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II

(Kozlemények)

AZ EUROPAI UNIO INTEZMENYEITOL, SZERVEITOL, HIVATALAITOL ES
UGYNOKSEGEITOL SZARMAZO KOZLEMENYEK

EUROPAI BIZOTTSAG

Allami timogatésok engedélyezése az Eurépai Unié mitkodésérdl sz6l6 szerzédés 107. és 108. cikke

értelmében

Olyan esetek, amelyekkel kapcsolatban a Bizottsdg nem emel kifogdst

(EGT-vonatkozisi szoveg)

(2023/C 52/01)

A hatdrozat elfogaddsinak id6pontja 2021.12.13
Tdmogatds szdma SA.100855
Tagéllam Szlovénia
Régid

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 podro¢ju zdravstva (ZNUPZ)

Az intézkedés tipusa

Program

Célkittizés

A gazdasag jelentds zavarainak kikiiszobolése

Tamogatds forméja

Vissza nem téritend§ tdmogatds

Koltségvetés

Teljes koltségvetés: 4 000 000 EUR
Eves koltségvetés: 4 000 000 EUR

Tdmogatds intenzitdsa

IdStartam

-ig 2022.6.30

Gazdasdgi dgazat

Valamennyi tdimogathatd gazdasdgi dgazat érintett

A tdmogatdst nytjté hatésdg neve és
cime

Ministry of Economic Development and Technology
Kotnikov 5, 1000 Ljubljana, SI — Slovenia




C 52)2

Az Eurépai Uni6 Hivatalos Lapja 2023.2.10.

Egyéb informdcié

A hatdrozat bizalmas adatokat mdr nem tartalmazo, hiteles nyelvi valtozata az aldbbi internetcimen taldlhaté meg:

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

A hatdrozat elfogaddsdnak idépontja 2022.12.13

Tdmogatds szdma SA.102197

Tagéllam Horvatorszag

Régi6 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 tipusa

Ad hoc tdmogatds
International Zagreb Airport Jsc (,MZLZ")

Célkittizés

Természeti katasztrofdk vagy rendkivili események dltal okozott kdrok
megtéritése

Téamogatds forméja

Adossagleiras

Koltségvetés

Teljes koltségvetés: 107 900 000 HRK
Eves koltségvetés: 107 900 000 HRK

Tdmogatds intenzitdsa

IdGtartam

jétol 2022.10.1

Gazdasdgi dgazat

Légi személyszallitds, Légi druszallitds, Szallitast kiegészits tevékenység

A tdmogatdst nydjt6 hatésag neve és
cime

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

Egyéb informaci6

A hatdrozat bizalmas adatokat mdr nem tartalmazo, hiteles nyelvi valtozata az aldbbi internetcimen taldlhaté meg:

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

A hatdrozat elfogaddsanak id6pontja

2023.1.12

Tdmogatds szdma

SA.103141
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Tagéllam Dénia
Régio

Megnevezés (és[vagy a kedvezményezett
neve)

State guarantee for travel operators of the Travel Guarantee Fund

Jogalap

Bekendtgorelse om kompensation for faktiske omkostninger til rejseudbydere og
formidlere for udenlandske rejsearrangerer som folge af COVID-19, tilskud til
fondskassen for pakkerejser og sammensatte rejsearrangementer samt afsatning
af tabsramme i 2020 til dackning af tab pa statsgarantierne pd op til 300 mio. kr.
(Executive Order no 1137 of 6 July 2020 as amended)

Az intézkedés tipusa

Program

Célkittizés

A gazdasdg jelent@s zavarainak kikiiszobolése

Tamogatds formdja

Vissza nem téritend§ tdmogatds

Koltségvetés

Teljes koltségvetés: 300 000 000 DKK
Eves koltségvetés: 300 000 000 DKK

Tdmogatds intenzitdsa

Id6tartam

-ig 2020.12.31

Gazdasagi dgazat

Utazdskozvetités, utazdsszervezés

A tdmogatdst nytjté hatésdg neve és
cime

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

Egyéb informdaci6

A hatdrozat bizalmas adatokat mdr nem tartalmazo, hiteles nyelvi valtozata az aldbbi internetcimen taldlhaté meg:

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

A hatdrozat elfogaddsanak idépontja 2022.12.9
Tdmogatds szdma SA.103238
Tagéllam Belgium
Régio

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 a la vente de voyages a forfait, de
prestations de voyages liées et de services de voyage”).
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Az intézkedés tipusa Program

Célkittizés Agazatfejlesztés

Tdmogatds formdja Egyéb (kérjik, konkretizdlja)
Koltségvetés Teljes koltségvetés: 420 000 000 EUR

Eves koltségvetés: 70 000 000 EUR

Tdmogatds intenzitdsa

Id6tartam 2023.1.1 - 2028.12.31

Gazdasagi dgazat PENZUGYI, BIZTOSITASI TEVEKENYSEG

A tdmogatast nytjté hatdsig neve és | The Federal Public Service (FPS) Economy
cime City Atrium C Rue du Progres, 50 1210 Bruxelles

Egyéb informaci6

A hatdrozat bizalmas adatokat mdr nem tartalmazd, hiteles nyelvi véltozata az aldbbi internetcimen taldlhat6 meg:

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

A hatdrozat elfogaddsanak id6pontja 2022.12.19

Tdmogatds szdma SA.103490
Tagéllam Belgium
Régio REGION WALLONNE

Megnevezés (és[vagy a kedvezményezett | Compensation des cotts des émissions indirectes en Wallonie pour la période
neve) 2021-2030

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

Az intézkedés tipusa Program

Célkittizés Kornyezetvédelem

Tamogatds formdja Vissza nem téritend§ tdmogatds
Koltségvetés Teljes koltségvetés: 200 000 000 EUR

Eves koltségvetés: 20 000 000 EUR
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Tdmogatds intenzitdsa

75,0 %

Id6tartam

2021.1.1 - 2030.12.31

Gazdasagi dgazat

Bérruhdzat gydrtdsa, Aluminiumgydrtds, Szervetlen vegyi alapanyag gyartdsa,
Olom, cink, 6n gyartasa, Papiripari rostanyag gyartdsa, Papirgydrtas, Vas-, acél-,
vasotvozet-alapanyag gydrtdsa, Kéolaj-feldolgozds, Rézgydrtds, Egyéb nem vas
fém gyartdsa, Mtianyag-alapanyag gyartdsa, Vasontés, Uvegszdlgyartds, Ipari géz

gyartdsa

A tdmogatast nytjté hatdsig neve és
cime

Ministére wallon de I'économie
Place de la Wallonie, 1, 5100 JAMBES

Egyéb informdcié

A hatdrozat bizalmas adatokat mdr nem tartalmazd, hiteles nyelvi véltozata az aldbbi internetcimen taldlhat6 meg:

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

A hatdrozat elfogaddsinak id6pontja 2022.12.19
Tdmogatds szdma SA.103704
Tagéllam Belgium

Régio 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 tipusa Program
Célkittizés Kornyezetvédelem

Tamogatds formdja

Vissza nem téritend§ tdmogatds

Koltségvetés

Teljes koltségvetés: 2109 900 000 EUR
Eves koltségvetés: 210 990 000 EUR

Tdmogatds intenzitdsa

75,0 %

Id6tartam

2021.1.1 - 2030.12.31
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Gazdasagi dgazat Bérruhdzat gyartdsa, Aluminiumgydrtds, Szervetlen vegyi alapanyag gydrtdsa,
Olom, cink, 6n gyartasa, Papiripari rostanyag gyartdsa, Papirgydrtas, Vas-, acél-,
vasotvozet-alapanyag gydrtdsa, KGolaj-feldolgozds, Rézgyartds, Egyéb nem vas
fém gyartdsa, Mtianyag-alapanyag gyartdsa, Vasontés, Uvegszdlgyartds, Ipari géz
gyartasa

A tdmogatdst nyujté hatésdg neve és | Flanders Innovation & Entrepreneurship Agency (VLAIO)
cime Koning Albert II Laan 35, 1030 Brussel

Egyéb informaci6

A hatdrozat bizalmas adatokat mar nem tartalmazé, hiteles nyelvi véltozata az aldbbi internetcimen taldlhaté meg:

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojadefisef/index.cfm

A hatdrozat elfogaddsanak id6pontja 2022.12.16

Tdmogatds szdma SA.103805
Tagéllam Roménia
Régio Romadnia

Megnevezés (ésfvagy a kedvezményezett | Sprijin pentru investitii in pepiniere si tehnologii moderne de producere a
neve) puietilor forestieri, in capacititi de conditionare a semintelor forestiere si in
realizarea de plantaje forestiere

Jogalap Proiect de Ordin pentru aprobarea schemei de ajutor de stat ,Sprijin pentru
investitii in pepiniere si tehnologii moderne de producere a puietilor forestieri, in
capacitdti de conditionare a semintelor forestiere si in realizarea de plantaje

forestiere”
Az intézkedés tipusa Program
Célkittizés MezGgazdasdg; ErdGgazdilkodds; Vidéki térségek;, Az erd6gazdalkoddsi techno-

l6gidkra, valamint erdei termékek feldolgozdsara, mobilizaldsdra és értékesitésére
irdnyuld beruhdzdsokhoz nyujtott timogatds

Tamogatds formdja Vissza nem téritend§ tdmogatds

Koltségvetés Teljes koltségvetés: 158 211 200 RON
Eves koltségvetés: 158 211 200 RON

Tdmogatds intenzitdsa 90,0 %
IdStartam -ig 2024.9.30

Gazdasagi dgazat ErdGgazdalkodas
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A tdmogatdst nydjt6 hatésdg neve és
cime

Ministerul Mediului, Apelor si Padurilor
Blvd. Libertdtii nr. 12; Sector 5; Bucuresti

Egyéb informaci6

A hatdrozat bizalmas adatokat mar nem tartalmazé, hiteles nyelvi véltozata az aldbbi internetcimen taldlhaté meg:

https://ec.europa.cu/competition/elojadefisef/index.cfm

A hatdrozat elfogaddsdnak idépontja 2022.12.21
Tdmogatds szdma SA.104264
Tagéllam Ausztria
Régio Ausztria

Megnevezés (és[vagy a kedvezményezett
neve)

Beihilfeprogramm fiir die Erbringung von Schienengiiterverkehrsleistungen in

bestimmten Produktionsformen 2023 — 2027

Jogalap

Forderungsprogramm fiir die Erbringung von Schienengiiterverkehrsleistungen
in bestimmten Produktionsformen in Osterreich 2023 bis 2027 sowie zur
Gewihrung von Forderungen fiir Schienenverkehrsleistungen im Marktsegment
,Giiterverkehr manipuliert”, fiir die in Osterreich Wegeentgelt an die
OBB-Infrastruktur AG entrichtet wird (Sonderrichtlinien) Allgemeine Richtlinien
fur die Gewdhrung von Forderungen aus Bundesmitteln (ARR 2014), BGBL. II

208/2014

Az intézkedés tipusa

Program

Célkittizés

A szdllitds 6sszehangoldsa, Agazatfejlesztés

Tamogatds forméja

Vissza nem téritend§ tdmogatds

Koltségvetés

Teljes koltségvetés: 1443 500 000 EUR
Eves koltségvetés: 288 700 000 EUR

Tdmogatds intenzitdsa

IdGtartam

2023.1.1 - 2027.12.31

Gazdasagi dgazat

Vastti druszéllitds

A tdmogatast nytjté hatdsig neve és
cime

Mag. Roland SCHUSTER

Bundesministerium fiir Klimaschutz, Umwelt, Energie, Mobilitdt, Innovation und

Technologie
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Egyéb informdcio

A hatdrozat bizalmas adatokat mdr nem tartalmazo, hiteles nyelvi valtozata az aldbbi internetcimen taldlhaté meg:

https://ec.europa.cu/competition/elojadefisef/index.cfm

A hatdrozat elfogaddsanak idépontja 2022.12.19
Tdmogatds szdma SA.104831
Tagéllam Finnorszag
Régid

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 tipusa

Ad hoc tdmogatds
Meyer Turku Oy

Célkit(izés

A gazdasig jelentés zavarainak kikiiszobolése, Agazatfejlesztés

Tdmogatds formdja

A t8kenyujtds egyéb formdi

Koltségvetés

Teljes koltségvetés: 80 000 000 EUR
Eves koltségvetés: 80 000 000 EUR

Tdmogatds intenzitdsa

IdStartam

jétol 2022.12.22

Gazdasagi dgazat

Hajo, csénak gyartasa

A tdmogatdst nytjté hatésdg neve és
cime

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

Egyéb informdcio

A hatdrozat bizalmas adatokat mdr nem tartalmazd, hiteles nyelvi véltozata az aldbbi internetcimen taldlhat6 meg:

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

A hatdrozat elfogaddsanak idépontja 2023.1.26
Tdmogatds szdma SA.105503
Tagéllam Romdnia
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Régio Romania

Megnevezés (és[vagy a kedvezményezett | The IMM Invest Plus State Aid Scheme

neve)

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 tipusa Program

Célkittizés A gazdasdg jelentGs zavarainak kikiiszobolése

Tamogatds forméja Vissza nem téritendd tdmogatds, Kezességvallalds

Koltségvetés Teljes koltségvetés: 23 131 679 000 RON

Eves koltségvetés: 157 985 906 923 RON

Tdmogatds intenzitdsa

IdGtartam -ig 2023.12.31
Gazdasagi dgazat Valamennyi tdimogathatd gazdasdgi dgazat érintett

A tdmogatdst nytjté hatésdg neve és | Ministry of Finance
cime B-dul Libertdtii, nr. 16, sector 5, Bucuresti

Egyéb informdcio

A hatdrozat bizalmas adatokat mdr nem tartalmazd, hiteles nyelvi véltozata az aldbbi internetcimen taldlhat6 meg:

https://ec.europa.cu/competition/elojadefisef/index.cfm
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(Hirdetmények)

A VERSENYPOLITIKA VEGREHAJTASARA VONATKOZO ELJARASOK

EUROPAI BIZOTTSAG

ALLAMI TAMOGATAS - EGYESULT KIRALYSAG
SA.34914. (2013/C) szdmd allami tdmogatds — Egyesiilt Kirdlysdg — gibraltdri tdrsasigiado-rendszer

Felhivds észrevételek benydjtdsira az Eurdpai Unié miikodésérdl szolé szerzGdés 108. cikkének
(2) bekezdése értelmében

(EGT-vonatkozdst szoveg)

(2023/C 52/02)

2022. oktéber 31-én kelt levelével, amelynek hiteles nyelvi véltozata megtaldlhat6 ezen 6sszefoglald végén, a
Bizottsdg értesitette az Egyesiilt Kirdlysdgot arrdl, hogy kiterjeszti a gibraltdri székhelyd MJN Holdings Limited
(a tovabbiakban: MJN GibCo) részére egy holland betéti tarsasigtol — amelynek {6 részvényese az MJN
GibCo — beérkezd jogdijbevétel vonatkozdsiban nyjtott tdrsasdgiado-mentességgel kapcsolatban az Eurdpai
Unié miikodésérdl szolo szerzédés 108. cikkének (2) bekezdése értelmében 2013. oktéber 16-dn inditott
hivatalos vizsgélati eljdrdst . Annak ellenére, hogy 2013-ban egy jogszabdlymoddositds 2014. janudr 1-jével
adokotelessé tette a jogdijbol szdrmazé bevételeket, az MJN GibCo a 2012-ben hozott feltételes
adomegillapitdsi hatdrozat tovabbi alkalmazdsa miatt mégis részesiilt az emlitett adomentességben.

Az érdekeltek a bizottsagi eljards targyat képezd intézkedésre vonatkozd észrevételeiket az aldbbi 6sszefoglald
és az annak végén taldlhaté levél kozzétételét kovetSen egy honapon beliil tehetik meg az aldbbi cimen:

European Commission (Eurépai Bizottsdg)

Directorate-General Competition (Versenypolitikai FSigazgatosag)
State Aid Greffe (Allami timogatdsok Iktatdsi Osztilya)

1049 Bruxelles/Brussel

BELGIQUE/BELGIE

Fax: + 32 22961242

Stateaidgreffe@ec.europa.eu

Az észrevételeket a Bizottsdg tovdbbitja az Egyesiilt Kirdlysignak. Az észrevételek benytjtoi kérésiiket
megindokolva, frdsban kérhetik adataik és/vagy a benytjtott észrevételek részeinek bizalmas kezelését.

2013. oktbber 16-4n a Bizottsdg hivatalos vizsgélati eljardst inditott annak megéllapitdsdra, hogy a nyereségad6rol sz616
2010. évi gibraltari torvény (a tovabbiakban: ITA 2010) szerinti, passziv érdekeltségekre és jogdijakra vonatkozé
adémentesség szelektiv elényben részesit-e bizonyos véllalatokat, megsértve ezzel az unids allami tdmogatdsi szabalyokat.
2014. oktober 1-jén a Bizottsag a hivatalos vizsgalati eljarast kiterjesztette 165, 2011 janudrja és 2013 augusztusa kozott
killonboz8 gibraltari cégekkel kapcsolatban hozott feltételes adomegdllapitdsi hatdrozatra (a tovdbbiakban: feltételes
adomegiéllapitdsi hatdrozat). A hivatalos vizsgélati eljdrdst lezdr6, 2018. december 19-i végleges hatdrozatban a Bizottsdg
jogellenes és Osszeegyeztethetetlen tdmogatdst allapitott meg (1) a passziv érdekeltségekbdl és jogdijakbdl szarmazé
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bevételek adémentessége; valamint (2) azon adéiigyi megitélés tekintetében, amely ald 6t, gibraltari székhelyd és holland
betéti tarsasdgokban részvényes, és azoktdl passziv érdekeltségekbdl és jogdijakbol szarmazo bevételekben részesiil§ vallalat
(tobbek kozott az MJN GibCo) esik, a gibraltari kormany altal hozott feltételes adomentességi hatdrozatok alapjan. A
hatdrozat ellen a Mead Johnson Nutrition Group tobb tagja is fellebbezést nydjtott be. A Mead Johnson Nutrition (Asia
Pacific) és tdrsai kontra Bizottsdg (T-508/19) tigyben hozott 2022. dprilis 6-i torvényszéki itélet megsemmisitette a
Bizottsdg végleges hatdrozatanak adémegéllapitdsokra vonatkoz6 azon részét, amely a 2012-es feltételes adomegallapitasi
hatdrozat alapjan az MJN GibCo-nak nyujtott egyedi timogatdshoz kapcsolddik.

A végleges hatdrozat torvényszék dltali részleges megsemmisitését kovetSen a Bizottsdg feliilvizsgdlta mind az Egyesiilt
Kirdlysdg, mind pedig a gibraltdri hatésdgok dltal az MJN GibCo-val kapcsolatban 2012-ben hozott feltételes
adémegillapitdsi hatdrozat (és annak 2014. janudr 1-je utdn valé alkalmazdsa) tigyében szolgaltatott informacidkat.

2018. oktdber 16-i megsziinéséig az MJN GibCo a nemzetkozi Mead Johnson Csoport gibraltdri székhelyti tagjaként
miikodott. Az MJN GibCo tevékenysége keretében kiiltagként részesedéssel rendelkezett a 2017. decemberi 15-i
megsziinéséig Hollandidban székhellyel rendelkez Mead Johnson Three CV (a tovabbiakban: MJT CV) holland jog szerinti
betéti tarsasdgban (commanditaire vennootschap, a tovabbiakban: holland CV).

A relevans feltételes adomegallapitdsi hatdrozat arra a gibraltdri adotigyi megitélésre vonatkozik, amely ald az MJN
GibCo-hoz az MJT CV-n keresztiil érkez6 jogdijbevételek esnek. A gibraltari nyereségadd-szabélyok alapjan a holland CV
,adoiigyi szempontbdl atlathaténak” mindsiil, vagyis a hollandiai CV altal termelt haszon a gibraltari partner (azaz ebben az
esetben az MJN GibCo) altal termelt haszonnak mindsiil. Tekintettel a relevdns feltételes adomegallapitdsi hatdrozatra, a
gibraltdri adohatésig megerdsitette, hogy az MJN GibCo mentesiil a CV-ben generdlt jogdijbevételek utdn fizetendd
jovedelemadé-kotelezettség aldl. A meghozatala idején (2012-ben) a feltételes adomegéllapitdsi hatdrozat még 6sszhangban
volt az aktudlis gibraltari jogszabalyokkal, mivel ekkor a jogdijbevételek édltalinos adémentességet élveztek, azonban egy
201 3-as jogszabaly-mddositds 2014. janudr elsejétd] adokotelessé tette ezeket; a feltételes adomegéllapitdsi hatdrozat ennek
ellenére tovabbra is alkalmazdsban maradt.

A fentiek alapjdn a Bizottsagnak kétségei vannak azt illetGen, hogy az MJN GibCo 2014. janudr 1-jét6l a megsztinéséig
terjedS idészakban a Gibraltaron ténylegesen fizetendd tdrsasdgi adot megfizette.

A Bizottsdg a jelenlegi szakaszban okkal feltételezi, hogy az MJN GibCo-val kapcsolatban hozott feltételes adomegallapitdsi
hatdrozat 2014. janudr 1-je (a jogszabdlymoddositds életbe lépése) utdni alkalmazdsa a Szerz6dés 107. cikkének
(1) bekezdése értelmében dllami tdmogatdsnak mindsiil.

A Bizottsdg véleménye szerint a tdrsasdgi ad6zdsi szabdlyok fentiekben részletezett, helytelen médon val6 alkalmazdsa
Gibraltarnak tulajdonithat6 és dllami forrdsok hasznalatdt eredményezi, mivel ezéltal az dllam addbevételektd] esik el. Az
MJN GibCo 2014. janudr 1-je utdni adotigyi megitélése emellett szelektiv el6nyben részesités gyandjat veti fel. Végezetil, a
Bizottsdg versenytorzuldst és a tagdllamok kozotti kereskedelemre gyakorolt hatast allapit meg, tekintve, hogy az MJN
Gibco egy olyan nemzetkozi csoport tagja, amely tobb olyan tagdllamban és olyan piacokon aktiv, ahol a bels§ piacon
intenziv kereskedelem folyik.

Mivel egy ilyen tdimogatds Gj timogatdsnak mindsiilne, és mivel a Bizottsdg e szakaszban agy itéli meg, hogy a 107. cikk (2)
és (3) bekezdésében meghatdrozott eltérések egyike sem alkalmazhatd, a Bizottsdg tgy hatdrozott, hogy kiterjeszti a
hivatalos vizsgdlati eljdrast.

Az (EU) 2015/1589 (') tandcsi rendelet 16. cikkével 6sszhangban minden jogellenes tdmogatds visszafizettethet§ a
kedvezményezettel.

Az Egyesiilt Kirdlysdg Eurdpai Uniobdl torténd kilépésérdl rendelkezd megallapodds (a tovdbbiakban: kilépésrél rendelkezd
megallapodds) 92. cikke szerint a 2020. december 31-én véget ért dtmeneti idGszak el6tt meginditott kozigazgatdsi
eljardsok a Bizottsdg hatdskorébe tartoznak. Osszhangban a kilépésrél rendelkez8 megéllapodds ugyanezen rendelkezésével,
a jelen tigyben alkalmazando eljdrdsi szabalyok megegyeznek az unids jog szerinti allami tdmogatési eljdrdsi szabalyokkal.

() A Tandcs (EU) 2015/1589 rendelete (2015. jilius 13.) az Eurépai Unié mtikodésérdl szol6 szerz8dés 108. cikkének alkalmazdsdra
vonatkoz6 részletes szabdlyok megéllapitdsarél (HL L 248., 2015.9.24., 9. o.).
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A LEVEL SZOVEGE

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 (") 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 (?) 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.

() 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 (O] L 248, 24.9.2015, p. 9).

() 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.
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(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 (O] 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, lllinois (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 (*) 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 201 3. 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.

() 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.
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2.1. Overall description of the Gibraltar corporate income tax system

(17) ITA 2010 (%) 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 (°) ordinarily resident (°) 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 ().

(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 (¥), 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 (°) 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 (') in several landmark
cases, such as Hang Seng (') and HK-TVB ('2), 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 (**).

() 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’.

() ‘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.

(®)  ‘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.

() 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.

()  However, dividends paid or payable by a company to another company are not subject to tax.

(°)  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.

("% 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.

(")  Commissioner of Inland Revenue v Hang Seng Bank Ltd [1991] 1 AC 306.

(")  Commissioner of Inland Revenue v HK-TVB International Ltd [1992] 2 AC 397.

("¥)  United Kingdom submission, 14/11/2013, p. 2.
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(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 (%), 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 (*°).

(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 (*¢). 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 (V).

(26)  Following the latter amendment, Schedule 1 (%) 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.c.
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

(") 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.

(") 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.

(") Income Tax (Amendment) Regulations 2013, published in the Second Supplement to the Gibraltar Gazette No 4006 of 6 June 2013.

() Income Tax (Amendment) Act 2013, published in the First Supplement to the Gibraltar Gazette No 4049 of 24 December 2013.

("®)  See Schedule 1, Table C, Class 3A (Royalties)
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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 (**). 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.c. 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 sharecholding 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 % (*°). 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. (M] 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 (*!).

(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’) (33, 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) Inits 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’ (*%).

(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.

() The ATR granted to MJN GibCo was listed in the Annex of the First Decision to Extend Proceedings (No 144).

(*)  MJN GibCo’s shareholding in MJT CV entitled it to 99,99 % of MJT CV’s profits.

(*')  MJT CV held licences for such intellectual property rights, which it sub-licensed to MJ BV, in consideration of royalty fees.

(*®»  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.
(¥)  Section 40 ITA 2010 is an anti-abuse rule that allows the Commissioner of Income Tax to disregard artificial or fictitious
arrangements.
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(37) The situation referred to in MJN GibCo’s application for an ATR involved the following structure:

MJN MJN Asia
Holdings Pacific LLC
Ltd (Gib) (US)

Limited partner 99,99% General partner 0,01%

Mead Johnson
Three CV (NL)
Holds IP rights

Licence Royalties

Mead Johnson BV
(NL)
Exploits IP rights

(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 (*). 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 (¥). 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 (*%). 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) (¥/).

(*)  Inreality, 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).

(*)  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

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

(*)  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.
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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.

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 (*).

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 M]N GibCo). A consultation of public databases
suggests that MJT CV was dissolved on 15 December 2017.

3. POSITION OF THE UNITED KINGDOM

The UK authorities confirmed that the Gibraltar Income Tax Office views Dutch CVs as tax transparent entities (*°).
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

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’.

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 (*°).

4.1.1. Imputability and State resources

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 (*!), 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

See annexes 5, 6 and 7 of Gibraltar’s submission dated 15 March 2018.

See United Kingdom’s submission of 21 February 2018.

Joined Cases C-20/15 P Commission v World Duty Free ECLLEU:C:2016:981, paragraph 53 and the case law cited.

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.
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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 (*?). 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 (*)). 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 (*). 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 (**), 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 (*°).

4.1.4.1. Advantage

(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 (*’). In establishing the existence of an advantage, reference is to be made
to the effect of the measure itself (**). 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 (*°).

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

() 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.

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

(*)  Case C-128/16 P Commission v. Spain ECLLEU:C:2018:591 paragraph 84. See also C-271/13 P Rousse Industry v Commission
ECLLEU: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 ECLL:EU:C:2011:368, paragraph 136; Case C-172/03 Heiser ECLLEU:C:2005:130, paragraph 55; and Case C-156/98
Germany v Commission ECLIEU:C:2000:467, paragraph 30, and the case-law cited.

() See Case C-20/15 P Commission v World Duty Free Group ECLLEU:C:2016:981, paragraph 56 and Case C-6/12 P Oy

ECLLEU:C:2013:525, paragraph 18.

() Case C-417/10 3M Italia EU:C:2012:184, paragraph 38.

(*®)  Case 173|73 Italy v. Commission ECLLEU:C:1974:71, paragraph 13.

(*)  Case C-66/02 Italy v Commission ECLLEU:C:2005:768, paragraph 78; Case C-222/04 Cassa di Risparmio di Firenze and Others

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

31.
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(55)

(56)

(*)

*)

(*)

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).

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 (*), 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).

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. Selectivity

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’ (*!). 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’ (*)).

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.

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 (...).

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

Ibid.
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(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 (**). 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 (*%). 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 (**). The reference
system constitutes the framework against which the existence of a selective advantage is to be assessed (*°). 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) (*).

(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

(*)  Case T-314(15 Greece v. Commission ECLLEU:T:2017:903, paragraph 79.

(*  In which case, the measure could either be part of a State aid scheme or it is a general (non-selective) measure.

(¥)  Case C-374/17 A Brauerei ECLLEU:C:2018:1024, paragraph 36 and the case-law cited.

(*)  See Case C-203/16 P Dirk Andres v Commission (‘Sanierungsklausel’) ECLLEU: 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,
ECLLEU:C:2006:511, paragraph 56 and Case C-524/14 P Commission v Hansestadt Liibeck, EU:C:2016:971, paragraph 55.

() See Case C-374[17 A Brauerei ECLLEU: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 (O] C 262, 19.7.2016, p. 1), paragraph 134.
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(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) (*). 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 (**) 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 (!) 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.

(*)  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.

(*)  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.

(") 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’
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(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 (*°).

(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) (*!),
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 (*2). 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 (*%).

(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.

() Joined Cases C-106/09 P and C-107/09 P Commission v. Government of Gibraltar and United Kingdom, ECLLEU:C:2011:732,
paragraph 75; Joined Cases C-20/15 P and C-21/15 P World Duty Free Group, ECLLEU:C:2016:981, paragraph 54 and Case C-374/17
A Brauerei ECLLEU:C:2018:1024, paragraphs 33, 36 and 38.

(") 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.

("3  Case C-374[17 A Brauerei ECLLEU:C:2018:1024, paragraph 48 and the case-law cited.

(**)  Joined Cases C-78/08 to - 80/08, Paint Graphos ECLLEU:C:2011:550, paragraphs 73 and 75.
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(79)

(80)

(82)

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. Provisional conclusion on the existence of a selective advantage

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

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.

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’ (**). 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 (*°).

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 (*°) (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.

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 M]N 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) (*’).

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

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

Case C-170/83 Hydrotherm ECLLEU:C:1984:271, paragraph 11. See also Case T-137/02 Pollmeier Malchow v. Commission
ECLLEU:T:2004:304, paragraph 50.

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

MJN (Asia Pacific) PTE Ltd Singapore or any other company of the group that would have taken over the holding in MJN GibCo.
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.
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obligation) (*%). 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) (**). 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 (*°) 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 (*!). 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 ().

(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 (*).

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).

(*®)  Regulation No 2015/1589, Article 2.

(%) Article 108(3) TFEU; Regulation No 2015/1589, Article 3.

() 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.

(°")  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.

(®3)  Case T-68/03 Olympiaki Aeroporia Ypiresies v. Commission ECLLEU:T:2007:253, paragraph 34.

(*)  Case T-308/11 Eurallumina v Commission, ECLLEU:T:2014:894, paragraphs 85 and 86.
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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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ALLAMI TAMOGATAS - LITVANIA

SA.44678 (2022/C)(korabbi 2018/N) szdmd édllami timogatds — A litvdniai LNG-termindlhoz nydjtott
tdmogatds modositisa

Felhivds észrevételek benytijtisira az Eurépai Unié mitkodésérdl szolé szerzGdés 108. cikkének
(2) bekezdése értelmében

(EGT-vonatkozdsd szoveg)

(2023/C 52/03)

2022. december 1-jén kelt levelével, amelynek hiteles nyelvi véltozata megtaldlhaté ezen 6sszefoglalé végén, a
Bizottsdg értesitette Litvanidt arrdl, hogy a fent emlitett intézkedéssel kapcsolatosan az Eurdpai Unid
miikodésérél szol6 szerz8dés (EUMSZ) 108. cikkének (2) bekezdése szerinti eljards meginditdsardl hatarozott.

A Bizottsag tigy hatdrozott, hogy az ezen osszefoglalot kovets levélben ismertetett egyéb intézkedések ellen
nem emel kifogast.

Az érdekeltek a bizottsdgi eljdrds tdrgydt képezd intézkedésekre vonatkozd észrevételeiket az aldbbi 6sz-
szefoglal6 és az annak végén taldlhat6 levél kozzétételét kovetS egy honapon beliil tehetik meg az aldbbi
cimen:

European Commission,
Directorate-General Competition
State Aid Greffe

1049 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIE

Fax: +32 22961242
Stateaidgreffe@ec.curopa.eu

Az észrevételeket a Bizottsdg tovabbitja Litvanidnak. Az észrevételek benytjtoi kérésiiket megindokolva,
irdsban kérhetik adataik és/vagy a benyujtott észrevételek részeinek bizalmas kezelését.

ELJARAS
2013. november 20-dn a Bizottsdg tdmogatdsi programot hagyott jova a klaipédai cseppfoly6sitottfoldgdz-termindl (LNG)
épitésének és tizemeltetésének tdmogatdsara (a tovabbiakban: a 2013. évi hatdrozat).

A Bizottsag 2018. oktéber 31-én jovahagyta a 2013. évi hatdrozatban jovdhagyott timogatasi program két mddositdsat, a
2016-t6l 2018-ig tarté iddszakra vonatkozé 2016. évi médositdsokat, valamint a 2019 és 2024 kozotti idGszakra
vonatkoz6 2019. évi mddositdsokat (a tovabbiakban: a 2018. évi hatdrozat).

2021. szeptember 8-dn a Torvényszék a T-193/19. sz. Achema AB és Achema Gas Trade UAB kontra Bizottsdg iigyben
(ECLLEU:T:2021:558) részben megsemmisitette a 2018. évi hatdrozatot. A Torvényszék ugy itélte meg, hogy a 2016. évi
modositdsokat illetGen a Bizottsdgnak kétségbe kellett volna vonnia az intézkedés belsS piaccal vald OsszeegyeztethetSségét,
és meg kellett volna inditania az EUMSZ 108. cikkének (2) bekezdése szerinti hivatalos vizsgdlati eljdrdst. A Torvényszék a
kereset ezt meghaladd részét elutasitotta, és mindenekel6tt elutasitotta a 2018. évi hatdrozat elleni keresetet annyiban,
amennyiben a Bizottsdg ugy hatdrozott, hogy nem emel kifogdst a 2019. évi médositasokbdl ered§ dllami tdmogatassal
szemben.

A Torvényszék itéletének valé megfelelés érdekében a Bizottsdg Gjra megvizsgdlta a 2016. évi modositdsokat, és tigy
hatdrozott, hogy meginditja az EUMSZ 108. cikkének (2) bekezdése szerinti hivatalos vizsgdlati eljarast.

A 2018. évi hatdrozat részleges megsemmisitését kovetGen a 2016. évi mddositisok végrehajtdsit jogellenesnek kell
tekinteni.

A BIZOTTSAG ALTAL INDITOTT ELJARAS TARGYAT KEPEZO INTEZKEDES ISMERTETESE:

A 2013. évi hatdrozattal jovdhagyott intézkedések célja a litvdniai Klaipéda tengeri kikotdben taldlhaté LNG-terminal
épitésének és tizemeltetésének tdimogatasa volt. A 201 3. évi hatdrozat mindenekel6tt egy vételi kotelezettséget hagyott jova,
amelynek célja az volt, hogy biztositsa az LNG-termindl mindenkori mtikodéképességének biztositisdhoz technikailag
szitkséges minimélis LNG-mennyiséget (a tovdbbiakban: kotelez8 LNG-mennyiség). A kotelezett védsarloknak a kijelolt
beszallit6tol kellett megvésdrolniuk azt a kotelez6 LNG-mennyiséget, ami technikailag biztositand az LNG-terminal
mindenkori mtikodképességét.
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2014. februdr 10-én a litvan energiatigyi minisztérium egy ajanlati felhivdst kovetSen a Litgas UAB allami vallalatot (a
tovabbiakban: Litgas) vélasztotta ki kijelolt beszallitonak.

2016-ban a litvan hatésdgok tigy hatdroztak, hogy médositjak a 2013. évi hatdrozattal jovahagyott programot oly médon,
hogy a Litgast dltaldnos gazdasagi érdekd szolgéltatdssal bizzdk meg a kotelezd LNG-mennyiség biztositdsa érdekében, és
bevezetnek egy LNG-feldrat a Litgas javara, amelyet valamennyi gdzfogyasztonak kell finansziroznia.

A Litgas javdra hozott tj intézkedéseket két 1épésben vezették be.

A 2016-2018 kozotti id6szakra vonatkozd 2016. évi modositdsok bevezették az ltaldnos gazdasagi érdekd szolgaltatdst,
amelyet a kotelez6 LNG-mennyiségért fizetendé LNG-felar révén ellentételeztek a kijelolt beszalliténak.

A 2019-2024 kozotti idGszakra vonatkozé 2019. évi moédositdsok eltorolték a beszerzési kotelezettséget, és dj
modszertant vezettek be a kijelolt szolgaltatéra bizott dltaldinos gazdasdgi érdekii szolgaltatisok ellentételezésének
kiszdmitdsara. Kiilonosen ami a kijelolt szolgaltatora bizott dltaldnos gazdasagi érdekd szolgaltatds ellentételezésének
kiszdmitdsdra szolgdlé Gj moédszertant illeti, a 2016. évi modositdsok teljes mértékben kompenzaltdk a parologtatdssal
Osszefiiggs és kiegyenlitési koltségeket, mig a 2019. évi mddositdsok csak részben kompenziltdk a pérologtatdssal
osszefiiggs koltségeket, és a kiegyenlitési koltségeket pedig mar nem kompenzéltak.

Litvania a 2016. évi médositasok nemzeti jogalapjaként az energidrdl szol6 torvényt és a cseppfolydsitottfoldgaz-termi-
nalrél sz6l6 modositott torvényt (a tovdbbiakban: LNG-termindlr6l szolé torvény) jelolte meg. Az intézkedés teljes
koltségvetése a 2016—2018-as idgszakban 78 631 120 EUR volt.

AZ INTEZKEDES ERTEKELESE

A Bizottsdg a 2012. évi dltaldnos gazdasdgi érdekd szolgaltatdsokra vonatkoz6 keretszabdlyban (HL C 8., 2012.1.11., 15. 0.)
meghatérozott feltételek alapjan tjra megvizsgélta a 2016. évi mddositdsok belsé piaccal vald Osszeegyeztethetségét. A
Bizottsdg mindenekelStt arra az el6zetes kovetkeztetésre jutott, hogy a Litgast valodi altalinos gazdasdgi érdekd
szolgaltatdssal biztak meg, és hogy a 2012. évi altalanos gazdasagi érdekii szolgaltatasokra vonatkozé keretszabdly legtobb
kovetelményének tgy tiinik, hogy eleget tettek.

Mindazonaltal a Bizottsag felvildgositast és észrevételeket kér a 2016. évi médositdsok szerinti kompenzacié dsszegével, és
killonosen a kovetkezd koltségek Osszességének ellentételezésével kapcsolatban:

a) a pdrologtatdssal Gsszefiiggs koltségek: ,gazdasdgilag indokoltnak” tekinthet6-e az dltalinos gazdasigi érdekd
szolgaltatishoz kapcsolodd és a 2016 és 2018 kozotti iddszakban ténylegesen felmeriilt, parologtatdssal osszefiiggd
osszes koltség; ,sziikséges” volt-e az altalanos gazdasdgi érdekd szolgaltatds mikodtetéséhez a 2016. évi modositdsok
értelmében a pdrologtatdssal Osszefiiggd koltségek Osszességének ellentételezése; a beszerzési kotelezettség barmilyen
médon meghatdrozta-e a Litgas dltal az dltalinos gazdasdgi érdekd szolgdltatds keretében viselt, parologtatdssal
osszefiiggd koltségek mértékét; valamint

b) kiegyenlitési koltségek: ,gazdasdgilag indokoltnak” tekinthet§-e az altaldnos gazdasdgi érdekd szolgdltatdshoz
kapcsolddé és a 2016 és 2018 kozotti iddszakban ténylegesen felmeriilt kiegyenlitési koltségek osszessége; ,szikséges”
volt-e az altaldnos gazdasdgi érdekd szolgdltatds miikodtetéséhez a 2016. évi mddositisok értelmében a kiegyenlitési
koltségek Osszességének ellentételezése; a beszerzési kotelezettség barmilyen médon meghatérozta-e a Litgas dltal az
altaldnos gazdasagi érdeki szolgaltatds keretében viselt kiegyenlitési koltségek mértékét.

Az (EU) 2015/1589 tandcsi rendelet (') 16. cikkével osszhangban minden jogellenes timogatds visszafizettethet a
kedvezményezettekkel.

() A Tandcs (EU) 2015/1589 rendelete (2015. julius 13.) az Eurépai Unié mtikodésérdl szol6 szerz8dés 108. cikkének alkalmazésdra
vonatkoz6 részletes szabdlyok megéllapitdsarél (HL L 248., 2015.9.24., 9. o.).
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A LEVEL SZOVEGE

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 (*) (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 Klaipéda Seaport were
declared compatible with the internal market (‘the 2013 Decision’) ().

(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 Grupé (‘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’) (*).

(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 (%) and to have the present decision adopted and notified in English.

") ECLLEU:T:2021:558

() Commission Decision C(2013) 7884 final of 20 November 2013 on case SA.36740 (2013/NN) Aid to Klaipédos Nafta — LNG
Terminal, Lithuania, JOCE C/161/2016.

()  Commission Decision C(2018) 7141 final on case SA.44678 (2018/N) Modification of aid for LNG Terminal in Lithuania (O] 2019
C 14, p. 1).

() Regulation No 1 determining the languages to be used by the European Economic Community (O] 17, 6.10.1958, p. 385).
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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 Klaipéda 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 Klaipédos 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 (°) (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 (°) 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’ (). 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.

) AB Amber Grid.

(

(°)  The Lithuanian Government set the quantity upon declaration of KN of the LNG volume necessary to ensure stable operation of the
LNG Terminal.

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

electricity (co-generation) plants.
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(23)

(24)

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.

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

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

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.

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.

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 bem 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
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(28)

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.

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 bem/year the LNG Mandatory Quantity that was needed to ensure the operation of
the LNG Terminal.

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 (%).

The new measures in favour of Litgas were introduced in two steps:
(a) covering the period from 2016-2018 (°) (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 (%) (the 2019 Amendments’):

— Abolition of the Purchase Obligation;

— New methodology for calculating the compensation for the SGEI entrusted to the Designated Supplier.
A detailed description of the modifications is provided below in sections 2.3.6 and 2.3.7.
2.3.2. National legal basis

Lithuania indicated as national legal basis for the 2016 Amendments the Law on Energy (') and the Law on
Liquefied Natural Gas Terminal ('?) (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.

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 03-650 approved on 15-12-2015 ‘Regarding approval of the Methodology for Setting
Forecasted Natural Gas Reference Price’ (Methodology for setting gas reference price No 03-650°).

(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’).

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.

From 1 January 2016 to 31 December 2018.

From 1 January 2019 to 31 December 2024.

Law on Energy of the Republic of Lithuania No. IX-884 adopted on 16-05-2002; Official Gazette Valstybés Zinios, 2002, 56-2224.
Law on Liquefied Natural Gas Terminal No. XI-2053 adopted on 12-06-2012. Publication: Official Gazette Valstybés Zinios, 2012,
68-3466.
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(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 03-367’). 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 0O3-367, 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 23562675 30968 445 24100 000 78631120

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 | 34551588 | 34520933 | 33856268 | 31714607 | 31714607 | 31714607 | 198072611

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 (*3).

(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.

(") Based on Article 11(2) of the LNG Terminal Law, the Designated Supplier is recognized as an entity of strategic importance for
national security.
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2.3.6. The 2016 amendments
(42) Pursuant to the 2016 Amendments (**), 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);

=

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;

¢) the LNG Mandatory Quantity was reduced from 0,54 bcm per year to 0,37 bem 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 bem
per year, second, the duration of the contract was extended until 2024 and, third, the LNG price was reduced.

2.3.6.1. Determination of the regulated price by the NRA

(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 (**), 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.

(") The above mentioned principles are established in Articles 11(1), 11(5), 11(6), 11(7) and 11(9) of LNG Terminal Law.

(") 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).
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(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. SGEI Compensation to Litgas

(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 03-367 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 (*°).

(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.

(") 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.
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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 (') and that during this period, Litgas is generally the only user at the LNG Terminal (*$). 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 (*). 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.

(/) 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
during warm season.

("®)  Due to increased demand (ex. increased energy consumption such as heat and electricity), LNG is more expensive in winter. As a
result all the users of the LNG terminal buy LNG in the summer period when it is cheaper. Litgas is the only user in winter of the
LNG terminal as it is bound by its SGEI obligation to regasify constantly and receive cargoes of LNG based on fixed schedule.

(") 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.
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b) Incukalns 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 guamntee

(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. Abolition of the Purchase Obligation

(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 bem|/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)  Asaresult, 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. SGEI Compensation to Litgas
(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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¢) 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.It/.

(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 (*), 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.

(*)  Judgment of 22 March 1977, Steinike & Weinling, 76/78, EU:C:1977:52, paragraph 21; Judgment of 13 March 2001, Preussen
Elektra, C-379/98, EU:C:2001:160, paragraph 58.
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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 (*!).

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 (*%), 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 (**).

(110) On the basis of point 11 of the 2012 SGEI Framework (**), 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’ (¥).

(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.

(*')  See Article 108(3) TFEU and Judgment of 12 February 2008, CELF, C-199/06, EU:C:2008:79, paragraphs 61 and 64.

(**»  Commission notice on determination of the applicable rules for the assessment of unlawful State aid (O] C 119, 22.5.2002, p. 22).

(*¥)  Judgment of 3 July 1986, Council v Parliament, 34/86, EU:C:1986:291, paragraph 47; Judgment of 12 November 1998. Spain v
Commission, C-415/96, EU:C:1998:533, paragraph 31; and Judgment of 3 October 2000, Industrie des poudres sphériques v
Council, C-458/98 P, EU:C:2000:531, paragraph 82.

(*  Communication from the Commission — European Union framework for State aid in the form of public service compensation
(2011) 2012/C 8/03 (OJ C 8, 11.1.2012, p. 15), referred to herein as the 2012 SGEI Framework'.

(¥)  The present aid measure does not fall under the scope of Decision 2012/21/EU since the foreseen public service compensation does
not fall within the categories of its Article 2(1).
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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 SGEIL The Commission’s task is to ensure that the margin of
discretion is applied without manifest error as regards the definition of SGEL 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 (*°), 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 (¥').

(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 (). 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 (*).

(*)  Communication from the Commission on the application of the European Union State aid rules to compensation granted for the
provision of services of general economic interest (O] C 8, 11.1.2012, p. 4).

(*)  Directive 2009/73/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 July 2009 concerning common rules for the internal
market in natural gas and repealing Directive 2003/55/EC (O] L 211, 14.8.2009, p. 94).

() http://www.Litgas.It/en/Litgas-and-statoil-have-signed-the-amended-baseload-supply-agreement

(*)  Judgment of 8 September 2021, Achema AB and Achema Gas Trade UAB v Commission, T-193/19, EU:T:2021:558,
paragraphs 97-124.
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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 03-367
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 03-367 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 03-367 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 SGEL”
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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 (*")

(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 ().

(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 Klaipédos 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 Klaipédos Nafta in this respect. As in the case of AB Klaipédos 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.

()  Commission Directive 2006/111/EC of 16 November 2006 on the transparency of financial relations between Member States and
public undertakings as well as on financial transparency within certain undertakings, OJ L 318, 17.11.2006, p. 17.

(*')  Directive 2004/18/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on the coordination of procedures for the
award of public works contracts, public supply contracts and public service contracts (O] L 134, 30.4.2004, p. 114).
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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 (*}). The tender evaluation criteria were
established in the secondary legislation, ie. 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 (**), 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.

(*®  https:/[enmin.Irv.It/uploads/enmin/documents|files/Konkursai/Kiti_konkursai/Archyvas/Konkursosalygos.pdf
() Judgment of 8 September 2021, Achema AB and Achema Gas Trade UAB v Commission, T-193/19, EU:T:2021:558,
paragraphs 130-149.
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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, (i) 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 (*%), 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. Costs

(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 (**), 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 SGEIL 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 SGEL

(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 (*), 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 SGEL

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

(**  Judgment of 8 September 2021, Achema AB and Achema Gas Trade UAB v Commission, T-193/19, EU:T:2021:558,
paragraphs 164-170.

()  Judgment of 8 September 2021, Achema AB and Achema Gas Trade UAB v Commission, T-193/19, EU:T:2021:558,
paragraphs 175-179.

() Judgment of 8 September 2021, Achema AB and Achema Gas Trade UAB v Commission, T-193/19, EU:T:2021:558,
paragraphs 180-183.
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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 Incukalns (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 (*’), 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 SGEL 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 SGEL

(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 (**), 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. Revenue

(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 SGEL

(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. Reasonable profit

(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).

()  Judgment of 8 September 2021, Achema AB and Achema Gas Trade UAB v Commission, T-193/19, EU:T:2021:558,
paragraphs 190-192.

(*®)  Judgment of 8 September 2021, Achema AB and Achema Gas Trade UAB v Commission, T-193/19, EU:T:2021:558,
paragraph 191.
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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 03-367 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. Efficiency incentives

(186) As regards the efficiency incentives, point 39 of the 2012 SGEI Framework, provides that “[iJn 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 03-367.

(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. Control of overcompensation

(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 SGEL 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 (**).

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 03-316 ‘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.

(*)  Judgment of 8 September 2021, Achema AB and Achema Gas Trade UAB v Commission, T-193/19, EU:T:2021:558,
paragraphs 196-205.
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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 (*°).

(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 bem. As the total capacity of the LNG
Terminal is 3,75 bem, 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 SGEL 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 SGEIL; whether the
Purchase Obligation determined, in any way whatsoever, the extent of the balancing costs incurred by Litgas in
connection with the SGEL

(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.

(*)  Judgment of 8 September 2021, Achema AB and Achema Gas Trade UAB v Commission, T-193/19, EU:T:2021:558,
paragraphs 206-218.
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