account for the need to encourage the redemption of state capital and prevent undue 
distortion of competition.

97)	 In the present case the repayment terms of the loans provided by the state appear not to take 
account of the above principles. The loans were granted with a repayment period of seven years, 
with indexation, and at fixed interest rates of 2% per annum, which is far below market rates. No 
step-up of interest rates is foreseen to encourage redemption of state capital. Any possible upside 
in the operation of the debtors, which is partly the aim of the measures, will thus not be redeemed  
 

(25) 	 See for instance the Authority’s recapitalisation guidelines available at http://www.eftasurv.int/?1=1&showLinkID=16015&1=1 

http://www.eftasurv.int/?1=1&showLinkID=16015&1=1
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by the state to limit state aid, but would accrue to the debtors. Lending terms of this kind are not 
compatible with the Authority’s state aid guidelines.

98)	 Under those circumstances, the Authority has doubt as to the compatibility of the aid measures.

4.	 Conclusion

99)	 Based on the information submitted by the Icelandic authorities, the Authority cannot exclude 
the possibility that the measures examined above constitute state aid within the meaning of 
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. The Authority also has doubts as to whether these measures 
comply with Article 61(3) of the EEA Agreement. The Authority, thererfore, doubts that the above 
measures are compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

100)	 Consequently, and in accordance Article 4(4) of Part II of Protocol 3, the Authority is obliged to 
open 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 in question are compatible with the functioning 
of the EEA Agreement.

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

102)	 In light of the foregoing considerations the Authority request the Icelandic authorities to provide, 
within one month of receipt of this decision, all documents, information and data needed for 
assessment of the compatibility of the Treasury rescheduling loan agreements examined above.

103)	 The Authority requests the Icelandic authorities to forward a copy of this decision to the potential 
recipients of the aid immediately.

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

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:
Article 1

The formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3 is opened regarding 
the state aid granted to three Icelandic investment banks through rescheduled loans on preferential terms.

Article 2

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

Article 3

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

Article 4

This Decision is addressed to the Republic of Iceland.
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Article 5

Only the English language version of this Decision is authentic.

Decision made in Brussels, on 23 November 2011.

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority

	 Oda Helen Sletnes	 Sverrir Haukur Gunnlaugsson

	 President	 College Member
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Tilkynning um fyrirhugaða samfylkingu fyrirtækja

(mál COMP/M.6441 – Senoble/Agrial/Senagral JV)

1.	 Framkvæmdastjórninni barst 16. janúar 2012 tilkynning samkvæmt 4. gr. reglugerðar ráðsins (EB) 
nr. 139/2004 (1) um fyrirhugaða samfylkingu þar sem fyrirtækin Senoble og Agrial öðlast með hluta
fjárkaupum og eignaframlagi í sameiningu yfirráð, í skilningi stafliðar b) í 1. mgr. 3. gr. samruna
reglugerðar EB, í nýstofnuðu, sameiginlegu frönsku fyrirtæki, Senagral.

2.	 Starfsemi hlutaðeigandi fyrirtækja er sem hér segir:

–	 Senoble: framleiðir og selur ferskar mjólkurvörur (jógúrt, nýjan ost, rjóma, ábætisrétti úr mjólk)

–	 Agrial: samtök samvinnufélaga á sviði landbúnaðar og matvælaframleiðslu, sem starfa í 
eftirtöldum greinum: aðföng, dýrafóður, dreifbýlisdreifing, búvélar og ræktun búpenings og 
nytjarækt (mjólk, nautakjöt og kálfakjöt, svínakjöt, alifuglar, kornmeti, fræ, grænmeti og drykkir)

–	 Senagral: sameiginlegt fyrirtæki sem framleiðir og selur vörumerktar mjólkurafurðir í Frakklandi, 
Þýskalandi og Benelux-löndum

3.	 Frumathugun framkvæmdastjórnarinnar hefur leitt í ljós að samfylkingin, sem tilkynnt hefur verið, 
geti fallið undir gildissvið samrunareglugerðar EB. Fyrirvari er þó um endanlega ákvörðun.

4.	 Hagsmunaaðilar eru hvattir til að senda framkvæmdastjórninni athugasemdir sem þeir kunna að hafa 
fram að færa um hina fyrirhuguðu samfylkingu.

	 Athugasemdir verða að berast framkvæmdastjórninni innan tíu daga frá því að tilkynning þessi birt
ist í Stjtíð. ESB (C 19, 24. janúar 2012). Þær má senda með símbréfi (faxnr. +32 (0)22 96 43 01), 
með rafpósti á netfangið COMP-MERGER-REGISTRY@ec.europa.eu eða í pósti, með tilvísuninni 
COMP/M.6441 – Senoble/Agrial/Senagral JV, á eftirfarandi póstfang:

European Commission
Directorate-General for Competition
Merger Registry
J-70
B-1049 Brussels

(1)	 Stjtíð. ESB L 24, 29.1.2004, bls. 1 („samrunareglugerð EB“).

EB-STOFNANIR
Framkvæmdastjórnin

 2012/EES/4/03

mailto:COMP-MERGER-REGISTRY@ec.europa.eu
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Tilkynning um fyrirhugaða samfylkingu fyrirtækja

(mál COMP/M.6481 – H.I.G. Europe Capital Partners/General Atlantic/FNZ Group)

Mál sem kann að verða tekið fyrir samkvæmt einfaldaðri málsmeðferð

1.	 Framkvæmdastjórninni barst 17. janúar 2012 tilkynning samkvæmt 4. gr. reglugerðar ráðsins (EB) 
nr. 139/2004  (1) um fyrirhugaða samfylkingu þar sem lúxemborgska fyrirtækið H.I.G. Europe 
Capital Partners, L.P. („H.I.G. Europe Capital“) og hið bandaríska General Atlantic LLC („General 
Atlantic“), öðlast með hlutafjárkaupum í sameiningu yfirráð, í skilningi stafliðar b) í 1.  mgr. 
3.  gr. samrunareglugerðar EB, í fyrirtækinu Kiwi Holdco Cayco Ltd. („Holdco“) og breskum 
dótturfélögum þess (einu nafni „FNZ Group).

2.	 Starfsemi hlutaðeigandi fyrirtækja er sem hér segir:

–	 H.I.G. Europe Capital: fyrirtæki sem fjárfestir í óskráðum félögum um heim allan

–	 General Atlantic: fjárfestingarfyrirtæki sem veitir fyrirtækjum í vexti stuðningi á sviði 
fjármögnunar og stefnumiðunar

–	 FNZ Group: samþætt fyrirtæki sem stunda auðstjórnun 

3.	 Frumathugun framkvæmdastjórnarinnar hefur leitt í ljós að samfylkingin, sem tilkynnt hefur verið, 
geti fallið undir gildissvið samrunareglugerðar EB. Fyrirvari er þó um endanlega ákvörðun. Hafa 
ber í huga að þetta mál kann að verða tekið fyrir samkvæmt málsmeðferðinni sem kveðið er á um í 
tilkynningu framkvæmdastjórnarinnar um einfaldaða málsmeðferð við meðhöndlun tiltekinna sam
fylkinga samkvæmt samrunareglugerð EB (2).

4.	 Hagsmunaaðilar eru hvattir til að senda framkvæmdastjórninni athugasemdir sem þeir kunna að hafa 
fram að færa um hina fyrirhuguðu samfylkingu.

	
	 Athugasemdir verða að berast framkvæmdastjórninni innan tíu daga frá því að tilkynning þessi birt

ist í Stjtíð. ESB (C 19, 24. janúar 2012). Þær má senda með símbréfi (faxnr. +32 (0)22 96 43 01), 
með rafpósti á netfangið COMP-MERGER-REGISTRY@ec.europa.eu eða í pósti, með tilvísuninni 
COMP/M.6481 – H.I.G. Europe Capital Partners/General Atlantic/FNZ Group, á eftirfarandi póst
fang:

European Commission
Directorate-General for Competition
Merger Registry
J-70
B-1049 Brussels

(1)	 Stjtíð. ESB L 24, 29.1.2004, bls. 1 („samrunareglugerð EB“).
(2)	 Stjtíð. ESB C 56, 5.3.2005, bls. 32 („tilkynning um einfaldaða málsmeðferð“).

 2012/EES/4/04

mailto:COMP-MERGER-REGISTRY@ec.europa.eu
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Ákvörðun um að hreyfa ekki andmælum við tilkynntri samfylkingu fyrirtækja

(mál COMP/M.6267 – Volkswagen/MAN)

Framkvæmdastjórnin ákvað hinn 26. september 2011 að hreyfa ekki andmælum við ofangreindri tilkynntri 
samfylkingu og lýsa hana samrýmanlega reglum sameiginlega markaðarins. Ákvörðunin er tekin í sam
ræmi við staflið b) í 1. mgr. 6. gr. reglugerðar ráðsins (EB) nr. 139/2004. Óstytt útgáfa þessarar ákvörðunar 
er eingöngu til á ensku og verður hún birt eftir að felld hafa verið brott viðskiptaleyndarmál, ef einhver 
eru. Unnt verður að nálgast hana á eftirfarandi hátt:

−	 Á samkeppnishluta Europa-vefsetursins (http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases). Notendur 
vefsetursins geta leitað að samrunaákvörðunum með ýmsum hætti, m.a. eftir fyrirtæki, málsnúmeri, 
dagsetningu og atvinnugrein.

−	 Á rafrænu sniði á vefsetrinu EUR-Lex (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm), undir skjalnúmeri 
32011M6267. EUR-Lex er beinlínuaðgangur að löggjöf Evrópusambandsins.

Ákvörðun um að hreyfa ekki andmælum við tilkynntri samfylkingu fyrirtækja

(mál COMP/M.6380 – Bridgepoint/Infront Sports & Media)

Framkvæmdastjórnin ákvað hinn 20. desember 2011 að hreyfa ekki andmælum við ofangreindri tilkynntri 
samfylkingu og lýsa hana samrýmanlega reglum sameiginlega markaðarins. Ákvörðunin er tekin í sam
ræmi við staflið b) í 1. mgr. 6. gr. reglugerðar ráðsins (EB) nr. 139/2004. Óstytt útgáfa þessarar ákvörðunar 
er eingöngu til á ensku og verður hún birt eftir að felld hafa verið brott viðskiptaleyndarmál, ef einhver 
eru. Unnt verður að nálgast hana á eftirfarandi hátt:

−	 Á samkeppnishluta Europa-vefsetursins (http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases). Notendur 
vefsetursins geta leitað að samrunaákvörðunum með ýmsum hætti, m.a. eftir fyrirtæki, málsnúmeri, 
dagsetningu og atvinnugrein.

−	 Á rafrænu sniði á vefsetrinu EUR-Lex (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm), undir skjalnúmeri 
32011M6380. EUR-Lex er beinlínuaðgangur að löggjöf Evrópusambandsins.

 2012/EES/4/05

 2012/EES/4/06

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm
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Ákvörðun um að hreyfa ekki andmælum við tilkynntri samfylkingu fyrirtækja

(mál COMP/M.6400 – ECE/Metro/MEC JV)

Framkvæmdastjórnin ákvað hinn 26. október 2011 að hreyfa ekki andmælum við ofangreindri tilkynntri 
samfylkingu og lýsa hana samrýmanlega reglum sameiginlega markaðarins. Ákvörðunin er tekin í sam
ræmi við staflið b) í 1. mgr. 6. gr. reglugerðar ráðsins (EB) nr. 139/2004. Óstytt útgáfa þessarar ákvörðunar 
er eingöngu til á þýsku og verður hún birt eftir að felld hafa verið brott viðskiptaleyndarmál, ef einhver 
eru. Unnt verður að nálgast hana á eftirfarandi hátt:

−	 Á samkeppnishluta Europa-vefsetursins (http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases). Notendur 
vefsetursins geta leitað að samrunaákvörðunum með ýmsum hætti, m.a. eftir fyrirtæki, málsnúmeri, 
dagsetningu og atvinnugrein.

−	 Á rafrænu sniði á vefsetrinu EUR-Lex (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm), undir skjalnúmeri 
32011M6400. EUR-Lex er beinlínuaðgangur að löggjöf Evrópusambandsins.

Ákvörðun um að hreyfa ekki andmælum við tilkynntri samfylkingu fyrirtækja

(mál COMP/M.6402 – REWE/SAG/JV)

Framkvæmdastjórnin ákvað hinn 4. janúar 2012 að hreyfa ekki andmælum við ofangreindri tilkynntri sam
fylkingu og lýsa hana samrýmanlega reglum sameiginlega markaðarins. Ákvörðunin er tekin í samræmi 
við staflið b) í 1. mgr. 6. gr. reglugerðar ráðsins (EB) nr. 139/2004. Óstytt útgáfa þessarar ákvörðunar er 
eingöngu til á þýsku og verður hún birt eftir að felld hafa verið brott viðskiptaleyndarmál, ef einhver eru. 
Unnt verður að nálgast hana á eftirfarandi hátt:

−	 Á samkeppnishluta Europa-vefsetursins (http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases). Notendur 
vefsetursins geta leitað að samrunaákvörðunum með ýmsum hætti, m.a. eftir fyrirtæki, málsnúmeri, 
dagsetningu og atvinnugrein.

−	 Á rafrænu sniði á vefsetrinu EUR-Lex (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm), undir skjalnúmeri 
32012M6402. EUR-Lex er beinlínuaðgangur að löggjöf Evrópusambandsins.
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Ákvörðun um að hreyfa ekki andmælum við tilkynntri samfylkingu fyrirtækja

(mál COMP/M.6414 – Itochu/Tessenderlo Chemie/Siemens Project Ventures/ 
T-Power JV)

Framkvæmdastjórnin ákvað hinn 13. janúar 2012 að hreyfa ekki andmælum við ofangreindri tilkynntri 
samfylkingu og lýsa hana samrýmanlega reglum sameiginlega markaðarins. Ákvörðunin er tekin í sam
ræmi við staflið b) í 1. mgr. 6. gr. reglugerðar ráðsins (EB) nr. 139/2004. Óstytt útgáfa þessarar ákvörðunar 
er eingöngu til á ensku og verður hún birt eftir að felld hafa verið brott viðskiptaleyndarmál, ef einhver 
eru. Unnt verður að nálgast hana á eftirfarandi hátt:

−	 Á samkeppnishluta Europa-vefsetursins (http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases). Notendur 
vefsetursins geta leitað að samrunaákvörðunum með ýmsum hætti, m.a. eftir fyrirtæki, málsnúmeri, 
dagsetningu og atvinnugrein.

−	 Á rafrænu sniði á vefsetrinu EUR-Lex (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm), undir skjalnúmeri 
32012M6414. EUR-Lex er beinlínuaðgangur að löggjöf Evrópusambandsins.

Ákvörðun um að hreyfa ekki andmælum við tilkynntri samfylkingu fyrirtækja

(mál COMP/M.6425 – Imperial Mobility/Lehnkering)

Framkvæmdastjórnin ákvað hinn 22. desember 2011 að hreyfa ekki andmælum við ofangreindri tilkynntri 
samfylkingu og lýsa hana samrýmanlega reglum sameiginlega markaðarins. Ákvörðunin er tekin í sam
ræmi við staflið b) í 1. mgr. 6. gr. reglugerðar ráðsins (EB) nr. 139/2004. Óstytt útgáfa þessarar ákvörðunar 
er eingöngu til á þýsku og verður hún birt eftir að felld hafa verið brott viðskiptaleyndarmál, ef einhver 
eru. Unnt verður að nálgast hana á eftirfarandi hátt:

−	 Á samkeppnishluta Europa-vefsetursins (http://ec.europa.eu/competition/mergers/cases). Notendur 
vefsetursins geta leitað að samrunaákvörðunum með ýmsum hætti, m.a. eftir fyrirtæki, málsnúmeri, 
dagsetningu og atvinnugrein.

−	 Á rafrænu sniði á vefsetrinu EUR-Lex (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/en/index.htm), undir skjalnúmeri 
32011M6425. EUR-Lex er beinlínuaðgangur að löggjöf Evrópusambandsins.
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Ríkisaðstoð - Pólland

(107. til 109. gr. sáttmálans um starfshætti Evrópusambandsins)

Auglýsing framkvæmdastjórnarinnar samkvæmt 2. mgr. 108. gr. ESB-sáttmálans –  
Tilkynning afturkölluð

Málsnúmer SA.30340 (11/C) – LIP – PL – Fiat Powertrain Technologies Poland

Framkvæmdastjórnin hefur ákveðið að hætta formlegri rannsókn á ofangreindri aðstoð sem stofnað var 
til 9. febrúar 2011 í samræmi við 2. mgr. 108. gr. ESB-sáttmálans (1) með vísan til þess að stjórnvöld í 
Póllandi afturkölluðu tilkynningu um aðstoðina 16. september 2011 og munu lækka aðstoðarfjárhæðina 
til að virða mörkin og fullnægja skilyrðum í reglugerð framkvæmdastjórnarinnar (EB) nr. 800/2008 frá  
6. ágúst 2008 þar sem tilgreindir eru tilteknir flokkar aðstoðar sem samrýmast sameiginlega markaðnum 
til beitingar 87. og 88. gr. sáttmálans (reglugerð um almenna hópundanþágu) (2).

Upplýsingar frá framkvæmdastjórn Evrópusambandsins um tilkynningu frá 
stjórnvöldum á Grikklandi um lögbært yfirvald samkvæmt tilskipun Evrópuþingsins 
og ráðsins 94/22/EB um skilyrði fyrir veitingu og notkun leyfa til að leita að, rannsaka 

og vinna kolvatnsefni

1. Framkvæmdastjórn Evrópusambandsins bendir á að stjórnvöld á Grikklandi hafi, í samræmi við  
10. gr. tilskipunar Evrópuþingsins og ráðsins 94/22/EB frá 30. maí 1994 um skilyrði fyrir veitingu og 
notkun leyfa til að leita að, rannsaka og vinna kolvatnsefni, tilkynnt að lögbært yfirvald sé skrifstofa stefnu 
í olíumálum á aðalskrifstofu orkumála, deild umhverfismála og loftslagsbreytinga í ráðuneyti, umhverfis- 
og orkumála og loftslagsbreytinga, Mesogion 119, 101 92 Aþenu, Grikklandi. 

2. Allar fyrirspurnir sem tengjast þessari tilkynningu skal senda til Directorate of Petroleum Policy, 
Mesogion 119, 101 92 Athens, Greece, sími: +30 2106969312 og +30 2106969422, bréfasími  
+30 2106969034, netfang: petrelpolit@eka.ypeka.gr

(1) 	 Stjtíð. ESB C 151, 21.5.2011, bls. 5.
(2) 	 Stjtíð. EB L 214, 9.8.2008, bls. 3.
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Tilkynning stjórnvalda í Bretlandi með hliðsjón af tilskipun Evrópuþingsins og 
ráðsins 94/22/EB um skilyrði fyrir veitingu og notkun leyfa til að leita að, rannsaka 

og vinna kolvatnsefni

Tilkynning um 27. leyfisveitingalotu breskra stjórnvalda vegna olíu- og gasvinnslu 
á hafsbotni

Ráðuneyti orku og loftslagsbreytinga

Lög um olíuvinnslu 1998

Ráðherra orku og loftslagsbreytinga auglýsir eftir umsóknum hagsmunaaðila um leyfi til vinnslu á 
hafsbotni á tilteknum svæðum á breska landgrunninu. 

Ítarlegar upplýsingar um útboðið, meðal annars skrár og kort yfir svæði sem eru í boði og leiðbeiningar 
um leyfi, skilmála sem gilda um slík leyfi og hvernig standa skal að umsóknum, er að finna á vefsetri 
orkuvinnsludeildar ráðuneytisins (Energy Development Unit, EDU):

http://www.og.decc.gov.uk/

Allar umsóknir verða metnar í samræmi við ákvæði reglugerðar sem sett var á grundvelli kolvetnis-
vinnslutilskipunarinnar 1995 (S.I. 1995 No 1434) og með hliðsjón af þeirri viðvarandi nauðsyn að stuðla 
að skilvirkri, yfirgripsmikilli, árangursríkri og öruggri starfsemi á sviði olíu- og gasleitar í Bretlandi, að 
teknu tilliti til umhverfisins. 

Tilkynninguna í heild sinni er að finna í Stjórnartíðindum Evrópusambandsins, C 17, 20.1.2012,  
bls. 15. 
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Opin auglýsing

Evrópskt samstarf á sviði vísinda og tækni (COST)

COST-samstarfsáætlunin leiðir saman vísindamenn og sérfræðinga frá ýmsum löndum sem starfa á 
ákveðnum sviðum. COST fjármagnar EKKI sjálfar rannsóknirnar en veitir stuðning við tengslamyndun, 
svo sem fundi, ráðstefnur og skammtíma vistaskipti vísindamanna og tengsl við almenning. Nú njóta 
nálægt 250 vísindanet (netverkefni) stuðnings. 

COST auglýsir eftir tillögum að netverkefnum sem stuðla að vísinda- og tæknilegri, efnahagslegri, 
menningarlegri eða samfélagslegri þróun í Evrópu. Tillögur sem gegna hlutverki undanfara að því er 
varðar aðrar evrópskar áætlanir og/eða tillögur sem nýútskrifaðir vísindamenn leggja fram eru sérstaklega 
vel þegnar. 

Öflugri tengsl milli evrópskra vísindamanna skipta sköpum við uppbyggingu Evrópska rannsóknasvæðisins 
(ERA). COST örvar myndun nýrra rannsóknarneta á breiðum grunni í Evrópu þar sem nýsköpun og 
þverfaglegt samstarf eru sett á oddinn. Starfsemi COST fer fram innan rannsóknarteyma í því skyni að 
styrkja undirstöður vísindalegrar sérþekkingar í Evrópu. 

Starfsemi COST skiptist í níu breið svið (líflæknisfræði og sameindalífvísindi; efnafræði og sameindavísindi 
og -tækni; jarðkerfisfræði og umhverfisstjórnun; matvæli og landbúnaður; skógar, afurðir og þjónusta 
þeim tengdar; einstaklingar, samfélög, menning og heilbrigðismál; upplýsinga- og samskiptatækni; efni, 
eðlisfræði og nanóvísindi; samgöngur og þróun borga). Nánari upplýsingar um hvað hverju sviði er ætlað 
að taka til er að finna á vefsetrinu http://www.cost.eu

Umsækjendur eru beðnir um að tilgreina undir hvaða svið efni þeirra fellur. Þverfaglegar tillögur, sem ekki 
er unnt að einskorða við eitt svið, eru þó sérstaklega vel þegnar og verða metnar sérstaklega. 

Vísindamenn frá að minnsta kosti fimm löndum, sem eru aðilar að COST, skulu standa að tillögunum. 
Fjárhagslegur stuðningur við netverkefni með aðild 19 landa er nálægt 130 000 EUR á ári í fjögur ár að 
jafnaði, að því tilskildu að fjárveiting sé fyrir hendi. 

Tillögur verða metnar í tveimur áföngum. Bráðabirgðatillögur (hámark 1 500 orð/3 blaðsíður), sem eru 
sendar inn með því að fylla út eyðublað á netinu á vefslóðinni http://www.cost.eu/opencall, skulu hafa 
að geyma stutt yfirlit yfir tillöguna og að hverju er stefnt með henni. Tillögur sem eru ekki í samræmi 
við hlutgengisskilyrði COST (t.d. tillögur með óskum um rannsóknarfé) verða ekki teknar til greina. 
Hlutgengar tillögur verða metnar af viðeigandi sviðsnefndum í samræmi við viðmið sem eru birt á 
vefsetrinu http://www.cost.eu. Höfundum bráðabirgðatillagna, sem verða fyrir valinu, verður boðið að 
senda inn fullburða tillögur. Fullburða tillögur verða ritrýndar samkvæmt matsviðmiðum sem er að finna 
á vefsetrinu http://www.cost.eu/opencall. Ákvörðun verður að jafnaði tekin innan sex mánaða frá lokum 
umsóknarfrests og þess er vænst að netverkefnin fari af stað eigi síðar en þremur mánuðum eftir það. 

Umsóknarfestur fyrir bráðabirgðatillögur er 30. mars 2012, kl. 17 að Brusseltíma. Um 80 þátttakendum 
verður boðið að leggja fram fullburða tillögur í lokavalið á um það bil 35 nýjum netverkefnum, að því 
tilskildu að fjárveiting sé fyrir hendi. Óskað verður eftir fullburða tillögum fyrir 18. maí 2012 og skulu þær 
berast eigi síðar en 27. júlí 2012. Áformað er að lokaákvarðanir verði teknar í nóvember 2012. Áformað 
er að næsti umsóknarfrestur renni út 28. september 2012. 

Umsækjendur, sem þess óska, geta haft samband við landsfulltrúa COST í sínu heimalandi til að fá 
upplýsingar og leiðsögn – sjá vefsetrið http://www.cost.eu/cnc

Tillögur verður að senda inn í gegnum vefsetur skrifstofu COST. 

COST fær fjárstuðning frá rammaáætlun ESB um rannsóknir og tækniþróun vegna samræmingaraðgerða 
sinna. Skrifstofa COST, sem Evrópska vísindastofnunin (ESF) setti á laggirnar og gegnir hlutverki 
framkvæmdaraðila COST, annast og hefur umsjón með almennu skrifstofuhaldi, svo og vísinda- og 
tækniskrifstofu COST, sviðanefndum og netverkefnum.
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Auglýst eftir tillögum samkvæmt starfsáætluninni „Fólk“ sem tilheyrir 7. rammaáætlun 
Evrópubandalagsins um rannsóknir, tækniþróun og tilraunaverkefni

Athygli er vakin á auglýsingu eftir tillögum samkvæmt starfsáætluninni „Fólk“ sem tilheyrir  
7. rammaáætlun Evrópubandalagsins um rannsóknir, tækniþróun og tilraunaverkefni (árin 2007 til 2013). 

Auglýst er eftir tillögum um samvinnuverkefni milli landa sem eiga aðild að EURAXESS-starfatorginu 
um efni sem tengist nýsköpun í ESB. Upplýsingar um umsóknarfrest og fjárveitingu er að finna í 
heildartexta auglýsingarinnar, sem er birtur á vefsíðum CORDIS. 

Séráætlunin „Fólk“: 

Tilvísunarnúmer auglýsingar: FP7-PEOPLE-2012-EURAXESS-IU 

Auglýsingin varðar starfsáætlunina sem samþykkt var með ákvörðun framkvæmdastjórnarinnar C(2011) 
5033 frá 19. júlí 2011. 

Á vefsetri CORDIS eru birtar upplýsingar um tilhögun umsóknarlotunnar og þar má einnig finna 
starfsáætlunina sjálfa ásamt leiðbeiningum til umsækjenda um hvernig staðið skuli að umsóknum:  
http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/calls/

Auglýst eftir tillögum samkvæmt starfsáætlun 7. rammaáætlunar Evrópubandalagsins  
um rannsóknir, tækniþróun og tilraunaverkefni

Athygli er vakin á auglýsingu eftir tillögum samkvæmt starfsáætlun 7. rammaáætlunar Evrópubandalagsins 
um rannsóknir, tækniþróun og tilraunaverkefni (árin 2007 til 2013). 

Auglýst er eftir tillögum á eftirfarandi sviði í séráætlun um samvinnu: Upplýsinga- og samskiptatækni: 
FP7-ICT-2011-9. 

Upplýsingar um efnisatriði, umsóknarfrest og fjárveitingu er að finna í heildartexta auglýsingarinnar sem 
er birtur á eftirfarandi vefsetri: http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/portal/page/cooperation#ict
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