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COMMISSION

COMMISSION DECISION

of 14 December 1999

imposing fines under Article 14 of Council Regulation (EEC) No 4064/89 for supplying incorrect
and misleading information in a notification and inaccurate information in response to requests
for information (Case No IV/M.1610 — Deutsche Post/trans-o-flex)

(notified under document number C(1999) 4502)

(Only the German text is authentic)

(Text with EEA relevance)

(2001/271/EC)

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European Com-
munity,

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic
Area,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) No 4064/89 of
21 December 1989 on the control of concentrations between
undertakings (1), as last amended by Regulation (EC)
No 1310/97 (3, and in particular Article 14(1)(b) and the first
limb of Article 14(1)(c) thereof,

Having given Deutsche Post the opportunity to make known
its views on the objections raised by the Commission,

Having regard to the opinion of the Advisory Committee on
Concentrations (3),

Whereas:

() OJ L 395, 30.12.1989, p. 1; corrected version: O] L 257,
21.9.1990, p. 13.

(3 OJL180,9.7.1997,p. 1.

(3) O] C106, 6.4.2001.

(1)

A. INTRODUCTION

I.  SUBJECT OF THE PROCEEDINGS

Investigations carried out by the Commission have
revealed that Deutsche Post AG (Deutsche Post) supplied
incorrect and misleading information when it notified a
takeover of trans-o-flex Schnell-Lieferdienst GmbH
(trans-o-flex), on 4 February 1999 (Case IV/M.1447 —
Deutsche Post/trans-o-flex). Deutsche Post also supplied
incorrect information in response to the Commission’s
requests for information of 23 February 1999 (reference
1999), 26 March 1999 (reference 3359) and 22 April
1999 (reference 4350).

In so doing, Deutsche Post committed infringements
under Article 14(1)(b) and the first limb of
Article 14(1)(c) of Regulation (EEC) No 4064/89 (the
Merger Regulation).

The Commission concludes that it ought to impose fines
on Deutsche Post in respect of both infringements.
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II. NOTIFICATION: CASE IV/M.1447 —
DEUTSCHE POST/TRANS-O-FLEX
(4 On 4 February 1999 Deutsche Post notified the Com-

mission under Article 4 of Regulation (EEC) No 4064/89
of a planned concentration whereby it proposed to
acquire a holding of 50,4 % in trans-o-flex from
Industrial Information GmbH (Industrial Information).

Deutsche Post took the view that the intended acquisi-
tion of the majority of shares represented a structural
change, as Deutsche Post would thereby acquire sole
control of trans-o-flex. It stated in its notification that
the trans-o-flex decision-making bodies took major
decisions by simple majority, a majority which Deutsche
Post would enjoy only when it had acquired the majority
of the shares.

On 4 March 1999 the Commission decided to initiate
proceedings in this case under Article 6(1)(c) of the
Merger Regulation and Article 57 of the Agreement on
the European Economic Area. On 5 May 1999 Deutsche
Post ‘withdrew’ the notification. It explained that it
intended to annul the contracts on which the transaction
was based. It did so on 7 May 1999. At this point the
notification procedure was closed, as it no longer served
any purpose.

. FINES: CASE IV/M.1610 —
DEUTSCHE POST/TRANS-O-FLEX

The information that Deutsche Post supplied in its
notification left open a number of questions which
needed to be clarified before an assessment of the
notified transaction could be made, and the Commission
accordingly sent a number of requests for information
to Deutsche Post and to other parties involved in an
earlier transaction in 1997 in order to establish the facts.
These enquiries revealed the following.

Deutsche Post had infringed its obligation to supply
information under the Merger Regulation both in its
notification and in its replies to the Commission’s
requests for information. In its notification it made
incorrect and misleading statements regarding the cir-
cumstances relevant to an assessment of the question
whether the transaction notified in 1999 would lead to
a change in control. Deutsche Post also gave incorrect
answers on this point in its replies to the Commission’s
requests for information, some of which it supplied only
after the requests had been repeated. The questions put
in the requests for information frequently arose only as
a result of the Commission’s own investigations.

()

(10)

(1)

The incorrect and misleading information supplied by
Deutsche Post relates to facts connected with the 1997
transaction. Contrary to the view taken by Deutsche
Post in its reply to the Commission’s statement of
objections, knowledge of all the circumstances relating
to this transaction is crucial to the assessment of the
transaction notified in 1999. There is a ‘concentration’
within the meaning of Article 3 of the Merger Regulation,
and the Commission consequently has jurisdiction to
assess the transaction, only if control changes hands. If
Deutsche Post acquired control of trans-o-flex in 1997,
its acquisition of a majority share in 1999 could not
produce a change in control. The Commission can
determine the question only if it has full knowledge of
the circumstances of the 1997 transaction.

Only in the course of its investigations did the Com-
mission become aware of circumstances which sug-
gested that Deutsche Post might have acquired control
of trans-o-flex in 1997. In that year Deutsche Post
had acquired an interest in Hanna 95 Beteiligungs-
Verwaltungs GmbH (Hanna 95), and thereby in trans-o-
flex AG; it now appeared that this was more than just a
minority holding with no controlling rights. That there
was in fact an acquisition of control was suggested by
the circumstances in which the Hanna 95 shares were
purchased in 1997, by the sequence in which the
successive transactions were concluded, and by the
circumstances and character of the various transactions
associated with the purchase of the shares.

The results of the investigations rest in part on answers
given by other parties to the transaction to requests for
information made by the Commission. They are also
based on an examination of the minutes of meetings of
the Deutsche Post and trans-o-flex supervisory and
management bodies, which were supplied at the Com-
mission’s request. They likewise take account of the
replies given by Deutsche Post, in particular in response
to a reminder sent by the Commission on 22 April
1999, which sought answers to a series of questions
asked of Deutsche Post in the requests for information
of 23 February 1999 and 26 March 1999.

The German Federal Cartels Office (the ‘Bundeskartell-
amt’) has since initiated its own proceeding in respect of
the 1997 transaction, under reference B9-88/89.
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B. THE FACTS
I. THE NOTIFICATION
(13) In the notification of 4 February 1999 Deutsche Post

stated the following.

‘Deutsche Post intends to purchase the 50,4 % holding
in trans-o-flex belonging to Industrial Information, of
Zurich, in order to acquire sole control of trans-o-flex,
having previously acquired 24,8 % of the shares in June
1997.

The background to the planned concentration is as
follows.

On 21 November 1995 Hanna 95, of Munich, concluded
a purchase contract to acquire all 1 million ordinary
shares in trans-o-flex AG from Franz Haniel & Cie.
GmbH, of Duisburg, with effect from 30 December
1995; the shares had an individual nominal value of
DEM 50.

Like Industrial Information GmbH, Hanna 95 Beteili-
gungs-Verwaltungs GmbH was a shelf company, a bare
shell; it had been owned by the law firm Oppenhoff &
Rédler. The shares in Hanna 95 GmbH were acquired by
a number of private investors. In 1997 these investors
decided to sell a majority holding in Hanna 95. The
sellers believed that the most likely purchasers were the
Dutch and German Post Offices. They wanted to sell at
least three quarters of the shares at once, against
immediate payment of the negotiated price. Had Deut-
sche Post bought the shares in Hanna 95, given the
situation at the time with regard to turnover limits, the
responsible competition authority would have been the
German Federal Cartels Office. The transaction would
also have had to be notified to the competition auth-
orities in the other EU countries where trans-o-flex
traded. This meant it would have taken months for
Deutsche Post to conclude the purchase of the majority
holding in Hanna 95. The sellers were not prepared to
wait that long. But they were prepared to sell Deutsche
Post, a minority holding, with no controlling interest, if
another investor could be enlisted who would conclude
the operation immediately. Thus an investor had to be
found whose turnover, including that of trans-o-flex, did
not exceed the DEM 2 billion limit beyond which prior

(15)

(16)

(18)

notification would have been necessary under German
competition law. [Mr R.] * from Barcelona was prepared
to acquire a majority share in the company, because he
believed he had a good chance of making a reasonable
profit by reselling at a later date. A holding of 50,4 % of
the shares in Hanna 95 was accordingly sold to Industrial
Information, which became the property of [Mr R.J*’

The notification refers here to a document appended to
it as Annex 5. This is the contract concluded by
Industrial Information on 10 July 1997 for the purchase
of 50,4 % of the shares in Hanna 95. Industrial
Information, the buyer, was represented by [Mr H.]*,
who is Deutsche Post’s legal representative in this case.

The notification also states that ‘trans-o-flex Schnell-
Lieferdienst AG was absorbed into Hanna 95 Beteili-
gungs-Verwaltungs GmbH under a full merger agree-
ment concluded on 26 September 1997 (Annex 6).
Hanna 95 Beteiligungs-Verwaltungs GmbH then
changed its name to trans-o-flex Schnell-Lieferdienst
GmbH-'.

Annex 6 to the notification contains a contract, authenti-
cated by notary, merging Hanna 95 GmbH into trans-o-
flex AG, concluded between Hanna 95 GmbH and trans-
o-flex AG on 25 September 1997. The contract is
subject to the suspensive condition that it must be
approved by named bodies in both companies. No
evidence of such approval is appended.

The notification goes on to say that ‘Industrial Infor-
mation has complete control of trans-o-flex GmbH, as all
decisions are reached by simple majority and Industrial
Information holds 50,4 % of the shares. (The details are
set out in my letter of 22 January 1999 to [a named
Commission official] (Annex 6a). The articles of associ-
ation of trans-o-flex Schnell-Lieferdienst GmbH are also
attached to that letter; Article 16(6) states that all
company decisions are to be taken by majority vote. All
major decisions are taken at general meetings, as the
supervisory board consists of equal numbers of represen-
tatives and therefore can perform only those tasks
expressly required by law.) [Mr R.]* has always exercised
his rights as a shareholder.’

* Parts of this text have been edited to ensure that confidential

information is not disclosed; those parts are enclosed in square
brackets and marked with an asterisk.
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(19) In the letter of 22 January 1999 attached to the Information wished to sell. The put-option was not

(20)

(21)

notification as Annex 6a, Deutsche Post’s solicitor, [Mr
H.]*, provides a similar but more detailed version of the
historical background to the operation now notified as
a concentration. He mentions the fact that informal
discussions with the Federal Cartels Office had revealed
that the Office was unlikely to take a swift decision.
However, as the sellers insisted on a quick sale, Deutsche
Post’s only chance of competing successfully with the
Dutch Post Office was through a fast and definitive
agreement. [Mr H.]* had therefore suggested that Deut-
sche Post should simply acquire a minority holding in
trans-o-flex, which would not give it control, and should
find another investor to buy a majority holding in
Hanna 95 and, through Hanna 95, in trans-o-flex AG.
The investor found was [Mr R.J* [Mr R.]* was an
industrialist living in Spain who owned part of a Spanish
aluminium company. He insisted that the operation be
kept entirely separate from the Spanish company’s
activities. Given the need for haste, [Mr H.]* suggested
that [Mr R.]* should acquire the Swiss company Indus-
trial Information, which was a shelf company belonging
to [Mr H.s]* law firm, as there was no time to set up a
new company. The use of shelf companies was common
practice among lawyers. [Mr R.]* agreed to the plan, as
did the sellers once the financial details regarding the
purchase price had been settled.

[Mr H.s]* letter of 22 January 1999 states that both
transactions, namely Deutsche Post’s purchase of a
minority stake and Industrial Information’s purchase of
a majority stake, took place on 10 July 1997. The
remaining 24,8 % of the shares were held jointly by [Mr
A.]* and [Mr Sch.]*. It had been clear from the beginning
that Deutsche Post would buy only a minority holding
in Hanna 95 with no controlling rights. The rights
deriving from the minority share would not entitle
Deutsche Post to influence trans-o-flex’s policy decisions
or its day-to-day running.

[Mr H.]* refers here to the attached articles of association
of trans-o-flex GmbH and concluded that Industrial
Information had sole control of trans-o-flex. As it was
clear that Industrial Information would keep the trans-
o-flex shares only for a limited time, and that [Mr R.]*
would attempt to sell them at a reasonable profit, a put-
option was agreed between Industrial Information and
Deutsche Post, whereby Deutsche Post was obliged to
purchase the trans-o-flex shares as soon as Industrial

(22)

(24)

(25)

matched by a call-option for Deutsche Post, so that it
was entirely for Industrial Information to decide when
the shares would be sold.

The articles of association of trans-o-flex GmbH annexed
to this letter are dated 27 August 1998.

THE RESULTS OF THE COMMISSION’S INVESTIGATIONS

1. Background to the 1997 transaction

Deutsche Post intended to take over trans-o-flex as early
as July 1997. According to the information supplied by
Deutsche Post in the notification, which is set out at B.],
it would have taken Deutsche Post several months to
acquire a majority holding at that time, owing to the
need to notify the Federal Cartels Office and a number
of competition authorities in other Member States. The
sellers did not wish to wait that long, and were prepared
to sell to other interested parties. The Dutch Post Office
had shown interest in acquiring trans-o-flex.

The sellers wanted to sell at least three quarters of the
shares in trans-o-flex, but were prepared to sell Deutsche
Post a minority holding of 24,8 %, as long as Deutsche
Post could enlist a buyer for the remaining shares.
Deutsche Post instructed its lawyer, [Mr H.]*, to find a
buyer. A 50,4 % majority holding was sold to Industrial
Information, a shelf company controlled by [Mr H.]*%
altogether 75,2 % of the shares in trans-o-flex were sold
on 10 July 1997. Eleven days later Industrial Information
transferred its shares to [Mr R.]*. Deutsche Post con-
tented itself with a minority holding only because this
operation ensured that it could acquire a majority
holding later.

2. Transactions on 10 July 1997

A minority holding in Hanna 95 was sold to Deutsche
Post on 10 July 1997. On the same day Industrial
Information purchased a majority holding in Hanna 95,
and a number of agreements were concluded in connec-
tion with these transactions.
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(26)

(30)

(a) Deutsche Post’s purchase of a minority holding

The purchase contract supplied on 1 March 1999 by
Deutsche Post in response to a request for information
shows that Deutsche Post purchased a minority holding
in trans-o-flex on 10 July 1997. The contract, dated
10 July 1997, is for the sale of a 24,8 % holding in
Hanna 95. Deutsche Post paid [DEM ... million — a sum
corresponding to a price per share equal to the price per
share paid by Industrial Information as described in
recital 30]* for its shares.

The sellers were private investors who had purchased all
the shares in trans-o-flex from Franz Haniel & Cie.
GmbH (Haniel), through Hanna 95, in 1995. In 1997
they wished to sell the majority of their stake in
Hanna 95, and thus in its sole subsidiary, trans-o-flex.

The shares were bought by Deutsche Post Express und
Transport GmbH. As is clear from the corporate report
annexed to the notification, this company is a subsidiary
of Deutsche Post, and was set up as a holding company
on 1July 1997.

By purchasing a minority holding in Hanna 95, Deutsche
Post indirectly acquired a corresponding stake in trans-
o-flex AG, which was wholly owned by Hanna 95.

(b)  Industrial Information’s purchase of a majority holding

The contract annexed to the notification shows that on
10 July 1997 the sellers of Hanna 95 concluded a
contract with the Swiss company Industrial Information
for the sale of 50,4 % of the Hanna 95 shares at a price
of [DEM ... million — a sum corresponding to the credit
line referred to in recital 45]*.

[Mr H.]*, Deutsche Post’s lawyer, represented Industrial
Information. The Commission has sought and obtained
a copy of an entry in the Zurich companies register from
which it appears that Industrial Information was a Swiss
limited company which was controlled at the time by
[Mr H.]*, who held a two-thirds stake. [Mr G.]*, who was
Industrial Information’s manager and sole authorised
signatory, held the other third of the shares.

(32)

(33)

(36)

According to Deutsche Post, the remaining 24,8 % of
the shares in Hanna 95 were retained by two members
of the group of investors selling the shares (three,
according to the consortium agreement (4)), namely [Mr
Sch.]* and [Mr A.]* (the [A.]* group). To exercise their
voting rights they were required to act together (%).

Hanna 95 was the sole shareholder in trans-o-flex, and
so by acquiring this holding in Hanna 95 Industrial
Information indirectly acquired 50,4 % of trans-o-flex.

(c) The consortium agreement

On 10 July 1997, Industrial Information, Deutsche Post
and the sellers of Hanna 95 concluded what they called a
‘consortium agreement’ (Konsortialvereinbarung’) laying
down rules, among other things, for representation on
the management and supervisory bodies of Hanna 95
and trans-o-flex. The agreement makes detailed pro-
vision for the number of seats on the supervisory boards
to be allocated to the individual shareholders. Deutsche
Post did not send this agreement to the Commission
until 27 April 1999, when it replied to the Commission’s
reminder of 22 April 1999 drawing attention to the
Commission’s request for information of 26 March
1999. In its earlier letter, of 6 April 1999, in answer to
a question from the Commission concerning the exist-
ence of an agreement regarding the allocation of seats
on the trans-o-flex management and supervisory boards,
Deutsche Post stated that details regarding represen-
tation on trans-o-flex’s supervisory board had not been
set out in writing. Deutsche Post provided no answer at
that time to the same question in connection with the
management board.

Under the terms of the consortium agreement,
Hanna 95’s management was to be expanded. The trans-
o-flex management board was to be reshuffled by
agreement between the parties. The [A.]* group was to
be entitled to designate at least one of the four board
members, as long as the size of the board was not
reduced.

Under the provisions of the Co-determination Act, the
trans-o-flex supervisory board must consist of at least
12 members, but membership was now to be expanded
to 16 (%), with the [A.]* group and Deutsche Post
entitled to designate two members each and Industrial
Information entitled to designate four.

(%) For details see the following section.

(®) See the consortium agreement.

(6) The trans-o-flex AG articles of association, which were sent to the
Commission on 6 April 1998, provide for six members. The lists
of members the Commission has received for the period 1995 to
1997 show numbers fluctuating between 14 and 20 members.
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(37) The rules governing the capitalisation of trans-o-flex AG ing the agreed purchase price by [DEM ... million — a

(38)

(39)

(42)

(43)

which are also contained in the agreement require an
equity capital ratio of [...]* %. Capital increases must be
approved by 80 % of the shareholders. But the opening-
up, acquisition or relinquishing of activities, apart from
acquiring activities which do not cover their costs,
requires only a 75 % majority approval.

The Hanna 95 articles of association of 22 December
1995 and 28 February 1996, which according to the
consortium agreement continue to apply, have not been
supplied to the Commission.

(d)  The option agreement

On 10 July 1997 Deutsche Post and Industrial Infor-
mation concluded a contract called an ‘option agree-
ment, a copy of which the Commission received from
Deutsche Post on 1 March 1999 in response to a request
for information. Under the terms of this agreement,
Deutsche Post undertook to acquire Industrial Infor-
mation’s shares in trans-o-flex if Industrial Information
so requested on 31 July 1998. The purchase price was
to be calculated on the basis of the price paid by
Industrial Information for the trans-o-flex shares plus
any expenditure incurred by Industrial Information less
any profits accrued to Industrial Information. This
agreement applied irrespective of the share value.

If Industrial Information wished to sell the shares to a
third party, Deutsche Post enjoyed a right of first refusal,
entitling it to purchase the shares at the price agreed in
the event that Industrial Information were to exercise its
option.

Under the terms of the contract, Industrial Information
was also released from any responsibility or liability for
the management of Hanna 95.

On 10 July 1998 Deutsche Post and Industrial Infor-
mation concluded a new option agreement. The differ-
ence between the two was that the second agreement
extended the period during which the option could be
exercised until 30 June 1999.

On 23 December 1998 Deutsche Post and Industrial
Information concluded an additional agreement increas-

(44)

sum corresponding to the increase in capital referred to
in recital 82]* the additional amount to be used by
Industrial Information to increase trans-o-flex’s capital
reserves on 30 December 1998 ().

According to Deutsche Post’s notification (Annex 6a),
the put-option was agreed in [Mr R.’s]* interests, in order
to enable him to sell his shares to Deutsche Post at a
reasonable profit at any time (3). In Deutsche Post’s letter
of 1 March 1999, however, and in its reply to the
statement of objections, it is stated that the option
agreement served as security for the bank which was
financing the acquisition of the holding in Hanna 95.
This latter view is confirmed by an analysis of all the
relevant agreements (%).

() Financing Industrial Information’s acquisition of the
shares

On 10 July 1997, Bank Julius Bir & Co. AG, of
Switzerland (Julius Béir Bank), allowed Industrial Infor-
mation a credit line of [DEM .. million — a sum
corresponding to the purchase price referred to in recital
30]* to finance the purchase of 50,4 % of Hanna 95
shares. On 22 April 1999, in response to a request for
information, the Commission received from Industrial
Information Julius Bir Bank’s written confirmation of
this agreement.

As security, Julius Bir Bank concluded a contract with
Industrial Information on 15 July 1997 giving it a lien
on Industrial Information’s shares in Hanna 95; Deutsche
Post supplied the contract to the Commission on
1 March 1999, in response to a request for information.
The contract, which was authenticated by notary, was

(7) This is clearly connected to the increase in trans-o-flex’s capital

agreed on the same day. For details see below.

(%) ‘Because it was clear from the beginning that Industrial Infor-
mation would hold the shares in trans-o-flex only for a limited
period of time and that [Mr R.J* would try to sell these shares
expecting a reasonable profit, it had been agreed between Deutsche
Post and Industrial Information that Industrial Information has
put-option obliging Deutsche Post to honour in case Industrial
Information wanted to sell its interests in trans-o-flex.

(%) For details see the following section.



6.4.2001

Official Journal of the European Communities

L97/7

(47)

(48)

signed by [Mr H.]* in his capacity as representative of
Industrial Information, and as representative without
power of attorney for Julius Bir Bank. In a declaration
of assignment of 10 July 1997, which was supplied to
the Commission by Deutsche Post on 1 March 1999,
Industrial Information also assigned its rights under the
option agreement to Julius Bir Bank. Contrary to the
indications given by Deutsche Post in its reply to the
statement of objections, there was no agreement to
release Industrial Information from its obligations to
Deutsche Post. Industrial Information further undertook
to increase the capital of the company by at least [CHF
.. million — a figure in line with those referred to in
recitals 43 and 82]*.

(f) Payment guarantee

Likewise on 10 July 1997, Deutsche Post underwrote a
payment guarantee for [DEM ... million — a figure
corresponding to the purchase price owed by Hanna 95
to Haniel as described in recitals 49 and 50]* in
favour of Hanna 95. The document in question, though
unsigned, was sent to the Commission by Deutsche Post
on 1 March 1999, in response to the request for
information dated 23 February 1999, as part of the
contract for Deutsche Post’s acquisition of a minority
holding in Hanna 95. Deutsche Post’s covering note of
1 March 1999 makes no references to the payment
guarantee. In answer to questions in the request for
information, the covering note denies that Deutsche
Post has assisted trans-o-flex, Industrial Information or
any of their shareholders, for example by waiving claims
or taking over commitments.

The reasons behind the payment guarantee have been
confirmed by trans-o-flex in a statement of 26 April
1999, and are as follows. Deutsche Post gave a similar,
if less detailed account on 27 April 1999, in response to
a letter sent by the Commission on 22 April 1999 in
which it drew attention to its request for information of
26 March 1999. There, and in its reply to the statement
of objections, Deutsche Post referred to the contract for
the purchase of a 24,8 % holding in Hanna 95, which it
had supplied on 1 March 1999. No mention is made in
the contract, however, of the circumstances described
below.

In 1995 Hanna 95 gave Haniel a lien on all the ordinary
trans-o-flex shares. Haniel had sold the trans-o-flex
shares to Hanna 95, and the lien was its security for
payment of the purchase price of [DEM ... million — a

(50)

figure corresponding to the payment guarantee referred
to in recital 47 and to the amount to be used to pay the
purchase price as described in recital 50]*, which was
supposed to be settled by 31 December 2007. On
10 July 1997, in view of Deutsche Post’s acquisition of
a minority holding in trans-o-flex, Haniel and Hanna 95
concluded a supplementary agreement to the purchase
and pledge contract of 21 November 1995 (10). Under
the terms of the new agreement, the purchase price was
to be paid by 30 September 1997 and the pledged
trans-o-flex shares released. Deutsche Post’s payment
guarantee served as security for the payment of the
purchase price. The circumstances surrounding Deut-
sche Post’s supplying the supplementary agreement to
the Commission are the same as those concerning the
payment guarantee described in the preceding recitals.

(@) The loan to meet the commitments to Haniel

Deutsche Post made Hanna 95 a loan of [DEM ... million
— a sum identical to the sum intended to meet Hanna
95’s commitments to Haniel which is referred to in
recitals 86, 164 and 167]* (in two part-payments of
[DEM ... million — a sum corresponding to the purchase
price referred to in recitals 49 and 50 and the payment
guarantee referred to in recital 47]* and [DEM ... million
— a sum corresponding to 17 % of the amount just
referred to]*), at [less than 5 %]*, with effect from
30 September 1997. It was agreed that [DEM ... million
— a sum corresponding to the purchase price referred
to in recital 49 and the payment guarantee referred to in
recital 47]* should be used to pay the share purchase
price, which Hanna 95 owed Haniel, while the remaining
[17 % of the sum just referred to]* was to repay the
shareholders’ loan to Hanna 95.

On 27 April 1999, in response to the reminder drawing
attention to the request for information of 26 March
1999, Deutsche Post sent the Commission a letter to
Hanna 95, dated 13 October 1997, in which it con-
firmed the loan agreement. In its earlier reply of
30 March 1999 Deutsche Post simply referred to an
otherwise unspecified loan of [DEM ... million — a sum
equal to the loan referred to in recital 50 plus the
amount by which the credit line referred to in recital 83
had been taken up]* which it had made to trans-o-flex
at a rate below the market rate so that the company

(19) The supplementary agreement referred to a transfer of losses and

a loan.
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(52)

(53)

could settle existing liabilities. Deutsche Post’s letter of
30 March 1999 also replied to a reminder from the
Commission asking for further details regarding its
request of 23 February 1999 for information concerning
possible assistance from Deutsche Post (see B.IL2(f)). In
its letter of 1 March 1999 Deutsche Post denied any
such action, but offered no further explanation (see
B.IL2(f).

3. Changes in Industrial Information

(a)  Granting general power of attorney to [Mr H.J*

On 11 July 1997 Industrial Information granted Deut-
sche Post’s lawyer, [Mr H.]*, who at that time had a
controlling interest in Industrial Information (1), unlim-
ited power of attorney to represent it in all its trans-
actions. This power of attorney was signed by [Mr G.]*,
in his capacity as manager of Industrial Information.

The Commission learned of this power of attorney on
7 May 1999. Deutsche Post did not supply the document
until it supplied the contracts cancelling the notified
transaction. It did not submit it with the original
notification.

(b) The increase in the share capital and amendment of the
articles of association

On 14 July 1997, following the acquisition by Industrial
Information of a majority holding in trans-o-flex,
[Mr G.]* transferred his shares in Industrial Information
to [Mr H.]*. He remained the manager and sole author-
ised signatory.

Then, on the same day, 14 July 1997, Industrial
Information increased its share capital and amended its
articles of association.

Until then, Industrial Information’s share capital had
been CHF 21 000, CHF 14 000 of which was held by
[Mr H.]* and CHF 7 000 by [Mr G.]*. [Mr G.]* was also
sole manager and authorised signatory.

On 14 July 1999, an extraordinary meeting of Industrial
Information’s shareholders chaired by [Mr H.]* decided
to increase the share capital from CHF 21 000 to
CHF 2 000 000. This was achieved by an increase in
[Mr H.s]* contribution from CHF 21000 to CHF
1 999 000 and the entry into the company of [Mr T.J*,
who made a contribution of CHF 1 000. [Mr H.]* and
[Mr T.]* each undertook to pay their contribution.

(1) For details see B.IL3(b).
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[Mr H.]* and [Mr T.J* joined [Mr G.]* as managers of
Industrial Information, any two being authorised to bind
the company.

The Commission received the papers documenting these
operations from [Mr H.]* on 6 April 1999, in response
to its request for information dated 26 March 1999.

[Mr T.]* explained in his letter of 6 April 1999 that he
joined Industrial Information at the request of [Mr R.]*.
[Mr R.]* held no shares in the company at the time.

(c) [MrR/s]* entry into Industrial Information

In [Mr R.J* [Mr H.]* had found an investor who was
prepared to acquire 50,4 % of the shares in Hanna 95.
According to Deutsche Post’s notification, [Mr R.]*
purchased the majority holding with a view to making a
reasonable profit by selling it at a later date. According
to Deutsche Post, [Mr R.]* was an investor with a
turnover of under DEM 2 billion, including his trans-o-
flex holding. Had this turnover limit been exceeded, the
transaction would have had to be notified to the Federal
Cartels Office under German competition law.

Eleven days after Industrial Information acquired the
majority holding in Hanna 95, [Mr R.]* joined Industrial
Information. Under the terms of the agreement of
21 July 1999 he took over [Mr H.s]* contribution of
CHF 1 999 000. [Mr H.]* supplied the relevant contract
in response to the Commission’s request for information
of 26 March 1999.

The entry in the Zurich companies register shows that
[Mr H.]* gave up not only his stake in Industrial
Information but also his position as manager. However,
[Mr R.J* became neither a manager nor an authorised
signatory.

The purchase price of the contribution to capital was
[CHF ... — a sum corresponding to [Mr H’s]* increased
capital contribution, referred to in recital 57, or about
4 % of the sum paid by Deutsche Post for its 24,8 %
holding in Hanna 95, referred to in recital 26]*. [Mr H.]J*
informed the Commission in his letter of 6 April 1999
that [Mr R.]* received a loan to cover the purchase price
from West-Treuhand GmbH, whose sole shareholder is
[Mrs H.]J*, [Mr H.'s]* wife. The Commission was sent no
supporting evidence to confirm this.
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4. Trans-o-flex after the entry of Deutsche Post
and Industrial Information

(@) Merger agreement

At the Commission’s request, the Mannheim local court
(Amtsgericht) sent the Commission a copy of a full
merger agreement which had been concluded between
Hanna 95 Beteiligungs-Verwaltungs GmbH and trans-o-
flex Schnell-Lieferdienst AG on 27 August 1998. The
merger was recorded in the companies register. Under
the terms of the agreement, trans-o-flex AG was wound
up. The companies register shows that Hanna 95
changed its name to trans-o-flex Schnell-Lieferdienst
GmbH.

The companies register also shows that [Mr A.]* and
[Mr B.J* were registered as managers of Hanna 95 on
3 July 1997 and that they retained their positions until
the merger. [Mr B.]* is a Deutsche Post employee. He
represented the company and its subsidiary Deutsche
Post Express und Transport GmbH during the acqui-
sition of the minority holding in Hanna 95, and replied
on Deutsche Post’s behalf to the Commission’s requests
for information of 22 April and 26 April 1999. After
the merger [Mr P.J*, [Mr L.]* and [Mr Br.]*joined the
management.

In the notification, however, it was stated that trans-o-
flex AG was merged into Hanna 95 on 26 September
1997, that is to say, a year before the actual merger. A
contract authenticated by notary and dated 25 Septem-
ber 1997 was supplied as a supporting document. This
document in fact provided for the merger of Hanna 95
into trans-o-flex AG.

It was only in the letter from trans-o-flex dated 26 April
1999 that the Commission was informed that the
merger agreement between Hanna 95 and trans-o-flex
AG had been concluded a year later, on 25 September
1998. Prior to this, trans-o-flex had written to the
Commission on 29 March 1999 attaching the minutes
of trans-o-flex's management board and shareholders’
meetings. Examination of these documents revealed that
Hanna 95 had indeed concluded a merger agreement
with trans-o-flex AG in the autumn of 1997, under
which Hanna 95 was to be merged into trans-o-flex AG.
The minutes of the trans-o-flex extraordinary general
meeting on 13 May 1998 show that the agreement

(70)
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was approved by the trans-o-flex general meeting on
25 September 1997. But the extaordinary general meet-
ing on 13 May 1998 reversed that decision, and instead
approved the merger agreement that merged trans-o-
flex into Hanna 95.

Deutsche Post made no reference to these changes in the
facts in any of its letters. It mentioned them for the first
time in its reply to the statement of objections, when it
confirmed the facts established in the Commission’s
investigations.

(b)  Changes in management

When the new shareholders joined trans-o-flex AG,
changes were made in the management structure. On
11 July 1997, the day after Industrial Information and
Deutsche Post acquired their shares in trans-o-flex, trans-
o-flex AG’s management board spokesman, [Mr E.J*,
resigned. This is confirmed by the documentation sent
by Deutsche Post in response to the reminder of
26 March 1999.

There are inconsistencies regarding the background to
[Mr E.’s]* resignation. In its letter of 1 March 1999, and
in its reply to the statement of objections, Deutsche Post
cites disagreements with the supervisory board as the
reason. According to the minutes of the supervisory
board meeting of 11 July 1997, however, Deutsche Post
had been allowed to designate a person to sit on the
management board. [Mr E.]* was to give up his position.
[Mr P.J* was proposed as the new member of the
management board and spokesman. He was appointed
to these positions at the trans-o-flex supervisory board
meeting of 28 July 1997.

The documentation sent by Deutsche Post on 30 March
1999 states that [Mr P.]* joined the trans-o-flex manage-
ment board on 28 July 1997. He was appointed
spokesman for the management board of trans-o-flex
AG by virtue of a contract of employment dated
3 March 1998 with retroactive effect from 28 July 1997.
Following the merging of trans-o-flex AG into Hanna
95 [Mr P.]* has continued to manage the affairs of trans-
o-flex GmbH. He is one of the managers of trans-o-flex
GmbH and, according to the notification of 4 February
1999, spokesman for the management. [Mr Br.]* and
[Mr L.J*, two former trans-o-flex AG management board
members, are also managers of trans-o-flex GmbH,
alongside [Mr P.]J*, according to the documents supplied
by Deutsche Post on 30 March 1999.

Even before his appointment [Mr P.]* had had close
contact with Deutsche Post. According to his letter of
6 April 1999, he was contacted about the position by
[Mr B.]*, who was himself to become a member of the
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trans-o-flex supervisory board on 15 September 1997.
[Mr P.]* and [Mr BL]* are shareholders in LBMG (Logistik
Management-Beteiligungs GmbH), in which Deutsche
Post also has a 24,8 % holding. Prior to working for
trans-o-flex, [Mr P.]* worked for TNT Netlog, a company
he had set up himself, whose only customer at the time
was Deutsche Post.

(c)  Membership of the supervisory board

According to the consortium agreement of 10 July 1997
described in B.IL.2(c), Industrial Information is allowed
to designate four members of the trans-o-flex AG
supervisory board, while Deutsche Post and the
[Sch./A.]* group are entitled to appoint two each. It may
be assumed that the other eight members of the
supervisory board referred to in the consortium agree-
ment are employees’ representatives. This has not been
confirmed by the parties. In its notification Deutsche
Post simply states that the trans-o-flex supervisory board
consists of equal numbers of representatives.

On 15 September 1997 [Mr BL]* and [Mr D.]* were sent
to represent Deutsche Post on the trans-o-flex AG
supervisory board. Industrial Information did not exer-
cise its right to designate board representatives until
27 August 1998. It designated only [Mr Bo.]*, although
it was entitled to designate four members. This is made
clear in [Mr A.’s]* letter of 3 March 1999. It is confirmed
by item 3 of the minutes of the trans-o-flex AG
supervisory board meeting of 11 July 1997, which were
sent by Deutsche Post, together with the minutes
of other trans-o-flex supervisory board meetings, in
response to the request for information of 1 March
1999. The minutes state that Deutsche Post has been
allowed to designate two board members, and that two
of the shareholders’ board members have therefore had
to leave the board. There was no discussion concerning
the four members to be designated by Industrial Infor-
mation on the basis of the consortium agreement.

As regards details of the persons appointed to the
supervisory board, Deutsche Post merely provided, on
30 March 1999, a list of the trans-o-flex AG supervisory
board members and dates when they took up their
positions and when they left. In the light of the statement
made by [Mr R.]* in his letter of 6 April 1999, where he
identifies [Mr Bo.]* as the supervisory board member
sent by Industrial Information, it is only indirectly that
it can be concluded from this list that the two members
appointed on 15 September 1997, [Mr BL]* and
[Mr D.]J*, must have been proposed by Deutsche Post.

A comprehensive list of current trans-o-flex GmbH
supervisory board members showing by whom they
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were designated has not been made available to the
Commission. In response to questions on the matter,
Deutsche Post sent the list referred to in recital 76,
covering the period from 1 January 1985 until [Mr Bo.]*
joined on 27 August 1998, which was before the merger
agreement. Consequently, it can refer only to the now
defunct trans-o-flex AG. (It should be noted that the list
contains only 12 members, whereas the consortium
agreement provided for membership to be increased to
16).

Deutsche Post has not clarified to what extent the
membership of the trans-o-flex AG board corresponds
to the membership of the trans-o-flex GmbH board. In
its letters of 6 April and 27 April 1999 it merely stated
that the current membership of the supervisory board
had been decided by verbal agreement between Industrial
Information and the minority shareholders. Only in its
reply to the statement of objections did Deutsche Post
inform the Commission that there had been no change
in the membership of the supervisory board since the
last date indicated on the list it had supplied, namely
27 August 1998.

(d) Voting at the shareholders’ meeting

Deutsche Post’s notification of 4 February 1999 and
the annexed articles of association, together with the
managers’ rules of procedure supplied by trans-o-flex on
31 March 1999, show that the shareholders’ meeting is
trans-o-flex GmbH'’s controlling body. Shareholders’
decisions are as a general rule taken by simple majority
vote. [Mr R/s]* and [Mr T.s]* letters of 6 April 1999, as
well as [Mr G.s]* letter of 26 April 1999, all state that
[Mr H.]* represented the majority shareholder. This is
confirmed by Deutsche Post in its reply to the statement
of objections. In response to a reminder from the
Commission, [Mr G.J* also explained in his letter of
26 April 1999 that [Mr H.]* had been instructed to
represent Industrial Information by [Mr R.]*. However,
[Mr H.J* already had the general power of attorney
before [Mr R.]* joined Industrial Information (12).

At this point it should be pointed out that the statements
made by Deutsche Post and the other parties questioned
concern the exercise of controlling rights in trans-o-flex.
Only at the end of the Commission’s enquiries did trans-
o-flex GmbH inform the Commission that trans-o-flex
AG had been merged into Hanna 95 a year after the date

(12) For details see B.IL.3(a).
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given in the notification. However, contrary to the
view put forward by Deutsche Post in its reply to the
statement of objections, for the period prior to that
merger the decisive question is the control of Hanna
95, and not of trans-o-flex AG. Deutsche Post supplied
no information regarding the control of Hanna 95.
No investigation was carried out into this matter, since
on the information supplied by Deutsche Post it
appeared to be of no importance: according to the
notification, the merger took place on 26 September
1997, closely following the transactions carried out on
10 July 1997. Hanna 95 and trans-o-flex GmbH are
identical. But the documents referred to in the
preceding recital concerning trans-o-flex GmbH reveal
nothing about Hanna 95, as they are dated only from
27 August 1998 onwards. Only in its reply to the
statement of objections did Deutsche Post inform the
Commission, though without supplying the relevant
documents, that there had been no change in the
control structure between the old Hanna 95 and the
new trans-o-flex GmbH. In the Deutsche Post letter of
31 March 1999, which included the documentation
concerning the powers of the governing bodies of
trans-o-flex AG, there are no details about the control
structure of Hanna 95, the sole owner of trans-o-flex
AG. Moreover, these documents are dated March and
April 1998, and therefore have no bearing on the
time when the minority holding was acquired.

(e) Capital increase

According to Deutsche Post’s letter of 27 April 1999,
the shareholders decided at a meeting on 23 December
1998 to increase trans-o-flex GmbH'’s capital. Deutsche
Post refers the Commission to an annexed shareholder
resolution for further details. The resolution is signed
only by the shareholders [A.]* and [Sch.]*, not by
Industrial Information or Deutsche Post.

According to this shareholder resolution Industrial Infor-
mation is to make a cash investment of [DEM ... million
— a sum equal to the sum named in the agreement
additional to the option agreement referred to in
recital 43]*. This is the same amount as that by which
the purchase price in the option agreement between
Industrial Information and Deutsche Post was increased
in an additional agreement on the same day (see

(86)

B.I.2(d)). Only in its reply to the statement of objections
did Deutsche Post inform the Commission that that
increase in capital had been financed by Julius Bar Bank,
and that this had necessitated a corresponding increase
in the security provided by Deutsche Post.

(f) Loan to trans-o-flex

In its letter of 27 April 1999, in response to the
Commission’s reminder of 22 April 1999, Deutsche
Post explained that it had allowed trans-o-flex a credit
line of [DEM ... million — a sum twice as large as the
take-up referred to in the next sentence]*. Of this total,
trans-o-flex had taken up [DEM ... million — a sum
equal to half the credit line granted, see also recital 51]*.
Deutsche Post also referred to the relevant loan contract,
which trans-o-flex had annexed to its letter of 29 March
1999.

Under the terms of the contract, dated 7 January 1998,
trans-o-flex was granted a credit line of [DEM ... million
— a sum identical to the first figure mentioned in
recital 83]* by Deutsche Post with retroactive effect
from 1 September 1997. The credit line was to be open
for a year and the period would be automatically
extended unless it was cancelled. Interest was calculated
on the basis of the Frankfurt interbank offer rate plus [a
figure of less than 1 %]* and was to finance the day-to-
day running of the company, as can be seen from trans-
o-flex’s letter of 26 April 1999.

The contract was forwarded to the Commission by
trans-o-flex on 29 March 1999, in response to a
Commission reminder. The accompanying letter states
that this is the contract by which Deutsche Post extended
aloan of [DEM ... million — a sum identical to the figure
referred to in recital 51 made up of the loan referred to
in recital 50 and the take-up of the credit line referred to
in recital 83]* to trans-o-flex. The loan had been
agreed because Deutsche Post’s conditions were far more
favourable than those previously offered to trans-o-flex
by the banks. This explanation matches that given by
Deutsche Post in its letter of 30 March 1999, in response
to a reminder.

As the amounts mentioned in the Deutsche Post and
trans-o-flex letters differed from the amount in the
contract supplied, the Commission sent reminders to
Deutsche Post and trans-o-flex on 22 April 1999
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requesting answers to the requests for information
previously despatched. Only in its response of 27 April
1999 to the reminder did Deutsche Post explain the
details of its loan to trans-o-flex. It consisted in the first
place of a loan of [DEM ... million — a sum identical to
the loan referred to in recital 50 and to Hanna 95’s debt
to Haniel referred to in recitals 164 and 167]* to
meet Hanna 95’s commitments, especially to Haniel, as
explained at B.I.2(g). The remaining [DEM ... million —
a sum corresponding to the take-up of the credit line to
finance day-to-day running as explained in recitals 83,
142 and 167]* had been taken up out of the credit line
of [DEM ... million — a sum corresponding to the credit
line granted to cover day-to-day running referred to in
recitals 83, 84, 86 and 142]*.

5. The sale of the Industrial Information shares to
Deutsche Post

On 12 February 1999 a contract for the sale of the
majority holding in trans-o-flex was concluded between
Industrial Information and Deutsche Post Express und
Transport GmbH. The purchase price was [DEM ...
million — a sum equal to the purchase price paid by
Industrial Information and referred to in recital 30, plus
the capital increase or the equivalent figure named in the
agreement additional to the option agreement referred to
in recital 43, plus 5 % of the total purchase price]*. The
contract was supplied to the Commission on Deutsche
Post’s behalf by letter from [Mr H.]* on 16 February
1999.

According to [Mr R.J* and [Mr T.]* in their letters of
6 April 1999, the sale took place following an informal
discussion, and the put-option was not used. It was not
necessary to make use of the option, according to [Mr
R.]*, as [Mr H.]* had told him of Deutsche Post’s interest
and [Mr R.]* had said he was prepared to sell to Deutsche
Post.

On 7 May 1999 the sales contract was annulled by a
contract authenticated by notary which was concluded
between Industrial Information, represented by [Mr H.]*
on the basis of his general power of attorney of 11 July
1997, and Deutsche Post Express und Transport GmbH,
represented by its managers.

(90)
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C. LEGAL ASSESSMENT

The Commission’s investigations have shown that in its
notification and in its reply to the Commission’s requests
for information Deutsche Post failed to meet the infor-
mation requirements laid down in the Merger Regu-
lation. A number of key facts that were of major
importance in assessing the question of Deutsche Post’s
acquisition of control of trans-o-flex as a result of the
transaction notified in 1999 were clarified only as a
result of the investigations themselves. Those facts were
presented incorrectly or in a misleading way in the
notification. Deutsche Post’s answers to the requests for
information also contain incorrect information.

The Commission was thus prevented from forming a
complete picture of Deutsche Post’s acquisition of
control of trans-o-flex through the transaction notified
in 1999. Contrary to what Deutsche Post asserts in its
reply to the statement of objections, the Commission’s
objection is not that Deutsche Post took an erroneous
view of the change in control. The objection made
against Deutsche Post is that it did not present all the
information that would allow the Commission to judge
this matter itself.

[.  INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS UNDER

THE MERGER REGULATION AND THEIR INFRINGEMENT

BY DEUTSCHE POST

Deutsche Post was obliged to present such information
in the notification in accordance with form CO. Contrary
to what Deutsche Post assumes in its reply to the
statement of objections, this requirement to provide
information is not confined to the circumstances directly
associated with the notified transaction in 1999, but
applies to all the circumstances relevant to a determi-
nation of the question whether there is a concentration
within the meaning of Article 3 of the Merger Regu-
lation. This includes, in this instance, the circumstances
of the 1997 transaction. Only if those circumstances
show that Deutsche Post did not acquire sole control of
trans-o-flex through that transaction can it be assumed
that there is acquisition of control and hence a concen-
tration in 1999.

The purpose of the information requirements is to
ensure that the Commission has all the information it
needs in order to take a decision on the notified merger
within the time limits set by the Merger Regulation. It
must be able to assess the notified transaction under
competition law, but it must also be able to determine
whether it has jurisdiction. The time limits are set in



6.4.2001

Official Journal of the European Communities

L97/13

(94)

(96)

(98)

such a way as to ensure that the economic process is
impeded as little as possible. Given these deadline
constraints, it is of particular importance that the parties
ensure complete, correct and careful notification of the
information to be provided under the Merger Regulation.
The liability to pay a fine in the event of infringement of
the information requirements thus serves to enforce
the principle, which is essential to the Commission’s
monitoring activity, that the parties notifying a proposed
merger must provide correct and complete information.
The liability to pay a fine applies regardless of whether
the infringement of the information requirements is
such as to cause the Commission to make an incorrect
assessment.

In the notification, Deutsche Post described the 1997
transaction. However, it provided only information
which supported its view that Deutsche Post would
acquire control of trans-o-flex through the notified
transaction. All information and facts that militated
against this view were omitted. This presentation was
underpinned by a number of incorrect items of infor-
mation.

A similar picture emerges from analysis of the answers
given by Deutsche Post to the requests for information
on questions relating to the acquisition of control. Those
answers also contain incorrect information in support
of Deutsche Post’s view on the acquisition of control.
This is true of the answers to questions on the compo-
sition of the management and supervisory bodies of
trans-o-flex and on Deutsche Post’s financial contri-
butions to Hanna 95/trans-o-flex. It was only after
repeated reminders had been sent by the Commission
and through study of the content of the internal
documents which the Commission had requested that a
number of these incorrect items of information were
rectified.

II. DEUTSCHE POST'S REPLY
OF 13 SEPTEMBER 1999

Deutsche Post was sent a statement of objections, giving
it the opportunity to state its views on the issues raised
by the Commission.

In its reply of 13 September 1999, Deutsche Post did
not dispute the facts established by the Commission’s
investigations. Indeed, it conceded that all the facts
established by the Commission were correct.

However, Deutsche Post took the view that, in the
notification, it had presented the facts as applicable at
the beginning of 1999 in a true and complete manner.
It argued that form CO did not require it to present the
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circumstances of the 1997 transaction. The Com-
mission, it claimed, had also taken this view. If the
Commission did believe that such information was
required, Deutsche Post did not agree with it. However,
it argued, this could not be interpreted as an incorrect
or misleading presentation of the facts.

The question of possible acquisition of control in
1997 is of crucial importance to an assessment of the
transaction notified in 1999. The relevant circumstances
should therefore have been included in the notification.
Deutsche Post was aware of this, since it did present
these circumstances in the notification, albeit in an
incorrect and misleading manner.

The obligation to include such circumstances applies
regardless of whether the Commission pointed this out
to the notifying parties. In the case in point, however,
the evidence suggesting a possible acquisition of control
in 1997 was so clear that — contrary to Deutsche Post’s
assertion in its reply — the Commission had already
pointed out to Deutsche Post in January 1999, prior to
the notification, that the notification should include a
comprehensive description of those details. This was
done in particular at a preliminary discussion on the
notification of Deutsche Post’s intended acquisition of a
majority holding in trans-o-flex which took place on
2 February 1999.

Deutsche Post’s obligation to present these facts applies
regardless of the conclusions that may be drawn from
them as to whether Deutsche Post had in fact acquired
control of trans-o-flex in 1997. Consequently, Deutsche
Post’s assertion that the notification was complete
because it only had to notify the details of the 1999
transaction is incorrect.

(102) Nor can the finable infringement of the obligation to

provide information be nullified ex post through a change
in circumstances. Deutsche Post argued at the hearing
that there was no legal basis for the current proceedings,
because the Commission could not have taken a decision
on the basis of the information which Deutsche Post
had provided. This in turn meant that there was no
basis for the application of Article 14 of the Merger
Regulation. Deutsche Post made reference here, on the
one hand, to the cancellation of the notified transaction,
which terminated the notification procedure. On the
other, it argued that the Commission had no competence
as regards an acquisition of control in 1997.
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majority holding to the Commission under the Merger
Regulation. The information contained in the notifi-
cation was transmitted to the Commission for the
purpose of preparing the ground for a decision under
the Regulation. In so far as incorrect and misleading
information is contained in that notification, this in
itself constitutes an infringement of the information
requirement laid down in the Merger Regulation. Any
such infringement cannot be reversed simply because a
decision is not taken in the particular case. Once it is
established that the information requirements have been
infringed, proceedings can be initiated for the imposition
of a fine. It does not matter whether a notification is still
pending and may lead to a decision.

Deutsche Post’s argument that the Commission did not
have competence as regards the 1997 transaction is
answered by the comments above explaining that the
circumstances of the 1997 transaction are important in
assessing the control structure in connection with the
transaction notified in 1999.

In its comments in its reply, Deutsche Post relies on a
number of other arguments, which do not, however,
stand up.

In response to the charge that it infringed the infor-
mation requirements, Deutsche Post advances its own
assessment of the facts, which it bases on its own view
of the acquisition of control. Deutsche Post is entitled to
put forward that view, but it does not affect the
information requirements laid down in the Merger
Regulation. Those requirements apply objectively, irres-
pective of any conclusions that might be drawn from
the facts that have to be provided. There is a duty to
supply all the factual information called for by the
Merger Regulation. It is not permissible for the notifying
parties to select the facts to be provided on the basis of
their own subjective interpretation of those facts, and
any such selection constitutes an infringement of the
information requirements.

As regards the answers to the requests for information,
Deutsche Post also takes the view in its reply that it
answered correctly and completely all the questions
which the Commission put to it. In this context too,
Deutsche Post confirms that the facts established in the
Commission’s investigations are correct.

However, Deutsche Post complains that it did not have
sufficient time to answer the questions. It should be
noted on this point that Deutsche Post was granted the
usual amount of time to answer the requests for
information. A shorter deadline was set only for parts of
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answered completely, in previous requests for infor-
mation. Furthermore, Deutsche Post did not avail itself
of the possibility of asking the Commission for an
extension of the deadlines set.

Deutsche Post also takes the view that some of the
Commission’s questions were unclear and that Deutsche
Post could not therefore be blamed if it answered the
questions in a different way than the Commission
intended. This interpretation by Deutsche Post of the
questions put by the Commission is justified neither by
their wording nor by the context in which they were
put, namely determination of the details of control. The
only explanation is rather that Deutsche Post sought to
withhold from the Commission any information that
might cast doubt on Deutsche Post's view on the
control issue. Deutsche Post has put forward a specific
interpretation of its own of only one question, and that
interpretation is not tenable: the question regarding
agreements by the parties on the distribution of seats in
trans-o-flex’s governing bodies was confined, in Deut-
sche Post’s view, to the identity of the persons delegated
to them, and did not cover the shareholders’ rights to
delegate (see C.IIL.2(a)(1)).

Deutsche Post bases its argument on a lack of a causal
link between the incorrect or misleading presentation of
the facts and the substance of a Commission decision.
The facts that were not presented to the Commission
would not have produced a different assessment, it
argues.

Such a causal link is not necessary for a finable
infringement of the information requirement to be
committed. The information provided under the Merger
Regulation must not contain any incorrect and mislead-
ing particulars. The requirement that all the information
called for under the Merger Regulation be provided in a
correct and complete manner serves an objective pur-
pose. It is intended to enable the Commission to take a
decision on the basis of all the relevant information
within the time limits set. It is, however, not necessary
that the incorrect and misleading information should
result in an incorrect assessment.

For this reason, Deutsche Post’s argument that the
presentation of the information in question was not
necessary because the Commission could not have
reached any other conclusion on the basis of such
information does not stand up. Deutsche Post takes its
own interpretation of the acquisition of control as the
basis for this assessment. In so doing, it fails to recognise
that, although it is entitled to make such assessments,
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the factual information on the basis of which the
assessment was made must nevertheless be made avail-
able to the Commission in full so that it can form its
own view. Selecting information which supports the
notifying party’s own interpretation at the expense of
information that might call that interpretation into
question does not meet the information requirements
laid down in the Merger Regulation.

Nor is the accusation that the information requirements
under the Merger Regulation have been infringed invali-
dated by the fact that in its reply to the statement
of objections Deutsche Post confirmed that the facts
ascertained were correct. The purpose of these infor-
mation requirements is precisely to ensure that the
information is made available to the Commission from
the outset and not after extensive and time-consuming
investigations have been carried out. The same applies
to the argument that Deutsche Post made no secret of the
facts that were subject to the information requirement. If
information is not presented in the notification, the
information requirement is infringed.

Deutsche Post points out that the Commission was able
to obtain documents which were not submitted from
generally accessible sources such as the companies
register. Deutsche Post fails to recognise here that the
information requirements laid down in the Merger
Regulation are not confined to facts of which only the
notifying parties have knowledge, but extend to all
relevant information, including information which is
generally accessible.

Deutsche Post argues that a number of items of infor-
mation which the Commission says are missing could
be gathered from the annexes to the notification. As the
first paragraph of point B in form CO makes clear, the
information requirements regarding the notification
apply primarily to the notification form. All the infor-
mation required must be supplied in the form itself. The
notification form must be comprehensible in its own
right, and the annexes must be used only to illustrate or
confirm the information supplied in the form. Notifying
parties may not claim that they have fulfilled their
information requirement by pointing out that facts
which have been wholly omitted from the form have
been included in the annexes. Furthermore, in this
particular instance, the relevant information cannot be
deduced in full from the annexes.

Nor in Deutsche Post’s specific comments on the
individual points regarding which it is charged with

(117

(118

(119

(120

(121

~

~

)

~

~

having provided incomplete or misleading information
are there any arguments that refute the objections which
are the subject of this Decision. The following detailed
analysis will, as far as necessary, look at the particulars
of relevance in this respect.

III. INFRINGEMENT OF THE MERGER REGULATION

1. Article 14(1)(b)

(a) The fact of the infringement

The facts set out above show that, in its notification of
4 February 1999 concerning the acquisition of 50,4 %
of the shares in trans-o-flex GmbH from Industrial
Information, Deutsche Post supplied incorrect and mis-
leading information. This conduct is contrary to
Article 14(1)(b) of the Merger Regulation.

In its notification, Deutsche Post claimed that it would
obtain control of the company only when it had acquired
the majority holding in trans-o-flex as notified. It also
claimed that, when it purchased a minority holding in
trans-o-flex on 10 July 1997, it had not acquired a
controlling interest in the company.

However, the evidence uncovered in the course of the
investigations, and the analysis of the results, which have
already been explained in detail, suggest that Deutsche
Post actually took over control of trans-o-flex AG on
10 July 1997.

(1) Incorrect information

Deutsche Post’s notification contained a series of in-
accurate statements which served to support its presen-
tation of the case.

(a) Merger

Contrary to what was stated in the notification, the
merger of trans-o-flex AG and Hanna 95 GmbH took
place on 27 August 1998, a year later than the stated
date of 25 September 1997. It is not possible that the
discrepancy was due to a typing error in the notification,
as the notification contained in the annex a merger
agreement between the two companies, authenticated
by notary, which had indeed been concluded on 25 Sep-
tember 1997. Only in the course of the investigation did
it become clear that this agreement had been replaced
by the agreement concluded on 27 August 1998, which
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was then in fact implemented. Although, in its reply to
the statement of objections, Deutsche Post concedes that
the agreement submitted was not the final agreement
between the parties, it claims that this was due to an
oversight. But even if one accepts that there was such an
oversight, the notification remains incorrect as regards
the date of the merger, as Deutsche Post itself concedes
in its reply. It has been explained already (B.I1.4(d)) that
the fact that the merger did not take place, in connection
with the 1997 transaction, as was stated in the notifi-
cation, but only one year later, is of major importance
in determining when control was acquired.

(b)  Profit motive

According to the information given in the notification,
[Mr R.J*, acting through Industrial Information, acquired
a temporary majority holding in trans-o-flex with a view
to making a profit, as it appeared to be a promising
investment. The investigation revealed that this portrayal
of the facts was also incorrect. Contrary to Deutsche
Post’s statements, the relevant contracts do not give [Mr
R.]* any prospect of making a profit in line with the
fortunes of the company. It is evident from the purchase
price clause in the option agreement (B.IL.2(d)) that, in
the event of a sale to Deutsche Post, no provision is
made for a profit margin for Industrial Information. Any
remuneration through the reimbursement of expendi-
ture incurred cannot be termed ‘profit’, but might at
most be regarded as remuneration for a service provided.
It follows from Deutsche Post’s right of first refusal
in conjunction with the purchase price arrangement
(B.IL.2(d)) that Industrial Information cannot expect to
achieve a profit even in the event of a sale to third
parties.

On the basis of the arrangements contained in the
option agreement, therefore, there is no economic
interest on the part of Industrial Information and [Mr
R.J*. Any economic interest as regards the participation
of Industrial Information lies solely with Deutsche Post.

(c)  Exercise of shareholder rights

The notification also states that [Mr R.]* always exercised
his rights as a shareholder. However, the investigation
revealed that [Mr R.]* appeared only in order to purchase
the shares in Industrial Information from [Mr H.J*,
11 days after the conclusion of the contracts concerning
the acquisition of the majority holding. At that stage,
[Mr H.]* already had a general power of attorney from
Industrial Information, which he used to exercise its
rights as a shareholder and to represent it in dealings
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with third parties and at the shareholders’ meeting.
Deutsche Post asserts in its reply to the statement
of objections that there was an active exchange of
information between [Mr R.J* and [Mr H.]* on the
matter, and that instructions were issued. However,
Deutsche Post has not substantiated these assertions in
its submissions or provided documentary evidence for
them.

The assertion that [Mr R.]* exercised his rights as a
shareholder is in any event incorrect, if only because
there are other shareholders’ rights which were not
exercised. This is not disputed by Deutsche Post. The
right to designate four members of the supervisory
board was exercised only in part, since only one of four
possible members was designated. Similarly, although it
is the majority shareholder in Hanna 95 GmbH, trans-
o-flex AG and trans-o-flex GmbH, Industrial Information
is not represented in the managements of any of them.

(d)  Right to exercise the put-option

It is claimed in the notification that it was to be a matter
entirely for Industrial Information to decide when the
majority holding in trans-o-flex would be sold, and
that this was why Deutsche Post granted Industrial
Information a put-option. In fact, as Deutsche Post
expressly confirms in its reply to the statement of
objections, the put-option served as security for the
lending bank, to which the put-option rights were
transferred. Industrial Information thus waived the put-
option right which entitled it alone to determine the
timing of the sale of its trans-o-flex shares to Deutsche
Post. The assertion made in the notification in this
respect is therefore incorrect.

(2) Misleading information

In addition to the abovementioned incorrect infor-
mation, in its notification Deutsche Post also supplied a
large amount of misleading information to substantiate
its claim that Industrial Information, and not Deutsche
Post, took control of trans-o-flex in 1997. Deutsche Post
misled the Commission by failing to mention a number
of facts that allow an appraisal to be made as to
whether Deutsche Post would acquire control in 1999.
Acquisition of control by Deutsche Post in 1999 was
possible only if it had not already acquired sole control
in 1997. The notification should therefore have provided
all the facts that would have allowed the Commission to
assess the control structure arising from the 1997
transaction.
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conjunction with Article 3(1) of the Implementing
Regulation (13), and, in particular, section 2.1 of form
CO, Deutsche Post was obliged to supply this infor-
mation in its notification. The Commission must be able
to establish on the basis of the account given of a
notified transaction whether the transaction is in fact a
concentration within the meaning of Article 3 of the
Merger Regulation. The Commission’s assessment may
not be replaced by the notifier’s assessment, backed up
by information selected to support that view. By failing
to supply information needed for the assessment of the
takeover, the account given by Deutsche Post distorted
the facts. Contrary to what Deutsche Post claims in its
reply to the statement of objections, such omission can
result in a misleading presentation of the facts. If it was
not to be incomplete and misleading, an account of the
takeover should have contained the following infor-
mation.

(a)  Control of Industrial Information by [Mr H.J* at the time of
the 1997 transaction

[Mr H.]J* controlled Industrial Information when the
Hanna 95 shares were purchased. Deutsche Post had
indeed informed the Commission that Industrial Infor-
mation was a shelf company belonging to [Mr H.]*. But,
according to Deutsche Post’s account in its notification,
[Mr R.J* first took over Industrial Information in order
then to acquire a majority of the shares in trans-o-
flex (14). In fact, all the transactions associated with the
acquisition of the trans-o-flex shares occurred at a time
at which [Mr H.]* still controlled Industrial Information.
These facts are important in assessing the position
regarding control, and it was therefore necessary to
present them.

(b)  General power of attorney

On 11 July 1997, one day after Industrial Information’s
acquisition of the majority holding in Hanna 95 and at
a time when, as the majority shareholder, he did not

(*3) Commission Regulation (EC) No 447/98 of 1 March 1998 on
the notifications, time limits and hearings provided for in Council
Regulation (EEC) No 4064/89 on the control of concentrations
between undertakings (O] L 61, 2.3.1998, p. 1).

(4 “In this way, 50,4 % of the shares in Hanna 95 were acquired by
Industrial Information, which in the mean time had become the
property of [Mr R.J*/
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general power of attorney for Industrial Information,
and on this basis he continues to represent the company
today. This information is important in assessing the
control structure and should therefore have been pre-
sented, since the delegation of such power may be seen
as a preparatory step for the entrance of a majority
shareholder who will not himself exercise any influence.

(c) Timing of [Mr R.s]* entry

[Mr R.J* took over Industrial Information only 11 days
after all the transactions regarding the acquisition of
trans-o-flex had been concluded. This again is a key
factor in assessing the control structure and one which
is not mentioned in the notification. If the only reason
for this late entry of [Mr R.]* is in fact, as was first
asserted in Deutsche Post’s reply to the statement of
objections, that [Mr R.]* was prevented from doing so
because of other commitments, this could have been
pointed out in the notification. This circumstance would
then have been taken into account by the Commission
in its assessment. The fact remains, however, that the
information should have been provided.

(d)  Level of the purchase price for Industrial Information

[Mr R.]* paid only the nominal value of the Industrial
Information shares. This corresponded to approximately
2 % of the value of the Hanna 95/trans-o-flex shares
acquired by Industrial Information (see B.IL.3(c)). These
facts too should have been provided in the notification:
it is of considerable importance in assessing the control
structure, particularly in conjunction with the other
facts established by the Commission, that the person
described as the investor, [Mr R.]* should have paid only
a small part of the actual value of the object of the
investment.

(e) The consortium agreement

The consortium agreement should have been supplied
and explained. It contains agreements on the composi-
tion of the governing bodies of Hanna 95 and trans-o-
flex AG and was therefore of importance for an assess-
ment of the control structure. This is necessary in
order to enable the Commission to carry out such an
assessment even if, as Deutsche Post asserts in its
reply to the statement of objections, the consortium
agreement merely repeats for the record the rules of the
relevant articles of association. Moreover, Deutsche
Post’s argument is invalidated by the fact that neither
the articles of association of Hanna 95 nor those of
trans-o-flex AG were submitted to the Commission.
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(f) The option agreement

The option agreement should have been fully explained
and annexed to the notification. The notification makes
no mention of the price clause, Deutsche Post’s right of
first refusal, and Industrial Information’s exemption
from any responsibility of liability in relation to the
management of Hanna 95, all of which were crucial to
the assessment of the acquisition of control. These
provisions of the agreement show that Deutsche Post
bears the economic risk for the trans-o-flex shares
acquired by Industrial Information (C.IIL1(a)(1)(b)). The
option agreement is thus of crucial importance in
assessing the time when acquisition of control occurred.

In its reply to the statement of objections, Deutsche Post
argues that the option agreement was unimportant in
the given context. The agreement did not confer rights
nor impose obligations on Industrial Information, since
those were transferred to the bank through the assign-
ment by way of universal succession. Industrial Infor-
mation had therefore been free to renegotiate the sale
and the terms and conditions associated with it. This
had in fact happened when the purchase agreement was
concluded with Deutsche Post in 1999, with the result
that the achievement of a profit had not only been
possible, but had also actually taken place.

However, it is clear from the wording of the option
agreement in conjunction with the declaration of assign-
ment and from the letter from the lending bank on
10 July 1997 that the object of the assignment to the
bank was the exercise of the rights arising from Industrial
Information’s put-option. It is not possible, through
a declaration of assignment, to release oneself from
obligations to a third party. Thus the fact remains that
the purchase price agreement and Deutsche Post’s right
of first refusal excluded a profit for Industrial Infor-
mation and the conclusions drawn above regarding the
acquisition of control stand. The fact that, as Deutsche
Post argues in its reply to the statement of objections, a
contract was concluded two years later which, according
to Deutsche Post, was negotiated independently of these
agreements, is without significance in this context. The
crucial factor is that, in connection with the takeover of
the majority shareholding in trans-o-flex in 1997,
Industrial Information reached an option agreement
with Deutsche Post which specified a purchase price
arrangement which could not be altered unilaterally.
It did not allow a profit on the part of Industrial
Information.

The content of the option agreement is therefore, in this
context, of crucial importance and, contrary to what
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Deutsche Post asserts in its reply to the statement of
objections, should have been presented in the notifi-
cation. In this connection, in view of the account given
by Deutsche Post in its reply to the statement of
objections, it should be noted that the option agreement
was not covered by the notification, but was transmitted
to the Commission only when requested in a formal
request for information.

(@) Financing of Industrial Information’s holding in trans-o-flex

The notification should have contained details of the
financing of the acquisition of Industrial Information’s
majority holding in Hanna 95 by Julius Bir Bank,
including the securities offered to the bank. These facts
are of importance in assessing the control structure,
since the securities necessary for the credit line were
provided by Deutsche Post, the minority shareholder,
alone. Julius Bdr Bank, which provided that credit
line, was assigned the put-option rights belonging to
Industrial Information, and was pledged the trans-o-flex
shares belonging to Industrial Information (see B.IL2(e)).
Together with the purchase price arrangement for the
exercise of the put-option (see B.IL.2(d)), this ensured
that the bank could at any time recover the capital it had
provided in full from the financially strong Deutsche
Post.

(h)  Payment guarantee

The payment guarantee underwritten by Deutsche Post
on behalf of Hanna 95 and the particular circumstances
that led to this action and the reasons for it should have
been described in the notification. This means not only
the sale of trans-o-flex by Haniel in 1995, which was
mentioned in the notification, but also the other facts
set out in B.UL2(f), especially the fact that when the
contracts were concluded on 10 July 1997 trans-o-flex’s
shares were under a lien held by Haniel. The provision
of a guarantee served to prevent the exercise of this lien.

Contrary to Deutsche Post’s assertions in its reply to the
statement of objections, these facts were not communi-
cated to the Commission. Presentation of the purchase
contract, to which Deutsche Post refers here and in
which various liens are mentioned, is not sufficient in
itself without mention in the notification. Furthermore,
even on close reading of the purchase contract, the
circumstances associated with the lien remain unclear.
Form CO required that this information be disclosed. As
already explained in detail (B.I.2(f)), the purpose of the
provision of the guarantee was to prevent a
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complete loss of the assets of Hanna 95 through
realisation of the trans-o-flex shares subject to a lien.
That a minority shareholder not formally entitled to
control should underwrite such a guarantee, which
primarily benefits the majority shareholder formally
entitled to control, and this without any counter-
consideration, is a key factor in assessing the control
question at issue here.

(i) The loan to redeem the lien

For the same reasons, the notification should also have
mentioned that Deutsche Post made Hanna 95 a loan
shortly before the due date of the claim secured by the
lien, so that the lien could be redeemed. As Deutsche
Post itself confirms in its reply to the statement of
objections, the loan served the same purpose as the
payment guarantee. Contrary to what Deutsche Post
argues in its reply to the statement of objections, the
majority shareholder here received favourable treatment
from Deutsche Post regardless of whether Deutsche Post
was able to re-finance this loan on more favourable
conditions than it granted to trans-o-flex: the benefit is
conferred by the very granting of the loan for the
purpose described.

() The loan to cover running costs

Deutsche Post granted trans-o-flex a credit line of [DEM
.. million — see recitals 83, 84 and 86]* to cover its
normal running costs, and trans-o-flex took up [DEM ...
million — see recitals 83, 86, and 167]* of the loan (see
B.IL4(f)). Contrary to Deutsche Post’s opinion, such a
transaction must be disclosed, since, regardless of the re-
financing conditions, it represents a unilateral payment
by the minority shareholder which, however, benefits all
the shareholders in proportion to the size of their
respective shareholdings. This fact is also relevant to
assessment of the control structure.

(k)  Merger agreement

The merger agreement which was actually implemented,
the declarations of consent provided for in the agree-
ment, and any other relevant documentation should
have been annexed to the notification. These documents
and the time at which they were concluded are, as
explained above (B.IL4(d)), of crucial importance in
assessing the legal control structure of trans-o-flex.

If the abovementioned documents had been transmitted,
it would moreover have been immediately evident that
the wrong merger agreement had been sent by mistake.
The merger agreement submitted was an agreement
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which was authenticated by notary but which — as
emerged from the Commission’s investigations — had
not entered into force, and was dated one day before the
merger date specified in the notification. These dates are
one year before the actual merger.

()  Articles of association

The Hanna 95 shareholders’ agreement and the trans-o-
flex AG articles of association which were valid when
the shares were acquired in 1997 should have been
annexed to the notification, together with any other
documentation regarding the control of the two com-
panies, contrary to the view taken by Deutsche Post in
its reply to the statement of objections, since, as is clear
from the explanations given above (B.IL.4(d)), they are of
crucial importance to determining the control structure
created by the 1997 transaction. Only in this way would
the Commission have been able to form an assessment
of whether the legal control structures at the time of the
1997 transaction were the same as at the time of the
entry into force of the later articles of association
available to the Commission. Deutsche Post’s assertion,
in its reply to the statement of objections, that this was
the case does not remove the infringement of the
information requirement in this respect. Furthermore,
Deutsche Post does not in its reply present any of the
documents that were missing in the notification.

(m)  Change in management

Any changes in the management of trans-o-flex and
Hanna 95 which occurred when Deutsche Post acquired
its holding or were directly related to Deutsche Post’s
acquisition of Hanna 95 should have been disclosed and
explained (see B.IL.4(b)). Contrary to Deutsche Post’s
contention, such changes are important factors in
assessing the control structure.

(n)  Supervisory board changes

This also applies to changes in the membership of the
supervisory board (see B.IL.4(c)). These should also have
been disclosed in the notification.

(0) Capital increase

On 23 December 1998, it was decided to increase trans-
o-flex’s company capital. Although Industrial Infor-
mation provided the injection of capital, the plan
was that Deutsche Post should compensate Industrial
Information by including the amount in the purchase
price. These facts too are not evident from the notifi-
cation, but are essential in assessing the control structure.
They must be seen in conjunction with the purchase
price provision in the option agreement (see B.IL.4(e)).
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year later (see C.IILA(a)(1)(a) and C.I1.1(a)(2)(k)), it is not
possible that the merger agreement was provided only
inadvertently.
(149) Deutsche Post committed the acts caught by
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Article 14(1)(b) intentionally, as it recognised or could
not have been unaware that the information contained
in its notification was in breach of the information
requirements in the manner described in that provision.

The investigation has revealed that Deutsche Post was
aware of the information in respect of which
Article 14(1)(b) applies. The Commission received much
of the information in question from Deutsche Post in
response to requests for information or reminders
drawing attention to requests for information. Thus
Deutsche Post knew that the information it had supplied
in its notification was incorrect and misleading. The
investigation has further revealed that Deutsche Post
was also aware that these facts were crucial to the
assessment of Deutsche Post’s acquisition of control of
trans-o-flex in 1999 through the notified transaction,
and should therefore have been included in the notifi-
cation.

The way in which the facts were presented by Deutsche
Post in its notification also makes this clear. The false
information consists of more than isolated incorrect
or misleading details. The incorrect and misleading
information supplied in its notification served directly
to support Deutsche Post’s view of the takeover and
deliberately and systematically prevented the Com-
mission from forming a full and correct picture of
the situation. By a deliberate combination of false
information and the omission of information which was
crucial to the decision, an account of the facts was
fabricated which made it appear that the transaction
matched all of the criteria for an acquisition of control.
The process involved concealment of the actual sequence
of events, such as the point at which [Mr R.]* joined
Industrial Information in relation to the point at which
the trans-o-flex shareholding was acquired. Out-of-date
documents were also supplied, including the merger
agreement of 25 September 1997, which was never
implemented, while other documents did not relate to
the relevant period, such as the articles of association of
trans-o-flex AG, and the articles of association of
September 1998.

It follows that, in the account it gave in its notification,
Deutsche Post acted with the intention to deceive. That
intention in any event includes the intention referred to
in Article 14(1).

The same applies to the incorrect information regarding
the merger. Since the date given for the merger in the
notification corresponds to the date of the attached
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(c) Finding

In its notification of 4 February 1999 in Case IV/M.1447
— Deutsche Post/trans-o-flex, therefore, Deutsche Post
intentionally supplied incorrect and misleading infor-
mation, in that it supported its depiction of the case by
making a number of incorrect statements and providing
a great deal of misleading information.

2. Article 14(1)(c)

(@) The fact of the infringement

The facts set out show that Deutsche Post supplied
incorrect information in response to requests made
pursuant to Article 11 of the Merger Regulation. This
conduct is contrary to the first limb of Article 14(1)(c)
of the Regulation.

The Commission sent Deutsche Post three requests for
information concerning Deutsche Post’s takeover of
trans-o-flex, on 23 February 1999 (reference 1999),
26 March 1999 (reference 3359) and 22 April 1999
(reference 4350). The request for information of
26 March 1999 contained a number of new questions,
and asked Deutsche Post to answer the questions
contained in the request for information of 23 February
1999. The request for information of 22 April 1999
requested answers only to unanswered questions from
the previous two requests.

Deutsche Post replied to these requests for information
in its letters of 1 March 1999, 30 March 1999, 6 April
1999 and 27 April 1999. The letters contained incorrect
information. They also left a number of questions
unanswered, forcing the Commission to repeat them,
sometimes formulated more precisely on the basis of the
results of the investigation being conducted, and to ask
a number of further questions. Deutsche Post’s letter of
27 April 1999, replying to the reminder of 22 April
1999 drawing attention to the previous requests for
information, contained a number of corrections of
information previously supplied and supplementary
information completing information requested earlier.

The investigation has shown that Deutsche Post supplied
the following incorrect information when replying to
the requests for information pursuant to Article 11.
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(1) Agreements regarding the allocation of seats on the
supervisory board

In its letter of 6 April 1999, Deutsche Post stated,
in reply to a question relating to arrangements for
membership of the trans-o-flex management board and
supervisory board, that no documents existed regarding
the composition of the trans-o-flex supevisory board.
This is incorrect, as the consortium agreement between
the parties contains detailed rules concerning member-
ship of the trans-o-flex AG Hanna 95 governing bodies.

This question could not, as Deutsche Post states in
its reply, be misinterpreted merely as a question on
arrangements regarding the identity of the persons
appointed to the supervisory board. The question is
concerned above all with the shareholders’ rights to
appoint members to these bodies. The narrow interpret-
ation placed on the Commission’s question by Deutsche
Post is justified neither by its wording nor by the context
in which it was asked. The term ‘seats’ used in the
question, and the context, which was the exercise of
supervision by various shareholders, precludes a limiting
of the question to the identity of the individuals
represented. It was therefore clear to Deutsche Post that
merely providing individual names would be of no help
to the Commission. The only explanation for the
interpretation of the relevant question proposed by
Deutsche Post in its reply is that any information which
could cast doubt on Deutsche Post’s view of the control
issue was to be withheld from the Commission. More-
over, Deutsche Post’s reply was confined to the supervis-
ory board, whereas the question covered the supervisory
board and the management board.

(2) Security provided by Deutsche Post

In its letter of 1 March 1999, replying to the request for
information of 23 February 1999, Deutsche Post denied
that it had directly or indirectly financed Industrial
Information’s acquisition of the shares.

However, the investigation revealed that Deutsche Post
financed this acquisition indirectly by providing security
for the loan granted to Industrial Information (see
B.IL2(e)). Deutsche Post therefore answered the question
incorrectly.

(3) Intervention by Deutsche Post

In its letter of 1 March 1999, replying to the request for
information of 23 February 1999, Deutsche Post also
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denied that it had intervened to assist trans-o-flex,
Industrial Information or any of their shareholders, for
example by waiving claims or taking over commitments.
However, the investigation revealed that Deutsche Post
should have answered this question in the affirmative.

Deutsche Post first gave a payment guarantee benefiting
Hanna 95, which at that time was sole proprietor of
trans-o-flex, and then made the company a loan. In this
way it enabled Hanna 95 to meet its obligations,
amounting to [DEM ... million — a sum corresponding
to the sum lent to meet Hanna 95’s commitments to
Haniel referred to in recitals 50, 86 and 167]*, in respect
of the purchase price owed by Hanna 95 to Haniel for
the acquisition of trans-o-flex shares in 1995 (see B.IL.2(f)
and (g)). Deutsche Post therefore relieved Hanna 95 of
the obligation to make this payment by the end of
September 1997. It is not necessary for this debt to be
waived completely, as maintained by Deutsche Post in
its reply, for a discharge of debts to have occurred. An
extension of credit is sufficient, especially if it is intended,
as in this case, to protect the entire assets of the
benefiting company, i.e. trans-o-flex AG shares, from
conversion into cash and hence from loss. Deutsche Post
therefore gave an incorrect reply to the question.

Nor can it be argued, as in Deutsche Post’s reply, that
the question had been correctly answered because
the circumstances surrounding the provision of the
guarantee and the loan were clear from the documents
enclosed. If these circumstances were clear from the
annexes alone, they would merely confirm that the
Commission’s answer was wrongly answered in the
negative. Not only is Deutsche Post’s reply incorrect, it
is also contradictory. In any event, the facts which reveal
that Deutsche Post’s answer is incorrect are not clear
from the annexes, as explained in the next recital.

(4) Circumstances of the payment guarantee and loan
from Deutsche Post

In its letter of 27 April 1999 Deutsche Post stated that
all the relevant information concerning the payment
guarantee and the granting of the loan were supplied in
the annexes to its letter of 1 March 1999. This is not the
case. The Commission was not able to determine the
facts relating to the payment guarantee and the granting
of the loan from the annexes to the letter of 1 March.
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The loan contract was not enclosed, and the payment
guarantee was supplied only in draft form. Moreover, no
explanation was given of the context surrounding these
agreements. The Commission first gained knowledge of
all these elements through its own investigations (see
B.IL2(f) and (g)). Deutsche Post’s answer was therefore
incorrect.

(5) Reason for the loan

In its letter of 30 March 1999 Deutsche Post claimed it
had made trans-o-flex a loan of [DEM ... million — see
recital 85, with further references]* in order to enable
trans-o-flex to settle existing liabilities at a rate of interest
lower than the market rate. The investigation revealed,
however, that [DEM ... million — see recital 164, with
further references]* of the loan was used to meet
Hanna 95’s commitments to Haniel. The purpose of this
loan was to enable Haniel to release the pledged trans-
o-flex shares, while [DEM ... million — see recital 142,
with further references]* financed trans-o-flex’s current
activities. The main purpose of the loan was not,
therefore, as Deutsche Post claims, the refinancing of
existing liabilities at a low rate of interest. Deutsche
Post’s answer was therefore incorrect.

(6) Changes in management

In its letter of 1 March 1999, Deutsche Post stated that
no changes to trans-o-flex’s management had been made
at the behest of Deutsche Post. This was not true. The
record of the trans-o-flex supervisory board meeting of
11 July 1997, one day after the 1997 transaction,
indicated that [Mr P.]* joined the management board (as
chairman) on behalf of Deutsche Post, and that the
resignation of [Mr E.]* was directly connected with this
event. Whether or not tensions already existed between
[Mr E.]* and the supervisory board before Deutsche Post
joined the board, as claimed by Deutsche Post, is not
important in this context, since these had not led [Mr E.]*
to resign.

(7) Membership of trans-o-flex governing bodies

When the Commission asked for the names of the
members of trans-o-flex’s governing bodies, with details
of when they joined and left, Deutsche Post answered by
supplying the list of supervisory board members for
1995, 1996 and 1997. Only when reminded by the
Commission did Deutsche Post supply, on 30 March

(170)

1999, a list of all management and supervisory boards,
beginning at 1 January 1985 and ending at 27 August
1998. The list, however, is incorrect, as it refers only to
trans-o-flex AG, which ceased to exist folowing the
merger, and contains no information about the member-
ship of the corresponding bodies in trans-o-flex GmbH.

Deutsche Post’s failure to provide a correct answer to
the Commission is not remedied by the fact that it
indicates in its reply to the statement of objections that
no changes to these bodies had occurred after the stated
final date. This statement is unclear and ambiguous. If it
refers to trans-o-flex AG, no change could have been
made after the stated date, since it ceased to exist
immediately after that date as a result of the merger. If it
refers to trans-o-flex GmbH, it cannot be correct since,
although the company has a supervisory board, it does
not have a management board (Vorstand’) but three
managers (‘Geschiftsfiihrer’) instead.

Intention

(b)

(171) The investigation has revealed that Deutsche Post was

(172

~—

aware of the information in respect of which the first
limb of Article 14(1)(c) of the Merger Regulation applies.
The Commission received much of the information in
question from Deutsche Post in response to reminders
drawing attention to its requests for information. Thus
Deutsche Post knew that the information which it
had supplied and which has been examined here was
incorrect. Deutsche Post deliberately attempted to make
use of this incorrect information to give a false presenta-
tion of the facts in order to support its view of the
takeover. If follows that in the account it gave in its
notification Deutsche Post acted with the intention to
deceive. That intention in any event includes the inten-
tion referred to in Article 14(1). Deutsche Post therefore
acted intentionally within the meaning of Article 14(1).

(c) Finding

In its letters of 1 March 1999, 30 March 1999, 6 April
1999 and 27 April 1999, replying to requests for
information pursuant to Article 11 of the Merger
Regulation in Case IV/M.1447 — Deutsche Post/trans-
o-flex, Deutsche Post intentionally supplied the incorrect
information described (at C.IIL.2).
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(173) In setting fines the Commission has taken the following

(174)

(175)

(176)

177)

(178)

(179)

factors into account.

I ARTICLE 14(1)(b)

Article 14(1)(b) of the Merger Regulation states that the
Commission may by decision impose on the persons
referred to in Article 3(1)(b), undertakings or associ-
ations of undertakings fines of from EUR 1000 to
EUR 50 000 where intentionally or negligently they
supply incorrect or misleading information in a notifi-
cation pursuant to Article 4.

Article 14(3) states that, in setting the amount of a fine,
the Commission is to have regard to the nature and
gravity of the infringement. The Commission will here
take account of any aggravating or mitigating circum-
stances.

The infringement at issue is the intentional supply of
incorrect and misleading information by Deutsche Post
in its notification of 4 February 1999.

The fact that the incorrect and misleading information
relates to the acquisition of control, and hence to the
Commission’s competence in respect of the notified
transaction, is to be regarded as an aggravating circum-
stance. Information on the acquisition of control is
information that must be supplied by the parties in
accordance with section 2.1 of form CO in order to
enable the Commission to assess whether the notified
merger constitutes a concentration within the meaning
of Article 3(1) of the Merger Regulation. This assessment
is essential for determining the powers of the Com-
mission in respect of the notified transaction. If the tests
for the presence of a concentration laid down in the
Merger Regulation are not satisfied, the transaction is
not within the Commission’s competence. One of the
main tests of this kind is that the notified operation
should produce a change in control.

A further aggravating circumstance is the fact that the
incorrect and misleading information listed above in
connection with the question of intention was intended
to deceive the Commission with regard to an acquisition
of control, and therefore with regard to the Com-
mission’s powers in relation to the transaction.

There are no circumstances in this case which would
justify a reduction in the fine. Deutsche Post cannot
plead in mitigation that it supplied the Commission
with the bulk of the information which enabled the

(180

~

Commission to prove that an infringement had occurred.
The information was supplied only in response to
requests from the Commission, and often only in
response to reminders. It was also supplied very late in
the proceedings.

I FIRST LIMB OF ARTICLE 14(1)(c)

Article 14(1)(c) of the Merger Regulation empowers the
Commission by decision to impose on the persons
referred to in Article 3(1)(b), undertakings or associ-
ations of undertakings fines of from EUR 1000 to
EUR 50 000 where intentionally or negligently they
supply incorrect information in response to a request
made pursuant to Article 11.

(181) Article 14(3) states that in setting the amount of a fine

the Commission is to have regard to the nature and
gravity of the infringement. The Commission will here
take account of any aggravating or mitigating circum-
stances.

(182) A series of infringements caught by the first limb of

(183

(184

)

=

Article 14(1)(c) have been committed, in that incorrect
information on various points detailed above was sup-
plied on a number of occasions in response to requests
for information made by the Commission under
Article 11 of the Merger Regulation.

The incorrect information was designed to deceive the
Commission with regard to the acquisition of control,
and thus to ensure that the Commission continued in its
opinion that it was competent in the case, as had been
suggested by the incorrect and misleading information
in the notification. Only after exhaustive investigation
was the Commission able to clarify the facts sufficiently
to be able to make a correct assessment of the acquisition
of control in the event that it took a decision in the case.

Here, too, the fact that the incorrect replies relate to the
acquisition of control and hence to the Commission’s
competence should be regarded as an aggravating cir-
cumstance.

(185) The gravity of the infringement is also aggravated by the

intention to deceive, which has already been established.

(186) For the reasons already outlined in the light of

Article 14(1)(b) of the Merger Regulation, there are no
circumstances here which would justify a reduction in
the fine. Deutsche Post cannot plead in mitigation that
in response to the Commission’s requests it supplied the
information which led to the clarification of the case.
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(187) As was explained above, Deutsche Post provided an
account of the real facts of the case only in its letter of
27 April 1999, and many material facts were omitted
from that letter, such as the sequence of events and [Mr
H.’s]* power of attorney. Nor should it be forgotten that
the information was supplied only in response to
reminders drawing attention to the failure to answer
questions in previous requests for information.

E. CONCLUSIONS

(188) The considerations set out above demonstrate that
Deutsche Post supplied incorrect and misleading infor-
mation in its notification of 4 February 1999 in Case
IV/M.1447 — Deutsche Post/trans-o-flex. They likewise
demonstrate that Deutsche Post replied incorrectly to
requests for information under Article 11 in its letters of
1 March 1999, 30 March 1999, 6 April 1999 and
27 April 1999.

(189) The Commission reaches the conclusion that Deutsche
Post’s actions are caught by Article 14(1)(b) and the first
limb of Article 14(1)(c) of the Merger Regulation, which
makes it liable to fines under two separate provisions.

(190) The Commission ought to impose a fine on Deutsche
Post under Article 14(1)(b) of the Merger Regulation,
and a further fine under the first limb of Article 14(1)(c).

(191) Accordingly, taking into account the circumstances of
the case, the Commission considers it appropriate to
impose a fine of EUR 50 000 under Article 14(1)(b) of
the Merger Regulation and a further fine of EUR
50 000 under the first limb of Article 14(1)(c), making
a total of EUR 100 000,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:
Article 1

1. A fine of EUR 50 000 is hereby imposed on Deutsche
Post AG under Article 14(1)(b) of Regulation (EEC)
No 4064/89 for intentionally supplying incorrect and mislead-
ing information to the Commission in the notification it
submitted on 4 February 1999.

2. A fine of EUR 50 000 is hereby imposed on Deutsche
Post AG under the first limb of Article 14(1)(c) of Regulation
(EEC) No 4064/89 for intentionally supplying incorrect infor-
mation to the Commission in reply to requests for information
made on 23 February 1999 (reference 1999), 26 March 1999
(reference 3359) and 22 April 1999 (reference 4350).

Article 2

1. The fines referred to in Article 1 shall be paid to the
Commission of the European Communities within three
months of the date of notification of this Decision, to account
number 310-0933000-43 at the Banque Bruxelles Lambert,
Filiale Rond-Point Schuman 5, B-1040 Brussels.

2. Upon expiry of the period allowed for payment, default
interest shall be payable on the fines at the interest rate applied
by the European Central Bank to its repo operations on the
first day of the month in which this Decision is adopted,
namely 3 %, plus 3,5 percentage points, giving a total of 6,5 %.

Article 3
This Decision is addressed to:

Deutsche Post AG
Generaldirektion
D-53105 Bonn.

Done at Brussels, 14 December 1999.
For the Commission

Mario MONTI

Member of the Commission
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COMMISSION DECISION

of 14 March 2000

on the redefinition of assisted areas under the joint Federal Government/Linder scheme for
improving regional economic structures in Germany for the period 1 January 2000 to 31
December 2003 — West Germany and Berlin

(notified under document number C(2000) 809)

(Only the German text is authentic)

(Text with EEA relevance)

(2001/272/EC)

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European Com-
munity, and in particular the first subparagraph of Article 88(2)
thereof,

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic
Area, and in particular Article 62(1)(a) thereof,

Having called on interested parties to submit their comments
pursuant to those provisions (') and having regard to their
comments,

Whereas:

I. PROCEDURE

(1) On 30 March 1999, Germany sent a 12-page fax
announcing that two annexes notifying the regional aid
map of Germany (2) would be sent by mail. The annexes
were registered as received by the Secretariat-General on
23 April 1999. At a meeting on 11 and 12 May 1999 in
Bonn, the Commission received oral explanations and
asked for additional information in writing. On 19 May
1999, Germany sent clarifications on the notification.

(2) By letter dated 17 August 1999, the Commission in-
formed Germany that it had decided to declare the
regions proposed under Article 87(3)(a) of the EC Treaty
and their respective maximum aid intensities compatible
with the common market (the five new Lénder, State aid
Case N 195/99) and that it had decided to initiate the

() OJ C 340, 27.11.1999, p. 8.
(3) For the definition of ‘regional aid map’, see point 5.1 of the
guidelines on national regional aid (O] C 74, 10.3.1998, p. 9).

procedure laid down in Article 88(2) of the EC Treaty in
order to examine the compatibility of the regions pro-
posed under Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty (the West
German assisted areas and Berlin, State aid Case C 47/99).

(3) The Commission decision to declare a part of the German
regional aid map compatible with the common market
and to initiate the formal investigation procedure in
respect of the other part of the German regional aid map
was published in the Official Journal of the European
Communities ?). In relation to the second part, the
Commission called on interested parties to submit their
comments.

(4)  The Commission received five comments from interested
parties. It forwarded them to Germany, which was given
the opportunity to react; its comments were received by
fax dated 21 January 2000.

(5) The Commission received written comments from Germ-
any on 17 September 1999. Additional information and
comments were submitted on 2 February 2000. Meetings
were held in Brussels (12, 18 and 23 November 1999)
and in Berlin (2 December 1999) between representatives
of the Commission and the German Government.

II. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE ASSISTED AREAS
PROPOSED BY GERMANY PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 87(3)(C)
OF THE EC TREATY

(6) Under German law, the Planning Committee set up under
the Federal Law on the joint Federal Government/Ldnder
scheme for improving regional economic structures (here-
inafter called the joint Federal Government/Ldinder
scheme), decides which regions are eligible for regional
aid and under which derogation of the EC Treaty. Such a
decision was taken on 25 March 1999 and subsequently
notified to the Commission on 23 April 1999.

() OJ C 340, 27.11.1999, p. 8.
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(7)

The national decision of 25 March 1999 has partly been
declared compatible with the common market as far as
the five new Lander of Brandenburg, Saxony, Saxony-
Anhalt, Thuringia and Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania,
proposed under Article 87(3)(a) of the EC Treaty, and
their maximum aid intensities for the period 1 January
2000 to 31 December 2003 are concerned. However, as
far as the regions proposed under Article 87(3)(c) of the
EC Treaty are concerned, the Commission initiated the
formal investigation procedure pursuant to Article 88(2)
of the EC Treaty and Article 4(4) of Council Regulation
(EC) No 659/1999 (4).

In initiating the procedure, the Commission expressed
doubts over the following points of the notification:

1. Compliance with points 3.10.1 and 3.10.2 of the
guidelines on national regional aid for not presenting
the methodology in a clear and detailed manner for
regions proposed under Article 87(3)(c) of the EC
Treaty. The Commission is asking Germany to
describe the methodology and all its ancillary aspects
applicable to all regions proposed under
Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty.

2. Compliance with the first indent of point 3.10.3 of
the guidelines in so far as municipalities (Gemeinden)
which are not part of labour market regions pro-
posed to the Commission under Article 87(3)(c) of
the EC Treaty are eligible for regional aid (see also
Annex to this Decision).

3. Compliance with the last sentence of point 3.10 of
the guidelines, because Germany applies a maximum
population ceiling for (c) regions of 23,4 % of its
total population. Therefore, the ceiling as notified
by Germany goes beyond the limit acceptable in the
common interest and could not, at this stage, be
considered compatible with the common market.

4. As Berlin has not been clearly identified as a region
under Article 87(3)(a) or (c) of the EC Treaty, the
Commission has no option but to raise doubts about
its status.

5. Compliance with the fourth paragraph of point 4.8
of the guidelines for not respecting the regional aid
intensities in the labour market regions proposed

() OJL 83,27.3.1999,p. 1.

(10)

(1)

under Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty, which
have a higher per capita GDP/PPS and a lower
unemployment rate than the respective Community
average and which do not adjoin a region with
Article 87(3)(a) status.

6. Doubts as to whether the three regions of Kronach,
Hersfeld-Rotenburg and Géttingen as well as Passau
and Wunsiedel were notified by Germany on the
basis of the exception provided for in the fourth
paragraph of point 4.8 of the guidelines.

7. Doubts as to whether the principle of adjustment as
expressed in the last paragraph of point 4.8 of the
guidelines has been complied with.

This Commission Decision relates only to the assisted
regions and permitted maximum aid intensities which
fall under the derogation of Article 87(3)(c) of the EC
Treaty according to the German proposal as amended by
the German Government during the formal investigation
procedure.

(a) Homogeneous geographical unit

In order to comply with the first indent of point 3.10.3
of the guidelines on national regional aid, Germany
proposes the notion of the labour market region’ (Arbeits-
marktregion). The term is used for a statistical unit the
underlying idea of which is to identify an economic zone
in terms of functionality, rather than administrative
boundaries. Therefore, Germany selects the labour market
region instead of NUTS IIl as the homogeneous geo-
graphical unit for its regions.

Germany justifies its choice with the argument that
economic problems to be targeted with regional aid
policy do not, in general, correspond to administrative
borders. Moreover, the indicators selected (see recital 12)
were difficult to obtain and would lead to a distorted
picture if measured on the level of NUTS III. Germany
had opted for a geographical unit which best reflected
economic reality in the form of commuter patterns and
work-place accessibility. Ideally, this geographical unit
represented a functionally interdependent region with a
maximum of internal interdependence and a minimum
of external interdependence. A labour market region was
at least as big as, and usually bigger than, a NUTS level III
region.

(b) Methodology and indicators

The labour market regions in West Germany are ranked
using a synthetic indicator based on the following four
weighted subindicators:



6.4.2001 Official Journal of the European Communities L97/29

(e) Aid intensities
Indicator Weighting

(16) During the formal investigation procedure, Germany
submitted the following maximum aid intensities for
West German labour market areas proposed for a dero-
gation under Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty:

Per capita .incomé in 1997 of _employed 40 % 28 % (gross) for SMEs, and
persons paying social security contributions

Average unemployment rate from 1996 to 40 %
1998

Infrastructure indicator 10 % 18 % (gross) for large undertakings

Employment forecast up to 2004 10 %

(17) In future, it is to be explicitly provided for in the outline
plan (Part I point 2.5.1 in conjunction with footnote 11)
that the maximum aid intensities allowed, even in cases
of cumulation of aid, may neither exceed the maximum
gross intensity rate stipulated in the plan nor the
maximum aid intensity rates approved by the Com-
mission in nge.

(13) The purpose of the indicators is to draw an accurate
picture of which regional problems exist in West Germ-
any and which regions require regional aid. The region
with the least favourable socioeconomic situation, as
determined by the synthetic indicator, is ranked in first

place with the others following in ascending order. (18) For Berlin, Germany notified the following maximum aid
rates:
43 % (gross) for SMEs and

() The labour market region of Berlin 28 % (gross) for large undertakings.

(14) The labour market region of Berlin consists of the city of  Possible cumulation

Berlin and its surrounding area, which belongs to the
Land of Brandenburg and entirely surrounds Berlin.
Brandenburg meets the eligibility criteria for assistance
under Article 87(3)(a) of the EC Treaty and was accepted
as an assisted area by the Commission. Germany has
therefore proposed only the city of Berlin as an
Article 87(3)(c) area, although it undertakes to treat the
whole labour market region as if it were an Article 87(3)(c)
assisted area. Germany explains that this means that not
all the potential for granting aid will be used in the
Brandenburg area surrounding Berlin (%).

(19) In future, it is to be explicitly provided for in the outline
plan (Part I point 2.5.1 in conjunction with footnote 11)
that the maximum aid intensities, even in cases of
cumulation of aid, may neither exceed the maximum
gross intensity rate stipulated in the plan nor the
maximum aid intensity rates approved by the Com-
mission in nge.

[Il. COMMENTS FROM INTERESTED PARTIES

(d) List of regions and population ceiling (20) The Commission received five comments from interested
parties. All five comments were submitted by German
Lander or regions affected by the regional aid map and
concern the ‘exchange of regions’ (Fordergebietsaus-
tausch) (8). The arguments put forward can be summar-
ised as follows.

(15) On 2 February 2000, after the procedure had been
initiated, Germany submitted a list comprising 41 labour
market regions and the city of Berlin (see Annex 1) (9).
These regions have a total population of

14 546 097 inhabitants, accounting for 17,7 % of the (21) It is pointed out that the Commission accepted the
total German POPUIaU‘?n (), :.md are .c0n51dere(.1 by exchange of regions before the guidelines were adopted
Germany to be the regions with the highest regional and that regions or municipalities adjoining regional aid
policy priority. areas covered by the derogation in Article 87(3)(a) or (c)

of the EC Treaty have to deal with the problem of
different aid intensities.

(°) Comment of Germany on the decision to initiate the formal _—
investigation procedure, fax of 17 September 1999, p. 10. (8) See recitals 12 and 38 of the decision to initiate the formal

(%) The originally notified list of regions contained 60 labour market investigation procedure (O] C 340, 27.11.1999, p. 8) which
regions and accounted for 23,4 % of the total German population. explain that Germany removed some municipalities from the
(7) The total German population is based on data from 31 December proposed labour market regions and replaced them by munici-

1997 and amounts to 82 057 379 inhabitants. palities that do not belong to a proposed labour market region.
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(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

It is also argued that the doubts raised by the Commission
in its decision to initiate the formal investigation pro-
cedure concerning the exchange of regions would lead
to exclusion of these regions from the joint Federal
Government/Ldnder ~ scheme. Another argument put
forward is that, even in areas in which the method applied
under the joint Federal Government/Linder scheme does
not result in the status of a labour market region, the
Commission should intervene if the socioeconomic data
for the area warrant it.

One of the observations explains that the exchange of
regions allows the Lander the possibility of deviating from
the criteria fixed for the country as a whole and allows
them to adopt a flexible approach to specific structural
problems. In this context, the subsidiarity argument is
used. Lander should have a say in the choice of the regions
on the basis of their own criteria.

COMMENTS FROM GERMANY IN RESPONSE TO THE
COMMENTS FROM INTERESTED PARTIES

The comments of the German Government in response
to the comments submitted by third parties may be
summarised as follows: Germany reiterates that exchang-
ing regions is of enormous importance for regional
policy. It only covers exceptional economic situations
which cannot be properly handled using the method
developed for the joint Federal Government/Linder
scheme. Furthermore, some structural problems have
arisen in the recent past which are not reflected in the
indicators. Exchanging regions is also necessary in order
to mitigate the effects of different aid levels in neighbour-
ing regions or municipalities. Germany concludes that,
although exchanging regions is not covered by the letter
of the guidelines, it is in line with its spirit. The regional
aid map was changed for purely practical reasons, but
Germany maintains its view that the exchange of regions
is a valid tool for selecting eligible regions.

V. COMMENTS FROM GERMANY IN RESPONSE
TO THE INITIATION OF THE FORMAL
INVESTIGATION PROCEDURE

The formal investigation procedure was initiated in
relation to eight points (see recital 8 of this Decision).

Concerning the methodology, recitals 12, 13, 41, 42 and
43 of this Decision describe the position of Germany and
the Commission’s assessment.

Germany’s comments on the exchange of regions are set
out in recital 24; the Commission’s response is set out in
recitals 69 et seq.

(28) In relation to the population ceiling Germany maintains
that 23,4 % of its total population should be covered by
regions falling under Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty and
regrets that the Commission insists on the maximum
population ceiling as laid down on 21 January 1999.
Although Germany is still of the opinion that the
population ceiling set for Germany (see Commission
decisions communicated to Germany by letters dated
24 February 1998 (SG(98) D/1670) and 30 December
1998 (SG(98) D/12384)) was determined in violation of
the principle of equal treatment, it did propose a modified
list (Annex) during the formal investigation procedure
corresponding to the population ceiling set by the
Commission. Germany points out that regional aid is of
the utmost importance for the necessary structural change
in Germany (?). For purely practical reasons, therefore,
Germany was changing the regional aid map, without
giving up its legal opinion in relation to the population
ceiling.

(29) The eligibility of the city of Berlin as a regional aid area is
assessed in recitals 14 and 44 to 47 of this Decision.

(30) The question of the aid intensities for regions which have
a higher per capita GDP[PPS and a lower unemployment
rate than the respective Community average and which
do not adjoin an Article 87(3)(a) area, and regions which
do adjoin an Article 87(3)(a) area is dealt with in
recitals 57, 58, 61 and 62 of this Decision.

(31) Concerning the principle of adjustment, see recitals 67
and 68 of this Decision.

(32) Concerning the cumulation rules, see recital 64 et seq. of
this Decision.

VI. ASSESSMENT

(33) Germany notified its regional aid map on 23 April 1999.
The Commission approved the aid map for the period
1 January 2000 to 31 December 2003 for the regions
eligible under Article 87(3)(a) of the EC Treaty.

(34) This Decision authorises the regional aid map for the
period 1 January 2000 to 31 December 2003 for the
regions eligible under Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty,

(%) Germany’s comments on the decision to initiate the formal
investigation procedure, fax of 2 February 2000, p. 2.
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provided Germany complies with the conditions and
requirements set out in Article 2. The two Decisions
together determine the German regional aid map as
defined in point 5.1 of the guidelines.

Germany’s notification of 2 February 2000, amended in
relation to the Article 87(3)(c) areas, is examined in the
light of Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty and, in particular,
in the light of the guidelines.

(a) Homogeneous geographical unit

Pursuant to the first indent of point 3.10.3 of the
guidelines, the regions proposed pursuant to
Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty must conform to NUTS
level III or, in justified circumstances, to a different
homogeneous geographical unit. Only one type of geo-
graphical unit may be submitted by each Member State.

As described in recital 11, Germany justifies its departure
from NUTS level III on the grounds that regional
economic problems in Germany cannot be properly
reflected at this level.

The Commission notes that Eurostat uses NUTS level III
for the purposes of collecting regional statistics in the
Community. The demarcation is based almost exclusively
on administrative boundaries as communicated to Euros-
tat by the various Member States. In Germany, the NUTS
level III corresponds to the level of a district (Kreis). From
a statistical point of view, comparing the 15 Member
States, these are small units, both in terms of population
and in terms of geographical area.

Consequently, Germany uses a concept which, compared
with NUTS level III, covers a larger geographical area and
a higher population figure. All the labour market regions
consist of one or more NUTS level IIl regions. The
underlying idea is the functional economic areas identified
by commuter patterns and accessibility analyses. In
Germany's view, the statistical units so obtained best
reflect the regional problems that need to be dealt with
by regional policy measures.

The Commission accepts that Germany is using the
labour market regions as a homogeneous geographical
unit and acknowledges that this is compatible with the
first indent of point 3.10.3 of the guidelines.

(41)

(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)

(46)

(b) Methodology and indicators

As set out in points 3.10.1 and 3.10.2 of the guidelines,
the methodology and the indicators for the regions
proposed under Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty must
satisfy a number of conditions.

Germany presents its methodology in a clear and detailed
fashion, and the Commission can therefore assess its
merits. Each indicator is based on reliable statistical
sources. Unemployment, income, infrastructure and
employment up to 2004 may be regarded as relevant to
the examination of the socioeconomic circumstances of
a labour market region. All the indicators are based on
statistical series covering a period including at least the
three years prior to the notification or are derived from
the last survey carried out, where the relevant statistics
are not available on an annual basis. The fourth indicator
is based on a statistical projection method using time
series data from at least the last three years.

The objective subindicators make it possible to measure
the disparities in the socioeconomic circumstances of the
regions in question. The Commission therefore accepts
that Germany has met all conditions set out in
points 3.10.1 and 3.10.2 of the guidelines.

(c) The labour market region of Berlin

The city of Berlin, a German Land in its own right,
corresponds to the statistical units of NUTS levels 1, II,
and IIT at the same time. Together with its surrounding
region, which belongs to the Land of Brandenburg, Berlin
is a labour market region. The NUTS level II region of
Brandenburg meets the exemption criteria of Article
87(3)(a) of the EC Treaty, a fact which is acknowledged
by the Commission.

Germany argues that it would be unfair if the city of
Berlin could not be proposed under Article 87(3)(c) of
the EC Treaty on the grounds that part of the labour
market region meets the socioeconomic criteria for
classification as an Article 87(3)(a) region.

The Commission acknowledges the special geographical
position of the city of Berlin. Germany undertakes in any
case to treat the entire labour market region of Berlin as
an Article 87(3)(c) assisted area. This would mean the aid
potential would not be fully used in the surrounding area
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(47)

(48)

(49)

(50)

(1)

of Brandenburg (19). The Commission notes that this
commitment means that aid intensities in those parts of
Brandenburg that belong to the labour market region of
Berlin may not exceed the aid intensities approved for
Berlin and that no operating aid may be granted.

All these considerations lead the Commission to conclude
that the city of Berlin is covered by the derogation of
Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty.

(d) List of assisted regions, population ceiling and
standard deviation

The original notification of the list of assisted regions was
not in line with the guidelines and with the assisted
area population ceilings set by the Commission. The
population ceiling was exceeded (see recital 44 of the
decision initiating the procedure), and Germany did not
comply with the principle of a single, homogeneous
geographical unit, since there was an exchange of regions
(see recital 38 of the Decision).

During the course of the procedure, so as to bring
the notification into line with the guidelines, Germany
provided a list of regions that was reduced to the
population ceiling set by the Commission and which
complied with the principle of a single, homogeneous
geographical unit.

In selecting the regions for the Annex, Germany did
not exchange any regions. Furthermore, the population
ceiling set for Germany is complied with: on 21 January
1999, the Commission published the national ceilings for
regional aid coverage under the exceptions provided for
in Article 87(3)(a) and (c) of the EC Treaty for the period
2000 to 2006 (O] C 16, 21.1.2001, p. 5). Germany was
informed by letter dated 30 December 1998 (SG(98)
D[12384). According to this, the population ceiling for
Germany is 34,9 %, a figure which applies to the entire
territory of Germany and covers the regions eligible
under Article 87(3)(a) and (c) of the EC Treaty. In the
notification of 23 April 1999, Germany proposed
17,16 % of its total population for the derogation
provided for in Article 87(3)(a) of the EC Treaty; the
Commission declared this compatible with the common
market. Germany therefore has a population ceiling of

Germany’s comments on the decision to initiate the formal
investigation procedure, fax dated 17 September 1999, p. 10.

(51)

(53)

(54)

(55)

17,7 % for the assisted areas coming under Article
87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty. The proposed regions, with a
total of 14 546 097 inhabitants, account for 17,7 %
of the total German population and can be declared
compatible with the common market.

As stated in the third indent of point 3.10.3 of the
guidelines, the list of regions must be arranged on the
basis of the indicators selected. The regions proposed
must show significant disparities (half of the standard
deviation) compared with the average of the potential
Article 87(3)(c) regions in Germany, in respect of one or
other indicator used in the method.

The Commission has checked the ranking order and the
deviation requirement and considers that this criterion
has been complied with in relation to the Annex.

The list of assisted regions presented by Germany and set
out in the Annex to this Decision can therefore be
regarded as compatible with the common market pursu-
ant to Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty.

The Commission also considers it necessary for Germany
to take measures at national level to demarcate quite
clearly those regions covered by Article 87(3)(a) of the
EC Treaty from those regions which are covered by
Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty and to make it clear
that only such regions are entitled to receive regional
assistance within the meaning of the guidelines. The
Commission therefore considers it appropriate to impose
a requirement along these lines in this Decision.

(e) Aid intensities

Point 3.10 of the guidelines requires Member States to
notify the relative aid intensities in the Article 87(3)(c)
areas in accordance with points 4.8 and 4.9 of the
guidelines. Under the second paragraph of point 4.8 of
the guidelines, the aid intensity must not in principle
exceed 20 % nge. However, if the proposed Article
87(3)(c) region has, at NUTS level III, both a higher per
capital GDP/PPS and a lower unemployment rate than
the respective Community average, the fourth paragraph
of point 4.8 of the guidelines provides that the intensity
of regional aid must not exceed 10 % nge. The fourth
paragraph of point 4.8 of the guidelines provides that,
exceptionally, in the case of regions subject to the ceiling
of 10 % nge, a maximum aid intensity of 20 % nge may
be approved for regions (corresponding to NUTS level III
level or smaller) adjoining a region with Article 87(3)(a)
status. Under point 4.9 of the guidelines, a supplement of
10 percentage points gross is allowed for SMEs, except
transport firms.



6.4.2001 Official Journal of the European Communities L97/33
(56) Germany has notified for the assisted regions in West the guidelines, since footnote 11 in point 2.5.1 in Part II

(57)

(58)

(60)

(61)

Germany 28 % (gross) for SMEs and 18 % (gross) for
large firms and, for Berlin, 43 % (gross) for SMEs and
28 % (gross) for large firms (see recitals 16 and 18).

A comparison of the Commission’s letter to Germany
dated 30 December 1998 (SG(98)D/12384) with the list
of regions in the Annex shows that the following NUTS
level III regions have both a higher per capita GDP/PPS
and a lower unemployment rate than the respective
Community average and do not adjoin regions with
Article 87(3)(a) status: Hameln-Pyrmont, the cities of Hof
and Passau.

The following regions proposed in the Annex are covered
by the exception provided for in the fourth paragraph
of point 4.8 of the guidelines: Wunsiedel, Hersfeld-
Rotenburg, Gottingen and the city of Berlin.

Germany states that, because of Land-specific circum-
stances, the aid intensities cannot be given in nge, but
only in gross terms. However, Germany has undertaken
to comply with the gross aid intensities and accepts that
the Commission approves the maximum aid intensities
in nge for reasons of comparability between Member
States. Since the nge cannot be equated with the gross
value of a given grant of aid, the Commission is bound
to approve maximum aid intensities for the German
regional aid map in nge, even though the notification was
submitted in gross terms. The supplements for SMEs are
expressed in gross terms.

For those regions for which the guidelines specify a
maximum aid intensity of 10 % nge, it is made clear in
the relevant outline plan (footnote 11 in point 2.5.1 in
Part II) that the nge ceiling must not be exceeded.

The Commission therefore considers that the following
maximum aid intensities in West Germany are compatible
with the guidelines:

— in the areas Hameln-Pyrmont, the cities of Hof and
Passau:

— 10 % nge
and a 10 % gross supplement for SMEs,

— for the remaining West German assisted areas,
except the city of Berlin:

— 18 % nge

and a 10 % gross supplement for SMEs.

The gross aid intensities for the city of Berlin (43 % and
28 %, see recital 58) exceed the maximum specified in

(63)

(65)

(")

of the outline plan does not refer specifically to Berlin.
Consequently, the aid intensities for the city of Berlin can
be considered compatible with the guidelines only if the
following nge rates are not exceeded:

— 20 % nge
and a 10 % gross supplement for SMEs.

Germany has complied with the criterion that no sup-
plements may be granted to SMEs in the transport sector,
since the outline plan is not applicable to transport firms
in general.

(f) Possible cumulation

Point 4.18 of the guidelines provides that the regional aid
intensity ceilings, expressed in nge, apply to the total
amount of aid, whether the aid comes from local,
regional, national or Community sources. This rule
ensures that whenever regional aid is granted to an
undertaking, relating to the same eligible costs, the
amount of aid must be totalled and may not exceed the
aid ceiling for a given region. Point 4.20 of the guidelines
relates to the combining of regional aid with aid for other
purposes. In such cases, the most favourable ceiling will

apply (11).

In Part II, point 2.5.1 of the outline plan, Germany
provides for the possibility of cumulation of regional aid.
In conjunction with footnote 11 in point 2.5.1 of the
outline plan, this provision explicitly makes it clear that,
even in the event of cumulation with other types of aid,
the maximum aid intensities allowed must not exceed the
gross intensity rate laid down in the outline plan or the
maximum aid intensities approved by the Commission in
nge.

As noted in recital 62, footnote 11 does not apply to the
city of Berlin. Consequently, the cumulation rules do not
comply with the guidelines. However, if the national legal
framework clearly stipulates that the maximum aid
intensities of 20 % nge and 20 % nge plus 10 % gross in
the case of SMEs will be complied with, even in the event
of cumulation of regional aid, the Commission can
consider the cumulation rules to be compatible with the
guidelines.

It should be noted that, in the notification of the 29th outline
plan (see N 767/99), Germany lays down the rules for the
combining of regional aid with aid for other purposes. Conse-
quently, this aspect is dealt with in the context of the notification
registered under N 767/99.
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(67)

(68)

(69)

(72)

(¢) Principle of adjustment

The Commission accepts Germany’s argument that, with
the exception of the city of Berlin, the German maximum
aid intensities are below the ceilings laid down in the
guidelines. Below this ceiling, Germany has a further two-
tier distinction (see recital 61). This gradation and the fact
that in each individual case the maximum aid intensity
ceiling laid down in the regional aid map may be
exhausted only if specific structural effects so require,
leads the Commission to conclude that the regional aid
map takes appropriate account of the criteria set out in
point 4.8 of the guidelines.

The Commission also notes that the maximum aid
intensities have not been increased in relation to those in
the previous German regional aid map (see State aid Case
N 613/96).

(h) Exchange of regions

Point 3.10 of the guidelines sets out the main criteria
which the Member States must comply with in selecting
the regions to be proposed as regions eligible for
assistance under Article 87(3)(a) and (c) of the EC Treaty.
An exchange of regions clearly goes beyond these criteria
and results indirectly in the introduction of a new
indicator.

The indicators and the methodology are intended to
enable Member States to select those regions which are
in a particularly difficult socioeconomic situation and
hence require State aid in accordance with the guidelines.

Member States can set their own priorities in the choice
of methods and indicators. The Commission does not
intervene in such decisions, nor does it have the power
to correct the outcome, if both are acceptable. While the
assisted regions are selected at Federal level, the Lander
are involved in that they have a say in the determination
of the indicators and the methodology.

The various arguments put forward to justify the
exchange of regions, for example, the argument that ‘this
practice does not lead to an increase in the population
living in assisted (c) regions, because the municipalities
affected by this exchange programme comply with the
national population ceiling’, that ‘this exchange involves

(73)

(74)

only very small geographical units (municipalities) and
only a small percentage of the population (2 %)’ and that
‘such an exchange merely helps to mitigate the effects
arising from the juxtaposition of regions receiving differ-
ent levels of assistance’, only allow the conclusion to be
drawn that the infringement of point 3.10 of the
guidelines is of a less serious nature.

Germany's view that the exchange of regions is in
accordance with the spirit though not the letter of the
guidelines is not explained in any greater detail and is not
shared by the Commission.

In any case, Germany has amended its list of assisted
regions eligible under Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty
without applying the exchange of regions method. The
amended proposal is deemed compatible with the com-
mon market.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

The German regional aid map could, in the Commission’s
view, be deemed compatible with the common market if:

1. Germany introduces at national level measures
which quite clearly distinguish those regions which
are eligible under Article 87(3)(a) of the EC Treaty
from those regions which are eligible under
Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty and which clearly
establish that only these regions are entitled to
receive regional aid pursuant to the guidelines;

2. the aid intensities for the city of Berlin are limited to
the ceiling of 20 % nge, plus a possible supplement
of 10 % gross for SMEs;

3. possible cumulation is limited to the regional aid
ceilings approved by the Commission,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The regional aid map for the period 1 January 2000 to

31 December 2003 in relation to the regions eligible under

Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty is compatible with the
common market, subject to the conditions set out in Article 2.



6.4.2001

Official Journal of the European Communities

L97/35

Article 2

1. Germany shall introduce at national level measures
which quite clearly distinguish those regions which are eligible
under Article 87(3)(a) of the EC Treaty from those regions
which are eligible under Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty and
which clearly establish that only these regions are entitled to
receive regional aid within the meaning of the guidelines on
national regional aid.

2. The maximum aid intensities for the city of Berlin shall,
even in cases of cumulation, be limited to 20 % nge, plus a
possible supplement of 10 % gross for SMEs.

Article 3
Germany shall inform the Commission, within two months of

notification of this Decision, of the measures taken to comply
with it.

Atrticle 4

This Decision is addressed to the Federal Republic of Germany.
Done at Brussels, 14 March 2000.
For the Commission

Mario MONTI

Member of the Commission
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ANNEX

List of areas assisted under Article 87(3)(c) of the EC Treaty representing 17,73 % of the population

Labour market region

Cities or rural districts
(Landkreise — ‘LK)

Population (at 31 December 1997)

Labour

e tand Ranking Name comprised in labour Distr‘ict market Total
market region (Kreis) region 09
1 Berlin Berlin City of Berlin and munici-
palities in Brandenburg in
the Berlin conurbation
including City of Berlin 4253 418
3425759
Total 3425759 4,18

Population of assisted area: 3 425 759.

Labour market region

Cities or rural districts

Population (at 31 December 1997)

o and Ranking Name Cgfirlli’:zl;eir;;tlézr Distr‘ict rL::r(liii Total
market region Ky | T o)
2 Schleswig- 14 Husum LK Nordfriesland 162 084
Holstein 18 |Libeck City of Liibeck 215376
LK Ostholstein 199 229 | 414 605
22 Flensburg City of Flensburg 85 547
LK Schleswig-Flensburg 192895| 278 442
33 Heide LK Dithmarschen 135773
Total 990 904 1,21

Population of assisted area: 990 904.

Labour market region

Cities or rural districts

Population (at 31 December 1997)

Landkreise — ‘LK’
No Land Raaking Name cgn;grils;(ti ri:gliibnot)lr ?;:er:sc)t fi;;%% T(c;/s;l

3 Lower 1 Wilhelms- | City of Wilhelmshaven 88950
Saxony haven LK Friesland 99 419

LK Wittmund 56 057 | 244426

2 Helmstedt LK Helmstedt 100 900
4 Uelzen LK Liichow-Dannenberg 52129

LK Uelzen 96 541 | 148 670

5 Leer LK Leer 157 051

6 Bremerhaven | LK Cuxhaven 200 636

8 Osterode LK Osterode am Harz 87 531

9 Goslar LK Goslar 158 979
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Labour market region Cities or rural districts Population (at 31 December 1997)
e tand Ranking Name cgrilri)‘irlj:i:ﬁeir];tilir DiStr.iCt flj:ril;: Total
market region (Kreis) region (%)
10 Emden City of Emden 51 546
LK Aurich 182991 | 234537
12 Einbeck LK Northeim 152988
15 Hameln LK Hameln-Pyrmont 163723
16 Gottingen LK Gottingen 268 099
23 Cloppenburg | LK Cloppenburg 144 526
26 Westerstede | LK Ammerland 106 688
27 Celle LK Celle 180 269
31 Nordenham | LK Wesermarsch 94 551
34 Holzminden |LK Holzminden 83008
37 Nordhorn LK Grafschaft-Bentheim 127 470
Total 2654052 323

Population of assisted area: 2 654 052.

Labour market region Cities or rural districts Population (at 31 December 1997)
(Landkreise — ‘LK) Lab
No Land o - abour
Ranking Name comprised in labour DIStr‘ICt market T(;tal
market region (Kreis) region 09
4 Bremen 6 Bremerhaven | City of Bremerhaven 126 997
Total 126 997 | 0,15

Population of assisted area: 126 997.

Labour market region Cities or rural districts Population (at 31 December 1997)
o and Ranking Name Cgfirlli’::;ein 1at1(<>11r Distr‘ict rLr?:riii Total
market region (Kreis) region 09
5 North Rhine- 17 Hagen City of Hagen 209 027
Westphalia 24 Gelsen- City of Gelsenkirchen 286 432
kirchen City of Bottrop 121 565
City of Herne 177 863
Kreis Recklinghausen 6623091248 169
28 Heinsberg Kreis Heinsberg 243796
32 Duisburg City of Duisburg 529 062
City of Oberhausen 223399
Kreis Wesel 469 9801|1222 441
40 Dortmund | City of Dortmund 594 866
City of Hamm 181 194
Kreis Unna 427 0671203127
Total 4126 560, 5,03

Population of assisted area: 4 126 560.
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Labour market region

Cities or rural districts

Population (at 31 December 1997)

e tand Ranking Name Cgr?:}l)dr’:zl‘ieir]atiir District Ej:ril;: Total
market region (Kreis) region (%)
6 Hessen 7 Eschwege Werra-MeifSner-Kreis 116 580
19 Hersfeld LK Hersfeld Rotenburg 132618
35 Kassel City of Kassel 199 453
LK Kassel 244192| 443 645
38 Schwalm- Schwalm-Eder-Kreis
Eder 193 802
Total 886 645| 1,08

Population of assisted arca: 886 645.

Labour market region

Cities or rural districts

Population (at 31 December 1997)

e and Ranking Name Cgr?:}l)dr’:zl‘ieir]atiir District Ej:ril;: Total
market region (Kreis) region (%)
7 Rhineland 3 Pirmasens City of Pirmasens 47 184
Palatinate City of Zweibriicken 35 885
LK Stidwestpfalz 105 843 | 188912
11 Idar- LK Birkenfeld 90 746
Oberstein
21 Kaiserslau- | City of Kaiserslautern 101 315
tern Donnersbergkreis 77 279
LK Kaiserslautern 109 917
LK Kusel 79611 368122
Total 647 780| 0,79

Population of assisted area: 647 780.

Labour market region

Cities or rural districts

Population (at 31 December 1997)

(Landkreise — ‘LK) o Labour
e and Ranking Name comprised in labour DIStr,ICt market Total
market region (Kreis) region 00
8 Saarland 30 Merzig LK Merzig-Wadern 106 138
39 Saarbriicken | Association of towns
(Stadtverband) Saarbriicken | 355 865
LK Saarlouis 215 216
LK Neunkirchen 149 719 | 720 800
Total 826938| 1,01

Population of assisted area: 826 938.
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Labour market region Cities or rural districts Population (at 31 December 1997)
e tand Ranking Name Cgrf:}l)drlj:zl‘ieir]atiir District flj:r(lil;: Total
market region (Kreis) region (%)
9 Bavaria 13 Freyung LK Freyung-Grafenau 82080
20 Marktredwitz | LK Wunsiedel 88378
LK Tirschenreuth 80544 | 168922
25 Hof City of Hof 51781
LK Hof 110 340 162121
29 Regen-Zwiesel | LK Regen 82573
36 Cham LK Cham 130 325
41 Passau City of Passau 50 468
LK Passau 183973 234 441
Total 860462| 1,05

Population of assisted area: 860 462.
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