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II

(Közlemények)

AZ EURÓPAI UNIÓ INTÉZMÉNYEITŐL, SZERVEITŐL, HIVATALAITÓL ÉS 
ÜGYNÖKSÉGEITŐL SZÁRMAZÓ KÖZLEMÉNYEK

EURÓPAI BIZOTTSÁG

Állami támogatások engedélyezése az Európai Unió működéséről szóló szerződés 107. és 108. cikke 
értelmében

Olyan esetek, amelyekkel kapcsolatban a Bizottság nem emel kifogást

(EGT-vonatkozású szöveg)

(2023/C 52/01)

A határozat elfogadásának időpontja 2021.12.13

Támogatás száma SA.100855

Tagállam Szlovénia

Régió

Megnevezés (és/vagy a kedvezményezett 
neve)

COVID-19 – Support for self-employed, managers and farmers in form of a 
partial compensation for the lost income due to the quarantine

Jogalap Act amending the Healthcare Intervention Measures Act/Zakon o dopolnitvah 
Zakona o nujnih ukrepih na področju zdravstva (ZNUPZ)

Az intézkedés típusa Program

Célkitűzés A gazdaság jelentős zavarainak kiküszöbölése

Támogatás formája Vissza nem térítendő támogatás

Költségvetés Teljes költségvetés: 4 000 000 EUR
Éves költségvetés: 4 000 000 EUR

Támogatás intenzitása

Időtartam -ig 2022.6.30

Gazdasági ágazat Valamennyi támogatható gazdasági ágazat érintett

A támogatást nyújtó hatóság neve és 
címe

Ministry of Economic Development and Technology
Kotnikov 5, 1000 Ljubljana, SI – Slovenia
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Egyéb információ

A határozat bizalmas adatokat már nem tartalmazó, hiteles nyelvi változata az alábbi internetcímen található meg:

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm 

A határozat elfogadásának időpontja 2022.12.13

Támogatás száma SA.102197

Tagállam Horvátország

Régió Kontinentalna Hrvatska

Megnevezés (és/vagy a kedvezményezett 
neve)

State Aid SA.102197 (2022/N) – Croatia COVID-19: Zagreb International 
Airport

Jogalap Act on the Government of the Republic of Croatia (Official Gazette, issue 
no. 150/11, 119/14, 93/16, 116/18), Act on State Aid (Official Gazette, issue 
no. 47/14, 69/17)

Az intézkedés típusa Ad hoc támogatás
International Zagreb Airport Jsc („MZLZ”)

Célkitűzés Természeti katasztrófák vagy rendkívüli események által okozott károk 
megtérítése

Támogatás formája Adósságleírás

Költségvetés Teljes költségvetés: 107 900 000 HRK
Éves költségvetés: 107 900 000 HRK

Támogatás intenzitása

Időtartam jétol 2022.10.1

Gazdasági ágazat Légi személyszállítás, Légi áruszállítás, Szállítást kiegészítő tevékenység

A támogatást nyújtó hatóság neve és 
címe

Ministry of the Sea, Transport and Infrastructure
Prisavlje 14, 10000 Zagreb, CROATIA

Egyéb információ

A határozat bizalmas adatokat már nem tartalmazó, hiteles nyelvi változata az alábbi internetcímen található meg:

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm 

A határozat elfogadásának időpontja 2023.1.12

Támogatás száma SA.103141
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Tagállam Dánia

Régió

Megnevezés (és/vagy a kedvezményezett 
neve)

State guarantee for travel operators of the Travel Guarantee Fund

Jogalap Bekendtgørelse om kompensation for faktiske omkostninger til rejseudbydere og 
formidlere for udenlandske rejsearrangører som følge af COVID-19, tilskud til 
fondskassen for pakkerejser og sammensatte rejsearrangementer samt afsætning 
af tabsramme i 2020 til dækning af tab på statsgarantierne på op til 300 mio. kr. 
(Executive Order no 1137 of 6 July 2020 as amended)

Az intézkedés típusa Program

Célkitűzés A gazdaság jelentős zavarainak kiküszöbölése

Támogatás formája Vissza nem térítendő támogatás

Költségvetés Teljes költségvetés: 300 000 000 DKK
Éves költségvetés: 300 000 000 DKK

Támogatás intenzitása

Időtartam -ig 2020.12.31

Gazdasági ágazat Utazásközvetítés, utazásszervezés

A támogatást nyújtó hatóság neve és 
címe

Rejsegarantifonden (Travel Guarantee Fund)
Haldor Topsøes Allé 1, 2800 Kongens Lyngby

Egyéb információ

A határozat bizalmas adatokat már nem tartalmazó, hiteles nyelvi változata az alábbi internetcímen található meg:

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm 

A határozat elfogadásának időpontja 2022.12.9

Támogatás száma SA.103238

Tagállam Belgium

Régió

Megnevezés (és/vagy a kedvezményezett 
neve)

Belgian Travel Insolvency Fund for package travel, linked travel arrangements 
and travel services

Jogalap Draft Law amending the Law of 21 November 2017 on the sale of package 
travel, linked travel arrangements and travel services („Avant-projet de loi 
modifiant la loi du 21 novembre 2017 relative à la vente de voyages à forfait, de 
prestations de voyages liées et de services de voyage”).
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Az intézkedés típusa Program

Célkitűzés Ágazatfejlesztés

Támogatás formája Egyéb (kérjük, konkretizálja)

Költségvetés Teljes költségvetés: 420 000 000 EUR
Éves költségvetés: 70 000 000 EUR

Támogatás intenzitása

Időtartam 2023.1.1 – 2028.12.31

Gazdasági ágazat PÉNZÜGYI, BIZTOSÍTÁSI TEVÉKENYSÉG

A támogatást nyújtó hatóság neve és 
címe

The Federal Public Service (FPS) Economy
City Atrium C Rue du Progrès, 50 1210 Bruxelles

Egyéb információ

A határozat bizalmas adatokat már nem tartalmazó, hiteles nyelvi változata az alábbi internetcímen található meg:

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm 

A határozat elfogadásának időpontja 2022.12.19

Támogatás száma SA.103490

Tagállam Belgium

Régió REGION WALLONNE

Megnevezés (és/vagy a kedvezményezett 
neve)

Compensation des coûts des émissions indirectes en Wallonie pour la période 
2021-2030

Jogalap Articles 9 et 10 du décret du 9 décembre 1993 relatif à la promotion de 
l’utilisation rationnelle de l’énergie, des économies d’énergie et des énergies 
renouvelables; Projet d’arrêté du Gouvernement wallon organisant l'octroi d'une 
aide aux entreprises en compensation des coûts des émissions indirectes entre 
2021 et 2030

Az intézkedés típusa Program

Célkitűzés Környezetvédelem

Támogatás formája Vissza nem térítendő támogatás

Költségvetés Teljes költségvetés: 200 000 000 EUR
Éves költségvetés: 20 000 000 EUR
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Támogatás intenzitása 75,0 %

Időtartam 2021.1.1 – 2030.12.31

Gazdasági ágazat Bőrruházat gyártása, Alumíniumgyártás, Szervetlen vegyi alapanyag gyártása, 
Ólom, cink, ón gyártása, Papíripari rostanyag gyártása, Papírgyártás, Vas-, acél-, 
vasötvözet-alapanyag gyártása, Kőolaj-feldolgozás, Rézgyártás, Egyéb nem vas 
fém gyártása, Műanyag-alapanyag gyártása, Vasöntés, Üvegszálgyártás, Ipari gáz 
gyártása

A támogatást nyújtó hatóság neve és 
címe

Ministère wallon de l’économie
Place de la Wallonie, 1, 5100 JAMBES

Egyéb információ

A határozat bizalmas adatokat már nem tartalmazó, hiteles nyelvi változata az alábbi internetcímen található meg:

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm 

A határozat elfogadásának időpontja 2022.12.19

Támogatás száma SA.103704

Tagállam Belgium

Régió VLAAMS GEWEST

Megnevezés (és/vagy a kedvezményezett 
neve)

Compensation for indirect ETS costs in Flanders for 2021-2030

Jogalap Draft decision of the Flemish Government granting aid to undertakings for the 
compensation of indirect emission costs

Az intézkedés típusa Program

Célkitűzés Környezetvédelem

Támogatás formája Vissza nem térítendő támogatás

Költségvetés Teljes költségvetés: 2 109 900 000 EUR
Éves költségvetés: 210 990 000 EUR

Támogatás intenzitása 75,0 %

Időtartam 2021.1.1 – 2030.12.31
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Gazdasági ágazat Bőrruházat gyártása, Alumíniumgyártás, Szervetlen vegyi alapanyag gyártása, 
Ólom, cink, ón gyártása, Papíripari rostanyag gyártása, Papírgyártás, Vas-, acél-, 
vasötvözet-alapanyag gyártása, Kőolaj-feldolgozás, Rézgyártás, Egyéb nem vas 
fém gyártása, Műanyag-alapanyag gyártása, Vasöntés, Üvegszálgyártás, Ipari gáz 
gyártása

A támogatást nyújtó hatóság neve és 
címe

Flanders Innovation & Entrepreneurship Agency (VLAIO)
Koning Albert II Laan 35, 1030 Brussel

Egyéb információ

A határozat bizalmas adatokat már nem tartalmazó, hiteles nyelvi változata az alábbi internetcímen található meg:

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm 

A határozat elfogadásának időpontja 2022.12.16

Támogatás száma SA.103805

Tagállam Románia

Régió Románia

Megnevezés (és/vagy a kedvezményezett 
neve)

Sprijin pentru investiții în pepiniere și tehnologii moderne de producere a 
puieților forestieri, în capacități de condiționare a semințelor forestiere și în 
realizarea de plantaje forestiere

Jogalap Proiect de Ordin pentru aprobarea schemei de ajutor de stat „Sprijin pentru 
investiții în pepiniere și tehnologii moderne de producere a puieților forestieri, în 
capacități de condiționare a semințelor forestiere și în realizarea de plantaje 
forestiere”

Az intézkedés típusa Program

Célkitűzés Mezőgazdaság; Erdőgazdálkodás; Vidéki térségek;, Az erdőgazdálkodási techno
lógiákra, valamint erdei termékek feldolgozására, mobilizálására és értékesítésére 
irányuló beruházásokhoz nyújtott támogatás

Támogatás formája Vissza nem térítendő támogatás

Költségvetés Teljes költségvetés: 158 211 200 RON
Éves költségvetés: 158 211 200 RON

Támogatás intenzitása 90,0 %

Időtartam -ig 2024.9.30

Gazdasági ágazat Erdőgazdálkodás
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A támogatást nyújtó hatóság neve és 
címe

Ministerul Mediului, Apelor și Pădurilor
Blvd. Libertății nr. 12; Sector 5; București

Egyéb információ

A határozat bizalmas adatokat már nem tartalmazó, hiteles nyelvi változata az alábbi internetcímen található meg:

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm 

A határozat elfogadásának időpontja 2022.12.21

Támogatás száma SA.104264

Tagállam Ausztria

Régió Ausztria

Megnevezés (és/vagy a kedvezményezett 
neve)

Beihilfeprogramm für die Erbringung von Schienengüterverkehrsleistungen in 
bestimmten Produktionsformen 2023 – 2027

Jogalap Förderungsprogramm für die Erbringung von Schienengüterverkehrsleistungen 
in bestimmten Produktionsformen in Österreich 2023 bis 2027 sowie zur 
Gewährung von Förderungen für Schienenverkehrsleistungen im Marktsegment 
„Güterverkehr manipuliert”, für die in Österreich Wegeentgelt an die 
ÖBB-Infrastruktur AG entrichtet wird (Sonderrichtlinien) Allgemeine Richtlinien 
für die Gewährung von Förderungen aus Bundesmitteln (ARR 2014), BGBl. II 
208/2014

Az intézkedés típusa Program

Célkitűzés A szállítás összehangolása, Ágazatfejlesztés

Támogatás formája Vissza nem térítendő támogatás

Költségvetés Teljes költségvetés: 1 443 500 000 EUR
Éves költségvetés: 288 700 000 EUR

Támogatás intenzitása

Időtartam 2023.1.1 – 2027.12.31

Gazdasági ágazat Vasúti áruszállítás

A támogatást nyújtó hatóság neve és 
címe

Mag. Roland SCHUSTER
Bundesministerium für Klimaschutz, Umwelt, Energie, Mobilität, Innovation und 
Technologie
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Egyéb információ

A határozat bizalmas adatokat már nem tartalmazó, hiteles nyelvi változata az alábbi internetcímen található meg:

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm 

A határozat elfogadásának időpontja 2022.12.19

Támogatás száma SA.104831

Tagállam Finnország

Régió

Megnevezés (és/vagy a kedvezményezett 
neve)

Solvency support in favour of Meyer Turku Oy

Jogalap Act on a State Wholly Owned Company Business Finland Venture Capital Oy 
(967/2013)

Az intézkedés típusa Ad hoc támogatás
Meyer Turku Oy

Célkitűzés A gazdaság jelentős zavarainak kiküszöbölése, Ágazatfejlesztés

Támogatás formája A tőkenyújtás egyéb formái

Költségvetés Teljes költségvetés: 80 000 000 EUR
Éves költségvetés: 80 000 000 EUR

Támogatás intenzitása

Időtartam jétol 2022.12.22

Gazdasági ágazat Hajó, csónak gyártása

A támogatást nyújtó hatóság neve és 
címe

Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment
P.O.box 32, 00023 Government

Egyéb információ

A határozat bizalmas adatokat már nem tartalmazó, hiteles nyelvi változata az alábbi internetcímen található meg:

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm 

A határozat elfogadásának időpontja 2023.1.26

Támogatás száma SA.105503

Tagállam Románia
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Régió Románia

Megnevezés (és/vagy a kedvezményezett 
neve)

The IMM Invest Plus State Aid Scheme

Jogalap Government Emergency Ordinance No 180/2022 for the amendment and 
completion of Government Emergency Ordinance No 99/2022 regarding the 
approval of the IMM Invest Plus state aid scheme and its components

Az intézkedés típusa Program

Célkitűzés A gazdaság jelentős zavarainak kiküszöbölése

Támogatás formája Vissza nem térítendő támogatás, Kezességvállalás

Költségvetés Teljes költségvetés: 23 131 679 000 RON
Éves költségvetés: 157 985 906 923 RON

Támogatás intenzitása

Időtartam -ig 2023.12.31

Gazdasági ágazat Valamennyi támogatható gazdasági ágazat érintett

A támogatást nyújtó hatóság neve és 
címe

Ministry of Finance
B-dul Libertăţii, nr. 16, sector 5, Bucureşti

Egyéb információ

A határozat bizalmas adatokat már nem tartalmazó, hiteles nyelvi változata az alábbi internetcímen található meg:

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm 
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V

(Hirdetmények)

A VERSENYPOLITIKA VÉGREHAJTÁSÁRA VONATKOZÓ ELJÁRÁSOK

EURÓPAI BIZOTTSÁG

ÁLLAMI TÁMOGATÁS – EGYESÜLT KIRÁLYSÁG

SA.34914. (2013/C) számú állami támogatás – Egyesült Királyság – gibraltári társaságiadó-rendszer

Felhívás észrevételek benyújtására az Európai Unió működéséről szóló szerződés 108. cikkének 
(2) bekezdése értelmében

(EGT-vonatkozású szöveg)

(2023/C 52/02)

2022. október 31-én kelt levelével, amelynek hiteles nyelvi változata megtalálható ezen összefoglaló végén, a 
Bizottság értesítette az Egyesült Királyságot arról, hogy kiterjeszti a gibraltári székhelyű MJN Holdings Limited 
(a továbbiakban: MJN GibCo) részére egy holland betéti társaságtól – amelynek fő részvényese az MJN 
GibCo – beérkező jogdíjbevétel vonatkozásában nyújtott társaságiadó-mentességgel kapcsolatban az Európai 
Unió működéséről szóló szerződés 108. cikkének (2) bekezdése értelmében 2013. október 16-án indított 
hivatalos vizsgálati eljárást . Annak ellenére, hogy 2013-ban egy jogszabálymódosítás 2014. január 1-jével 
adókötelessé tette a jogdíjból származó bevételeket, az MJN GibCo a 2012-ben hozott feltételes 
adómegállapítási határozat további alkalmazása miatt mégis részesült az említett adómentességben.

Az érdekeltek a bizottsági eljárás tárgyát képező intézkedésre vonatkozó észrevételeiket az alábbi összefoglaló 
és az annak végén található levél közzétételét követően egy hónapon belül tehetik meg az alábbi címen:

European Commission (Európai Bizottság)
Directorate-General Competition (Versenypolitikai Főigazgatóság)
State Aid Greffe (Állami támogatások Iktatási Osztálya)
1049 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIË
Fax: + 32 22961242
Stateaidgreffe@ec.europa.eu

Az észrevételeket a Bizottság továbbítja az Egyesült Királyságnak. Az észrevételek benyújtói kérésüket 
megindokolva, írásban kérhetik adataik és/vagy a benyújtott észrevételek részeinek bizalmas kezelését.

2013. október 16-án a Bizottság hivatalos vizsgálati eljárást indított annak megállapítására, hogy a nyereségadóról szóló 
2010. évi gibraltári törvény (a továbbiakban: ITA 2010) szerinti, passzív érdekeltségekre és jogdíjakra vonatkozó 
adómentesség szelektív előnyben részesít-e bizonyos vállalatokat, megsértve ezzel az uniós állami támogatási szabályokat. 
2014. október 1-jén a Bizottság a hivatalos vizsgálati eljárást kiterjesztette 165, 2011 januárja és 2013 augusztusa között 
különböző gibraltári cégekkel kapcsolatban hozott feltételes adómegállapítási határozatra (a továbbiakban: feltételes 
adómegállapítási határozat). A hivatalos vizsgálati eljárást lezáró, 2018. december 19-i végleges határozatban a Bizottság 
jogellenes és összeegyeztethetetlen támogatást állapított meg (1) a passzív érdekeltségekből és jogdíjakból származó 
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bevételek adómentessége; valamint (2) azon adóügyi megítélés tekintetében, amely alá öt, gibraltári székhelyű és holland 
betéti társaságokban részvényes, és azoktól passzív érdekeltségekből és jogdíjakból származó bevételekben részesülő vállalat 
(többek között az MJN GibCo) esik, a gibraltári kormány által hozott feltételes adómentességi határozatok alapján. A 
határozat ellen a Mead Johnson Nutrition Group több tagja is fellebbezést nyújtott be. A Mead Johnson Nutrition (Asia 
Pacific) és társai kontra Bizottság (T-508/19) ügyben hozott 2022. április 6-i törvényszéki ítélet megsemmisítette a 
Bizottság végleges határozatának adómegállapításokra vonatkozó azon részét, amely a 2012-es feltételes adómegállapítási 
határozat alapján az MJN GibCo-nak nyújtott egyedi támogatáshoz kapcsolódik.

A végleges határozat törvényszék általi részleges megsemmisítését követően a Bizottság felülvizsgálta mind az Egyesült 
Királyság, mind pedig a gibraltári hatóságok által az MJN GibCo-val kapcsolatban 2012-ben hozott feltételes 
adómegállapítási határozat (és annak 2014. január 1-je után való alkalmazása) ügyében szolgáltatott információkat.

2018. október 16-i megszűnéséig az MJN GibCo a nemzetközi Mead Johnson Csoport gibraltári székhelyű tagjaként 
működött. Az MJN GibCo tevékenysége keretében kültagként részesedéssel rendelkezett a 2017. decemberi 15-i 
megszűnéséig Hollandiában székhellyel rendelkező Mead Johnson Three CV (a továbbiakban: MJT CV) holland jog szerinti 
betéti társaságban (commanditaire vennootschap, a továbbiakban: holland CV).

A releváns feltételes adómegállapítási határozat arra a gibraltári adóügyi megítélésre vonatkozik, amely alá az MJN 
GibCo-hoz az MJT CV-n keresztül érkező jogdíjbevételek esnek. A gibraltári nyereségadó-szabályok alapján a holland CV 
„adóügyi szempontból átláthatónak” minősül, vagyis a hollandiai CV által termelt haszon a gibraltári partner (azaz ebben az 
esetben az MJN GibCo) által termelt haszonnak minősül. Tekintettel a releváns feltételes adómegállapítási határozatra, a 
gibraltári adóhatóság megerősítette, hogy az MJN GibCo mentesül a CV-ben generált jogdíjbevételek után fizetendő 
jövedelemadó-kötelezettség alól. A meghozatala idején (2012-ben) a feltételes adómegállapítási határozat még összhangban 
volt az aktuális gibraltári jogszabályokkal, mivel ekkor a jogdíjbevételek általános adómentességet élveztek, azonban egy 
2013-as jogszabály-módosítás 2014. január elsejétől adókötelessé tette ezeket; a feltételes adómegállapítási határozat ennek 
ellenére továbbra is alkalmazásban maradt.

A fentiek alapján a Bizottságnak kétségei vannak azt illetően, hogy az MJN GibCo 2014. január 1-jétől a megszűnéséig 
terjedő időszakban a Gibraltáron ténylegesen fizetendő társasági adót megfizette.

A Bizottság a jelenlegi szakaszban okkal feltételezi, hogy az MJN GibCo-val kapcsolatban hozott feltételes adómegállapítási 
határozat 2014. január 1-je (a jogszabálymódosítás életbe lépése) utáni alkalmazása a Szerződés 107. cikkének 
(1) bekezdése értelmében állami támogatásnak minősül.

A Bizottság véleménye szerint a társasági adózási szabályok fentiekben részletezett, helytelen módon való alkalmazása 
Gibraltárnak tulajdonítható és állami források használatát eredményezi, mivel ezáltal az állam adóbevételektől esik el. Az 
MJN GibCo 2014. január 1-je utáni adóügyi megítélése emellett szelektív előnyben részesítés gyanúját veti fel. Végezetül, a 
Bizottság versenytorzulást és a tagállamok közötti kereskedelemre gyakorolt hatást állapít meg, tekintve, hogy az MJN 
Gibco egy olyan nemzetközi csoport tagja, amely több olyan tagállamban és olyan piacokon aktív, ahol a belső piacon 
intenzív kereskedelem folyik.

Mivel egy ilyen támogatás új támogatásnak minősülne, és mivel a Bizottság e szakaszban úgy ítéli meg, hogy a 107. cikk (2) 
és (3) bekezdésében meghatározott eltérések egyike sem alkalmazható, a Bizottság úgy határozott, hogy kiterjeszti a 
hivatalos vizsgálati eljárást.

Az (EU) 2015/1589 (1) tanácsi rendelet 16. cikkével összhangban minden jogellenes támogatás visszafizettethető a 
kedvezményezettel.

Az Egyesült Királyság Európai Unióból történő kilépéséről rendelkező megállapodás (a továbbiakban: kilépésről rendelkező 
megállapodás) 92. cikke szerint a 2020. december 31-én véget ért átmeneti időszak előtt megindított közigazgatási 
eljárások a Bizottság hatáskörébe tartoznak. Összhangban a kilépésről rendelkező megállapodás ugyanezen rendelkezésével, 
a jelen ügyben alkalmazandó eljárási szabályok megegyeznek az uniós jog szerinti állami támogatási eljárási szabályokkal.
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(1) A Tanács (EU) 2015/1589 rendelete (2015. július 13.) az Európai Unió működéséről szóló szerződés 108. cikkének alkalmazására 
vonatkozó részletes szabályok megállapításáról (HL L 248., 2015.9.24., 9. o.).



A LEVÉL SZÖVEGE

The Commission wishes to inform the United Kingdom that, following the judgment of the General Court of the European 
Union of 6 April 2022 in case T-508/19 — Mead Johnson Nutrition (Asia Pacific) and Others v Commission (‘the GC judgment’), 
it has re-examined the information supplied by your authorities on the measure referred to above.

After re-examination of that information, the Commission has decided to extend the procedure laid down in Article 108(2) 
of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). In particular, this extension will cover the income tax 
treatment (income tax exemption) of MJN Holdings (Gibraltar) Limited (‘MJN GibCo’) from 1 January 2014. Such tax 
treatment relates to the exemption granted to royalty income received by a Dutch limited partnership, of which MJN GibCo 
was the main shareholder. That exemption resulted from the continued application of a tax ruling granted (in 2012) to MJN 
GibCo, after, and in spite of, a legislative amendment enacted in 2013 that brought royalty income within the charge of 
taxation (as from 1 January 2014).

The Agreement on the Withdrawal of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland from the European Union 
and the European Atomic Energy Community entered into force on 1 February 2020 (the ‘Withdrawal Agreement’). In 
accordance with Article 92 of the Withdrawal Agreement, the Commission is competent for administrative procedures that 
were initiated before the end of the transition period on 31 December 2020. According to Article 92 (3) a), a state aid 
administrative procedure governed by Regulation (EU) 2015/1589 (1) shall be considered as having been initiated at the 
moment at which the procedure has been allocated a case number. In the present case, this was done before the end of the 
transition period and in consequence this procedure shall be considered as an ongoing administrative procedure under the 
Withdrawal Agreement. As such, the Commission remains competent to investigate these measures. Furthermore in line 
with Article 92 of the Withdrawal Agreement, the procedural rules applicable to the present case shall be the provisions of 
Union law governing the state aid administrative procedures.

1. PROCEDURE

(1) On 16 October 2013, the Commission initiated a formal investigation procedure to verify whether the passive 
interest and royalty income tax exemption (2) in Gibraltar’s Income Tax Act 2010 (‘ITA 2010’) selectively favours 
certain companies, in breach of Union State aid rules (the decision taken to initiate that procedure is referred to in 
this Decision as ‘the First Opening Decision’).

(2) In parallel with the preliminary investigation preceding the formal investigation procedure, following requests made 
by the Commission, the Gibraltar tax authorities had provided information about Gibraltar's tax rulings procedure, 
by letters dated 3 December 2012, 13 September 2013, 14 November 2013, 31 January 2014 and 20 June 2014. 
Such information included general information regarding the tax ruling procedure and a list of advanced tax rulings 
(‘ATR’) granted in 2011, 2012 and 2013 (up to 31 August 2013) as well as explanations in relation to a selection of 
165 rulings.

(3) On 1 October 2014, the Commission informed the United Kingdom of its decision to extend the procedure laid 
down in Article 108(2) of the Treaty to include the tax ruling practice in Gibraltar, in particular 165 ATR granted to 
different companies between January 2011 and August 2013 (‘the First Decision to Extend Proceedings’).

(4) On 4 March 2015, a corrigendum to the First Decision to Extend Proceedings was communicated to the United 
Kingdom.

(5) On 31 March 2015, the United Kingdom submitted its comments on the First Decision to Extend Proceedings.

(6) On 7 October 2016, the First Decision to Extend Proceedings was published in the Official Journal.

(7) In October and November 2016, six interested third parties, including Gibraltar and Spain, submitted their 
observations on the First Decision to Extend Proceedings. The United Kingdom submitted its comments on the 
interested third parties’ observations on 31 January 2017.
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(1) Council Regulation (EU) 2015/1589 of 13 July 2015 laying down detailed rules for the application of Article 108 of the Treaty on 
the Functioning of the European Union (OJ L 248, 24.9.2015, p. 9).

(2) The aid scheme did not result from a formal exemption from taxation but from an implicit exemption (as passive interest and royalty 
income was not part of the positively defined list of chargeable income). However, for the sake of simplification and consistency 
with the terms used by the Commission in both the First Opening Decision and the final decision, the present decision refers to an 
‘exemption’ when reference is made to the aid scheme.



(8) In the course of the extended proceedings, the United Kingdom submitted further information in relation to the tax 
ruling practice in Gibraltar as well as specific explanations regarding some of the 165 ATR referred to above. Such 
information was provided on 8 December 2014, 9 March 2015, 23 April 2015, 24 November 2015, 3 December 
2015, 19 February 2016, 31 August 2016, 31 March 2017 and 3 May 2017.

(9) On 29 November 2017, the United Kingdom submitted a copy of all reports drawn up by the Gibraltar tax 
authorities as a result of the tax audits performed in relation to the 165 ATR listed in the First Decision to Extend 
Proceedings.

(10) Following requests from the Commission, the United Kingdom provided supplementary explanations on factual or 
legal aspects of some of the tax ruling reviews, including the ATR granted to MJN Holdings (Gibraltar) Limited 
(‘MJN GibCo’), by letters dated 21 February 2018, 15 March 2018 and 24 May 2018.

(11) Meetings were held on 5 December 2013, 12 March 2015, 28 May 2015 and 29 November 2017 and 5 October 
2018 with the United Kingdom, together with representatives of the Gibraltar authorities.

(12) On 19 December 2018, the Commission adopted Decision (EU) 2018/7848 final of 19 December 2018 on State aid 
SA.34914 (2013/C) implemented by the United Kingdom in respect of the Gibraltar corporate tax regime (OJ 2019 
L 119, p. 151) (‘the final decision’). In essence, the Commission found, first, that the ‘exemption’ for passive interest 
and royalty income applicable to Gibraltar between 2011 and 2013 under the ITA 2010 constituted an unlawfully 
implemented State aid scheme which was incompatible with the internal market and, secondly, that the tax treatment 
authorised by the Government of Gibraltar on the basis of advance tax rulings granted to five Gibraltar-based 
companies holding shares in Dutch limited partnerships and receiving passive interest and royalty income (‘the five 
advance tax rulings’) constituted unlawful and incompatible individual State aid.

(13) The final decision was appealed by Mead Johnson Nutrition (Asia Pacific) Pte Ltd, established in Singapore 
(Singapore), MJN Global Holdings BV, established in Amsterdam (Netherlands), Mead Johnson BV, established at 
Nijmegen (Netherlands), and Mead Johnson Nutrition Co., established in Chicago, Illinois (United States). With its 
judgment of 6 April 2022, the General Court annulled Article 2 as well as Article 5(1) and (2) of the final decision, 
to the extent those articles relate to the individual aid granted to MJN GibCo and to the Applicants on the basis of an 
ATR granted to MJN GibCo in 2012.

(14) In summary, the General Court considered that the assessments, factual or legal, contained in the First Decision to 
Extend Proceedings (3) were not sufficient to make it clear that the formal review procedure concerned not only the 
grant of ATR, but also the continued effect of some of those rulings, including the 2012 MJN GibCo ATR, after the 
2013 amendment to the ITA 2010 (which brought royalty income within the charge of taxation), despite the 
inclusion of royalties in the categories of taxable income in Gibraltar (listed in Schedule 1 of the ITA 2010). In the 
General Court’s view, those latter elements were decisive in identifying the measure under examination by the 
Commission and in finding, in Article 2 of the final decision, that individual State aid had been granted to 
MJN GibCo, on the basis of the 2012 MJN GibCo ATR, after 31 December 2013. In that context, the General Court 
found that the identified discrepancies between the First Decision to Extend Proceedings and the contested final 
decision in relation to those decisive elements of assessment justify the annulment of Article 2 of the final decision 
(breach of the procedural rights of interested parties under Article 108(2) TFEU and Article 6 of of Council 
Regulation (EU) 2015/1589).

(15) Following the partial annulment of the final decision by the General Court, the Commission re-examined the 
information submitted by both the United Kingdom and the Gibraltar authorities in relation to the 2012 MJN GibCo 
ATR (and its continued application as of 1 January 2014) and has decided to extend the formal investigation 
proceedings under Article 108(2) TFEU.

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE MEASURE

(16) Gibraltar is a British Overseas Territory. It has full internal self-government with respect to tax matters, while the 
United Kingdom government is responsible for its international relations, for example for the negotiation of tax 
treaties.
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(3) In the First Decision to Extend Proceedings, with respect to 165 tax rulings granted by the Gibraltar tax authorities between January 
2011 and August 2013, the Commission concluded on a preliminary basis that the tax rulings were materially selective as the 
Gibraltar tax authorities generally refrained from a proper assessment of the companies' tax obligations, exercising their 
discretionary powers. The Commission also took the preliminary view that, in some cases, the Gibraltar tax authorities would issue 
tax rulings that were inconsistent with the applicable tax provisions. Those doubts are set out in detail in Recital 32 of that decision.



2.1. Overall description of the Gibraltar corporate income tax system

(17) ITA 2010 (4) entered into force on 1 January 2011 and replaced the former Income Tax Act 1952 (‘ITA 1952’). It 
introduced a general income tax rate of 10 % applying to companies across the whole Gibraltar economy, except for 
utility companies, telecommunication services and companies enjoying and abusing a dominant market position, 
which are subject to a rate of 20 %.

(a) Corporate taxpayers

(18) Both a company (5) ordinarily resident (6) in Gibraltar and a company not ordinarily resident in Gibraltar may be a 
Gibraltar taxpayer but, in the latter case, only if the company carries on a trade in Gibraltar through a branch or 
agency (7).

(b) Tax base

(19) For the purposes of computing the tax base (or ‘basis of assessment’) for companies, section 16 of ITA 2010 provides 
that, subject to certain exceptions, the assessable profits or gains of a company for an accounting period are to be the 
full amount of the profits or gains of the company for that accounting period, applying the territorial basis of 
taxation outlined in Recitals (21) to (23).

(20) However, only the income, which is specified exhaustively in Tables A, B and C of Schedule 1 to ITA 2010, is 
chargeable to tax. This applies to both legal and natural persons. When ITA 2010 was enacted, Tables A, B and C 
specified the following categories of income:

— Table A: trade, business, profession, vocation and real property;

— Table B: employment and self-employment;

— Table C: other income (dividends (8), fund income, income from rights, pensions and a general ‘Sweeping Up 
Class’ in relation to items of income caught under the anti-avoidance provisions in section 40 of and Schedule 4 
to ITA 2010).

(c) Territorial basis

(21) ITA 2010 is based on a territorial system of taxation, meaning that profits or gains are taxed only if the income 
‘accrues in or is derived from’ Gibraltar. According to section 74 of ITA 2010, ‘accrued in and derived from’ is to be 
defined by reference to the location of the activities (9) which give rise to the profits, normally determined on a case 
by case basis. That provision also deems activities requiring a licence and regulation under any law of Gibraltar to 
take place in Gibraltar.

(22) The application by the Gibraltar tax authorities of the concepts of accrual and derivation also finds its source in 
principles established by the jurisprudence of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council (10) in several landmark 
cases, such as Hang Seng (11) and HK-TVB (12), which both relate to the application of the principle of territoriality in 
Hong Kong. While the judgments of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council concerning jurisdictions other than 
Gibraltar are not binding on Gibraltar, they may be relied upon by the Gibraltar courts if they are considered 
relevant. In the view of the United Kingdom, that would clearly be the case for the judgments referred to in this 
recital because of the similarity of the legislation in the two jurisdictions (13).
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(4) ITA 2010 charges to tax the income (accruing in or derived from Gibraltar) of a ‘person’. The definition of the term ‘person’ is set out 
in section 74 of ITA 2010 as follows: ‘“person” includes any corporation either aggregate or sole and any club, society or other body, or any one 
or more persons of any age, and either of the male or female sex and includes any company and a body of persons’.

(5) ‘Company’ is defined in section 74 of ITA 2010 to mean any company which is a company incorporated or registered under any law 
in force in Gibraltar or elsewhere.

(6) ‘Ordinarily resident’, in relation to a company, is defined in section 74 of ITA 2010 to mean either a company whose management 
and control is in Gibraltar or a company the management and control of which is exercised outside Gibraltar by persons who are 
ordinarily resident in Gibraltar for the purpose of ITA 2010.

(7) In accordance with section 11(4) of ITA 2010, if a company not ordinarily resident in Gibraltar carries on a trade in Gibraltar 
through a branch or agency, the chargeable profits are calculated by reference to any trading income arising through or from the 
branch or agency, and, in so far is chargeable to tax, any income from property or rights used by, or held by or for, the branch or 
agency.

(8) However, dividends paid or payable by a company to another company are not subject to tax.
(9) Section 74, as originally enacted, referred to the location of the activities or the preponderance of the activities. The reference to the 

preponderance of activities was deleted by the Income Tax (Amendment) Act 2013.
(10) The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council sits in London and is the final court of appeal in Gibraltar. Its judgments on Gibraltar 

legislation bind the Gibraltar Income Tax Office and the other Gibraltar courts.
(11) Commissioner of Inland Revenue v Hang Seng Bank Ltd [1991] 1 AC 306.
(12) Commissioner of Inland Revenue v HK-TVB International Ltd [1992] 2 AC 397.
(13) United Kingdom submission, 14/11/2013, p. 2.



(23) According to the case law mentioned in Recital (22), in deciding whether the profits of any person accrue in and are 
derived from Gibraltar, the Gibraltar tax authorities should review what the person has done, or proposes to do, to 
earn the profits in question, and where that person has done it, or intends to do it. The focus is therefore on 
establishing the geographical location where the activity and the relevant transactions that produced the profits took 
place. With regard to the provision of services by a company, the Gibraltar authorities have indicated that they would 
rely in particular on the geographical location where all the income-generating activities (and not simply the 
back-office or administrative support functions) take place in order to determine the place where the services giving 
rise to fees are performed.

(d) Tax exemption for passive interest and royalty income

(24) Under ITA 2010, as originally enacted, passive interest and royalties were not chargeable to tax (14), irrespective of 
the source of the income or the application of the territoriality principle. The notion of passive interest refers mainly 
to interest charged for inter-company loans. By contrast, interest was subject to tax if considered trading income, i.e. 
if it formed an integral part of a company's revenue stream (15).

(25) ITA 2010 was amended in June 2013, with effect from 1 July 2013, to make all inter-company loan interest (both 
domestic and foreign sourced) liable to tax at the general rate of 10 % insofar as the interest received or receivable per 
source company exceeded GBP 100,000 per annum (16). With regard to royalty income, further legislation was 
enacted on 24 December 2013 subjecting royalties (received or receivable by a company registered in Gibraltar) to 
tax at the general rate of 10 % as from 1 January 2014 (17).

(26) Following the latter amendment, Schedule 1 (18) of the ITA 2010 includes the following income within the heads of 
charge subject to income tax in Gibraltar:

(a) Subject to (b) below, royalties received or receivable by a company.

(b) For the purposes of (a) royalties will be deemed to accrue and derive in Gibraltar where the company in receipt of 
the royalty is a company registered in Gibraltar.

(27) Pursuant to Table C of Schedule 1 to ITA 2010, dividends paid or payable by a company to another company are not 
subject to tax. That is the general rule irrespective of the location of the company and regardless of the activity of the 
companies involved (holding companies or active trading companies). The same applies to dividends received by a 
permanent establishment (situated in Gibraltar) of a non-resident company.

(e) Tax ruling practice

(28) The Gibraltar Commissioner of Income Tax is entitled to grant advance tax rulings (rulings or ATRs) under his 
general duty to ensure the due administration of the Income Tax Act and his responsibility for the assessment and 
collection of income tax in Gibraltar. Such general powers follow from section 2(1) and 2(2) of ITA 2010.

(29) Between 1 January 2011 and 31 August 2013, the Gibraltar tax authorities issued 335 ATRs. With respect to the 
165 rulings listed in the First Decision to Extend Proceedings, in most cases, requests for rulings sought confirmation 
of whether or not a resident company is liable to tax in Gibraltar as a result of the basic legal taxation principles, i.e. 
accrual and derivation of income in accordance with the territorial system.

(30) In the course of its formal investigation as extended by the First Decision to Extend Proceedings, the Commission 
had analysed the relevant documentation provided by the UK authorities in relation to the 165 ATRs falling within 
the scope of the investigation, in order to identify any possible discretionary practices, misapplication of the rules or 
absence of proper checks as to where the activities were effectively performed. The documentation assessed by the 

2023.2.10. HU Az Európai Unió Hivatalos Lapja C 52/15

(14) Table C of Schedule 1 to ITA 2010, as originally enacted, did not include this category of income. Therefore, the non-taxation of 
passive income and royalties did not formally result from an express exemption from taxation but rather from an implicit one. In the 
above-referred judgment of 6 April 2022 (T-508/09), the General Court found that ‘non-taxability’ and ‘exemption’ produce the 
same effects, namely non-taxation (see par. 135). On that basis, the General Court concluded that the existence of a ‘schedular’ tax 
system (defining positively the tax liability) is only the choice of a legislative technique and not a decisive tax rule for the purpose of 
analysing the Gibraltar tax regime.

(15) This applies to companies engaged in money lending activities to the general public or to companies that are in receipt of interest on 
funds derived from deposit taking activities.

(16) Income Tax (Amendment) Regulations 2013, published in the Second Supplement to the Gibraltar Gazette No 4006 of 6 June 2013.
(17) Income Tax (Amendment) Act 2013, published in the First Supplement to the Gibraltar Gazette No 4049 of 24 December 2013.
(18) See Schedule 1, Table C, Class 3A (‘Royalties’)



Commission included the 165 rulings themselves and the applications for those rulings as well as ex post reviews 
performed by the Gibraltar tax authorities and additional factual information in relation to all of the 165 companies 
concerned.

2.2. The ATR granted to MJN GibCo

(31) In the final decision, the Commission had identified five problematic ATRs in favour of five Gibraltar companies 
with interests in Dutch Commanditaire vennootschaps (CV) in receipt of royalty income. One of those five ATRs had 
been granted to MJN GibCo in 2012 (19). Following the annulment by the General Court of Article 2 of the final 
decision (to the extent that Article 2 refers to the 2012 MJN GibCo ATR), it must be considered that the particular 
State aid issue identified by the Commission in relation to the ATR granted to MJN GibCo, i.e. the continued 
application of the ATR after the 2013 amendment that brought royalty income within the charge of taxation, was 
not sufficiently explained by the First Decision to Extend Proceedings.

(32) In its ATR application of 11 September 2012, MJN GibCo’s counsel referred to the recent incorporation of 
MJN GibCo as well as the corporate shareholding of that company. The application also provided that board 
meetings would take place in Gibraltar and that the management and control of the company would be exercised 
from Gibraltar. It further explained that MJN GibCo, together with MJN Asia Pacific Holding LLC (a group company 
registered in the US), had formed a Dutch commanditaire vennootschap (CV), Mead Johnson Three C.V. (‘MJT CV’), of 
which MJN GibCo is the limited partner and holds an interest of 99,99 % (20). The US LLC is the general partner and 
holds the remaining interest (0,01 %). The CV in turn has a wholly owned investment in an underlying registered 
company, Mead Johnson B.V. (‘MJ BV’). Finally, it was explained that under the terms of a royalty agreement, MJT CV 
received royalty income from MJ BV in return for the use of the intellectual property (‘the IP’), which includes patent 
rights, trademarks and technical information necessary for the manufacturing, sales and distribution activities 
undertaken by MJ BV in the Asian and European markets (21).

(33) Until its dissolution on 16 October 2018, MJN GibCo was a Gibraltar-based company belonging to the international 
Mead Johnson Nutrition group (‘the MJN group’) (22), which was active in the manufacture of infant and child 
nutrition products. MJN GibCo’s business was to hold, as the limited partner, an interest in the capital of MJT CV, 
established in the Netherlands until its dissolution on 15 December 2017.

(34) The ATR application further explained that a Dutch CV is regarded as a limited partnership from a Gibraltar legal 
and tax perspective and therefore that MJT CV must be regarded as being fiscally transparent for the purposes of 
Gibraltar tax law. On that basis, it formed the view that any royalty income received by MJT CV should be treated as 
being received directly by MJN GibCo (the limited partner). However, the application concluded that any such royalty 
income would not be taxable as it did not fall within the heads of charge taxable under the ITA 2010. Accordingly, 
the Gibraltar authorities were asked to confirm that interpretation of the ITA 2010 and that any royalty income 
received by MJN GibCo as a result of its shareholding in MJT CV would not give rise to any tax liability under the 
ITA 2010.

(35) In its ATR dated 11 September 2012 (same day as the application), the Gibraltar Income Tax Office confirmed that 
‘the described future royalty income received by the Company [MJN GibCo] through its interest in the CV would not 
be taxable under the provisions of the Act’. In that same ATR, the Income Tax Office further explained that ‘the 
Commissioner reserves the right to revoke this letter and to invoke the provisions of section 40 of the Act if any fact 
or circumstance upon which decisions have been based should change or not materialise or if found to be 
inaccurate’ (23).

(36) In other words, the 2012 MJN GibCo ATR confirmed that royalties generated at the level of MJT CV was not taxable 
under the ITA 2010. This ATR remained in effect as it was not revoked by the tax authorities after the 2013 
amendment to ITA 2010 that brought royalties into the scope of taxation. Nor was the application of the ATR 
denied or questioned by the tax authorities in the context of the tax audit performed in 2015.
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(19) The ATR granted to MJN GibCo was listed in the Annex of the First Decision to Extend Proceedings (No 144).
(20) MJN GibCo’s shareholding in MJT CV entitled it to 99,99 % of MJT CV’s profits.
(21) MJT CV held licences for such intellectual property rights, which it sub-licensed to MJ BV, in consideration of royalty fees.
(22) Until June 2017, the parent company of the MJN group was Mead Johnson Nutrition Co. (‘MJN US’), a company established in 

Delaware (USA). Mead Johnson Nutrition (Asia Pacific) Pte Ltd, based in Singapore (Singapore) and engaged in the manufacture and 
sale of infant nutrition products, was, in turn, the wholly owned parent company of MJN GibCo, until the latter’s dissolution.

(23) Section 40 ITA 2010 is an anti-abuse rule that allows the Commissioner of Income Tax to disregard artificial or fictitious 
arrangements.



(37) The situation referred to in MJN GibCo’s application for an ATR involved the following structure:

(38) Under Dutch law, a CV is a limited partnership, which is generally considered a transparent entity for tax purposes 
and therefore not liable to corporate income tax in the Netherlands (24). Accordingly, the income of the CV is not 
taxed in the Netherlands at the level of the CV but at the level of the participants in the CV, according to their share 
in the CV. In other words, a tax liability in relation to the income of such CVs arises in the Netherlands only if one or 
more participants in the CV is/are Dutch resident(s).

(39) As to the tax treatment (of the CV’s partners) in Gibraltar, it appears from the UK submissions that, in the absence of 
specific rules in the ITA 2010, Gibraltar applies common law principles and therefore considers a Dutch CV as a 
transparent entity in accordance with the rules and case-law applicable in the UK (25). The relevant share of any 
income received by the CV will therefore be deemed to be received directly by the Gibraltar partner with interests in 
the relevant Dutch CV.

(40) In the absence of any bilateral tax convention between Gibraltar and the Netherlands, chargeability to tax in Gibraltar 
would in principle depend on whether MJN GibCo’s share in the relevant income generated by the Dutch CV fell 
within the scope of taxation under ITA 2010. As royalty income was not subject to tax until December 2013, any 
such income received by the Dutch CV before 31 December 2013 was not taxable at the level of the Gibraltar 
partner (26). By contrast, following the 2013 amendment to ITA 2010 which subjected royalty income to tax 
irrespective of its source (Class 3A, Table C of Schedule 1 to ITA 2010), a correct application of the Gibraltar tax 
rules should have led the Gibraltar tax authorities to consider the relevant royalties (received as from 1 January 
2014) as taxable income at the level of the Gibraltar partner (MJN GibCo) (27).
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(24) In reality, under Dutch law, a distinction must be made between open CVs and closed CVs. Such a distinction depends on whether or 
not the access of new partners and the transfer of the partnership shares is subject to the permission of all the other partners. While 
an open CV is considered to be a taxable entity (opaque) in itself, a closed CV is considered to be a transparent entity and therefore 
not liable to corporate income tax. In the case in hand, the relevant CVs are closed CVs. This classification however is irrelevant for 
the Gibraltar tax treatment of the CV (in accordance with common law principles).

(25) See in particular the internal manual published by HM Revenues & Customs on Foreign Entity Classification for UK Tax Purposes, as 
lastly updated on 9 January 2018, https://www.gov.uk/hmrc-internal-manuals/international-manual/intm180010

(26) However, such income benefitted from the interest and royalty exemption scheme, which was found to constitute unlawful and 
incompatible aid under the final decision.

(27) The conditions of Class 3A of Table C under Schedule 1 seem to be met as (1) the Gibraltar partner is a resident company registered 
in Gibraltar; (2) the relevant royalty income is deemed to be received by the Gibraltar company in accordance with the tax 
transparency rules applicable in Gibraltar; and (3) the royalties at issue are those that were received by MJT CV as from 1 January 
2014.

https://www.gov.uk/hmrc-internal-manuals/international-manual/intm180010


(41) Accordingly, the continued application of the 2012 MJN GibCo ATR after — and in spite of — the 2013 legislative 
amendment of the ITA 2010 (that brought royalty income within the charge of taxation) must be seen as the 
relevant measure (‘the contested measure’) whereby the Gibraltar authorities could be liable to have granted 
individual aid to MJN GibCo. Accordingly, any such aid would have been granted to MJN GibCo in relation to the 
royalty income received by MJT CV (as from 1 January 2014), which was not incorporated in the assessable basis of 
MJN GibCo and was therefore not subject to income tax in Gibraltar, in contradiction with the normal Gibraltar tax 
rules. As from that date, the 99,99 % share of the net profits resulting from the royalty income received by MJT CV 
(after deduction of the related costs) should have been incorporated in the assessable basis of MJN GibCo and taxed 
in accordance with the normal Gibraltar tax rules. As it was not incorporated in MJN GibCo’s assessable basis, 
neither as a result of the entry into force of the legislative amendment subjecting royalties to income tax nor as a 
result of the tax audit performed in 2015, such continued application of the tax ruling resulted in reducing 
MJN GibCo’s tax base and liability.

(42) The financial accounts of MJT C.V. show that the CV generated the following amounts of royalty income between 
2014 and 2016:

— USD 397,692,000 for 2014,

— USD 323,286,000 for 2015 and

— USD 325,905,955 for 2016 (28).

It is unknown whether any further royalty income was generated at the level of MJT CV for the following accounting 
periods (or at the level of any other CV held or partially held by MJN GibCo). A consultation of public databases 
suggests that MJT CV was dissolved on 15 December 2017.

3. POSITION OF THE UNITED KINGDOM

(43) The UK authorities confirmed that the Gibraltar Income Tax Office views Dutch CVs as tax transparent entities (29). 
However, they consider that no taxation arises in Gibraltar (as from 1 January 2014) in relation to the royalty 
income generated at the level of the Dutch CV since there is no specific provision in ITA 2010 that defines and 
prescribes how the Gibraltar partner should be taxed. The reason for this would be that the definition of a ‘person’ in 
section 74 of ITA 2010 does not explicitly refer to Dutch limited partnerships and therefore no specific mechanism 
on how to tax income from participations held in a CV exists. Accordingly, neither the ATR nor its continued 
application after the entry into force of the 2013 amendment would involve State aid.

4. ASSESSMENT OF THE MEASURE

4.1. Existence of aid

(44) Article 107(1) TFEU states that ‘any aid granted by a Member State or through State resources in any form 
whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competition by favouring certain undertakings or the production 
of certain goods shall, insofar as it affects trade between Member States, be incompatible with the internal market’.

(45) Accordingly, for a measure to be categorised as aid within the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU, all the conditions set 
out in that provision must be fulfilled. First, the measure must be the result of an intervention by the State which is 
financed through State resources. Second, the measure must be liable to affect trade between Member States. Third, it 
must confer a selective advantage on its recipient. Fourth, it must distort or threaten to distort competition (30).

4.1.1. Imputability and State resources

(46) As regards the first condition, the contested measure was granted by the Gibraltar tax authorities, which are part of 
the Government of Gibraltar. The (continued application of the) 2012 MJN GibCo ATR — or the absence of a repeal 
of the ATR — after 1 January 2014 amounted to an acceptance by those authorities of a particular tax treatment. 
Based on that ATR, the recipient of the ATR has determined its corporate income tax liability in Gibraltar (for each 
tax year). Where the beneficiary was required to submit a tax return (31), the ATR has subsequently been used by the 
beneficiary to fill in its income tax return(s) and to exclude the relevant royalty income from any assessable basis. 
These tax returns have been accepted by the Gibraltar tax authorities as corresponding to the beneficiary's corporate 
income tax liability in Gibraltar. According to the information available to the Commission, those authorities failed 
to question the continued application of the 2012 MJN GibCo ATR and the resulting exclusion of the relevant 
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(28) See annexes 5, 6 and 7 of Gibraltar’s submission dated 15 March 2018.
(29) See United Kingdom’s submission of 21 February 2018.
(30) Joined Cases C-20/15 P Commission v World Duty Free ECLI:EU:C:2016:981, paragraph 53 and the case law cited.
(31) Until 31 December 2015, a Gibraltar company that did not have any assessable income, e.g. because it only receives dividends from 

another company, was not required to file a tax return.



royalty income from MJN GibCo’s assessable basis. Where no requirement to file a tax return was imposed by law 
because of the absence of assessable income as a result of the continued acceptance by the authorities of the validity 
of the ruling, no tax liability arose either. In any case, the Gibraltar tax authorities failed to revoke the ATR despite 
the legislative change that entered into force on 1 January 2014. The Commission therefore provisionally concludes 
that the measure identified in Recital (41) is imputable to Gibraltar.

(47) As regards the financing of the measure through State resources, the Court of Justice has consistently held that a 
measure by which public authorities grant certain undertakings a tax exemption which, although not involving a 
positive transfer of State resources, places the said undertakings in a more favourable financial situation than other 
taxpayers constitutes State aid (32). In this case, the contested ATR confirms that the relevant share of the royalty 
income generated by the Dutch CV is not taxable at the level of the Gibraltar resident company with interests in that 
CV (MJN GibCo). Therefore, the continued application of the 2012 MJN GibCo ATR can be said to reduce the 
corporate income tax liability in Gibraltar of the recipient of that ATR and hence to give rise to a loss of State 
resources. That is because any exemption granted as a result of the contested measure results in a loss of tax revenue 
that would otherwise have been available to Gibraltar in the absence of the exemption (33). The Commission 
therefore provisionally concludes that the contested measure gives rise to a loss of State resources.

4.1.2. Effect on trade between Member States

(48) As regards the need for an effect on trade, the Gibraltar company that was the recipient of the contested measure 
(MJN GibCo) is part of a multinational group operating on various markets in several Member States, so any aid in its 
favour is liable to affect trade between Member States. In the same vein, by providing favourable tax treatment to the 
relevant multinational group company, Gibraltar has potentially drawn investment away from Member States that 
cannot or will not offer a similarly favourable tax treatment. Since the (continued application of the) contested ATR 
strengthens the competitive position of the beneficiary(ies) as compared with other undertakings competing in trade 
in the internal market, the Commission provisionally concludes that the second condition for a finding of State aid is 
met.

4.1.3. Distortion of competition

(49) Similarly, a measure granted by a State is considered to distort or threaten to distort competition where it is liable to 
improve the competitive position of the beneficiary of that measure as compared with that of other undertakings 
with which it competes (34). To the extent the contested measure relieved MJN GibCo of corporate income taxes it 
would normally have been obliged to pay in its absence, the potential aid granted as a result of that measure 
constitutes operating aid (35), in that it relieved MJN GibCo from a charge that it would normally have to bear. The 
Court of Justice has consistently held that operating aid distorts or threatens to distort competition by strengthening 
the financial position of its recipient on the markets on which it operates. The Commission therefore provisionally 
concludes that the fourth condition for a finding of aid is present as regards the contested measure.

4.1.4. Selective advantage

(50) Only those measures that grant an advantage in a selective manner to certain undertakings, certain categories of 
undertakings, or certain economic sectors constitute State aid (36).

4.1.4.1. A d v a n t a g e

(51) An advantage is present for the purposes of Article 107(1) TFEU whenever a measure adopted by the State improves 
the net financial position of an undertaking (37). In establishing the existence of an advantage, reference is to be made 
to the effect of the measure itself (38). As regards fiscal measures, an advantage may be granted through different types 
of reduction in a company’s tax burden and, in particular, through an exemption or reduction in the applicable tax 
rate, taxable base or in the amount of tax due (39).
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(32) See Joined Cases C-106/09 P and C-107/09 P Commission v. Government of Gibraltar and United Kingdom ECLI:EU:C:2011:732, 
paragraph 72 and the case-law cited therein.

(33) See Joined Cases C-106/09 P and C-107/09 P Commission v. Government of Gibraltar and United Kingdom, ECLI:EU:C:2011:732, 
paragraph 72 and the case-law cited.

(34) See Case 730/79 Phillip Morris ECLI:EU:C:1980:209, paragraph 11 and Joined Cases T-298/97, T-312/97 etc. Alzetta 
EU:T:2000:151, paragraph 80.

(35) Case C-128/16 P Commission v. Spain ECLI:EU:C:2018:591 paragraph 84. See also C-271/13 P Rousse Industry v Commission 
ECLI:EU:C:2014:175, paragraph 44; Joined Cases C-71/09 P, C-73/09 P and C-76/09 P Comitato ‘Venezia vuole vivere’ and Others v 
Commission ECLI:EU:C:2011:368, paragraph 136; Case C-172/03 Heiser ECLI:EU:C:2005:130, paragraph 55; and Case C-156/98 
Germany v Commission ECLI:EU:C:2000:467, paragraph 30, and the case-law cited.

(36) See Case C-20/15 P Commission v World Duty Free Group ECLI:EU:C:2016:981, paragraph 56 and Case C-6/12 P Oy 
ECLI:EU:C:2013:525, paragraph 18.

(37) Case C-417/10 3M Italia EU:C:2012:184, paragraph 38.
(38) Case 173/73 Italy v. Commission ECLI:EU:C:1974:71, paragraph 13.
(39) Case C-66/02 Italy v Commission ECLI:EU:C:2005:768, paragraph 78; Case C-222/04 Cassa di Risparmio di Firenze and Others 

ECLI:EU:C:2006:8, paragraph 132; and Case C-522/13 Ministerio de Defensa and Navantia ECLI:EU:C:2014:2262, paragraphs 21 to 
31.



(52) The Commission takes the provisional view that the contested measure conferred an advantage on MJN GibCo in 
that it allowed that undertaking to exempt from corporate income taxation in Gibraltar the royalty income recorded 
in the financial accounts of the relevant Dutch CV (in which MJN GibCo holds a 99,99 % interest).

(53) The application of the corporate income tax rules should have led the Gibraltar tax authorities to consider that 
MJN GibCo was taxable in Gibraltar on the royalty income generated at the level of MJT CV as from 1 January 2014 
(until MJN GibCo’s dissolution on 6 October 2018). Such provisional assessment should have been based on the 
following preliminary reasoning:

— MJN GibCo is a resident company registered in Gibraltar;

— In accordance with the common law provisions, a Dutch CV is regarded as a transparent entity for tax purposes 
and therefore income generated at the level of a Dutch CV is deemed to be received by its Gibraltar partner. In 
this regard, it must be noted that section 18 ITA 2010 (40), which relates to a trade, business or profession carried 
out by two or more persons jointly, only applies to income derived from a trade, business or profession and not 
to passive income such as passive interest and royalties, which cannot be seen as resulting from a business. 
Accordingly, in the absence of specific rules in the ITA 2010 regarding the tax treatment of limited partnerships 
(and their partners) in receipt of passive income, royalty income generated by a partnership follows the common 
law principles, and not any other provisions of the ITA 2010, as confirmed by the Gibraltar authorities. It follows 
that MJN GibCo was deemed to receive the income generated at the level of the Dutch CV as if such income had 
been received by MJN GibCo itself.

— In accordance with section 11 ITA 2010, income specified in tables A to C of Schedule 1 accruing in or derived 
from Gibraltar (of any person) is chargeable to tax. As from 1 January 2014, Class 3A of Table C under 
Schedule 1 includes royalties received by a company within the categories of taxable income. The rule provides 
that royalties are deemed to accrue and derive in Gibraltar where the company in receipt of the royalty is a 
company registered in Gibraltar. That condition must be considered to be met in the case at issue as the royalty 
income received by MJT CV is deemed to be received by MJN GibCo.

— In accordance with the above preliminary findings, it can be provisionally concluded that the relevant share 
(99,99 % as the share of MJN GibCo’s interest in MJT CV) of the royalty income received by MJT CV as from 2014 
is chargeable to tax in Gibraltar (tax liability at the level of MJN GibCo).

(54) As explained in Recitals (40) and (41), the continued application of the 2012 MJN GibCo ATR after the 2013 
amendment resulted in the non-taxation of royalty income (misapplication of the corporate income tax rules in 
Gibraltar under the ITA 2010 following the entry into force of the 2013 amendment) and therefore in the reduction 
of the company’s tax liability, in contradiction with the Gibraltar tax rules. The Commission’s provisional conclusion 
is therefore that the contested measure confers an advantage upon MJN GibCo, since that undertaking’s net financial 
position was improved as a result of it, in the form of a tax base reduction.

4.1.4.2. S e l e c t i v i t y

(55) As regards the selectivity of the contested measure, the Commission provisionally considers the aforementioned 
advantage to be selective because it is granted to MJN GibCo by means of an individual measure. The Court of Justice 
has made a distinction between general schemes and individual measures for establishing whether a particular 
measure discriminates in favour of its beneficiary/-ies. According to the Court, when examining a general scheme, ‘it 
is necessary to identify whether the measure in question, notwithstanding the finding that it confers an advantage of general 
application, does so to the exclusive benefit of certain undertakings or certain sectors of activity’ (41). In contrast, when assessing 
an individual measure, ‘the identification of the economic advantage is, in principle, sufficient to support the presumption that 
it is selective’ (42).

(56) Given that the Commission has provisionally concluded that the contested measure grants an advantage to 
MJN GibCo in the form of a reduction of its corporate income tax base and given that this measure should be 
considered individual in nature, the Commission may provisionally presume that it is also prima facie selective.
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(40) Where a trade, business or profession is carried on by two or more persons jointly, section 18 ITA 2010 provides that ‘the profits or 
gains of any person from the partnership for any period shall be deemed to be the share to which the person was entitled during that 
period in the profits or gains of the partnership, such profits or gains being ascertained in accordance with the provisions of this 
Act (…)’.

(41) Case C-15/14 P Commission v. MOL ECLI:EU:C:2015:362, paragraph 60. See also Joined C-20/15 P and C21/15 P Commission v. 
World Duty Free Group ECLI: EU:C:2016:981, paragraph 55; Case C-211/15 P Orange v. Commission ECLI:EU:C:2016:798, 
paragraph 53 and 54; and Case C-270/15 P Belgium v. Commission ECLI:EU:C:2016:489, paragraph 49.

(42) Ibid.



(57) Where the presumption of selectivity is relied upon, it is not necessary for the Commission to effectively 
demonstrate that the measure places its beneficiary in a more favourable position compared to other economic 
operators which are in a comparable factual and legal situation (43). Rather, it is for the Member State to demonstrate 
that all companies in a comparable legal and factual situation can benefit from a similar advantage (44). Nevertheless, 
for the sake of completeness, the Commission will also demonstrate why it provisionally considers the contested 
measure to discriminate in favour of MJN GibCo as compared to undertakings in a comparable factual and legal 
situation in the light of the objective of the Gibraltar corporate income tax system.

(58) Accordingly, the Commission will explain hereinafter why it considers, at this stage, that the measure discriminates 
in favour of MJN GibCo as compared to all other corporate income taxpayers, because it allows that undertaking to 
reduce its taxable base although there is no legal basis to do so in Gibraltar tax law. That is because the contested 
measure misapplies the Gibraltar tax rules.

(59) In order to classify a national tax measure as selective, the Commission must begin by identifying the ordinary or 
‘normal’ tax system applicable in the Member State concerned, i.e. the ‘reference system’, and thereafter demonstrate 
that the tax measure at issue is a derogation from that system, in so far as it differentiates between operators who, in 
the light of the objective pursued by that system, are in a comparable factual and legal situation (45). The reference 
system constitutes the framework against which the existence of a selective advantage is to be assessed (46). It defines 
the boundaries for examining whether certain undertakings benefit from a derogation from the normal rules 
forming that reference system as a result of which those undertakings are treated in an advantageous way as 
compared to other undertakings subject to the normal rules of the reference system in otherwise comparable legal 
and factual situations.

Reference system

(60) It follows from the above considerations that the reference system is composed of a consistent set of rules that 
generally apply — on the basis of objective criteria — to all undertakings falling within its scope as defined by its 
objective. Typically, those rules define not only the scope of that system, but also the conditions under which the 
system applies, the rights and obligations of undertakings subject to it, and the technicalities of the functioning of 
the system. In the case of fiscal measures, the identification of the reference system is based on factors establishing 
inter alia what is taxed (the taxable event or object), who the tax is levied upon (the taxable persons or subjects), and 
how the tax due is calculated (the tax base and the tax rates) (47).

(61) The contested measure allowed MJN GibCo to exempt from corporate income taxation in Gibraltar the profit 
resulting from its interest in MJT CV (net royalty income received by MJT CV, which was deemed to be received 
directly by MJN GibCo and fell within the scope of taxation as from 1 January 2014) after and despite the 2013 
amendment.

(62) With regard to the application of corporate income tax rules in Gibraltar, the Commission considers that the 
reference system is the ITA 2010, the objective of which is to collect revenues from taxpayers that receive income 
accruing in or derived from Gibraltar. The following provisions form an integral part of that reference system:

(a) the territorial basis of taxation under section 11 ITA 2010, which provides for taxation of income accruing in or 
derived from Gibraltar;

(b) section 16(1) of ITA 2010, entitled ‘Basis of assessment’, which provides that, subject to the other provisions of 
ITA 2010, the assessable profits or gains of a company in Gibraltar for an accounting period is the full amount of 
the profits or gains of the company for that accounting period;

(c) the standard corporate income tax rate in Gibraltar (10 %); and
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(43) Case T-314/15 Greece v. Commission ECLI:EU:T:2017:903, paragraph 79.
(44) In which case, the measure could either be part of a State aid scheme or it is a general (non-selective) measure.
(45) Case C-374/17 A Brauerei ECLI:EU:C:2018:1024, paragraph 36 and the case-law cited.
(46) See Case C-203/16 P Dirk Andres v Commission (‘Sanierungsklausel’) ECLI:EU: C:2018:505, paragraph 88: ‘The examination of the 

selectivity condition therefore implies, in principle, the determination, first, of the reference framework within which the measure 
concerned falls, that determination being of greater importance in the case of tax measures, since the very existence of an advantage 
may be established only when compared with “normal” taxation.’ See also Case C-88/03 Portugal v Commission, 
ECLI:EU:C:2006:511, paragraph 56 and Case C-524/14 P Commission v Hansestadt Lübeck, EU:C:2016:971, paragraph 55.

(47) See Case C-374/17 A Brauerei ECLI:EU:C:2018:1024, paragraph 37, and Joined Cases C-51/19 P and C-64/19 P, World Duty Free, 
paragraph 62-65. See also, Commission Notice on the notion of State aid as referred to in Article 107(1) of the Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union (OJ C 262, 19.7.2016, p. 1), paragraph 134.



(d) the common law provision, according to which the profits or gains derived from a Dutch limited partnership (of 
which a Gibraltar company is a partner) are taxable at the level of the corporate Gibraltar partner (considering 
the share to which the Gibraltar company is entitled in the profits or gains of the partnership and assessing such 
profits or gains in accordance with the provisions of ITA 2010, as though such share were profits or gains of the 
Gibraltar company).

Derogation

(63) Given that the measure (continued application of the 2012 MJN GibCo ATR as from 1 January 2014) allowed 
MJN GibCo to exempt its share in the profits (net royalty income) recorded by MJT CV from taxation, the 
Commission takes the provisional view that the Gibraltar corporate income tax rules (royalty income falling within 
the heads of charge in accordance with Class 3A, Table C of Schedule 1 ITA 2010) as well as the common law rules 
(providing that a Dutch CV is transparent for the purposes of Gibraltar corporate income tax law) have been 
misapplied by the contested measure.

(64) As from 1 January 2014, royalties have been part of the categories of income subject to taxation in Gibraltar. 
Accordingly, as already explained in Recital (53), any exemption granted to MJN GibCo on its share of the income 
generated by MJT CV (or any other CV, of which MJN GibCo was a partner) did not reflect the normal application of 
the ordinary tax system. The continued application of the tax rulings, even after the amendments that brought 
royalty income into the scope of taxation entered into force, and even after the audit performed by the Gibraltar 
authorities in 2015 to assess whether MJN GibCo’s tax treatment under the 2012 ATR complied with the applicable 
tax rules, resulted in a misapplication of the Gibraltar tax rules. In that regard, it must be underlined that the relevant 
audit report of 16 December 2015, which followed a comprehensive audit of the 2012 ruling by the Gibraltar 
Income Tax Office, confirmed that the ruling was still active and ‘remains in effect subject to the terms and conditions 
contained therein’.

(65) The Commission fails to understand the reasoning of the United Kingdom and the Gibraltar tax authorities, as 
outlined in Recital (43), according to which no taxation would arise in Gibraltar as from 1 January 2014 (in relation 
to the royalty income generated at the level of the Dutch CV) since there is no specific provision in ITA 2010 that 
defines and prescribes how the Gibraltar partner should be taxed. First, the relevant question is not whether the 
Dutch CV should be taxed in Gibraltar or not, but whether the corporate partner (resident in Gibraltar) of such a CV 
should be taxed on its share of the income generated by that CV. Since CVs are considered transparent for tax 
purposes in Gibraltar (under common law rules), the corporate partner (resident in Gibraltar) of a CV should be 
taxed on its share of the CV’s income to the extent that income falls within the scope of taxation under ITA 2010 
(since 1 January 2014 with regard to royalty income) (48). The Commission asked for clarifications in relation to the 
reasoning put forward by the United Kingdom but did not receive any convincing arguments supporting that 
reasoning.

(66) Second, even if the definition of a ‘person’ in section 74 (49) were relevant for the cases at hand (in the Commission's 
preliminary view, this is the case for the Gibraltar company with interests in a Dutch CV only, not for the Dutch CV 
as such), it must be noted that the definition in section 74 (1) is very generic and sufficiently broad to include a Dutch 
CV.

(67) It follows that such non-taxation of the net royalty income generated at the level of MJT CV (or any other CV or 
transparent entity that would have been set up by MJN GibCo for the purposes of collecting royalties) as from 
1 January 2014 constitutes both a misapplication of the then applicable Gibraltar tax rules and a derogation from 
the reference tax system.
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(48) Class 3A, (b), Table C of Schedule 1 provides that royalties will be deemed to accrue and derive in Gibraltar where the company in 
receipt of the royalty income is a company registered in Gibraltar. This rule does not affect the conclusion that the relevant Gibraltar 
registered companies are taxable on their share of the royalty income generated at the level of the Dutch CVs, as the relevant share of 
any income received by the CVs is deemed to be received directly by the Gibraltar companies with interest in the Dutch CVs.

(49) Section 11(1) defines tax liability in relation to ‘income specified in tables A to C inclusive of Schedule 1 accruing in or derived from 
Gibraltar of any person’. Section 74 defines the notion of ‘person’ as ‘any corporation either aggregate or sole and any club, society 
or other body, or any one or more persons of any age, and either of the male or female sex and includes any company and a body of 
persons, and any other entities as defined in regulations made under this Act’. The Gibraltar authorities have argued that the 
definition of a ‘person’ in section 74 of ITA 2010 does not explicitly refer to Dutch limited partnerships and therefore no specific 
mechanism on how to tax income from participations held in a CV exists.

(1) Section 74 defines the notion of persons as ‘any corporation either aggregate or sole and any club, society or other body, or any one 
or more persons of any age, and either of the male or female sex and includes any company and a body of persons, and any other 
entities as defined in regulations made under this Act’



(68) To establish the prima facie selectivity in cases in which the presumption invoked in Recital (56) is not relied upon, it 
must be further demonstrated that a measure discriminates in favour of one or several undertakings as compared to 
other undertakings that are in a comparable factual and legal situation. According to the case-law, the comparability 
analysis for the purposes of establishing selectivity depends on the objective of the reference system under which the 
measure was adopted (50).

(69) In Recital (62), the Commission provisionally concluded that the reference system against which the contested 
measure should be assessed is the ITA 2010 (including section 16 as well as the common law rule determining that 
Dutch CVs are fiscally transparent for the purposes of the Gibraltar corporate income tax rules), the objective of 
which is to collect revenues from taxpayers that receive income accruing in or derived from Gibraltar.

(70) Recitals (53) and (54) provisionally concluded that the contested measure misapplies the above Gibraltar and 
common law tax rules in favour of MJN GibCo as a result of which that undertaking is granted a tax base reduction 
for which there is no legal basis under Gibraltar tax law. The contested measure therefore constitutes a derogation 
from the general rules for establishing a corporate taxpayer’s income tax base and thus its income tax liability under 
the Gibraltar corporate income tax system. By granting MJN GibCo a tax base reduction for which there is no legal 
basis under Gibraltar tax law, the contested measure discriminates in favour of that undertaking as compared to all 
other corporate taxpayers in Gibraltar (in receipt of royalty income or other categories of taxable income), which 
cannot reduce their taxable profits without an explicit provision in fiscal law and which are therefore taxed, as a 
starting point and notwithstanding general adjustments provided by law, on the total of (1) the profit recorded in 
their commercial accounts as well as (2) the (relevant share of the) profits received through a fiscally transparent 
structure (profits made by transparent legal entities, of which the Gibraltar corporate taxpayer is the partner).

(71) Furthermore, even if the contested measure was consistent with section 11 and Schedule 1 (Table C, Class 3A) (51), 
which is clearly not the case, it could be regarded as a de facto continuation of the previous royalty exemption 
scheme, which was found to constitute incompatible aid under Decision (EU) 2018/7848 final of 19 December 
2018 on State aid SA.34914 (2013/C). In that case, such tax treatment would still constitute a derogation to the 
normal rules. In particular, it would constitute a derogation to the following rules which form an integral part of the 
reference system identified in Recital (62): (1) section 16(1) of ITA 2010, which provides that in principle the 
assessable profits or gains of a company in Gibraltar for an accounting period is the full amount of the profits or 
gains of the company for that accounting period; and (2) the common law rules that confirm the tax treatment of a 
Dutch CV as a transparent entity for tax purposes, which results in the allocation of the (relevant share of the) CV’s 
profits to its Gibraltar based owner. It would also involve a discrimination as Gibraltar companies benefitting from 
that tax treatment would be in the same legal and factual situation as other Gibraltar companies in receipt of royalty 
income or other categories of income.

(72) In light of the foregoing, the Commission concludes on a provisional basis that the advantage granted on the basis of 
the contested measure is prima facie selective.

Justification

(73) A measure that creates an exception to the application of a general rule may be justified if the Member State 
concerned can show that that measure results directly from the basic or guiding principles of the reference system. In 
that connection, a distinction must be drawn between, on the one hand, the objectives attributed to a particular 
reference system which are extrinsic to it and, on the other, the mechanisms inherent in the system itself which are 
necessary for the achievement of such objectives (52). It is also necessary to ensure that the measure is proportionate 
and it does not go beyond what is necessary to achieve the legitimate objective being pursued, in that the objective 
could not be attained by less far-reaching measures (53).

(74) The Commission takes the provisional view that it is not possible to objectively justify a misapplication of the law, 
since such a misapplication can never result directly from the basic or guiding principles of the reference system. 
Since the contested measure misapplies the ITA 2010 (sections 11, 16 and Class 3A, Table C of Schedule 1) as well as 
the common law rules (fiscal transparency) in favour of MJN GibCo, as a result of which that undertaking is granted 
a tax reduction with no legal basis in Gibraltar tax law, the Commission provisionally considers that the prima facie 
selectivity to which this measure gives rise cannot be objectively justified.
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(50) Joined Cases C-106/09 P and C-107/09 P Commission v. Government of Gibraltar and United Kingdom, ECLI:EU:C:2011:732, 
paragraph 75; Joined Cases C-20/15 P and C-21/15 P World Duty Free Group, ECLI:EU:C:2016:981, paragraph 54 and Case C-374/17 
A Brauerei ECLI:EU:C:2018:1024, paragraphs 33, 36 and 38.

(51) That would be the case if Class 3A of Table C under Schedule 1 did not include royalties. However, as already explained in Recital 
(53), following the 2013 legislative amendment, Class 3A of Table C under Schedule 1 includes royalties received (as from 1 January 
2014) by a company. Accordingly, such income has been within the categories of taxable income since 1 January 2014.

(52) Case C-374/17 A Brauerei ECLI:EU:C:2018:1024, paragraph 48 and the case-law cited.
(53) Joined Cases C-78/08 to - 80/08, Paint Graphos ECLI:EU:C:2011:550, paragraphs 73 and 75.



(75) For the above reason and in the absence of any objective justification advanced either by the United Kingdom 
authorities or by third parties, the Commission provisionally concludes that the tax reduction granted by the 
contested measure does not derive directly from the intrinsic basic or guiding principles of the reference system and 
is not the result of inherent mechanisms necessary for the functioning and effectiveness of that system. The 
discrimination to which this measure gives rise therefore cannot be objectively justified.

4.1.4.3. P r o v i s i o n a l  c o n c l u s i o n  o n  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  s e l e c t i v e  a d v a n t a g e

(76) In the light of the foregoing, the Commission provisionally concludes that the tax advantage granted to MJN GibCo 
on the basis of the contested measure constitutes a selective advantage.

4.1.5. Provisional conclusions on the existence of aid and the beneficiaries of that aid

(77) For all the foregoing reasons, the Commission provisionally concludes that the contested measure confers State aid 
to MJN GibCo in the form of a corporate income tax exemption.

(78) For the purpose of the application of the State aid rules, separate legal entities may be considered to form one 
economic unit. That economic unit is then considered the relevant undertaking benefitting from the aid measure. As 
the Court of Justice has previously held, ‘[i]n competition law, the term “undertaking” must be understood as designating an 
economic unit […] even if in law that economic unit consists of several persons, natural or legal’ (54). To determine whether 
several entities form an economic unit, the Court of Justice looks at the existence of a controlling share or functional, 
economic or organic links (55).

(79) In the case at issue, the Commission notes that MJN GibCo is part of a large multinational group. The Commission 
further notes that the group corporate set-up involving the MJT CV, the MJ BV and MJN GibCo, as illustrated in 
Recital (37), benefits MJN GibCo’s owner (56) (‘the parent company’). Instead of exploiting the IP rights itself, the 
parent company places the IP rights in a complex corporate structure (involving a Dutch company, a Dutch limited 
partnership and a Gibraltar holding company) which allows the parent company to generate profits from the IP 
rights exploitation without those profits being taxed. Given the fiscally transparent nature of the Dutch CV and the 
fact that MJN GibCo does not carry out any other activity than holding a participation in the MJT CV, the ultimate 
beneficiary of the non-taxed profits stemming from the exploitation of the IP rights is the parent company. However 
at this stage, the Commission cannot exclude that other members of the MJN group benefitted from the advantage 
conferred on MJN GibCo.

(80) The Commission further notes that the corporate set-up of the Dutch and the Gibraltar entities is established and 
fully controlled by the parent company for the purposes of IP rights exploitation and tax optimisation. Accordingly, 
the Commission provisionally considers that this whole corporate structure, i.e. the Dutch BV, the Dutch CV, the 
Gibraltar corporate partner (MJN GibCo) and the parent company form a single economic unit and should all be seen 
as the undertakings benefiting from the aid measure. However, it cannot be ruled out that other members of the MJN 
group, such as MJN (Asia Pacific) PTE Ltd’s parent as well as the MJN group’s ultimate parent company, also form 
part of that single economic unit. Such an extension of the economic unit may also be justified by MJN GibCo’s and 
MJT CV’s dissolution in October 2018 and December 2017 respectively (and possibly by the current status of the 
other legal entities involved in the corporate set-up) (57).

(81) Consequently, in addition to MJN GibCo, the Commission provisionally considers also the relevant Dutch BV, the 
Dutch CV, and MJN GibCo’s (intermediary and ultimate) parent company/-ies as benefiting from State aid granted on 
the basis of the contested measure within the meaning of Article 107(1) of the Treaty.

4.2. Unlawfulness of the aid

(82) Article 108(3) TFEU and Article 2 of Regulation 2015/1589 provides that the Member States must notify any plans 
to grant new aid in advance to the Commission in sufficient time to allow the Commission to form a view on 
whether it constitutes State aid and, if so, whether it is unlawful or compatible State aid (the notification 
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(54) Case C-170/83 Hydrotherm ECLI:EU:C:1984:271, paragraph 11. See also Case T-137/02 Pollmeier Malchow v. Commission 
ECLI:EU:T:2004:304, paragraph 50.

(55) Case C-480/09 P Acea Electrabel Produzione SpA v. Commission ECLI:EU:C:2010:787 paragraphs 47 to 55; Case C-222/04 Cassa di 
Risparmio di Firenze SpA and Others ECLI:EU:C:2006:8, paragraph 112.

(56) MJN (Asia Pacific) PTE Ltd Singapore or any other company of the group that would have taken over the holding in MJN GibCo.
(57) The current status of the other entities involved in the corporate set-up is unknown. In particular, it is unknown whether such 

entities have been dissolved in the meantime.



obligation) (58). It further provides that notifiable new aid must not be put into effect before the Commission has 
taken, or is deemed to have taken, a decision authorising such aid (standstill obligation) (59). Article 1(f) of Regulation 
2015/1589 defines new aid put into effect in contravention of Article 108(3) TFEU as ‘unlawful aid’.

(83) Since the Commission has provisionally concluded that the contested measures give rise to State aid, it may also 
provisionally conclude that that aid is unlawful in nature, since those measures were not notified to the Commission 
before they were put into effect.

4.3. Compatibility with the internal market

(84) State aid is deemed compatible with the internal market if it falls within any of the grounds listed in Article 107(2) 
TFEU (60) and it may be deemed compatible with the internal market if it is found by the Commission to fall within 
any of the grounds listed in Article 107(3) TFEU (61). It is the Member State granting the aid which bears the burden 
of proving that State aid granted by it is compatible with the internal market pursuant to Article 107(2) or (3) 
TFEU (62).

(85) The United Kingdom has not invoked any compatibility grounds for the State aid granted to MJN GibCo and to the 
MJN Group as a whole through the contested measure, nor is the Commission able to identify any.

(86) The Commission notes, in particular, that since the tax treatment afforded through the contested measure appears to 
result in a reduction of charges that should normally be borne by the undertaking concerned in the course of its 
business, that reduction should therefore be considered to constitute operating aid. According to the case-law, such 
aid cannot normally be considered compatible with the internal market in that it does not facilitate the development 
of certain activities or of certain economic areas, nor are the tax reductions in question limited in time, digressive or 
proportionate to what is necessary to remedy to a specific economic handicap of the areas concerned (63).

5. CONCLUSION

In light of the foregoing, the Commission’s preliminary view is that the continued application of the advance tax 
ruling granted to MJN GibCo (which was the corporate partner of a Dutch CV in receipt of royalty income) by 
Gibraltar and the resulting non-taxation of that royalty income as from 1 January 2014 constitutes a State aid 
measure according to Article 107(1) TFEU and has doubts about the compatibility of such State aid measure with the 
internal market. The Commission, acting under the procedure laid down in Article 108(2) TFEU, therefore requests 
the United Kingdom to submit its comments and to provide all such information as may help to assess the contested 
measure. This concerns in particular:

— MJN GibCo’s as well as MJT CV’s annual accounts (and directors’ reports) covering the period between 1 January 
2014 and their respective dissolutions;

— Confirmation that MJT CV was the only limited partnership held or partially held by MJN GibCo during the 
above period. In the absence of such confirmation, please provide the annual accounts of any such limited 
partnership for this period;

— Copies of MJN GibCo’s corporate income tax returns (and the corresponding tax assessments) for the fiscal years 
covering the period between 1 January 2014 and the date of MJN GibCo’s dissolution;

— An updated structure chart describing the ownership structure of the MJN Group (including MJN Asia Pacific 
Holding LLC and MJN (Asia Pacific) PTE Ltd Singapore) after the dissolution of both MJN GibCo and Mead 
Johnson Three CV;

— An update on the status of the other entities involved in the corporate set-up illustrated in Recital (37).
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(58) Regulation No 2015/1589, Article 2.
(59) Article 108(3) TFEU; Regulation No 2015/1589, Article 3.
(60) The exceptions provided for in Article 107(2) TFEU concern: (a) aid of a social character granted to individual consumers; (b) aid to 

make good the damage caused by natural disasters or exceptional occurrences; and (c) aid granted to certain areas of the Federal 
Republic of Germany.

(61) The exceptions provided for in Article 107(3) TFEU concern: (a) aid to promote the development of certain areas; (b) aid for certain 
important projects of common European interest or to remedy a serious disturbance in the economy of the Member State; (c) aid to 
develop certain economic activities or areas; (d) aid to promote culture and heritage conservation; and (e) aid specified by a Council 
decision.

(62) Case T-68/03 Olympiaki Aeroporia Ypiresies v. Commission ECLI:EU:T:2007:253, paragraph 34.
(63) Case T-308/11 Eurallumina v Commission, ECLI:EU:T:2014:894, paragraphs 85 and 86.



The United Kingdom is requested to provide this information within one month of the date of receipt of this letter. It 
requests your authorities to forward a copy of this letter to the potential recipient of the aid immediately.

The Commission wishes to remind the United Kingdom that Article 108(3) TFEU has suspensory effect, and would 
draw your attention to Article 16 of Council Regulation (EU) 2015/1589, which provides that all unlawful aid may 
be recovered from the recipient.

The Commission warns the United Kingdom that it will inform interested parties by publishing this letter and a 
meaningful summary of it in the Official Journal of the European Union. It will also inform interested parties in the 
EFTA countries, which are signatories to the EEA Agreement, by publication of a notice in the EEA Supplement to 
the Official Journal of the European Union and will inform the EFTA Surveillance Authority by sending a copy of 
this letter. All such interested parties will be invited to submit their comments within one month of the date of such 
publication. 
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ÁLLAMI TÁMOGATÁS – LITVÁNIA

SA.44678 (2022/C)(korábbi 2018/N) számú állami támogatás – A litvániai LNG-terminálhoz nyújtott 
támogatás módosítása

Felhívás észrevételek benyújtására az Európai Unió működéséről szóló szerződés 108. cikkének 
(2) bekezdése értelmében

(EGT-vonatkozású szöveg)

(2023/C 52/03)

2022. december 1-jén kelt levelével, amelynek hiteles nyelvi változata megtalálható ezen összefoglaló végén, a 
Bizottság értesítette Litvániát arról, hogy a fent említett intézkedéssel kapcsolatosan az Európai Unió 
működéséről szóló szerződés (EUMSZ) 108. cikkének (2) bekezdése szerinti eljárás megindításáról határozott.

A Bizottság úgy határozott, hogy az ezen összefoglalót követő levélben ismertetett egyéb intézkedések ellen 
nem emel kifogást.

Az érdekeltek a bizottsági eljárás tárgyát képező intézkedésekre vonatkozó észrevételeiket az alábbi ösz
szefoglaló és az annak végén található levél közzétételét követő egy hónapon belül tehetik meg az alábbi 
címen:

European Commission,
Directorate-General Competition
State Aid Greffe
1049 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIË
Fax: + 32 22961242
Stateaidgreffe@ec.europa.eu

Az észrevételeket a Bizottság továbbítja Litvániának. Az észrevételek benyújtói kérésüket megindokolva, 
írásban kérhetik adataik és/vagy a benyújtott észrevételek részeinek bizalmas kezelését.

ELJÁRÁS

2013. november 20-án a Bizottság támogatási programot hagyott jóvá a klaipėdai cseppfolyósítottföldgáz-terminál (LNG) 
építésének és üzemeltetésének támogatására (a továbbiakban: a 2013. évi határozat).

A Bizottság 2018. október 31-én jóváhagyta a 2013. évi határozatban jóváhagyott támogatási program két módosítását, a 
2016-tól 2018-ig tartó időszakra vonatkozó 2016. évi módosításokat, valamint a 2019 és 2024 közötti időszakra 
vonatkozó 2019. évi módosításokat (a továbbiakban: a 2018. évi határozat).

2021. szeptember 8-án a Törvényszék a T-193/19. sz. Achema AB és Achema Gas Trade UAB kontra Bizottság ügyben 
(ECLI:EU:T:2021:558) részben megsemmisítette a 2018. évi határozatot. A Törvényszék úgy ítélte meg, hogy a 2016. évi 
módosításokat illetően a Bizottságnak kétségbe kellett volna vonnia az intézkedés belső piaccal való összeegyeztethetőségét, 
és meg kellett volna indítania az EUMSZ 108. cikkének (2) bekezdése szerinti hivatalos vizsgálati eljárást. A Törvényszék a 
kereset ezt meghaladó részét elutasította, és mindenekelőtt elutasította a 2018. évi határozat elleni keresetet annyiban, 
amennyiben a Bizottság úgy határozott, hogy nem emel kifogást a 2019. évi módosításokból eredő állami támogatással 
szemben.

A Törvényszék ítéletének való megfelelés érdekében a Bizottság újra megvizsgálta a 2016. évi módosításokat, és úgy 
határozott, hogy megindítja az EUMSZ 108. cikkének (2) bekezdése szerinti hivatalos vizsgálati eljárást.

A 2018. évi határozat részleges megsemmisítését követően a 2016. évi módosítások végrehajtását jogellenesnek kell 
tekinteni.

A BIZOTTSÁG ÁLTAL INDÍTOTT ELJÁRÁS TÁRGYÁT KÉPEZŐ INTÉZKEDÉS ISMERTETÉSE:

A 2013. évi határozattal jóváhagyott intézkedések célja a litvániai Klaipėda tengeri kikötőben található LNG-terminál 
építésének és üzemeltetésének támogatása volt. A 2013. évi határozat mindenekelőtt egy vételi kötelezettséget hagyott jóvá, 
amelynek célja az volt, hogy biztosítsa az LNG-terminál mindenkori működőképességének biztosításához technikailag 
szükséges minimális LNG-mennyiséget (a továbbiakban: kötelező LNG-mennyiség). A kötelezett vásárlóknak a kijelölt 
beszállítótól kellett megvásárolniuk azt a kötelező LNG-mennyiséget, ami technikailag biztosítaná az LNG-terminál 
mindenkori működőképességét.
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2014. február 10-én a litván energiaügyi minisztérium egy ajánlati felhívást követően a Litgas UAB állami vállalatot (a 
továbbiakban: Litgas) választotta ki kijelölt beszállítónak.

2016-ban a litván hatóságok úgy határoztak, hogy módosítják a 2013. évi határozattal jóváhagyott programot oly módon, 
hogy a Litgast általános gazdasági érdekű szolgáltatással bízzák meg a kötelező LNG-mennyiség biztosítása érdekében, és 
bevezetnek egy LNG-felárat a Litgas javára, amelyet valamennyi gázfogyasztónak kell finanszíroznia.

A Litgas javára hozott új intézkedéseket két lépésben vezették be.

A 2016–2018 közötti időszakra vonatkozó 2016. évi módosítások bevezették az általános gazdasági érdekű szolgáltatást, 
amelyet a kötelező LNG-mennyiségért fizetendő LNG-felár révén ellentételeztek a kijelölt beszállítónak.

A 2019–2024 közötti időszakra vonatkozó 2019. évi módosítások eltörölték a beszerzési kötelezettséget, és új 
módszertant vezettek be a kijelölt szolgáltatóra bízott általános gazdasági érdekű szolgáltatások ellentételezésének 
kiszámítására. Különösen ami a kijelölt szolgáltatóra bízott általános gazdasági érdekű szolgáltatás ellentételezésének 
kiszámítására szolgáló új módszertant illeti, a 2016. évi módosítások teljes mértékben kompenzálták a párologtatással 
összefüggő és kiegyenlítési költségeket, míg a 2019. évi módosítások csak részben kompenzálták a párologtatással 
összefüggő költségeket, és a kiegyenlítési költségeket pedig már nem kompenzálták.

Litvánia a 2016. évi módosítások nemzeti jogalapjaként az energiáról szóló törvényt és a cseppfolyósítottföldgáz-termi
nálról szóló módosított törvényt (a továbbiakban: LNG-terminálról szóló törvény) jelölte meg. Az intézkedés teljes 
költségvetése a 2016–2018-as időszakban 78 631 120 EUR volt.

AZ INTÉZKEDÉS ÉRTÉKELÉSE

A Bizottság a 2012. évi általános gazdasági érdekű szolgáltatásokra vonatkozó keretszabályban (HL C 8., 2012.1.11., 15. o.) 
meghatározott feltételek alapján újra megvizsgálta a 2016. évi módosítások belső piaccal való összeegyeztethetőségét. A 
Bizottság mindenekelőtt arra az előzetes következtetésre jutott, hogy a Litgast valódi általános gazdasági érdekű 
szolgáltatással bízták meg, és hogy a 2012. évi általános gazdasági érdekű szolgáltatásokra vonatkozó keretszabály legtöbb 
követelményének úgy tűnik, hogy eleget tettek.

Mindazonáltal a Bizottság felvilágosítást és észrevételeket kér a 2016. évi módosítások szerinti kompenzáció összegével, és 
különösen a következő költségek összességének ellentételezésével kapcsolatban:

a) a párologtatással összefüggő költségek: „gazdaságilag indokoltnak” tekinthető-e az általános gazdasági érdekű 
szolgáltatáshoz kapcsolódó és a 2016 és 2018 közötti időszakban ténylegesen felmerült, párologtatással összefüggő 
összes költség; „szükséges” volt-e az általános gazdasági érdekű szolgáltatás működtetéséhez a 2016. évi módosítások 
értelmében a párologtatással összefüggő költségek összességének ellentételezése; a beszerzési kötelezettség bármilyen 
módon meghatározta-e a Litgas által az általános gazdasági érdekű szolgáltatás keretében viselt, párologtatással 
összefüggő költségek mértékét; valamint

b) kiegyenlítési költségek: „gazdaságilag indokoltnak” tekinthető-e az általános gazdasági érdekű szolgáltatáshoz 
kapcsolódó és a 2016 és 2018 közötti időszakban ténylegesen felmerült kiegyenlítési költségek összessége; „szükséges” 
volt-e az általános gazdasági érdekű szolgáltatás működtetéséhez a 2016. évi módosítások értelmében a kiegyenlítési 
költségek összességének ellentételezése; a beszerzési kötelezettség bármilyen módon meghatározta-e a Litgas által az 
általános gazdasági érdekű szolgáltatás keretében viselt kiegyenlítési költségek mértékét.

Az (EU) 2015/1589 tanácsi rendelet (1) 16. cikkével összhangban minden jogellenes támogatás visszafizettethető a 
kedvezményezettekkel.
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(1) A Tanács (EU) 2015/1589 rendelete (2015. július 13.) az Európai Unió működéséről szóló szerződés 108. cikkének alkalmazására 
vonatkozó részletes szabályok megállapításáról (HL L 248., 2015.9.24., 9. o.).



A LEVÉL SZÖVEGE

The Commission wishes to inform Lithuania that, following the judgment of the General Court of 8 September 2021 in 
case T-193/19 — Achema AB and Achema Gas Trade UAB v Commission (1) (‘the GC judgment’), it has re-examined the 
information supplied by your authorities on the measure referred to above.

After re-examination of the notification, the Commission has decided to initiate the procedure laid down in Article 108(2) 
of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU).

1. PROCEDURE

(1) On 20 November 2013, the Commission adopted Decision C(2013) 7884 final in which aid measures for the 
construction and operation of a liquefied natural gas terminal (‘the LNG Terminal’) in the Klaipėda Seaport were 
declared compatible with the internal market (‘the 2013 Decision’) (2).

(2) On 26 February 2016, the Lithuanian authorities pre-notified amendments to the aid measures approved in the 
2013 Decision (‘the 2016 Amendments’). Those amendments entered into force on 1 January 2016.

(3) On 7 July 2016, Achema and Achemos Grupė (‘the complainants’) lodged a complaint with the Commission against 
the Republic of Lithuania, alleging that the 2016 Amendments amounted to unlawful State aid incompatible with 
the internal market (‘the complaint’).

(4) In January 2018, the Lithuanian authorities informed the Commission of their intention to modify the 2016 
Amendments as of 1 January 2019 (‘the 2019 Amendments’).

(5) On 9 July 2018, the Lithuanian authorities notified to the Commission, in accordance with Article 108(3) TFEU, the 
2016 Amendments and the 2019 Amendments.

(6) On 31 October 2018, the Commission adopted Decision C(2018) 7141 final in which State aid SA.44678 (2018/N) 
relating to modification of the aid for the LNG terminal in Lithuania was declared compatible with the internal 
market (‘the 2018 Decision’) (3).

(7) On 8 September 2021, following Achema AB’s and Achema Gas Trade UAB’s (‘the applicants’) action for annulment, 
the General Court partially annulled the 2018 Decision, in so far as the Commission decided not to raise objections 
to the State aid resulting from the 2016 Amendments.

(8) In summary, the General Court considered that, as regards the 2016 Amendments, based on the particularly long 
duration of the administrative procedure, the circumstances surrounding the adoption of the 2018 Decision and the 
incomplete, insufficient and inconsistent examination as regards the compensation for the entirety of boil-off costs 
and balancing costs of Litgas, the Commission should have had doubts as to the compatibility of the measure with 
the internal market, which should have led it to initiate the procedure referred to in Article 108(2) TFEU. That latter 
factor carried significant weight in the overall assessment, in so far as those costs represent a significant part of 
Litgas’s total costs and, therefore, significantly affect the amount of compensation during the period from 2016 to 
2018.

(9) The General Court dismissed the action as to the remainder and rejected, in particular, the action against the 2018 
Decision insofar as the Commission decided not to raise objections to the State aid resulting from the 2019 
Amendments.

(10) In order to comply with the GC judgment, the Commission re-examined the 2016 Amendments, and decided to 
initiate the formal investigation proceedings under Article 108(2) TFEU.

(11) By letter dated 3 October 2022, Lithuania agreed to waive its rights deriving from Article 342 TFEU in conjunction 
with Article 3 of Regulation 1/1958 (4) and to have the present decision adopted and notified in English.
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(1) ECLI:EU:T:2021:558
(2) Commission Decision C(2013) 7884 final of 20 November 2013 on case SA.36740 (2013/NN) Aid to Klaipėdos Nafta — LNG 

Terminal, Lithuania, JOCE C/161/2016.
(3) Commission Decision C(2018) 7141 final on case SA.44678 (2018/N) Modification of aid for LNG Terminal in Lithuania (OJ 2019 

C 14, p. 1).
(4) Regulation No 1 determining the languages to be used by the European Economic Community (OJ 17, 6.10.1958, p. 385).



2. DESCRIPTION OF THE MEASURE

2.1. The 2013 Decision

(12) The measures approved by the 2013 Decision aimed to support the construction and operation of the LNG Terminal 
in the Klaipėda Seaport in Lithuania.

(13) The LNG Terminal project was developed by Lithuania with the objective to diversify gas sources, increase security of 
supply and introduce more competition in the Lithuanian gas market.

(14) Before the LNG Terminal, Lithuania was fully dependent on Russian gas. Russian natural gas undertaking OAO 
Gazprom (‘Gazprom’) was the only gas supplier.

(15) The complete dependence of Lithuania on Russian gas resulted from the isolated nature of the Lithuanian gas market 
in view of the limited options for cross-border natural gas flows to Lithuania. The natural gas system of Lithuania 
was connected only to the natural gas systems of the Republic of Belarus (‘Belarus’), the Republic of Latvia (‘Latvia’) 
and the Kaliningrad region of the Russian Federation (‘Kaliningrad’). Before the LNG Terminal was built, Lithuania 
was supplied gas only from Russia — for internal consumption and as a transit from Belarus to Kaliningrad. In some 
cases, Lithuania received Russian gas from Latvia.

(16) Under the 2013 Decision, the approved State aid measures consisted of the following:

(a) First, the 2013 Decision approved investment and operating aid to the owner and operator of the LNG 
Terminal — AB Klaipėdos Nafta (‘KN’). The investment aid covered the part of KN’s installation costs that could 
not be financed through other means whereas the operating aid covered the fixed operating costs of the LNG 
Terminal. Both aids were financed through the so-called LNG Supplement — a levy imposed as a supplement to 
the natural gas transmission price and collected by the Lithuanian transmission system operator for natural 
gas (5) (‘the TSO’) from gas users on the basis of their actual gas consumption, for a duration of 55 years.

(b) Second, it approved State guarantees to KN, covering 100 % of the value of the loans the terminal operator 
needed for the construction of the LNG Terminal.

(c) Third, the 2013 Decision also approved a purchase obligation, which had the purpose of ensuring the technical 
minimum LNG volume (6) necessary for the LNG Terminal to remain operational at all times (‘the LNG 
Mandatory Quantity’) and was approved for a period of 10 years subject to periodical reviews (‘the Purchase 
Obligation’).

(17) The Purchase Obligation was imposed on private and public undertakings operating in the regulated segment of 
electricity and heat generation (‘the Obligated Purchasers’ (7)). Together the Obligated Purchasers bought the 
minimum volume of LNG from a selected supplier (‘the Designated Supplier’). Each Obligated Purchaser had an 
off-take quota established as a percentage of the LNG Mandatory Quantity. At the moment of the 2013 Decision, the 
overall quantity to be purchased by Obligated Purchasers amounted to 0,54 bcm of LNG per year, which was 
considered the technically minimum quantity necessary to keep the LNG terminal operational. The share of the LNG 
Mandatory Quantity each Obligated Purchaser had to buy was proportionate to its supply needs.

(18) Based on the 2013 Decision the beneficiary of aid under the approved measures was the LNG terminal operator — 
KN.

2.2. Facts subsequent to the 2013 Decision

(19) On 10 February 2014, following a call for tenders, the Lithuanian Ministry of Energy appointed the public company 
Litgas UAB (‘Litgas’) as the Designated Supplier.

(20) On 21 August 2014, following a call for tenders, Litgas signed a 5-year contract for the supply of the minimal 
quantity of LNG (0,54 bcm/year) with Statoil.
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(5) AB Amber Grid.
(6) The Lithuanian Government set the quantity upon declaration of KN of the LNG volume necessary to ensure stable operation of the 

LNG Terminal.
(7) Those are electricity or heat producers assigned whose price of produced energy is regulated. This encompasses central heating and 

electricity (co-generation) plants.



(21) To ensure the constant regasification at the LNG Terminal the contract provided for a fixed delivery schedule, 
whereby four LNG cargoes per year, once per quarter, were delivered on an even basis to the LNG Terminal.

(22) The contract was concluded at the time when the Asian LNG markets were characterised by high prices which 
exerted upwards pressure on European LNG prices. Nonetheless, the Lithuanian authorities demonstrated that the 
contract concluded with Statoil was cheaper than other options received in the course of the tender procedure (see 
Figure 1 below). Even though the alternative bidders offered lower prices for the years 2017-2019, Statoil offered 
significantly lower prices for the first two years of the contract, so that in aggregate over the 5-year delivery period 
the selected bid was the most attractive.

Figure 1

Comparison of bid offers (EUR/MWh)

[…]*

Source: Lithuanian authorities

(23) On 1 January 2015, the LNG terminal entered into commercial operation and Litgas began to supply LNG to the 
LNG terminal upstream and, downstream, gas to the Obligated Purchasers.

2.3. Notified modifications

2.3.1. Context of the modifications

(24) Pursuant to the 2013 Decision, the Obligated Purchasers had to purchase from Litgas all the LNG Mandatory 
Quantity, which would ensure technical ability to maintain the LNG Terminal operational at all times. The price paid 
by the Obligated Purchasers for the LNG was regulated by the national regulatory authority (‘the NRA’) and included 
all costs incurred by Litgas in the delivery of the LNG Mandatory Quantity. This model intended to place all the 
additional costs of supplying the LNG Mandatory Quantity on the Obligated Purchasers, which subsequently would 
be able to pass-on such burden to the ultimate consumers of their products.

(25) However, this model appeared to be inefficient, when demand for natural gas decreased dramatically and the costs of 
supplying the LNG Mandatory Quantity were distributed among the Obligated Purchasers in proportion to their 
declining demand for natural gas.

(26) As shown in Figure 2, from 2011 to 2014, annual natural gas consumption in Lithuania dropped by 24 % (from 
3,4 bcm in 2011 to 2,6 bcm in 2014) and a further reduction of demand was expected in the following years (*). The 
energy sector reflects the demand by the Obligated Purchasers and the red dotted line corresponds to the LNG 
Mandatory Quantity of 0,54 bcm of gas, as approved by the 2013 Decision.

Figure 2

Annual natural gas consumption in Lithuania

Source: Lithuanian authorities
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(*) Confidential information
Data is based on NRA information and internal calculation of Litgas.



(27) Demand for natural gas decreased dramatically and the costs to maintain the LNG Terminal operational had to be 
distributed among the Obligated Purchasers over a smaller quantity of gas purchased. In effect, due to the reduced 
demand for natural gas, the unit price for the Obligated Purchasers, covering the costs to maintain the LNG Terminal 
operational increased significantly. In this context, Lithuania realised that the burden of maintaining the LNG 
Terminal operational should be distributed on all consumers of the natural gas system which were benefiting from 
the security of supply guaranteed by the LNG Terminal.

(28) In parallel, the Lithuanian authorities realised that the LNG terminal could be run not only on a steady regime but 
also on standby regime. The difference between these two regimes lies merely with the different technical means used 
to achieve the same purpose (i.e. to keep the LNG Terminal cooled down), which requires different minimum 
quantities of gas to ensure regasification. Following the regime change into a standby regime, the Lithuanian 
authorities could reduce to 0,37 bcm/year the LNG Mandatory Quantity that was needed to ensure the operation of 
the LNG Terminal.

(29) In view of the above considerations, in particular since the cost for the Obligated Purchasers turned out to be 
unsustainable, the Lithuanian authorities decided to amend the scheme approved by the 2013 Decision by entrusting 
Litgas with a service of general economic interest (‘SGEI’) for the provision of the LNG Mandatory Quantity and by 
introducing a new LNG Supplement to the benefit of Litgas to be financed by all gas customers (8).

(30) The new measures in favour of Litgas were introduced in two steps:

(a) covering the period from 2016-2018 (9) (‘the 2016 Amendments’):

— Changes to the set-up of the Purchase Obligation involving a new pricing mechanism for the LNG Mandatory 
Quantity that the Obligated Purchasers had to buy;

— Introduction of a SGEI compensated via a LNG Supplement payable to the Designated Supplier for the supply 
of the LNG Mandatory Quantity.

(b) covering the period from 2019-2024 (10) (‘the 2019 Amendments’):

— Abolition of the Purchase Obligation;

— New methodology for calculating the compensation for the SGEI entrusted to the Designated Supplier.

(31) A detailed description of the modifications is provided below in sections 2.3.6 and 2.3.7.

2.3.2. National legal basis

(32) Lithuania indicated as national legal basis for the 2016 Amendments the Law on Energy (11) and the Law on 
Liquefied Natural Gas Terminal (12) (‘LNG Terminal Law’), as amended. In particular, Article 11 of the LNG Terminal 
Law provides that the Designated Supplier is entrusted with the obligation to deliver the LNG Mandatory Quantity to 
the LNG Terminal.

(33) Furthermore, Lithuania indicated a list of implementing provisions:

(a) Government Resolution of 7 November 2012 No 1354 ‘On the Order of Natural Gas supply diversification 
approval’, amendment adopted on 2 December 2015 (‘DivReg’).

(b) NRA Resolution No O3-650 approved on 15-12-2015 ‘Regarding approval of the Methodology for Setting 
Forecasted Natural Gas Reference Price’ (‘Methodology for setting gas reference price No O3-650’).

(c) The order of the Minister of Energy of 10 February 2014 No 1-20 ‘On UAB Litgas awarding as the Designated 
Supplier’ (‘Order awarding Litgas as the Designated Supplier’).
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(8) Lithuania initially also notified some technical changes related to the operation of the LNG Terminal by KN. The amendments 
concerned in particular changing the technological regime of the LNG Terminal from steady to stand-by regime. Following several 
information exchanges with the Lithuanian authorities, it became apparent that the modifications related to KN did not substantially 
amend the initial scheme approved by the 2013 Decision and therefore no notification in this respect was needed.

(9) From 1 January 2016 to 31 December 2018.
(10) From 1 January 2019 to 31 December 2024.
(11) Law on Energy of the Republic of Lithuania No. IX-884 adopted on 16-05-2002; Official Gazette Valstybės žinios, 2002, 56-2224.
(12) Law on Liquefied Natural Gas Terminal No. XI-2053 adopted on 12-06-2012. Publication: Official Gazette Valstybės žinios, 2012, 

68-3466.



(d) The National Control Commission for Prices and Energy Resolution No O3-367 of 13 September 2013 ‘On the 
approval of methodology of fixing State-regulated prices in the natural gas sector’ amendments adopted on 
18 December 2015 (‘NRA Methodology No O3-367’). The NRA Methodology No O3-367 details the parameters 
for calculating the compensation to the Designated Supplier.

(34) Lithuania indicated, as national legal basis for the 2019 Amendments, the LNG Terminal Law, which was amended 
accordingly, and the NRA Methodology No O3-367, which was amended after the adoption of the 2019 
Amendments so as to reflect the same principles.

2.3.3. Objective

(35) The objective of the modifications was to maintain the LNG Terminal operational in order to achieve diversification 
of gas supply. Supply diversification in itself would contribute to increased security of supply levels and greater 
energy independence of Lithuania.

2.3.4. Budget

(36) The total budget for the scheme is EUR 276 703 731 covering the period 2016 to 2024.

(37) The total budget for the measure during the period 2016-2018 scheme was EUR 78 631 120, allocated as shown in 
Table 1 below.

Table 1

Budget for the measure during the period 2016-2018

2016 2017 2018 Total

Aid in EUR 23 562 675 30 968 445 24 100 000 78 631 120

Source: Lithuanian authorities

(38) The total budget for the measure during the period 2019-2024 is EUR 198 072 611, allocated as shown in Table 2 
below.

Table 2

Budget for the measure during the period 2019-2024

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total

Aid in EUR 34 551 588 34 520 933 33 856 268 31 714 607 31 714 607 31 714 607 198 072 611

Source: Lithuanian authorities

2.3.5. Beneficiary

(39) The beneficiary under the notified modifications is the Designated Supplier –Litgas, the recipient of the new LNG 
Supplement (13).

(40) Litgas was founded in December 2012 by KN. In October 2016 the State-owned energy company Lietuvos Energija 
became the sole shareholder of Litgas with a share ownership of 100 %.

(41) The Lithuanian authorities informed the Commission about the planned structural reorganisation of Litgas by way of 
merging Litgas into UAB Lietuvos duju tiekimas (‘LDT’), which is also controlled by Lietuvos Energija. That means 
that as of 1 January 2019 Litgas ceased to exist and its functions of the Designated Supplier and its status of 
beneficiary were taken over by LDT.
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(13) Based on Article 11(2) of the LNG Terminal Law, the Designated Supplier is recognized as an entity of strategic importance for 
national security.



2.3.6. The 2016 amendments

(42) Pursuant to the 2016 Amendments (14), the Purchase Obligation was amended as follows:

a) Litgas, as the Designated Supplier, was entrusted with an SGEI, consisting of an obligation to provide the LNG 
Mandatory Quantity to the LNG terminal; the SGEI would be financed by a new component of the LNG 
supplement in favour of Litgas, the purpose of which was to compensate Litgas for the costs it incurred in 
connection with the SGEI which were not entirely covered by the revenue generated by the resale downstream of 
gas at a regulated price; that new component of the LNG supplement in favour of Litgas would be added to the 
LNG supplement in favour of KN referred to in recital (16)(a);

b) the methodology for calculating the regulated price paid by the Obligated Purchasers to Litgas for the purchase of 
the LNG Mandatory Quantity was changed; that price was now calculated by the NRA by reference to the market 
price, on the basis of the average gas market prices, taking into account data relating to contracts for the supply of 
gas traded on the Lithuanian gas exchange and on a bilateral basis;

c) the LNG Mandatory Quantity was reduced from 0,54 bcm per year to 0,37 bcm per year;

d) the quantity of gas that each Obligated Purchaser had to purchase from Litgas was now determined only on the 
basis of its individual demand for gas; if the gas demand from all the Obligated Purchasers taken together was less 
than the LNG Mandatory Quantity, Litgas was to sell the quantities not resold to Obligated Purchasers on the 
national or international market.

(43) On 18 February 2016, following renegotiation of the LNG supply contract, Litgas and Statoil signed an amended 
contract, according to which, first, the annual quantity of LNG supplied by Statoil to Litgas was reduced to 0,37 bcm 
per year, second, the duration of the contract was extended until 2024 and, third, the LNG price was reduced.

2.3.6.1. D e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e g u l a t e d  p r i c e  b y  t h e  N R A

(44) Based on the pricing mechanism introduced by the 2016 Amendments the LNG purchased by the Obligated 
Purchasers from Litgas was sold at a new regulated price, calculated on the basis of the projected natural gas market 
prices for the Lithuanian market.

(45) The NRA set the regulated natural gas price using an approved ‘Methodology for Setting Forecasted Natural Gas 
Reference Price’ (‘the Methodology’).

(46) The Methodology was based on several principles. According to the Methodology, the price projections on which the 
regulated natural gas price was based were calculated by taking into account the prices and the volumes of natural 
gas quantities imported to Lithuania in the course of the last 12 months. For that purpose, data from gas supply 
contracts traded on the Lithuanian gas exchange and on a bilateral basis (both on wholesale and retail markets) as 
well as projected prices of each company importing natural gas on the basis of their contractual conditions were 
taken into account. Furthermore, the respective weighted average prices were calculated taking into account any 
correlation effects as well as any additional gas suppliers' expenses and profits.

(47) The regulated natural gas price was updated once a year. In case of a major change in any of the main input 
parameters for the calculation of the natural gas price the latter could be updated on a more frequent basis — once 
every three or six months. A major change was defined as a sudden increase or decrease in the market price of 
natural gas of more than 10 %. In that case, the new regulated natural gas price would have been revised up or down 
by a maximum of 10 %. Since the middle of 2017 the regulated natural gas price was updated once per quarter.

(48) According to the Lithuanian authorities, the new price setting mechanism did not pose any serious risks of distorting 
downstream markets. That is due to the fact that the Obligated Purchasers (15), who bought natural gas at the new 
regulated price operated on regulated markets and sold electricity and gas at regulated prices. Lithuania confirmed 
that under the amended set-up of the Purchase Obligation the Obligated Purchasers continued to be subject to the 
requirements of separation of accounts if they engaged in any non-regulated activities.

(49) The provisions of the LNG Terminal Law foresaw that quantities of natural gas not sold to the Obligated Purchasers 
would be auctioned on the market. The auctions were organised by the market operator (GET Baltic), as defined in 
the Law of the Republic of Lithuania on Natural Gas. In case the surplus natural gas quantities were not fully realised 
through the auctions, the remaining quantities had to be realised by the Designated Supplier through the gas 
exchange or by concluding bilateral trade agreements.
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(14) The above mentioned principles are established in Articles 11(1), 11(5), 11(6), 11(7) and 11(9) of LNG Terminal Law.
(15) Price of natural gas distributed by the Designated Supplier subject to Purchase Obligation is regulated by the State (Art. 24 of the 

DivReg). Costs incurred by the Obligated Purchasers in purchasing such obligatory volumes of natural gas from the Designated 
Supplier are included into their regulated energy prices (Art. 20 of DivReg).



(50) The Lithuanian authorities explained that the amended pricing mechanism did not entail any extra profit for the 
Obligated Purchasers. Any positive financial effects of the changes described above were fully passed on to final 
consumers in the form of lower regulated prices of heat and electricity.

2.3.6.2. S G E I  C o m p e n s a t i o n  t o  L i t g a s

(51) Article 5(2) of the LNG Terminal Law dealt with cost compensation via the LNG Supplement.

(52) The compensation to Litgas took into account Litgas’s revenues resulting from the LNG sold at regulated prices to 
the Obligated Purchasers and on the market, all Litgas’s costs stemming from its activities as the Designated Supplier 
and a regulated profit margin. The compensation notably covered the difference between the LNG price paid, 
upstream, by Litgas to Statoil and the price at which Litgas sold, downstream, to the obligated purchasers and to the 
free market. The introduction of the LNG Supplement for Litgas was a direct consequence of the new pricing 
mechanism for calculating the price of the LNG Mandatory Quantity purchased by the Obligated Purchasers.

(53) Based on the 2016 Amendments, Litgas received a fixed profit margin approved by the NRA of 0,24 EUR/MWh on 
the sale of the LNG Mandatory Quantity to the Obligated Purchasers.

(54) A different mechanism was applicable for sales of the LNG Mandatory Quantity on the market. Litgas was entitled to 
keep half the profit from such sales, yet such profit in all cases could not exceed the average profit margin earned by 
natural gas companies in Lithuania. In the years 2016-2018, the profit margin earned by Litgas was in the range of 
[0-5 %].

(55) Pursuant to the requirements of the Law on Natural Gas applicable to the Lithuanian gas sector, all undertakings, 
including Litgas, were obliged to submit to the NRA annual reports on costs as well as the annual audited reports. 
The mentioned provision also imposed the requirement of separation of accounts. In line with these requirements 
Litgas was obliged to maintain separate accounts for its regulated activities as a Designated Supplier and for its 
non-regulated activities.

(56) The new LNG Supplement paid to Litgas was designed to compensate Litgas for the costs associated with the 
activities of the Designated Supplier. Under the LNG Terminal Law the costs associated with the activities of the 
Designated Supplier providing the SGEI and covered by the new component of the LNG Supplement had to be 
‘justified costs’ — i.e. the costs associated with the SGEI of the Designated Supplier had to be incurred in an ‘efficient 
manner’.

(57) The NRA Methodology No O3-367 contained a mechanism for the SGEI provider to perform assigned obligations 
efficiently. For a certain number of operating expenses (repairs, maintenance, personnel, insurances, marketing and 
administrative costs, etc.), the NRA established a ceiling for the price of the regulated service. Costs going beyond 
that limit were not compensated. In addition, since 2017 the regulated companies had an additional incentive to 
further reduce OPEX. A company, which reduced its costs more than required by the NRA in a given period of time, 
could keep part of such savings. Moreover, the costs that were taken into account for setting the LNG Supplement 
and the compensation were increased only by half of the inflation coefficient and not more than 3 %.

(58) The LNG Supplement covered costs such as gas acquisition costs, labour costs, administration costs, amortization 
costs, costs for repairs, marketing and sales costs as well as financial costs. Furthermore, as explained in recital (21), 
under the LNG supply contract with Statoil the delivery schedule was fixed and four LNG cargoes per year were 
delivered once per quarter on an even basis to the LNG Terminal. This type of long-term contract with a fixed 
delivery schedule gives rise to some costs, namely boil-off costs, balancing costs and long-term guarantee costs. In 
2017 these specific costs constituted more than two thirds of the total Designated Supplier’s costs (16).

(59) For the purposes of determining the justified costs, Litgas submitted to the NRA monthly reports with data on the 
quantities of LNG bought and sold as well as on all expenses and revenues resulting from buying and selling LNG. 
The NRA evaluated the actual and the forecasted costs of Litgas’s activities as Designated Supplier as well as the way 
in which they were incurred and established the eligible costs which could be covered by the LNG Supplement.
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(16) The total Designated Supplier's costs included boil-off costs, balancing costs, bank guarantee costs, financing costs, OPEX and costs 
of regasification and capacity booking.



Boil-off costs

(60) The Designated Supplier must keep its LNG in tanks at the LNG Terminal and regasify LNG at the minimum output 
rate to keep the LNG Terminal operational (rather than releasing LNG to the natural gas system immediately) even 
though such slow regasification causes high natural losses of LNG due to evaporation (boil-off gas). Boil-off gas is a 
natural loss of LNG, which occurs in the period from injection of LNG into tanks until its release to the natural gas 
system. As a general rule, the less time LNG is kept in a tank, the less natural loss of LNG is incurred by the specific 
user of the LNG Terminal.

(61) Lithuania indicated that boil-off gas costs accounted for a significant proportion of the Designated Supplier's costs 
incurred in connection with the supply of the LNG Mandatory Quantity (in 2017 boil-off gas costs amounted to ca. 
55 % of the total costs incurred by the Designated Supplier) and were incurred mainly during the winter period 
(December to March). As shown in Figure 3 below, this can be explained by the fact that the volume of boil-off gas is 
higher in winter (17) and that during this period, Litgas is generally the only user at the LNG Terminal (18). During the 
summer period, the volume of boil-off gas is lower and part of the boil-off costs are allocated to other users of the 
LNG Terminal (19). The graph below illustrates fluctuations of the boil-off gas costs at the LNG Terminal throughout 
the year.

Figure 3

Monthly fluctuation of boil-off gas in 2017 at the LNG Terminal.

[…]

Source: Lithuanian authorities

(62) The Lithuanian authorities provided evidence that for the entire year 2017 the Designated Supplier lost [5-15 %] of 
its LNG due to boil-off, while other suppliers lost only 1.23 % of their LNG. According to the Lithuanian authorities, 
such differences are explained by the fact that unlike the Designated Supplier other suppliers generally do not use the 
LNG Terminal in the winter period and that other suppliers can regasify LNG at a much faster pace than the 
Designated Supplier. Lithuania underlined that only actual boil-off gas costs which were attributable to the 
Designated Supplier were included in the calculation of Litgas's compensation.

Balancing costs

(63) Lithuania explained that the Designated Supplier incurred significant balancing costs. In 2017 these costs were 
EUR 900 000 which represented approximately [5-15 %] of the total Designated Supplier's costs.

(64) To ensure stable operation of the LNG Terminal, the Designated Supplier must release its LNG into the natural gas 
system at a stable output rate throughout the year. Therefore, the Designated Supplier’s delivery schedule does not 
correspond to projected demand of natural gas from its consumers. For example, in the winter period when the 
demand is higher the Designated Supplier cannot release immediately natural gas from tanks as this would leave the 
LNG Terminal empty until the next delivery of LNG, whereas requesting to deliver a LNG cargo earlier (if agreed by 
Statoil) would impair the delivery schedule for the entire year.

(65) Lithuania noted that in view of these considerations the Designated Supplier is in a different situation from other 
market participants. In particular, the import profile of pipeline gas suppliers mirrors the demand for natural gas 
throughout the year. Thanks to flexible gas contracts other suppliers of natural gas incurred minimal balancing costs.

(66) Nonetheless, whilst keeping its obligations towards the LNG Terminal, the Designated Supplier must also meet the 
demand of its customers. To meet the demand of its customers and to ensure the steady operation of the LNG 
Terminal the Designated Supplier can have recourse to two instruments:

a) Swap contracts — including agreement on lending (in the summer period) or borrowing (in the winter period, 
when the Designated Supplier is short of gas or when the use of the LNG terminal is impossible, e.g. due to 
maintenance) of natural gas.
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(17) Lithuania explained that this is due to the way the LNG Terminal performs regasification. The closed loop system — the mode of 
operation during cold season, causes several times higher boil-off volumes than the open loop system — the mode of operation 
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(19) The actual LNG Terminal’s boil-off costs are allocated to the terminal users in proportion to the amount of gas virtually stored in the 
terminal in line with the LNG terminal rules approved by the NRA.



b) Inčukalns storage site in Latvia — provides a physical underground storage solution when the Designated 
Supplier has surplus of natural gas (mostly in summer period) and can be retrieved when Designated Supplier has 
a shortage of natural gas. During the period 2016-2018, the storage was used by the Designated Supplier for 
balancing purposes in 2018 only.

(67) The cost of such swap and storage contracts was also compensated as part of the balancing costs.

Long-term guarantee

(68) Lastly, Lithuania also considered that the Designated Supplier should be compensated for costs of the long-term 
guarantee. To secure the long-term contract with Statoil, the Designated Supplier had to issue a performance 
guarantee for Statoil to cover a commitment until 2024. The cost related to the guarantee is EUR 300 000 per year. 
Lithuania explained that the cost is specific to the long-term nature of the contract with Statoil and that other market 
participants do not bear such a cost.

2.3.7. The 2019 Amendments

(69) Lithuania closely monitored the LNG Terminal’s operation and development of the natural gas market in the country. 
Due to positive changes in 2018 the Lithuanian authorities decided to introduce as of 1 January 2019 a number of 
changes to the scheme under the 2016 Amendments.

(70) As a result Lithuania changed the model for the calculation of the SGEI compensation paid to Litgas and introduced 
more competition in the natural gas market from 1 January 2019. The Purchase Obligation was abolished and Litgas 
can sell the LNG Mandatory Quantity freely on the market.

2.3.7.1. A b o l i t i o n  o f  t h e  P u r c h a s e  O b l i g a t i o n

(71) The Lithuanian authorities continued to regard it as necessary to secure regular supplies of LNG to the LNG Terminal 
via the long-term supply contract with Statoil. Lithuania explained that plausibly cheaper gas purchasing options as 
annual or spot capacity bookings could not guarantee achieving this objective. First, annual capacity bookings allow 
for redirecting cargoes to another destination (subject to penalties). Second, spot bookings are not sufficiently 
reliable since the LNG Terminal’s operations must be planned in advance.

(72) Therefore, as of 1 January 2019, the Purchase Obligation was transformed into a delivery obligation placed on Litgas. 
Litgas remains bound to deliver the LNG Mandatory Quantity, which is needed to keep the LNG Terminal 
operational irrespective of market conditions (‘the Delivery Obligation’). The Delivery Obligation applies for the 
same period and on the same conditions, which applied to the Purchase Obligation, namely until 2024 and for an 
LNG Mandatory Quantity of 0,37 bcm/year.

(73) Simultaneously, as of 1 January 2019 the obligation to purchase such quantities of natural gas from Litgas originally 
placed on the Obligated Purchasers was abolished.

(74) As a result, Litgas is exposed to full market risks in selling the LNG Mandatory Quantity in the market. The Obligated 
Purchasers buy gas on the market at a market price determined by market conditions without any intervention of the 
NRA and based entirely on their needs.

2.3.7.2. S G E I  C o m p e n s a t i o n  t o  L i t g a s

(75) Pursuant to the 2019 Amendments, Litgas continues to receive compensation from the LNG Supplement.

(76) According to the Article 11 of the LNG Terminal Law the following costs are compensated to Litgas:

a) Difference between the import price of the LNG Mandatory Quantity supplied by the Designated Supplier under 
the contract with Statoil and a monthly factual average weighted import price of natural gas imported into 
Lithuania calculated by the NRA;

b) Boil-off gas costs: (a) all factual boil-off costs experienced by the Designated Supplier during the periods when 
Litgas is the only user of the LNG terminal; and (b) difference between the actual boil-off costs experienced by 
Litgas and average of boil-off costs experienced by other LNG Terminal users during the periods when Litgas is 
not the only user of the LNG terminal;
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c) Long-term guarantee financing costs.

(77) Under the new compensation methodology, Litgas is no longer compensated for balancing costs.

(78) Furthermore, Litgas sells LNG directly on the market and its marginal profit is no longer regulated by the NRA. 
Therefore, the Designated Supplier’s profit margin earned by selling the LNG Mandatory Quantity on the market 
solely depends on its efficiency and market conditions.

2.3.8. Transparency

(79) The Lithuanian authorities informed the Commission that the outcome of public discussions on the necessity of the 
Designated Supplier, scope and duration of the SGEI entrusted to the Designated Supplier are available in various 
legislative acts and documents of parliamentary discussions, which are published in the central register of laws 
available at https://www.e-tar.lt/.

(80) Furthermore, the information regarding the amounts of compensation granted to Litgas each year is available on the 
website of the NRA: www.regula.lt.

(81) Finally, the Lithuanian competition authority is responsible for publishing such information on the state aid 
transparency portal: https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/competition/transparency/public/.

2.4. The complaint and comments from the Lithuanian authorities

2.4.1. The complaint

(82) In the complaint, the complainants put forward several allegations regarding the 2016 Amendments.

(83) The complainants alleged in particular that the LNG Supplement paid to Litgas since 1 January 2016 constituted a 
direct grant, suggesting the presence of State aid as it provided an economic advantage to Litgas.

(84) Furthermore, the complainants stated that the parameters of the compensation to Litgas were not objectively set and 
led to overcompensation of Litgas. The overcompensation resulted from the fact that the compensation of Litgas 
covered the difference between the price at which the Designated Supplier bought LNG and the price at which it sold 
LNG. The complainants also claimed that Litgas was guaranteed to be compensated even beyond the quota relating 
to the Purchase Obligation, since the compensation included additional cost elements.

(85) The complainants also considered that the gas supply contract Litgas concluded with Statoil was based on a very 
high gas price and that the volume to be purchased by Litgas was excessive. In this context Litgas’s costs were not 
comparable with those of a typical well-run undertaking.

(86) Finally, the complainants alleged that Litgas had not been appointed the Designated Supplier in conformity with 
public procurement rules.

2.4.2. Comments from the Lithuanian authorities

(87) On 7 September 2016 the Commission forwarded the complaint to the Lithuanian authorities requesting their 
comments on the issues raised. The Lithuanian authorities replied on 5 October 2016, 11 November 2016 and 
27 January 2017.

Allegation on the presence of economic advantage

(88) To the allegation regarding the existence of economic advantage bestowed by the LNG Supplement onto Litgas, the 
Lithuanian authorities responded that under the measure approved by the 2013 Decision, Litgas could not sell the 
LNG Mandatory Quantity on a commercial basis in retail markets. Initially, Litgas, as the Designated Supplier, 
operated only in the regulated market, i.e. Litgas had an obligation to sell LNG only to certain electricity and heat 
producers, which all operate on regulated markets of heat and electricity.

(89) Furthermore, the Lithuanian authorities argued that the new set-up of the Purchase Obligation under the 2016 
Amendments did not provide an economic advantage to Litgas as any sales which the Designated Supplier 
performed on the open gas market were monitored and regulated by the NRA, which prevented Litgas from retaining 
any profit which would make it better remunerated than the average gas supplier on the market.
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Allegation on overcompensation

(90) The Lithuanian authorities rebutted the allegations of the complainants related to overcompensation on the basis of 
the fact that the LNG sale price of the Designated Supplier was regulated by the NRA. Established rules took into 
account the actual costs of the Designated Supplier, which it had incurred by implementing the entrusted SGEI 
mission. These calculations were performed by the NRA. The NRA’s assessment procedure was performed taking 
into account the return from the resale activity of the part of LNG Mandatory Quantity, which exceeded the volume 
purchased by the Obligated Purchasers. Such return was limited by law to the average return of gas suppliers 
operating on the Lithuanian gas market.

Allegations on Statoil contract

(91) The Lithuanian authorities stressed that the contract concluded with Statoil was best priced compared to other 
options received in the course of tender procedure.

Allegations on appointment of Litgas

(92) According to the Lithuanian authorities the selection of Litgas did not violate public procurement rules. The tender 
conditions were clearly laid out in the LNG Terminal Law.

3. ASSESSMENT OF THE MEASURE

(93) As mentioned in recital (10), in order to comply with the GC judgment, the Commission re-examined the 2016 
Amendments. The scope of this decision is therefore limited to the re-assessment of the 2016 Amendments and does 
not include a re-assessment of the 2019 Amendments. The Commission found in the 2018 Decision that the 2019 
Amendments are compatible with the internal market and the General Court rejected the action for annulment as 
regards those amendments, thereby confirming the Commission’s assessment in this respect.

3.1. Existence of aid

(94) Article 107(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (‘TFEU’) provides that any aid granted by a 
Member State or through State resources in any form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competition 
by favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods shall, in so far as it affects trade between 
Member States, be incompatible with the internal market.

(95) In order to conclude whether State aid is present, the Commission must assess whether the cumulative criteria of 
Article 107(1) TFEU (i.e. transfer of State resources and imputability to the State, selective advantage, potential 
distortion of competition and affectation of intra-EU trade) are met for the measure under assessment.

(96) In the 2013 Decision the Commission concluded that the LNG Supplement constituted State aid to KN.

(97) Since by the 2016 Amendments Lithuania introduced the LNG Supplement to Litgas, the Commission has to assess 
whether the cumulative criteria of Article 107(1) TFEU are met for the LNG Supplement to Litgas to constitute State 
aid.

3.1.1. Transfer of State resources and imputability

(98) As held by the Court (20), State resources encompass both advantages which are granted directly by the State and 
those granted by a public or private body designed or established by the State. The Commission considers that the 
LNG Supplement constitute State resources imputable to the State for the following reasons.

(99) First, the system for attribution and collection of the LNG Supplement was established by Lithuania. Based on the 
2016 Amendments introduced to the LNG Terminal Law, Article 5(2) stipulated that the LNG Supplement would be 
collected, administered and paid out to Litgas by the TSO in accordance with procedures established by and under 
supervision of the NRA. The LNG Supplement is not a component of the transmission fee and does not finance the 
transmission services but it constitutes a separate surcharge.

(100) Second, the State appointed the TSO as administrator of the LNG Supplement. The TSO is instructed by the State by 
means of legal acts and the supervision of the NRA. The NRA controls the entire process with regard to the 
administration and transfer to Litgas of the funds collected.

(101) The Commission also notes that the TSO — AB ‘Amber Grid’ — is controlled by UAB ‘EPSO-G’, which is 
100 %-owned by the Lithuanian Ministry of Energy.

(102) On the basis of those elements, the Commission concludes that the LNG Supplement has been provided to Litgas by 
the State through State resources and is imputable to the State.
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3.1.2. Economic advantage

(103) The LNG Supplement provides an economic advantage to Litgas as it ensures certain cost coverage and positive net 
revenues which would not be achieved under the normal competitive conditions on the market.

3.1.3. Selectivity

(104) The LNG Supplement is a selective advantage as it was granted solely to Litgas pursuant to a specific legal act — the 
LNG Terminal Law. Pursuant to the law other gas suppliers were not eligible to perform this function (See 
section 3.3.6).

3.1.4. Effect on trade and distortion of competition

(105) The objective of the LNG Supplement as amended in 2016 was to ensure the continuous operation of the LNG 
Terminal. Gas is a product traded between Member States. Favouring a particular LNG supplier — Litgas through the 
LNG Supplement — is liable to affect the patterns of trade between Member States. In addition gas is used for 
electricity production. Electricity is another product traded across Member States. Therefore, the LNG Supplement 
distorts or threatens to distort competition and is likely to affect trade between Member States.

3.1.5. Conclusion on the existence of State aid

(106) On the basis of the above-mentioned elements, the Commission concludes that the LNG Supplement as amended in 
2016 involves State aid within the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU.

3.2. Lawfulness of aid

(107) Lithuania granted the LNG Supplement under the 2016 Amendments to Litgas before the adoption of the 2018 
Decision authorising the scheme. Moreover, the latter decision was annulled by the General Court, in so far as it 
concerned these amendments. It must thus be regarded as unlawful (21).

3.3. Compatibility with the internal market

3.3.1. Legal basis for assessment

(108) In accordance with the Commission notice on determination of the applicable rules for the assessment of unlawful 
State aid (22), the Commission has assessed the compatibility of the measure with the internal market, in accordance 
with the rule applicable at the time when the aid was granted.

(109) The procedure for adopting a new decision may be resumed at the very point at which the illegality occurred (23).

(110) On the basis of point 11 of the 2012 SGEI Framework (24), the Commission considers that, ‘At the current stage of 
development of the internal market, State aid falling outside the scope of Decision 2012/21/EU may be declared compatible 
with Article 106(2) TFEU if it is necessary for the operation of the SGEI concerned and does not affect the development of trade 
to such an extent as to be contrary to the interests of the Union’ (25).

(111) The 2012 SGEI Framework describes the conditions to be met to achieve such balance.

(112) In the light of the General Court’s conclusions (see recital (8)) that the Commission should have had doubts as to the 
compatibility with the internal market of certain aspects of the 2016 Amendments, the Commission revised its 
assessment and decided to initiate the formal investigation procedure. The Commission sets out hereafter its 
preliminary assessment of the compatibility of the 2016 Amendments with the internal market on the basis of the 
conditions established in the 2012 SGEI Framework.
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3.3.2. Genuine service of general economic interest as referred to in Article 106 TFEU

(113) As indicated in point 13 of the 2012 SGEI Framework, Member States have a wide margin of discretion regarding 
the nature of services that could be classified as being SGEI. The Commission’s task is to ensure that the margin of 
discretion is applied without manifest error as regards the definition of SGEI. The Commission’s competence in this 
respect is limited to checking whether the Member State has made a manifest error when defining the service as an 
SGEI and to assessing any State aid involved in the compensation.

(114) However, as foreseen in point 46 of the 2012 SGEI Communication (26), where specific Union rules exist, the 
Member States’ discretion is bound by those rules, without prejudice to the Commission’s duty to carry out an 
assessment of whether the SGEI has been correctly defined for the purpose of State aid control. Therefore, the 
measure would be incompatible with Article 106(2) TFEU if it infringes specific EU law provisions. In the case at 
hand, the relevant provisions are laid down in the Gas Directive (27).

(115) The entrustment of a particular public service task implies the supply of services which, if it were to consider its own 
commercial interest, an undertaking would not assume or would not assume to the same extent or under the same 
conditions. Applying a general interest criterion, Member States or the Union may attach specific obligations to such 
services.

(116) The Commission notes that according to the Article 3(2) of the Gas Directive security of supply is an objective that 
might justify public service obligation.

(117) As explained in recital 208 of the 2013 Decision, the mere construction of the LNG Terminal would not ensure 
security of supply in Lithuania. In order to meet this objective it would require maintaining the LNG Terminal 
operational.

(118) The LNG Terminal Law obliged Litgas to provide the LNG Mandatory Quantity that would ensure the stable 
operation of the LNG Terminal. In order to keep the LNG Terminal operational (keep terminal ‘cool), certain 
quantities of LNG must be kept in tanks of the LNG Terminal and constantly released to the natural gas system 
operating.

(119) Furthermore, the Commission notes that annual capacity bookings or spot bookings are not sufficient to ensure 
stable operation of the LNG Terminal. This is because first, deliveries under annual bookings can always be redirected 
to another delivery point if LNG prices justify it and second, LNG operations must be planned two weeks in advance 
so the terminal cannot reply on spot deliveries. Therefore, the Commission asserts that some LNG quantities must be 
delivered on an even basis throughout the year in accordance with a fixed schedule, including the periods when the 
demand for natural gas is low.

(120) Therefore, the LNG Terminal Law imposes an obligation on Litgas to deliver the LNG Mandatory Quantity which is 
needed to maintain the LNG Terminal operational.

(121) Pursuant to the 2016 Amendments such LNG Mandatory Quantity was reduced by 1/3 due to the change of the 
operating regime into the standby regime (see recital (28)). In order to implement such legislative changes Litgas 
renegotiated its contract with Statoil in 2016 (28). Therefore, Litgas’s SGEI obligation is directly linked to this Statoil 
agreement as it ensures fulfilment of its SGEI obligation.

(122) In the light of the assessment above, the Commission reaches the preliminary conclusion that Litgas’s obligation to 
keep the LNG Terminal operational by delivering the LNG Mandatory Quantity to the LNG Terminal constitutes a 
genuine SGEI as referred to in Article 106 TFEU. This conclusion was confirmed by the General Court in its 
judgment (29).
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3.3.3. Need for an entrustment act specifying the SGEI and the methods of calculating compensation

(123) As indicated in section 2.3 of the 2012 SGEI Framework, the concept of SGEI within the meaning of Article 106 
TFEU means that the undertaking or undertakings in question have been entrusted with the operation of the service 
of general economic interest by way of one or more official acts.

(124) These acts must specify, in particular i) the precise content of the SGEI and its duration; ii) the undertakings 
concerned and territory concerned; (iii) the nature of any exclusive rights assigned to the undertakings concerned; 
(iv) the parameters for calculating, controlling and reviewing the compensation; and (v) the arrangements for 
avoiding and recovering any overcompensation.

(125) The Commission notes that the precise nature of the SGEI is determined in Article 11 of the LNG Terminal Law. 
Namely, the provision states that the Designated Supplier is entrusted with the obligation to deliver the LNG 
Mandatory Quantity to the LNG Terminal (see recital (32)).

(126) Furthermore, the Commission takes note that by Order of the Minister of Energy No 1-20 of 10 February 2014, 
Litgas was appointed as Designated Supplier on the Lithuanian territory (see recital (33)(c)).

(127) As regards the parameters for calculating the compensation, the Commission notes that Article 11 of the LNG 
Terminal Law established the principles for calculating the compensation to the Designated Supplier. The detailed 
parameters were clearly defined in the relevant implementing regulation — NRA Methodology No O3-367 
complementing the LNG Terminal Law (see recital (33)(d)).

(128) Therefore, it can be concluded that the entrustment act contained the parameters for calculating the compensation.

(129) The Commission considers on a preliminary basis that the allegations of the complainants that the parameters of the 
compensation to Litgas for the period from 1 January 2016 until 31 December 2018 were not objectively set and 
that Litgas was guaranteed to be compensated even beyond the quota relating to the Purchase Obligation (see recital 
(84)) seem to be unfounded.

(130) As it is already stated above, the Commission takes note of the fact that the legal acts such as the LNG Terminal Law 
and the NRA methodology No O3-367 established a clear model for calculating the compensation. The parameters 
of this compensation paid to Litgas were set by the NRA.

(131) The NRA Methodology No O3-367 provides the formula by which the NRA calculated the compensation to be paid 
to Litgas. The Commission notes that the formula includes all the costs for which Litgas was compensated. The list of 
costs seems to be clearly defined and no other costs are included into the compensation model.

(132) Moreover, the Commission notes that Litgas’s profit was strictly limited to a fixed profit margin approved by the 
NRA of 0,24 Eur/MWh and that its profit from sales in all cases could not exceed the average profit margin earned 
by natural gas companies in Lithuania.

(133) Based on the LNG Terminal Law the compensation was limited only to the LNG Mandatory Quantity.

(134) Finally, Litgas had to submit to the NRA regular reports on costs and revenues in order to ensure that any 
overcompensation was detected in a timely manner and was subsequently eliminated.

(135) By clearly defining the eligible costs, subjecting the Designated Supplier to regular reporting requirements and 
limiting its profits to the average profit observed on the market (see recitals (53) and (54)) the entrustment act and its 
implementing regulations seem to provide the necessary arrangements to calculate, control, review and avoid 
overcompensation.

(136) In light of the above, the Commission reaches the preliminary conclusion that the entrustment act complies with the 
requirements of section 2.3 of the 2012 SGEI Framework.

3.3.4. Duration of the period of entrustment

(137) As indicated in section 2.4 of the 2012 SGEI Framework, “the duration of the period of entrustment should be 
justified by reference to objective criteria such as the need to amortise non-transferable fixed assets. In principle, the 
duration of the period of entrustment should not exceed the period required for the depreciation of the most 
significant assets required to provide the SGEI.”
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(138) Article 11 of the LNG Terminal Law stipulates that the duration of the SGEI is limited to 10 years and is revised 
yearly by the NRA. The Commission notes that the duration of the entrustment seems to be justified as it is linked to 
the duration of the contract with Statoil for the supply of the LNG Mandatory Quantity, which will expire in 2024.

3.3.5. Compliance with Directive 2006/111/EC (30)

(139) According to point 18 of the 2012 SGEI Framework: “Aid will be considered compatible with the Internal Market on 
the basis of Article 106(2) TFEU only where the undertaking complies, where applicable, with Directive 
2006/111/EC on the transparency of financial relations between Member States and public undertakings as well as 
on financial transparency within certain undertakings”.

(140) Under Article 2(d) of Directive 2006/111/EC, any undertaking that is entrusted with the operation of an SGEI 
pursuant to Article 106(2) TFEU, that receives public service compensation in any form whatsoever in relation to 
such service and that carries out other activities, is an undertaking required to maintain separate accounts.

(141) The account separation and transparency requirements for public undertakings established in the Directive 
2006/111/EC are fulfilled by implementing acts — Resolution of the Government of the Republic of Lithuania 
No 768 dated 14 July 2005 and Amending Resolution No 1333 dated 12 December 2007.

(142) As detailed in recital (55), Litgas is obliged to maintain separate accounts for its regulated activities as a Designated 
Supplier and for its non-regulated activities.

(143) Based on the above, the Commission considers that the requirements of Directive 2006/111/EC are complied with.

3.3.6. Public procurement requirements

(144) Point 19 of the 2012 SGEI Framework requires that the responsible authority entrusts the provision of the service in 
question in compliance with the applicable Union rules in the area of public procurement.

(145) The entrustment of Litgas with the SGEI as the Designated Supplier took place in 2014 before the adoption of the 
2016 Amendments constituting the State aid under the Commission’s assessment. Nevertheless, the Commission 
will assess below the claims made by the complainants with regard to the alleged non-compliance of the aid with 
point 19 of the 2012 SGEI Framework.

(146) The complainants claim that Litgas's appointment process violated public procurement requirements (see recital 
(86)).

(147) The Commission considers that the contract would in principle fall within the material scope of Directive 
2004/18/EC (31).

(148) However, as was stated in the 2013 Decision (recitals (229)-(236)), the LNG Terminal project is a project of major 
importance for Lithuania and the appointment of AB Klaipėdos Nafta as the operator of the LNG Terminal by the 
Lithuanian government is exempted from the public procurement rules on grounds of protection of the essential 
interests of a Member State as provided by Article 14 of the Directive 2004/18/EC.

(149) The Commission considers that the appointment of Litgas as the Designated Supplier is subject to the same 
principles as the appointment of AB Klaipėdos Nafta in this respect. As in the case of AB Klaipėdos Nafta, the 
contract by which Litgas was appointed as the Designated Supplier is therefore also covered by the exemption 
provided in Article 14 of the Directive 2004/18/EC.

(150) This is due to the fact that the task of keeping the LNG Terminal operational through deliveries of the LNG 
Mandatory Quantity must be also considered as essential for Lithuania's security of gas supply. Any disruption in the 
delivery of the LNG Mandatory Quantity would jeopardise the operation of the LNG Terminal and thus the supply of 
LNG into the Lithuanian gas market and thus ultimately Lithuania's security of supply. In particular, given the 
structure of the Lithuanian gas supply market an entrustment of the Designated Supplier's tasks via a public 
procurement procedure pursuant to Directive 2004/18/EC would risk to confer the genuine SGEI to an undertaking 
linked to the former single gas supplier. In addition, an undertaking selected through the procedure under Directive 
2004/18/EC without being controlled by the State could have (at the time of the tender or later) developed ties with 
the former single supplier that would allow the latter to influence its market behaviour in a way that could negatively 
affect the fulfilment of its SGEI mission.
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(151) In the Commission's view thus adopting a different approach towards the Designated Supplier than the operator of 
the LNG Terminal (AB Klaipeda Nafta) would jeopardise the essential interests invoked in the 2013 Decision. 
Therefore, the appointment of Litgas as the Designated Supplier by the Ministry of Energy should be exempted from 
the public procurement rules on grounds of protection of the essential interests of a Member State as provided by 
Article 14 of the Directive 2004/18/EC.

(152) In this context the Commission also notes that, irrespective of the applicability of the Article 14 exemption, in 2014 
Lithuania conducted a selection process for the appointment of the Designated Supplier. The selection criteria were 
approved by the Ministry of Energy on 3 January 2014 and made public (32). The tender evaluation criteria were 
established in the secondary legislation, i.e. Section 49 DivReg. In line with the above security concerns, 
participation in this tendering procedure was only open to undertakings meeting the following selection criteria:

a) 2/3 votes of the shareholders general meeting should be held directly or indirectly by the State; and

b) the Designated Supplier should not be involved in activities related to the transmission and (or) distribution of 
gas.

(153) Litgas took part in the call for tender and was selected the winner. Consequently, by the order of the Minister of 
Energy of 10 February 2014 No 1-20 “On UAB LITGAS awarding as the Designated Supplier”, Litgas was appointed 
as the Designated Supplier.

(154) Based on the above and as confirmed by the General Court in its judgment (33), the Commission considers that 
point 19 of 2012 SGEI was complied with.

3.3.7. Amount of compensation

(155) Point 21 of the 2012 SGEI Framework states that “(…) the amount of the compensation must not exceed what is necessary 
to cover the cost of discharging the PSOs, including a reasonable profit”. The amount of compensation can be established 
on the basis of either the expected costs and revenues or the costs and revenues actually incurred or a combination 
of the two (point 22 of the 2012 SGEI Framework). Where the compensation is based, in whole or in part, on 
expected costs and revenues, they must be specified in the entrustment act. They must be based on plausible and 
observable parameters concerning the economic environment in which the SGEI is being provided and rely, where 
appropriate, on the expertise of sector regulators or of other entities independent from the undertaking. Member 
States must indicate the sources on which these expectations are based (point 23 of the 2012 SGEI Framework).

(156) The net costs necessary, or expected to be necessary, should be calculated using the net avoided cost methodology 
where required or possible, or use alternative methods such as the cost allocation methodology (points 24 and 27 of 
the 2012 SGEI Framework).

(157) Considering the fact that the LNG Terminal was the first LNG terminal in Lithuania and that there was no developed 
market expertise in LNG procurement and trading, the Commission considers, on a preliminary basis, that the 
application of the net avoided cost methodology does not seem appropriate for the assessment of the 2016 
Amendments. Where duly justified, the Commission can accept alternative methods for calculating the net cost 
necessary to discharge the SGEI, such as the methodology based on cost allocation (point 27 of the 2012 SGEI 
Framework).

(158) Under the cost allocation methodology, the maximum amount of compensation should be calculated as the 
difference between revenues and costs from fulfilling the SGEI obligation, including a reasonable profit.

(159) Under the 2016 Amendments, the compensation granted to Litgas for the SGEI, financed by the new component of 
the LNG supplement, was calculated, in essence, on the basis of the following three factors: (i) the difference between 
the LNG price paid, upstream, by Litgas to Statoil and the price at which Litgas sold, downstream, to the obligated 
purchasers and to the free market; plus (ii) compensation for the “justified” costs incurred in connection with the 
SGEI, namely the operating costs, boil-off costs, balancing costs and the costs of financing a long-term State 
guarantee; plus (iii) a regulated profit margin, determined by the NRA (see section 2.3.7.2).

(160) Therefore, the Commission will assess whether all the requirements concerning the amount of compensation 
prescribed in 2012 SGEI Framework have been complied with.
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(161) The Commission also notes that the methodology was amended in 2019. According to the new methodology 
resulting from the 2019 amendments, the compensation granted to Litgas for the SGEI, which continued to be 
financed by the new component of the LNG supplement introduced in 2016, was calculated, in essence, on the basis 
of the following two factors: (i) the difference between the LNG price paid, upstream, by Litgas to Statoil, and the 
actual average price of gas imported into Lithuania, calculated by the NRA; to which was added, (ii) compensation for 
part of the boil-off costs and the costs of financing a long-term State guarantee.

(162) It follows, in particular, that, while all the boil-off costs and balancing costs incurred by Litgas were included in the 
compensation for the SGEI during the period from 2016 to 2018, Litgas was compensated, under the 2019 
amendments, for only part of the boil-off costs and not at all for the balancing costs that it incurred.

(163) In view of this difference and in light of the GC judgment (34), the Commission will also assess the compliance of the 
amount of compensation for boil-off costs and for balancing costs during the period from 2016 to 2018 with the 
requirements of the 2012 SGEI Framework taking into account the changes in the amount of compensation of these 
two elements following the 2019 amendments.

3.3.7.1. C o s t s

(164) As described in recital (58), in addition to operating costs, Litgas incurred the following specific costs 1) boil-off gas 
costs; 2) balancing costs; 3) long-term guarantee costs.

Boil-off costs

(165) As explained in recitals (60)-(62), boil-off costs are costs caused by the evaporation of LNG which occurs when LNG 
is stored in the LNG terminal tanks before being released into the natural gas system. They are therefore essentially 
quantities of LNG lost as a result of evaporation. Those costs represented ca. 55 % of the total costs incurred by 
Litgas in connection with the SGEI in 2017.

(166) The Commission notes that, according to the Lithuanian authorities, Litgas incurred higher boil-off costs than other 
users of the LNG Terminal because, due to the fixed delivery schedule, it had to keep LNG in the tanks of the terminal 
and regasify LNG at the minimum output rate to keep the LNG terminal operational. The Lithuanian authorities 
therefore conclude that, while other users could minimise their boil-off gas costs by releasing LNG to the natural gas 
system immediately Litgas had to continue slow regasification which causes high natural losses of LNG due to 
evaporation.

(167) Furthermore, the Commission takes note that, following information provided by the Lithuanian authorities, boil-off 
gas costs were higher during the winter period when Litgas was the only user at the LNG Terminal and that they 
were lower in the summer period when several other users used the LNG Terminal. The Commission considers, on a 
preliminary basis, that because of its SGEI obligation, the Designated Supplier's boil-off gas costs were higher than 
the costs incurred by other users.

(168) However, in light of the GC Judgment (35), the Commission has doubts on whether all the boil-off costs can be 
considered “economically justified” costs linked to the SGEI and incurred efficiently for the period from 2016 to 
2018 and whether the compensation for the entirety of the boil-off costs under the 2016 amendments was 
“necessary” for the operation of the SGEI. Moreover, in light of the methodology for the calculation of the boil-off 
costs compensation in the 2019 Amendments described in recital (76) of this Decision, it is unclear whether the 
boil-off costs incurred during the periods when Litgas was not the sole user of the Terminal, should be compensated 
in full, as it has been, or whether, on the contrary, it was only necessary to compensate the costs incurred by Litgas 
which Litgas would not have incurred in the absence of the SGEI.

(169) As detailed in recitals (71)-(74), the Commission notes that under the 2019 Amendments, the Purchase Obligation 
was abolished and replaced by a Delivery Obligation. In light of the GC judgment (36), the Commission considers it 
appropriate to seek clarification whether the difference in the compensation of the boil-off costs pre- and post-2019 
may have been due to the existence of the Purchase Obligation during the period from 2016 to 2018 and to the 
abolition of that obligation in 2019; in other words, whether the Purchase Obligation determined, in any way 
whatsoever, the extent of the boil-off costs incurred by Litgas in the context of the SGEI.

(170) The Commission invites views from the Lithuanian authorities and interested parties on all issues described in 
recitals (165) to (169) above.
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Balancing costs

(171) As detailed in recitals (63)-(67), balancing costs are those incurred, in particular, under swap contracts concluded by 
Litgas with other gas suppliers, in order to respond, on a specific basis, to fluctuations in demand. The Lithuanian 
authorities explain that the conclusion of such swap contracts is necessary because of the inflexibility of the schedule 
for the supply of gas upstream, as agreed in the contract between Litgas and Statoil, which does not correspond to 
downstream demand, which shows significant seasonal fluctuations. Thus, under those swap contracts, Litgas could 
either supply gas to other suppliers, when it had excess quantities of gas, or borrow gas, when it had insufficient 
quantities of gas. Those costs represented approximately 12 % of the total costs incurred by Litgas in connection with 
the SGEI in 2017. The balancing costs could also include costs incurred by Litgas to store LNG temporarily in a 
storage facility in Inčukalns (Latvia).

(172) As explained in recital (65), the Commission notes that, according to the Lithuanian authorities, other suppliers of 
natural gas also incurred some balancing costs, but in a smaller proportion.

(173) The Commission also notes that following the 2019 amendments, under a new compensation model, Litgas was no 
more compensated for balancing costs.

(174) In light of these considerations and of the GC judgment (37), the Commission has doubts on whether all the balancing 
costs can be considered “economically justified” costs linked to the SGEI and incurred efficiently for the period from 
2016 to 2018 and whether the compensation for the entirety of the balancing costs under the 2016 Amendments 
was “necessary” for the operation of the SGEI. In particular, it is unclear whether the balancing costs should be 
compensated in full, as it has been, or whether, on the contrary, it would have only been necessary to compensate for 
the costs incurred by Litgas which it would not have incurred in the absence of the SGEI.

(175) The Commission notes that under the 2019 Amendments the Purchase Obligation was abolished and Litgas sold the 
LNG Mandatory Quantity freely on the market. The Commission therefore considers that, in order to determine 
whether Litgas should have been compensated for all, for part or for none of the balancing costs during the 2016 to 
2018 period, the impact of Purchase Obligation on the amount of balancing costs incurred needs to be further 
investigated. In light of the GC judgment (38), the Commission considers it appropriate to seek clarification whether 
the Purchase Obligation determined, in any way whatsoever, the extent of the balancing costs incurred by Litgas in 
the context of the SGEI.

(176) The Commission invites views from the Lithuanian authorities and interested parties on all issues described in 
recitals (171) to (175) above.

Long-term guarantee costs

(177) As regards costs related to the long-term guarantee, the Commission notes that in order to secure long-term supply 
of LNG from Statoil, Litgas had to issue long-term contract performance guarantees for Statoil and incurred 
additional costs, which are not inherent in the activity of any other natural gas supplier (see recital (68)).

(178) The Commission considers at this stage that these long-term guarantee costs are “justified” costs incurred in direct 
connection with the SGEI, as these costs are related to the long-term nature of the contract that Litgas concluded 
with Statoil to fulfil its SGEI mission.

3.3.7.2. R e v e n u e

(179) In accordance with point 32 of the 2012 SGEI Framework, the revenue to be taken into account must include at 
least the entire revenue earned from the SGEI.

(180) Based on the 2016 Amendments first the revenues which Litgas received as a result of selling the LNG to the 
Obligated Purchasers at the established regulated price were taken into account. In addition, the revenues that Litgas 
obtained from selling on the market the part of the LNG Mandatory Quantity not purchased by the Obligated 
Purchasers were also considered. Thus, the Commission concludes, on a preliminary basis, that all possible revenues 
that Litgas could earn under the SGEI it has been entrusted with were covered (see recital (52)).

3.3.7.3. R e a s o n a b l e  p r o f i t

(181) The 2012 SGEI Framework allows for the entity fulfilling the SGEI to achieve a reasonable profit. This is the rate of 
return on capital that would be required for a typical company considering whether or not to provide the SGEI for 
the whole duration of the entrustment act, taking into account the level of risk (points 33 and 35). Where duly 
justified, other profit level indicators can be used (point 34).
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(182) In relation to the profit margin, the Commission notes that already according to the 2013 Decision Litgas was 
entitled to a reasonable profit margin. Under the 2016 Amendments, the NRA established a fixed profit margin for 
Litgas taking into account natural gas market conditions in Lithuania. Based on the NRA calculations Litgas was 
entitled to 1) a fixed profit margin of 0,24 EUR/MWh on the sale of the LNG Mandatory Quantity to the Obligated 
Purchasers and 2) Half of the profit on the sales of LNG on the market provided that the profit did not exceed the 
profit margin of a natural gas company operating on the market.

(183) The Lithuanian authorities explained that the profit margin for sales of LNG on the market established by the 2016 
Amendments was well below the average profit margin earned by suppliers active on the Lithuanian gas supply 
market which historically amounted to 3.2 %. For the period from 2016 to 2018, Litgas profit margin was in the 
range from 1.1 % to 1.5 %.

(184) In addition, based on the NRA Methodology No O3-367 any extra profit beyond the observed average market profit 
was recouped from the beneficiary.

(185) In view of the evidence provided that the profit margin of Litgas was market conform, the Commission considers at 
this stage that it corresponds to a reasonable profit as per the 2012 SGEI Framework.

3.3.7.4. E f f i c i e n c y  i n c e n t i v e s

(186) As regards the efficiency incentives, point 39 of the 2012 SGEI Framework, provides that “[i]n devising the method 
of compensation, Member States must introduce incentives for the efficient provision of SGEI at high standard, 
unless they can duly justify that it is not feasible or appropriate to do so”.

(187) The efficiency mechanisms applicable to Litgas were established in the NRA Methodology No O3-367.

(188) The NRA Methodology No O3-367 contained a mechanism for the SGEI provider to perform assigned obligations 
efficiently. For a certain number of operating expenses (repairs, maintenance, personnel, insurances, marketing and 
administrative costs, etc.), the NRA established a ceiling for the price of the regulated service. Costs going beyond 
that limit were not compensated. In addition, since 2017 the regulated companies had an additional incentive to 
further reduce OPEX. A company, which reduced its costs more than required by the NRA in a given period of time, 
could keep part of such savings (see recital (57)).

(189) Moreover, incentives for efficient operation also related to the adjustment to inflation. The costs that were taken into 
account for setting the LNG Supplement and the compensation were increased only by half of the inflation 
coefficient and not more than 3 % (see recital (57)).

(190) To conclude, the Commission considers at this stage that the 2016 Amendments introduced new mechanisms 
positively incentivising Litgas not only to maintain its efficiency but also to increase it. Based on the 2016 
Amendments, Litgas had 1) the possibility to increase profitability by reducing OPEX exceeding the NRA established 
benchmark and 2) the possibility to keep part of the profit from the sale of surplus LNG Mandatory Quantity.

3.3.7.5. C o n t r o l  o f  o v e r c o m p e n s a t i o n

(191) Point 16(e) of the 2012 SGEI Framework requires that the act of entrustment includes arrangements for avoiding and 
recovering overcompensation. The latter should be understood as compensation that the undertaking receives in 
excess of the amount of aid as defined in point 21 of the 2012 SGEI Framework for the whole duration of the 
contract (point 47 of the 2012 SGEI Framework).

(192) Point 49 of the 2012 SGEI Framework states that “Member States must ensure that the compensation granted for 
operating the SGEI meets the requirements set out in this Communication and in particular that undertakings are 
not receiving compensation in excess of the amount determined in accordance with the requirements set out in this 
section. They must provide evidence upon request from the Commission. They must carry out regular checks, or 
ensure that such checks are carried out, at the end of the period of entrustment and, in any event, at intervals of not 
more than three years. For aid granted by means other than a public procurement procedure with publication, 
checks should normally be made at least every two years”.

(193) Litgas was obliged to submit to the NRA regular reports on costs and revenues in order to ensure that any 
overcompensation was detected in a timely manner and was subsequently eliminated (see recitals (55) and (59)).

(194) In light of the foregoing the Commission considers at this stage that the measure includes arrangements for avoiding 
and recovering overcompensation.
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3.3.8. Allegations by the complainants

(195) The complainants put forward claims that Litgas failed to operate efficiently as a typical well-run undertaking. In 
particular, the complainants argued that under the contract with Statoil, Litgas had to purchase too large volumes at 
a very high gas price (see recitals (85)).

(196) In view of the evidence submitted by the Lithuanian authorities in terms of global LNG prices and received bids (see 
recital (22)), the Commission considers, on a preliminary basis, the allegations of the complainants regarding the 
high price of the gas supply contract concluded by Litgas as unfounded. In particular, the Commission notes that 
even though in the course of the tender procedure other bidders offered lower prices for the years 2017 — 2019, 
Statoil offered significantly lower prices for the first two years of the contract (2015 — 2016), so that in aggregate 
over the five year delivery period the selected bid was the most attractive. Furthermore, the Commission takes note 
of the fact that the gas supply contract renegotiated in 2016 provides for a lowering of the initially contracted gas 
acquisition price and quantities of LNG.

(197) The Commission also considers, on a preliminary basis, unfounded the allegations of the complainants regarding the 
too big volumes contracted under the supply agreement between Litgas and Statoil. The initially contracted volume 
equalled the LNG Mandatory Quantity that was necessary to keep the LNG Terminal operational in steady mode in 
its incipient stage when there were no other LNG Terminal's users. In view of that the Commission regards the 
initially contracted gas volume as necessary for Litgas to perform its obligations under the SGEI. The Commission 
also notes that following the renegotiation of the contract with Statoil the LNG Mandatory Quantity (see recital (43)) 
and the purchase price of natural gas were lowered. Therefore, the Commission notes at this stage that the difference 
in the LNG Mandatory Quantity seems to stem from different technological requirements for the operation of the 
LNG Terminal, which were based on the technical expertise provided to the Lithuanian authorities.

(198) The Commission also considers at this stage that swap contracts and gas storage options were another way of 
minimising costs resulting from changes in seasonal demand (see recitals (65)-(67)). The promotion of such 
measures was enshrined in the applicable legal framework.

(199) In view of the above the Commission considers at this stage that the complainants’ allegations regarding the 
efficiency of Litgas are unfounded and that the requirements of the 2012 SGEI Framework regarding efficiency 
incentives are complied with.

(200) In this regard, the General Court concluded in its judgment that the complainants had failed to show that the 
Commission should have had doubts as to whether the extension of the contract between Litgas and Statoil rendered 
the compensation for the SGEI disproportionate (39).

3.3.9. Provisions applicable to undertakings carrying out activities outside the scope of the SGEI

(201) Although its activities as Designated Supplier represent the core of Litgas’s business the company also performs a 
limited number of activities unrelated to the scope of the SGEI (see recital (55)).

(202) According to point 44 of the 2012 SGEI Framework, where an undertaking carries out activities falling both inside 
and outside the scope of the SGEI, the internal accounts must show separately the costs and revenues associated with 
the SGEI and those of the other services.

(203) The Commission notes that the Lithuanian authorities have demonstrated that Litgas is subject to full separation of 
accounts (see recital (55)).

(204) The legal obligation to separate accounts of SGEI and non-SGEI activities is established in Article 44 of Law on 
Natural Gas. The detailed methodology for the separation of accounts, allocation of costs and revenues is regulated 
by the NRA Decision No O3-316 ‘Regarding the separation of accounts, costs of the natural gas undertakings’.

(205) In this context the Commission considers at this stage that the requirements of point 44 of the 2012 SGEI 
Framework are satisfied.
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3.3.10. Additional requirements which may be necessary to ensure that the development of trade is not affected to an extent 
contrary to the interests of the Union

(206) The requirements set out in sections 2.1 to 2.8 of the SGEI Framework are usually sufficient to ensure that the aid 
does not distort competition in a way that is contrary to the interests of the Union. However, it is conceivable that in 
some exceptional circumstances serious competition distortions in the internal market could remain unaddressed 
and the aid could affect trade to such an extent as would be contrary to the interest of the Union (see points 51 and 
52 of the 2012 SGEI Framework).

(207) In this case, the Commission considers at this stage that no serious competition distortions in the internal market 
have remained unaddressed and that the aid cannot affect trade to such an extent as would be contrary to the 
interests of the Union. This view is confirmed by the GC judgment (40).

(208) The Commission considers that the potential negative effects on competition and trade will be minimal. Litgas is 
entrusted to deliver the LNG Mandatory Quantity that amounts to 0,37 bcm. As the total capacity of the LNG 
Terminal is 3,75 bcm, the LNG Terminal has capacity to provide access to other potential gas suppliers. For the year 
2018 there were at least two other users of the LNG Terminal.

(209) Furthermore, the notified 2016 Amendments were limited in time from 1 January 2016 until 1 January 2019 which 
ensures avoidance of long-term distortions of competition.

3.3.11. Transparency

(210) Point 60 of the 2012 SGEI Framework provides that Member States must publish, for each SGEI compensation they 
grant: (i) the results of the public consultation, (ii) the content and duration of the SGEI, (iii) the undertakings and the 
territory concerned and (iv) the amounts of aid granted to the undertakings on a yearly basis.

(211) In this case, the Lithuanian authorities published the above-mentioned information on a publicly accessible website 
(see recitals (79)-(81)).

4. CONCLUSION

(212) On the basis of the currently available information and the elements described above, the Commission seeks 
clarification and solicits comments concerning the amount of compensation under the 2016 Amendments and in 
particular the compensation for the entirety of the following costs:

(a) Boil-off costs: whether all the boil-off costs can be considered ‘economically justified’ costs linked to the SGEI and 
incurred efficiently for the period from 2016 to 2018; whether the compensation for the entirety of the boil-off 
costs under the 2016 Amendments was ‘necessary’ for the operation of the SGEI; whether the Purchase 
Obligation determined, in any way whatsoever, the extent of the boil-off costs incurred by Litgas in connection 
with the SGEI; and

(b) Balancing costs: whether all the balancing costs can be considered ‘economically justified’ costs linked to the 
SGEI and incurred efficiently for the period from 2016 to 2018; whether the compensation for the entirety of 
the balancing costs under the 2016 Amendments was ‘necessary’ for the operation of the SGEI; whether the 
Purchase Obligation determined, in any way whatsoever, the extent of the balancing costs incurred by Litgas in 
connection with the SGEI.

(213) In the light of the foregoing considerations, the Commission, acting under the procedure laid down in Article 108(2) 
of the TFEU, requests Lithuania to submit its comments and to provide all such information as may help to assess the 
aid (measure applicable from 2016 to 2018), within one month of the date of receipt of this letter. It requests your 
authorities to forward a copy of this letter to the potential recipient of the aid immediately.

(214) The Commission wishes to remind Lithuania that Article 108(3) of the TFEU has suspensory effect, and would draw 
your attention to Article 16 of Council Regulation (EU) 2015/1589, which provides that all unlawful aid may be 
recovered from the recipient.

(215) The Commission warns Lithuania that it will inform interested parties by publishing this letter and a meaningful 
summary of it in the Official Journal of the European Union. It will also inform interested parties in the EFTA 
countries which are signatories to the EEA Agreement, by publication of a notice in the EEA Supplement to the 
Official Journal of the European Union and will inform the EFTA Surveillance Authority by sending a copy of this 
letter. All such interested parties will be invited to submit their comments within one month of the date of such 
publication.
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