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(Non-legislative acts)

REGULATIONS

COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2015/306
of 26 February 2015

renewing the approval of the active substance Isaria fumosorosea strain Apopka 97 in accordance

with Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the

placing of plant protection products on the market, and amending the Annex to Commission
Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011

(Text with EEA relevance)

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION,

Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,

Having regard to Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009
concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market and repealing Council Directives 79/117/EEC
and 91/414/EEC (), and in particular Article 20(1) thereof,

Whereas:

1)

The approval of the active substance Isaria fumosorosea strain Apopka 97, previously referred to as ‘Paecilomyces
fumosoroseus Apopka strain 97, PFR 97 or CG 170, ATCC20874’, as set out in Part A of the Annex to
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 (%), expires on 31 December 2015.

An application for the renewal of the inclusion of Isaria fumosorosea strain Apopka 97 in Annex I to Council
Directive 91/414[EEC (}) was submitted in accordance with Article 4 of Commission Regulation (EU)
No 1141/2010 (*) within the time period provided for in that Article.

The applicant submitted the supplementary dossiers required in accordance with Article 9 of Regulation (EU)
No 1141/2010. The application was found to be complete by the rapporteur Member State.

The rapporteur Member State prepared a renewal assessment report in consultation with the co-rapporteur
Member State and submitted it to the European Food Safety Authority (hereinafter ‘the Authority’) and the
Commission on 3 June 2013.

The Authority communicated the renewal assessment report to the applicant and to the Member States for
comments and forwarded the comments received to the Commission. The Authority also made the supple-
mentary summary dossier available to the public.

() OJL309,24.11.2009, p. 1.

(*) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 of 25 May 2011 implementing Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 of the
European Parliament and of the Council as regards the list of approved active substances (OJ L 153,11.6.2011, p. 1).

(}) Council Directive 91/414/EEC of 15 July 1991 concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market (O] L 230, 19.8.1991,

1),

() gon)lmission Regulation (EU) No 1141/2010 of 7 December 2010 laying down the procedure for the renewal of the inclusion of a
second group of active substances in Annex I to Council Directive 91/414/EEC and establishing the list of those substances (O] L 322,
8.12.2010, p. 10).
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(6)  On 28 April 2014 () the Authority communicated to the Commission its conclusion on whether Isaria
fumosorosea strain Apopka 97 can be expected to meet the approval criteria provided for in Article 4 of
Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009. The Commission presented the draft review report for Isaria fumosorosea strain
Apopka 97 to the Standing Committee on Plants, Animals, Food and Feed on 12 December 2014.

(7) It has been established with respect to one or more representative uses of at least one plant protection product
that the approval criteria provided for in Article 4 are satisfied. Those approval criteria are therefore deemed to
be satisfied.

(8)  The Commission further considered that Isaria fumosorosea strain Apopka 97 is a low-risk active substance
pursuant to Article 22 of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009. Isaria fumosorosea strain Apopka 97 is not a substance
of concern and fulfils the conditions set in Annex II point 5 to Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009. Isaria fumosorosea
strain Apopka 97 is a micro-organism for which following the assessment by the Rapporteur Member State and
the Authority taking into account the intended uses is expected to pose a low risk for humans, animals and the
environment. Firstly no mycotoxins are detected and the substances produced by the strain are clearly identified
and are not of toxicological concern. Therefore the risk for operators, workers consumers and the environment is
considered to be low. Secondly the strain has a low viability in an aquatic environment and is not related to any
known fish or daphnid pathogenes. Therefore the risk for aquatic non-target organisms is considered to be low.
Finally taking into account the intended uses, no concentrated quantities of the microorganisms are released in
the sewages and this indicates a low risk to biological methods of sewage treatment.

(9) It is therefore appropriate to renew the approval of Isaria fumosorosea strain Apopka 97 and to include it in the
Annex to Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 as a low-risk active substance.

(10) 1In accordance with Article 22(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009, low risk substances are to be listed
separately in the Regulation referred to in Article 13(4) of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009. It is therefore
appropriate to add a Part D in the Annex to Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011. That Regulation
should therefore be amended accordingly.

(11)  This Regulation should apply from the day after the date of expiry of the approval of the active substance Isaria
fumosorosea strain Apopka 97.

(12) The measures provided for in this Regulation are in accordance with the opinion of the Standing Committee on

Plants, Animals, Food and Feed,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1
Renewal of the approval of active substance

The approval of the active substance Isaria fumosorosea strain Apopka 97, as specified in Annex I, is renewed subject to
the conditions laid down in that Annex.

Article 2
Amendments to Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011

1. In Article 1 of Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 the second paragraph is replaced by the following
paragraph:

‘The active substances approved under Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 are as set out in Part B of the Annex to this
Regulation. The basic substances approved under Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 are as set out in Part C of the Annex
to this Regulation. The low-risk active substances approved under Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 are as set out in Part
D of the Annex to this Regulation.”.

2. The Annex to Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 is amended in accordance with Annex 1II to this
Regulation.

(") EFSAJournal (2014);12(5):3679. Available online: www.efsa.europa.eu


http://www.efsa.europa.eu
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Article 3
Entry into force and date of application

This Regulation shall enter into force on the twentieth day following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the
European Union.

It shall apply from 1 January 2016.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 26 February 2015.

For the Commission
The President
Jean-Claude JUNCKER



ANNEX I

Common Name, Identification

Numbers IUPAC Name Purity (') Date of approval Expiration of approval Specific provisions
Isaria fumosorosea  strain | Not applicable Minimum  concentra- 1 January 2016 31 December 2030 | For the implementation of the uniform principles, as referred
Apopka 97 tion: 1,0 x 108 CFU/ml to in Article 29(6) of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009, the

Deposited in the American
Type  Culture  Collection
(ATCC) under the name Paeci-
lomyces  fumosoroseus Apopka
ATCC 20874

Maximum  concentra-
tion: 2,5 x 10* CFU/ml

conclusions of the review report on Isaria fumosorosea strain
Apopka 97, and in particular Appendices I and II thereof, as
finalised in the Standing Committee on Plants, Animals,
Food and Feed on 12 December 2014, shall be taken into
account.

In this overall assessment Member States shall pay particular
attention to the protection of operators and workers, taking
into account that Isaria fumosorosea strain Apopka 97 is to
be considered as a potential sensitiser.

Strict maintenance of environmental conditions and quality
control analysis during the manufacturing process shall be
assured by the producer.

(") Further details on identity and specification of active substance are provided in the review report.

/96 1
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ANNEX II
The Annex to Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 is amended as follows:
(1) in Part A, the entry relating to Isaria fumosorosea strain Apopka 97 is deleted;
(2) the following Part D is added:
‘PART D

Low-risk active substances’

General provisions applying to all substances listed in this Part: the Commission shall keep available all review reports (except for confidential information within the meaning of
Article 63 of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009) for consultation by any interested parties or shall make them available to them on specific request.

Common I;I\Izilnl;e};éf:ntification TUPAC Name Purity (') Date of approval Expiration of approval Specific provisions

1 |Isaria  fumosorosea  strain | Not applicable Minimum  concentra- 1 January 2016 31 December 2030 | For the implementation of the uniform principles,
Apopka 97 tion: 1,0 x 108 CFU/ml as referred to in Article 29(6) of Regulation (EC)

. . . . No 1107/2009, the conclusions of the review re-
jl?eposr[eg lm the é\rﬁerlgm Max.m;usmx 18;’%;8“2*1 port on Isaria fumosorosea strain Apopka 97, and in
/Z"II)’EC udtureh o ecgon ton: 2, [m particular Appendices I and II thereof, as finalised

(, ) under the name Pae- in the Standing Committee on Plants, Animals,
il}"cné cezs gﬁgmosomseus Apopka Food and Feed on 12 December 2014, shall be ta-

74 ken into account.

In this overall assessment Member States shall pay
particular attention to the protection of operators
and workers, taking into account that Isaria fumo-
sorosea strain Apopka 97 is to be considered as a
potential sensitiser.

Strict maintenance of environmental conditions and
quality control analysis during the manufacturing
process shall be assured by the producer.

(") Further details on identity and specification of active substance are provided in the review report.
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COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2015/307
of 26 February 2015

amending Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 as regards the conditions of approval of the
active substance triclopyr

(Text with EEA relevance)

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION,
Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,

Having regard to Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009
concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market and repealing Council Directives 79/117/EEC
and 91/414/EEC ('), and in particular the second alternative of Article 21(3) and Article 78(2) thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Commission Directive 2006/74/EC (?) included triclopyr as active substance in Annex I to Council Directive
91/414/EEC (), under the condition that the Member States concerned ensure that the notifier at whose request
triclopyr was included in that Annex provide further confirmatory information on the risk assessment on acute
and long-term exposure for birds and mammals and the risk to aquatic organisms from exposure to the
metabolite 6-chloro-2-pyridinol.

(2)  Active substances included in Annex I to Directive 91/414/EEC are deemed to have been approved under
Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 and are listed in Part A of the Annex to Commission Implementing Regulation
(EU) No 540/2011 ().

(3)  The notifier submitted additional information with a view to confirm the risk assessment for birds and mammals
and aquatic organisms to the rapporteur Member State Ireland within the time period provided for its
submission.

(4)  TIreland assessed the additional information submitted by the notifier. It submitted its assessment, in the form of
two addenda to the draft assessment report, to the other Member States, the Commission, and the European
Food Safety Authority, hereinafter ‘the Authority’, on 25 January 2011 and on 22 November 2013.

(5)  The Commission considered that the additional information provided by the notifier demonstrated that an
unacceptable risk for birds and mammals could not be excluded except by imposing further restrictions.

(6)  The Commission invited the notifier to submit its comments on the review report for triclopyr.

(7)  The Commission has concluded that the further confirmatory information required has not fully been provided
and that an unacceptable risk for birds and mammals cannot be excluded except by imposing further restrictions.

(8) It is confirmed that the active substance triclopyr is to be deemed to have been approved under Regulation (EC)
No 1107/2009. In order to minimise the exposure of birds and mammals, it is, however, appropriate to amend
the conditions of use of this active substance, in particular by restricting its use.

(9)  The Annex to Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 should therefore be amended accordingly.

(10) Member States should be provided with time to amend or withdraw authorisations for plant protection products
containing triclopyr.

(') OJL309,24.11.2009,p. 1.
(*) Commission Directive 2006/74/EC of 21 August 2006 amending Council Directive 91/414/EEC to include dichlorprop-P, metconazole,
pyrimethanil and triclopyr as active substances (O] L 235, 30.8.2006, p. 17).
(*) Council Directive 91/414/EEC of 15 July 1991 concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market (OJ L 230, 19.8.1991,
1),
*) }éon)lmission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 of 25 May 2011 implementing Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 of the
European Parliament and of the Council as regards the list of approved active substances (OJ L 153, 11.6.2011, p. 1).
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(11)  For plant protection products containing triclopyr, where Member States grant any grace period in accordance
with Article 46 of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009, this period should expire, at the latest, 18 months after the
entry into force of this Regulation.

(12)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in accordance with the opinion of the Standing Committee on

Plants, Animals, Food and Feed,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1
Amendment to Implementing Regulation (EC) No 540/2011

Part A of the Annex to Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 is amended in accordance with the Annex to this
Regulation.

Article 2
Transitional measures

Member States shall in accordance with Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009, where necessary amend or withdraw existing
authorisations for plant protection products containing triclopyr as active substance by 19 September 2015.

Article 3
Period of grace

Any grace period granted by Member States in accordance with Article 46 of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 shall be as
short as possible and shall expire by 19 September 2016 at the latest.

Article 4
Entry into force

This Regulation shall enter into force on the twentieth day following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the
European Union.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 26 February 2015.

For the Commission
The President
Jean-Claude JUNCKER
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ANNEX

The column ‘Specific provisions’ of row 136, triclopyr, of Part A of the Annex to Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 540/2011 is replaced by the following:

‘PART A

Only uses as herbicide may be authorised. Only uses with a total application per year of maximum 480 g active
substance per hectare shall be authorised.

PART B

For the implementation of the uniform principles as referred to in Article 29(6) of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009,
the conclusions of the review report on triclopyr, and in particular Appendices I and II thereof, as finalised in the
Standing Committee on Plants, Animals, Food and Feed on 12 December 2014 shall be taken into account.

In this overall assessment Member States:

— shall pay particular attention to the protection of groundwater under vulnerable conditions. Conditions of
authorisation shall include risk mitigation measures and monitoring programmes shall be initiated in vulnerable
zones, where appropriate,

— shall pay particular attention to the safety of operators and ensure that conditions of use prescribe the
application of adequate personal protective equipment,

— shall pay particular attention to the protection of birds, mammals, aquatic organisms and non-target plants.
Conditions of authorisation shall include risk mitigation measures, where appropriate.’
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COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2015/308
of 26 February 2015

amending Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 as regards the conditions of approval of the
active substance Z,7,7,7-7,13,16,19-docosatetraen-1-yl isobutyrate

(Text with EEA relevance)

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION,
Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,

Having regard to Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009
concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market and repealing Council Directives 79/117/EEC
and 91/414/EEC ('), and in particular Article 13(2)(c) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) The active substance Z,Z,Z,Z-7,13,16,19-docosatetraen-1-yl isobutyrate was included in Annex I to Council
Directive 91/414/EEC (%) by Commission Directive 2008/127/EC (%) in accordance with the procedure provided
for in Article 24b of Commission Regulation (EC) No 2229/2004 (*). Since the replacement of Directive
91/414[EEC by Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009, this substance is deemed to have been approved under that
Regulation and is listed in Part A of the Annex to Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 ().

(2)  In accordance with Article 25a of Regulation (EC) No 2229/2004, the European Food Safety Authority,
hereinafter ‘the Authority’, presented to the Commission its view on the draft review report for
7,2,7,Z-7,13,16,19-docosatetraen-1-yl isobutyrate () on 18 December 2013. The Authority communicated its
view on Z,Z,7,Z-7,13,16,19-docosatetraen-1-yl isobutyrate to the notifier.

(3) The Commission invited the notifier to submit its comments on the draft review report for Z,2,7,7-7,13,16,19-
docosatetraen-1-yl isobutyrate. The draft review report and the view of the Authority were reviewed by the
Member States and the Commission within the Standing Committee on Plants, Animals, Food and Feed and
finalised on 12 December 2014 in the format of the Commission review report for Z,2,Z,Z-7,13,16,19-docosa-
tetraen-1-yl isobutyrate.

(4) It is confirmed that the active substance Z,Z,Z,7-7,13,16,19-docosatetraen-1-yl isobutyrate is to be deemed to
have been approved under Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009.

(5)  In accordance with Article 13(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 in conjunction with Article 6 thereof and in
the light of current scientific and technical knowledge, it is necessary to amend the conditions of approval of
7,2,2,7-7,13,16,19-docosatetraen-1-yl isobutyrate. In particular, it is appropriate to require further confirmatory
information.

(6)  The Annex to Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 should therefore be amended accordingly.

(7)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in accordance with the opinion of the Standing Committee on
Plants, Animals, Food and Feed,

() OJL309,24.11.2009, p. 1.
(%) Council Directive 91/414/EEC of 15 July 1991 concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market (OJ L 230, 19.8.1991,
.1).

e }éommission Directive 2008/127/EC of 18 December 2008 amending Council Directive 91/414/EEC to include several active
substances (O] L 344, 20.12.2008, p. 89).

(*) Commission Regulation (EC) No 2229/2004 of 3 December 2004 laying down further detailed rules for the implementation of the
fourth stage of the programme of work referred to in Article 8(2) of Council Directive 91/414/EEC (O] L 379, 24.12.2004, p. 13).

(®) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 of 25 May 2011 implementing Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 of the
European Parliament and of the Council as regards the list of approved active substances (OJ L 153, 11.6.2011, p. 1).

(®) Conclusion on the peer review of the pesticide risk assessment of the active substance Z,Z,Z,Z-7,13,16,19-doco-satetraen-1-yl
isobutyrate. EFSA Journal 2014; 12(2):3525. Available online: www.efsa.europa.eu/efsajournal.htm


http://www.efsa.europa.eu/efsajournal.htm
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HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1
Amendment to Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011

Part A of the Annex to Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011 is amended in accordance with the Annex to this
Regulation.

Article 2
Entry into force

This Regulation shall enter into force on the twentieth day following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the
European Union.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 26 February 2015.

For the Commission
The President
Jean-Claude JUNCKER



ANNEX

In Part A of the Annex to Implementing Regulation (EU) No 540/2011, row 259 on the active substance Z,7,7,7-7,13,16,19-docosatetraen-1-yl isobutyrate is replaced by the following:

Common Name, Identification

Number Numbers IUPAC Name Purity Date of approval Expiration of approval Specific provisions
259 | 2,2,2,2-7,13,16,19- docosa- | Z,Z,Z,Z- 290 % | 1 September 2009 31 August 2019 | PART A
tetraen-1-yl isobutyrate 7,13,16,19- doco- Only uses as attractant may be authorised.
CAS No 135459-81-3 satetraen-1-yl iso- PART B

CIPAC: 973

butyrate

For the implementation of the uniform principles as referred to in
Article 29(6) of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009, the conclusions
of the review report on Z,2,72,7-7,13,16,19- docosatetraen-1-yl
isobutyrate (SANCO/2650/2008) and in particular Appendices I
and II thereof, as finalised in the Standing Committee on Plants,
Animals, Food and Feed shall be taken into account.

Conditions of use shall include, where appropriate, risk mitigation
measures.

The notifier shall submit confirmatory information as regards:

(1) the specification of the technical material, as commercially
manufactured, including information on any relevant impuri-
ties;

(2) exposure risk assessment for operators, workers and bystan-
ders;

(3) environmental fate and behaviour of the substance;
(4) exposure risk assessment for non-target organisms.

The notifier shall submit to the Commission, the Member States
and the Authority the information set out in point (1) by 30 June
2015 and the information set out in points (2), (3) and (4) by
31 December 2016.

c1oTTlc

[Na ]

uorun) ueadong 3y jo [euInof [EPIJO

11/9¢ 1



L 56/12 Official Journal of the European Union 27.2.2015

COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2015/309
of 26 February 2015

imposing a definitive countervailing duty and collecting definitively the provisional duty imposed
on imports of certain rainbow trout originating in Turkey

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION,
Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 597/2009 of 11 June 2009 on protection against subsidised imports from
countries not members of the European Community () (‘the basic Regulation’), and in particular Article 15 thereof,

Whereas:

A. PROCEDURE
1. Provisional Measures

(1) The European Commission (‘the Commission’) imposed a provisional countervailing duty on imports of certain
rainbow trout originating in Turkey by Implementing Regulation (EU) No 1195/2014 () (the provisional
Regulation).

(2)  The Commission initiated the investigation following a complaint lodged on 3 January 2014 by the Danish
Aquaculture Association (‘the complainant’) on behalf of producers representing more than 25 % of the total
Union production of certain rainbow trout via a Notice published in the Official Journal of the European Union
(Notice of initiation’) (). As mentioned in recital 1 of the provisional Regulation, the Notice of initiation was
subject to a corrigendum published in the Official Journal of the European Union on 4 September 2014 (‘the
corrigendum’) (%).

2. Investigation period and period considered

(3)  As set out in recital 23 of the provisional Regulation, the investigation of subsidy and injury covered the period
from 1 January 2013 to 31 December 2013 (the investigation period’). The examination of trends relevant for
the assessment of injury covered the period from 1 January 2010 to the end of the investigation period (‘the
period considered’).

3. Subsequent procedure

(4)  Subsequent to the disclosure of the essential facts and considerations on the basis of which a provisional counter-
vailing duty was imposed (‘provisional disclosure’), several interested parties made written submissions with
respect to the provisional findings. The parties who so requested were granted an opportunity to be heard.

(5)  The Aegean Exporters’ Association (‘AEA’) requested a hearing with the Hearing Officer in trade proceedings
(Hearing Officer’). The hearing took place on 26 November 2014. The alleged change of the product scope by
way of corrigendum, the inclusion of smoked rainbow trout in the product scope and the calculation of standing
were discussed during the hearing. A second meeting with the Hearing Officer took place on 8 January 2015. In
addition to the issues discussed at the hearing of 26 November 2014, the methodology applied for the injury
analysis and the proposed approach with respect to undertakings were discussed.

(6)  The oral and written comments submitted by the interested parties were considered and, where appropriate, the
provisional findings were modified accordingly.

(') OJL188,18.7.2009,p. 93.

(*) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 1195/2014 of 29 October 2014 imposing a provisional countervailing duty on imports
of certain rainbow trout originating in Turkey (OJ L 319, 6.11.2014, p. 1).

(*) Notice of initiation of an anti-subsidy proceeding concerning imports of certain rainbow trout originating in Turkey (O] C 44,
15.2.2014,p.9).

) Corrigendur% t(z the Notice of initiation of an anti-subsidy proceeding concerning imports of certain rainbow trout originating in Turkey
(0] C297,4.9.2014, p. 23).
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(7)  The Commission informed all parties of the essential facts and considerations on the basis of which it intended
to impose a definitive countervailing duty on imports of rainbow trout originating in Turkey and definitively
collect the amounts secured by way of provisional duty (final disclosure’). All parties were granted a period
within which they could make comments on the definitive disclosure.

(8)  The comments submitted by the interested parties were considered and taken into account where appropriate.

4. Sampling

(9)  Following the provisional disclosure, AEA referred to the corrigendum to the Notice of initiation mentioned in
recital 2 and claimed that by way of that corrigendum the Commission extended the product definition. Because
of the alleged extension it could not be excluded that some Turkish exporters did not come forward at initiation
and did not complete the sampling form. Therefore, the sample of the exporting producers may no longer be
representative. After the final disclosure the same party reiterated its comment without providing any further
substantiation or explanation.

(10)  Eighteen groups of exporting producers in Turkey provided the requested information and agreed to be included
in the sample. The total declared export volume to the Union by these companies during 2013 accounted for the
totality of exports from Turkey to the Union as set out in recital 14 of the provisional Regulation. As mentioned
in recital 15 of the provisional Regulation, pursuant to Article 27(1) of the basic Regulation, the Commission
selected a sample of four groups of exporting producers on the basis of the largest representative volume of
exports to the Union. The sample represents 64 % of the exports of the product concerned to the Union.
Therefore the sample is representative and the party’s claims in this regard were rejected.

(11) In the absence of any further comments regarding sampling, recitals 9 to 17 of the provisional Regulation are
confirmed.

5. Individual examination

(12) Eleven companies or groups of companies requested individual examination under Article 27(3) of the basic
Regulation.

(13) The Commission rejected these requests as the number of exporting producers is so large that individual
examination would be unduly burdensome and would prevent completion of the investigation in good time.
B. PRODUCT CONCERNED AND LIKE PRODUCT

(14)  As set out in recital 24 of the provisional Regulation, the product concerned is rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus
mykiss):

— live weighing 1,2 kg or less each, or
— fresh, chilled, frozen and/or smoked:

— in the form of whole fish (with heads on), whether or not gilled, whether or not gutted, weighing 1,2 kg
or less each, or

— with heads off, whether or not gilled, whether or not gutted, weighing 1 kg or less each, or
— in the form of fillets weighing 400 g or less each,

originating in Turkey and currently falling within CN codes ex 0301 91 90, ex 0302 11 80, ex 0303 14 90,
ex 0304 42 90, ex 0304 82 90 and ex 0305 43 00 (the product concerned’).

(15) Following provisional disclosure, and as already mentioned in recital 9, one interested party claimed that the
Commission had expanded the product scope of the investigation by way of corrigendum which was allegedly
confirmed by Article 1(1) of the provisional Regulation. This party argued that such expansion of the product
scope was unlawful. Furthermore they claimed that interested parties should have been consulted on the alleged
expansion of the product scope. After the final disclosure the same party reiterated its comment without
providing any further substantiation or explanation.
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(16)  As stated in the recital 25 of the provisional Regulation, the corrigendum did not affect the product scope, but
was purely editorial. Thus, from the outset, the product scope covered portion-size rainbow trout in all various
presentations. During the investigation it became apparent that the description of the different presentations
within the product scope was ambiguous and that there were some inconsistencies between various language
versions published in the Official Journal of the European Union, which required clarification. For example, a literal
reading of the product scope would have entailed that live fish would be gutted. However, it appeared that all
interested parties which were requested to fill in the relevant questionnaires reported all product types despite the
clerical mistake and therefore it was concluded that there was indeed a common understanding that all types
were included in the product scope from initiation of the current proceeding. Interested parties were informed
immediately following the publication of the corrigendum by e-mail but none of them submitted any comments
or claimed a violation of their rights of defence. Also, during the investigation, all presentations produced as
covered by the product definition had been reported to the Commission by the exporting producers. Therefore,
the party’s claims in this regard were rejected.

(17) Two interested parties reiterated that smoked trout should be excluded from the product scope. They contested
the Commission conclusion set out in recital 29 of the provisional Regulation that the various presentations —
live’, ‘chilled’, frozen” or ‘smoked’” — covered by the definition of the product concerned shared the same basic
physical, technical and chemical characteristics and referred again to two prior anti-dumping investigations
concerning other fish products (large rainbow trout and salmon) concluded in 2004 (') and 2005 (% respectively
where smoked products were not within the product scope. The parties brought forward information on the
effects of the smoking process which allegedly changed the aforementioned characteristics. Furthermore, they
reiterated that the cost structure of smoked fillets and other presentations would be significantly different and
that the production process of smoked fillets involved significant smoking costs.

(18)  After the final disclosure the AEA claimed that the Commission had not clarified which were the basic physical,
technical and chemical characteristics of smoked and non-smoked trout that were found to be similar. The AEA
further claimed that they had provided evidence showing that smoked trout had for example a different chemical
structure, different sensory characters and a different nutrition value than non-smoked trout.

(19) Despite the effects of the smoking process, the Commission considered that the main basic characteristics as
explained in the recital 29 of the provisional Regulation remain similar and did not justify the exclusion of the
smoked products from the product scope. Contrary to what was claimed by AEA, the product, which is trout in
various presentations destined for human consumption, maintains its characteristics and its basic chemical and
nutritional qualities also when smoked. The information on the effects of the smoking process, that the parties
had brought forward, did not provide evidence that the aforementioned basic characteristics would fundamentally
change in the process of smoking. The issue was also discussed in the hearings with the Hearing Officer referred
to in the recital 5. Furthermore, all categories of the product concerned, including smoked trout, are covered
under chapter 3 of the Combined Nomenclature (*) and are clearly distinguished from preparations of fish which
are covered under Chapter 16 of the same nomenclature. Regarding different cost structures, the parties
concerned did not further substantiate their claim. Furthermore, as already mentioned in recital 30 of the
provisional Regulation, the investigation showed that the cost structure of the smoked fillets and other presen-
tations was indeed similar. The main cost element, making up over 50 % of the total cost of each presentation,
was the farming cost, consisting essentially of feed (fishmeal and fish oil) together with the cost of energy and the
cost of eggs or juveniles. In any event, the undercutting calculation has been made, as explained in recitals 112
and 113 of the provisional Regulation, by comparing prices per product type. Finally, as already explained in the
recital 31 of the provisional Regulation the earlier investigations did not find or specifically conclude that
smoked products should be excluded from the product scope. The claims made in this regard were therefore
rejected.

(20)  After final disclosure the AEA and the Government of Turkey (‘GOT) reiterated that including smoked trout in
the product scope of the current investigation would be contradictory to previous practice and that the
Commission did not sufficiently explain the alleged deviation from previous practice.

(") Council Regulation (EC) No 437/2004 of 8 March 2004 imposing definitive anti-dumping duty and collecting definitively the
provisional duty imposed on imports of large rainbow trout originating in Norway and the Faeroe Islands (O] L 72, 11.3.2004, p. 23).

() Commission Regulation (EC) No 628/2005 of 22 April 2005 imposing a provisional anti-dumping duty on imports of farmed salmon
originating in Norway (OJ L 104, 23.4.2005, p. 5) and Council Regulation (EC) No 85/2006 of 17 January 2006 imposing a definitive
anti-dumping duty and collecting definitively the provisional duty imposed on imports of farmed salmon originating in Norway
(OJL15,20.1.2006, p. 1).

(*) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 1101/2014 of 16 October 2014 amending Annex I to Council Regulation (EEC)
No 2658/87 on the tariff and statistical nomenclature and on the Common Customs Tariff (OJ L 312, 31.10.2014, p. 1).
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(21)  As already explained in the recital 31 of the provisional Regulation, the earlier investigations did not find or
specifically conclude that smoked products should be excluded from the product scope. Indeed, since the smoked
products were not covered by the complaints of those earlier investigations, the Commission did not investigate
whether they could have been included in the scope of the investigations in the hypothetical case that they would
have been included in the complaint. Therefore, the claim that the current investigation deviates from previous

P g %
practice is incorrect and therefore rejected.

(22)  In the absence of any further comments regarding the product concerned or the like product, recitals 24 to 32 of
the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

C. SUBSIDY
1. State support to investments in the aquaculture sector

(23) In the absence of any comments regarding state support to investments in the aquaculture sector, recitals 38
to 49 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

2. Direct and indirect subsidies to producers of trout

(24)  After the provisional disclosure, one sampled exporting producer and the GOT questioned the Commission’s
methodology for calculating the average indirect subsidy amount by only taking into account the trout
production receiving direct payments. They requested that the Commission uses the total inland water trout
production figures, as published by the Turkish Statistical Institute (*) in September 2014. After final disclosure,
both parties reiterated their claim. The Commission considers that the provided data on the total inland water
trout production of trout in Turkey during the investigation period, despite having been submitted after the
verification visits, are reliable and therefore accepted this claim.

(25)  Accordingly, the average indirect subsidy amount calculated with regard to the purchases by two sampled
exporting producers from unrelated suppliers was amended from TRY 0,60 to TRY 0,51 per kg calculated on a
‘whole fish equivalent basis’, based on the following calculation:

— Total country-wide subsidy granted as reported in the reply to the questionnaire by the GOT
— Minus the direct subsidy amount received by the sampled exporting producers (Ozpekler, Kilic, GMS)
— Minus the 0,2 % fee transferred to the unions, as a legal prerequisite for receiving the direct subsidy

This amount was then divided by the total inland water trout production minus trout production of the sampled
exporting producers, Ozpekler, Kilic, GMS) as reported in the reply to the questionnaire by the GOT.

(26)  Hence, the average subsidy amount per kg calculated on a ‘whole fish equivalent basis’ for the sampled exporting
producers was based on the direct subsidy amount received for the farming activity and the average subsidy
amount granted by the GOT, i.e. TRY 0,51 per kg calculated on a ‘whole fish equivalent basis’ for the purchases
from unrelated suppliers, if any. The total benefit was then expressed as a percentage of the CIF value.

(27)  Following the provisional disclosure, one sampled exporting producer suggested a slightly modified calculation
method as regards the subsidy amount of purchased raw material from another sampled exporting producer. The
Commission accepted this suggestion and updated the table below in recital 33 accordingly.

(28)  Following the provisional disclosure and subsequently after definitive disclosure, two sampled exporting
producers claimed that the Commission had countervailed the direct subsidy amount disbursed to them but not
the actual benefit. The amounts received would, however, constitute taxable income. The applicable corporate tax
rate of 20 % in Turkey should therefore be deducted from the total direct subsidy amount received. Article 7(1)(a)
of the basic Regulation would suggest that ‘any application fee, or other costs necessarily incurred in order to
qualify for, or to obtain, the subsidy’ should be deducted from the amount of the benefit. The exporting
producers were of the opinion that payment of applicable corporate income taxes is a prerequisite for the receipt
of funds disbursed to them and should therefore be considered as an ‘other cost’ incurred to qualify for, or
obtain, the subsidy.

() http://www.turkstat.gov.tr/Kitap.do?metod=KitapDetay&KT_ID=13&KITAP_ID=52
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(29) The Commission rejected this claim. There is no legal basis in the basic Regulation that would support the
proposed methodology. Taxes cannot be considered as costs pursuant to Article 7(1)(a) of the basic Regulation.
The payment of the corporate income tax is an obligation under Turkish Tax Law that applies to all companies
irrespective of whether they receive subsidies or not. Contrary to what the exporting producers believe, the
payment of corporate income taxes is not a prerequisite for the receipt of funds but rather the actual farming of
the product concerned.

(30) Following the provisional disclosure and subsequently after definitive disclosure, two sampled exporting
producers claimed that as they have to wait for a long time until the subsidies are disbursed, substantial financial
expenses occur in the meantime. They therefore expect the Commission to make a downward adjustment to the
benefit amount received to reflect such financing costs. In this respect, the sampled exporting producers refer to
recital 42 of the provisional Regulation in which the Commission found a benefit on the basis of the value added
tax (VAT) exemptions for purchased machinery and quantified this benefit as ‘the interest payable to a
commercial bank for the period until the VAT is refunded’.

(31)  This claim is unfounded. As a matter of fact, the responsible administrative bodies need to set up the necessary
procedures and supervision mechanisms in order to manage such a large subsidy scheme. It is therefore normal
that for such a scheme to which a large number of farmers in the aquaculture sector in Turkey are entitled, it can
take a certain time until the subsidies are conferred. Drawing a parallel to recital 42 of the provisional Regulation
is misleading. The VAT benefit described therein is a subsidy scheme intended by the GOT, whereas possible
financing expenses are accompanying costs that typically incur and whose compensation it is not intended by
the GOT.

(32) In the absence of any further comments regarding direct and indirect subsidies to producers, recitals 50 to 64 of
the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

(33) Taking into account comments made by interested parties after the provisional disclosure the direct and indirect
subsidy margins are as follows:

Direct and indirect subsidies

Company Name Subsidy margin
GMS 6,9 %
Kilic 9,5 %
Ozpekler 6,4 %
Ternaeben 8,0 %

3. Subsidised loans

(34) Following the provisional disclosure and subsequently after definitive disclosure, one sampled exporting producer
claimed that the Commission had considered a loan as a countervailable subsidy even though it was intended for
an investment not related to the product concerned.

(35) The Commission rejected this claim. In the course of the investigation it was determined that the exporting
producer of rainbow trout received such a loan, which is countervailable as it is specific to the aquaculture sector.
It was considered to be irrelevant that the scheme in question is not specific to the legal entity producing the
product under investigation as long as the programme is specific as such and its benefits can be related to the
production of the product concerned. The latter is the case since the subsidised loan reduced the overall
financing cost of the producer which also benefits the product concerned. No evidence was submitted that the
management of financial resources by the exporting producers concerned was conducted in such a way that the
overall financing cost of the company would not be affected by the grant of the loan.

(36) Following the provisional disclosure, another sampled exporting producer argued that the Commission had not
correctly allocated the benefit of a subsidised loan between two different legal entities of the same group,
whereby only one legal entity produces the product concerned.
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(37) The Commission accepted the claim and allocated the benefit based on the turnover of the respective legal
entities. The allocated benefit to the product concerned is virtually nil and therefore should not be reflected in
the overall subsidisation amount.

(38)  After the provisional disclosure and subsequently after the definitive disclosure, with regard to the loans that
were countervailed, one sampled exporting producer questioned the Commission’s calculation of turnover ratio
used in the allocation of benefits to exports of the product concerned to the Union. It argued that the export
sales of the product concerned should be divided by the total turnover of the company including sales of trout
and other products both sold domestically and exported to the EU in order to calculate the turnover ratio for
determining the amount for subsidised loans.

(39) The Commission accepted this claim. However, despite this new methodology, the subsidised loans margins
remained the same.

(40) In the absence of any further comments regarding subsidised loans, recitals 65 to 81 of the provisional
Regulation are confirmed.

(41) Taking into account comments made by interested parties after the provisional disclosure the subsidised loans
margins are as follows:

Preferential loans

Company Name Subsidy margin

Ozpekler 0,3 %

4. Agricultural Insurance Pool and Premium Support Rates

(42) In the absence of any comments regarding agricultural insurance pool and premium support rates recitals 82
to 90 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

5. Subsidies for consultancy

(43) In the absence of any comments regarding subsidies for consultancy recital 91 of the provisional Regulation is
herewith confirmed.

6. Subsidies for fuel and discarding fishing vessels

(44) In the absence of any comments regarding subsidies for fuel and discarding fishing vessels recital 92 of the
provisional Regulation is herewith confirmed.

7. Calculation of the total subsidy margins

(45) Following the provisional disclosure, two sampled companies pointed out a clerical rounding error in the
calculation of the total subsidy margins. The Commission accepted the claim and updated the table below
accordingly.

(46) In the absence of any comments regarding the methodology to calculate the overall subsidy margins, the
methodology as set out in recital 93 to 98 of the provisional Regulation is herewith confirmed.

(47) Taking into account comments made by interested parties, the definitive subsidy margins applicable to the net,
free-at-Union-frontier price, before duty, are as follows:

Company Name Subsidy margin
GMS 6,9 %
Kilic 9,5%
Ozpekler 6,7 %
Ternaeben 8,0 %
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Company Name Subsidy margin
Weighted average of the sample 7,6 %
Country-wide subsidy margin 9,5 %
D. INJURY
1. Definition of the Union industry and Union production

(48)  Following provisional disclosure, one interested party argued that the Commission would have excluded data
from Union producers which were processing live fish acquired from other Union producers from the total
Union production. They claimed that the fish processing industry in the Union was thus de facto excluded from
the investigation.

(49)  After final disclosure the same party reiterated its comments and suggested that the Commission should have
performed (i) either an integrated analysis based on the total combined output of farmers and of processors in
the Union or (i) a two-step analysis based on an initial segmented analysis of the injury of the farmers segment
on the one hand and of the processors segment on the other hand followed by an integration into an analysis of
the entire industry. It was claimed that the latter would be in line with WTO jurisprudence in the case of
EC-Salmon (') as well as with previous practice of the Commission (%). However, the party did not provide any
estimate on what effects, if any, the alternative methodologies would have on the injury analysis. Finally, the same
interested party argued that the methodology is inconsistent with the fact that imports destined to reprocessing
are included both in the volume of imports and Union production.

(50)  After the final disclosure, also the GOT raised the argument that data from Union producers which were
processing live fish acquired from other Union producers should be included in the total Union production.

(51)  Furthermore, the GOT argued that the production volume used in the injury analysis is different from the
production volume used in the standing analysis and therefore potentially incorrect. The GOT also reiterated its
comment regarding the alleged flaws of the standing analysis.

(52) The current investigation included all Union producers of live, fresh, frozen, filleted and smoked trout. As
explained in recital 10 of the provisional Regulation, the sample of Union producers included different steps and
types of the production (production of live, fresh, frozen, fillets and smoked trout) and was considered represen-
tative of the Union industry as a whole. The above claim that the fish processing industry was de facto excluded
from the analysis was therefore incorrect and rejected.

(53) Furthermore, there was no data available that would have enabled the Commission to perform a segmented
analysis of the different steps and types of the production. In addition, as noted in the recital 10 of the
provisional Regulation, the Union industry is highly fragmented with more than 700 small and medium sized
enterprises, therefore it was not possible for the Commission to collect the data on different segments. Therefore,
the suggested segmented analysis was not feasible in this case.

(54)  Finally, the inclusion of the imports destined for reprocessing in the production figure was chosen to obtain the
best estimate of the production volume. In any event, the imports of the product concerned (excluding smoked
trout) destined to reprocessing represented less than 3 % of the total Union production calculated under this
methodology and an alternative methodology of excluding them from the Union production figure would
therefore not have had any significant impact on this injury indicator.

(55) The different production volume calculated for the purposes of the standing analysis and the injury analysis
reflects the fact that more precise information became available during the investigation whereas the standing
analysis was based on a prudent assessment of the prima facie evidence available at the time of the standing
analysis. The Commission also responded to the specific questions of the GOT regarding the standing analysis by

(") Panel Report, European Communities — Anti-Dumping Measures on Farmed Salmon from Norway, WT/DS337/R, adopted 15 January
2008.

(%) Council Implementing Regulation (EU) No 1238/2013 of 2 December 2013 imposing a definitive anti-dumping duty and collecting
definitively the provisional duty imposed on imports of crystalline silicon photovoltaic modules and key components (i.e. cells)
originating in or consigned from the People’s Republic of China (O] L 325, 5.12.2013, p. 1).
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an individual disclosure sent on 18 December 2014 and during the hearing with the Hearing Officer on
8 January 2015. Therefore, the argument that the production volume used for the injury analysis is potentially
incorrect due to difference of sources between the standing analysis and the injury analysis is rejected.

(56)  As explained in recital 123 of the provisional Regulation production volume was based on data of the Federation
of European Aquaculture Producers (FEAP) which is collected on an ex-farm basis and refers to live fish
harvested in each Member State. The proportion of imports destined for reprocessing was added to the Union
production volume of the live fish based on information collected and verified during this investigation. Since
production volume is calculated on a ‘whole fish equivalent basis’, there is no difference if it is calculated from
the first form of sale, meaning ‘live’, or the last possible form of sale, meaning ‘processed’. Thus, if the volume of
processed fish would have been added to the volume of live fish, as suggested by the interested party, this would
have result in double counting. Despite the fact that the total production volume was mainly based on data from
the live fish production in order to avoid double counting, the methodology used did not exclude other types of
the Union production (production of fresh, frozen, filleted and smoked trout) and the injury factors refer to the
whole Union industry, i.e. live fish and further processing. Therefore, in contrast to what was claimed by this
party, the methodology used to determine the total Union production volume did not exclude the trout
processing industry. The argument was therefore rejected.

(57) In any event, even if the methodology suggested by the interested party would have been accepted and the data
from the Union producers which were processing live fish was added to the data from Union producers of live
fish, and even if this would lead to the overstatement of some of the injury indicators such as production
volume, sales volumes, production capacity and employment they would still show the same trends over the
period considered because the volumes reproduced by the processing industry are linked with the production
volumes of the live fish.

(58) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 99 and 100 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

2. Union consumption

(59) Following provisional disclosure, and as already mentioned in recital 48, one interested party argued that the
Commission excluded data from Union producers which were processing live fish acquired from other Union
producers of live fish, and only included the production volume of Union producers that imported live fish for
further processing. This party claimed that the total Union consumption would therefore be understated. After
final disclosure the same party reiterated its comment without providing any additional substantiation, except a
hypothetical example regarding market shares, claiming that the methodology of the Commission to determine
Union consumption is internally illogical and results in overstated market share of the Turkish imports..

(60)  As explained in recitals 52 and 56 the fish processing industry in the Union was in fact not excluded from the
analysis. Nonetheless, production data were established on the basis of live fish calculated on a ‘whole fish
equivalent basis’ in order to avoid double counting. The same result would have been reached if total production
volume would have been established on the basis of further processed trout converted to ‘whole fish equivalent’.
However, if the volume of processed fish would have been added to the volume of live fish, as suggested by the
interested party, this would have resulted in double counting and, consequently, it would have artificially
increased the total production volume and consumption in the Union. At the same time, as explained in the
recital 57, these indicators would nevertheless show the same trends over the period considered. Therefore, these
arguments were rejected.

(61)  The alleged impact on the market share of Turkish imports is addressed in recital 64.

(62) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 101 to 105 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

3. Imports from the country concerned
3.1.  Volume and market share of the imports from the country concerned

(63)  After the final disclosure one interested party argued that the Commission excluded data from Union producers
which were processing live fish acquired from other Union producers of live fish, and only included the
production volume of Union producers that imported live fish for further processing. This party claimed that this
methodology lead to an overstatement of the market share of the Turkish imports. As mentioned in recital 59,
except a hypothetical example regarding market shares, the party did not provide any substantiation to its claim.
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(64)  As explained in recital 60 production data were established on the basis of live fish calculated on a ‘whole fish
equivalent basis’ in order to avoid double counting. If the volume of processed fish would have been added to the
volume of live fish, as suggested by the interested party, this would have resulted in double counting and,
consequently, an understatement of the market share of the Turkish imports. At the same time, as explained in
the recital 57, these indicators would nevertheless show the same trends over the period considered. The
argument is therefore rejected.

(65) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 106 to 108 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

3.2, Prices of the imports from the country concerned and price undercutting

(66)  Following provisional disclosure, one party argued that import prices from Turkey should not be established on
an average basis but on a product type basis as the product type composition and the weight of one particular
type within that composition would have a significant impact on the average price. After the final disclosure the
same party reiterated its comment without providing any further substantiation of its claim.

(67) It is deemed appropriate that for the purposes of establishing and examining the overall injury indicators’ trends
relating to prices of the product concerned over the period considered as required by Article 3 of the basic
Regulation a weighted average import price should be used that relates to the product concerned as defined. In
fact detailed data is collected only for the investigation period. Therefore, data at a product type level is not
available for the whole period considered. In any event, the weighted average import price would allow
examining the trend valid for the product concerned. The fact that a trend would allegedly be different for certain
product types cannot invalidate the overall trend. Last, the price is weighted to take into consideration namely
the weight of any of the product types within the various compositions.

(68)  On the other hand, for the purposes of the price undercutting determination during the investigation period, as
explained in recitals 112 and 113 of the provisional Regulation the Commission did use the weighted average
sales prices per product type of the sampled Union producers charged to unrelated customers on the Union
market, adjusted to an ex-works level; and compared them with the corresponding weighted average prices per
product type of the imports of product concerned from the sampled cooperating Turkish producers to the first
independent customer on the Union market, established on a Cost, insurance, freight (CIF) basis, with appropriate
adjustments for customs duties and post-importation costs.

(69)  For the reasons above, the argument was rejected.

(70)  After provisional disclosure the same party questioned the fact that the Commission did not make any
adjustment for post-importation cost. Following this claim the Commission further analysed the information
available and the average post-importation costs incurred by the related importer of sampled exporting producer
were used.

(71)  The price comparison was made on a type-per-type basis for transactions at the same level of trade, duly adjusted
where necessary, and after deduction of rebates and discounts. The result of the comparison was expressed as a
percentage of the sampled Union producers’ turnover during the investigation period. Taking into account the
adjustment described in the recital 70 above, the weighted average undercutting margin of the imports from the
country concerned on the Union market was between 2 % and 16 % (the average undercutting margin was 6 %).

(72) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 109 to 111 and 114 to 117 of the provisional Regulation are
confirmed.

4. Economic situation of the Union industry
4.1.  General remarks

(73)  After provisional disclosure, the GOT requested that the Commission should provide information on macroe-
conomic injury indicators aggregated on the level of the sampled Union producers only. This party reiterated its
claim after final disclosure. It is the Commission practice that macroeconomic indicators are established and
analysed at Union level and not at the level of the sampled Union producers. It is indeed considered that as far as
macroeconomic indicators are concerned, complete data of the whole Union industry, which also includes the
data from the sampled companies reflect better the situation during the period considered, than data of only part
of the industry. This request was therefore rejected.
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(74)  In the absence of any other comments, recitals 118 to 122 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

4.2, Macroeconomic indicators
4.2.1. Production, production capacity and capacity utilisation

(75) Following provisional disclosure, and as already mentioned in recital 9, one interested party argued that the
Commission excluded data from Union producers which were processing live fish acquired from other Union
producers of live fish, and only included the production volume of Union producers that imported live fish for
further processing. This party claimed that the total production volume in the Union would therefore be
understated.

(76)  As explained in recital 52 the Commission analysed the whole Union industry including producers of live, fresh,
frozen, filleted and smoked trout and as explained in recitals 56 and 60 total production volume in the Union
was not affected by the methodology used by the Commission. Therefore this argument was rejected.

(77)  The GOT argued that FEAP data included data of 13 Members States only and that for this reason the total Union
production volume was underestimated.

(78) FEAP data indeed did not include Member States with a total production volume of below 1 000 tons (‘whole
fish equivalent) per year, which could, however, given the low quantities, not have had any significant impact on
the established trends. In addition, this party did not demonstrate any potential impact of including the
remaining Member States in the overall data. The argument was therefore rejected.

(79)  After final disclosure the GOT claimed that production figures of two Member States, notably Bulgaria and
Romania that were excluded had in fact produced more than 1 000 tons in 2011. However, the production
volumes provided by the GOT refer essentially to large trout production which is not the product subject to the
current investigation. Therefore, this claim was rejected.

(80)  Following provisional disclosure, one interested party claimed that the production capacity as shown in
recital 124 of the provisional Regulation was incorrect because it was calculated on the basis of the incorrectly
established production volume as claimed in recital 75. In addition, this interested party claimed that the capacity
utilisation rate should not be based on the information provided by the sampled Union producers as the sample
contained Union producers representing various production stages, such as smoking, while the production
volume would allegedly only contain live trout. After the final disclosure this party claimed that the formula used
was wrongly based on an average capacity utilisation rate of the sampled producers instead of using specific data
of the live fish industry on the one hand and the processing industry on the other hand. The party further
claimed that in addition the data of the processing industry that was acquiring live trout in the Union was not
included which had allegedly a significant impact on the determination of the overall production capacity in the
Union. Finally, this party claimed that the determination of the capacity should in any event not be based on a
formula but on actual data from the Union producers.

(81)  As set out in recitals 52, 56 and 60 the Commission did not exclude the processing industry in the Union from
its analysis and the argument that the production volume was incorrectly calculated was rejected. Furthermore, as
explained in the recital 53 no data was available that would have enabled the Commission to perform segmented
analysis using data of the specific two industries. For the same reason, the determination of the capacity could
not be based on actual data from over 700 Union small and medium-sized producers. As explained in the
recitals 123 and 124 of the provisional Regulation, the capacity utilisation rate established by the Commission
was consistent with the Union production volume. Therefore, the argument that the determination of the
capacity on the basis of incomplete total production figures and that the capacity utilisation rate should not be
based on the information of the sampled Union producers was also rejected. In any event, even if the alternative
methodology for calculating the production volume suggested by the interested party was accepted and the data
from Union processing industry that was acquiring live trout in the Union was added to the data from Union
producers of live fish, resulting in double counting as explained in the recital 56, the development of the capacity
utilisation rate would show the same trends over the period considered. This argument was therefore rejected.

(82)  In the absence of any other comments, recitals 123 to 128 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.
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4.2.2. Sales volume and market share

(83) Following provisional disclosure, and as already mentioned in recital 9, one interested party argued that the
Commission excluded data from Union producers which were processing live fish acquired from other Union
producers of live fish, and only included the production volume of Union producers that imported live fish for
further processing. This party alleged that the part of the processing industry in the Union was excluded from
the analysis as such. Therefore, this party claimed that sales volume of the Union industry would be underes-
timated and market share calculated on this basis incorrect. After the final disclosure the same party reiterated its
comments and suggested that the Commission should have relied on the alternative methodologies described in
recital 49, without substantiating their relevance for this finding.

(84) For the reasons set out in recitals 52, 56 and 60, the argument that production volume was incorrectly
established and that part of the Union industry was not taken into consideration in the analysis was rejected. It
followed that the argument that sales volume and market share were incorrectly established was also rejected. As
explained in the recital 53 any segmented analysis was not feasible and was rejected. However, if the
methodology for calculating the sales volume suggested by the interested party would have been accepted this
would have resulted in double counting and, consequently, an overstatement of the sales volume and the market
share of the Union industry. At the same time, as explained in the recital 57, these indicators would nevertheless
show the same trends over the period considered. The argument is therefore rejected.

(85) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 129 and 133 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

4.2.3. Growth

(86) In the absence of any comments, recital 134 of the provisional Regulation is confirmed.

4.2.4. Employment and productivity

(87)  Following provisional disclosure, and as already mentioned in recital 9, one party argued that the Commission
excluded data from Union producers which were processing live fish acquired from other Union producers of
live fish and that therefore the employment was underestimated. After the final disclosure this party claimed that
the formula used was wrongly based on an employment of the sampled producers instead of using data of these
specific two industries. The party further claimed that furthermore, the data of the processor industry that was
acquiring live trout in the Union was not included which had allegedly a significant impact on the determination
of the overall employment in the Union. Finally, this party claimed that the determination of the employment in
any event not be based on a formula but on actual data from the Union producers.

(88)  For the reasons set out in recital 52, 56 and 60 the argument that part of the Union industry was not taken into
consideration in the analysis was rejected. Furthermore, as explained in the recital 53 no data was available that
would have enabled the Commission to perform segmented analysis using specific data of the live fish industry
on the one hand and the processing industry on the other hand. For the same reason, the determination of the
employment could not be based on actual data from over 700 Union small and medium-sized producers. As
explained in the recital 136 of the provisional Regulation, the employment figure established by the Commission
was consistent with the Union production volume. Indeed the Commission when establishing employment data
took into consideration the whole Union industry including the processing industry. It follows that the argument
that employment was incorrectly established was also rejected. In any event, even if the alternative methodology
for calculating the production volume suggested by the interested party was accepted and the data from Union
processor industry that was acquiring live trout in the Union was added to the data from Union producers of live
fish, resulting in the double counting as explained in the recital 56, the development of the employment would
show the same trends over the period considered. This argument was therefore rejected.

(89) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 135 to 137 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

4.3. Microeconomic indicators
4.3.1. Prices and factors affecting prices

(90)  Following provisional disclosure, one party argued that the Union industry sales prices should not be established
on an average basis but on a per-type basis as the product type composition and the weight of one particular
type of product concerned within that composition would have a significant impact on the average sales price.
After the final disclosure the same party reiterated its comments without providing any further substantiation of
its claim.
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(91)  However, by analogy, for the reasons set out in recitals 67 and 68 this argument was rejected.
(92) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 140 to 142 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

4.3.2. Labour costs

(93) In the absence of any comments, recitals 143 and 144 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

4.3.3. Inventories

(94)  In the absence of any comments, recital 145 of the provisional Regulation is confirmed.

4.3.4. Profitability, cash flow, investments, return on investments and ability to raise capital

(95) In the absence of any comments, recitals 146 to 151 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

5. Conclusion on injury

(96)  On the basis of the above overall analysis of the relevant macroeconomic and microeconomic factors and in the
absence of any other comments, the conclusions set out in recitals 152 to 155 of the provisional Regulation that
the entire Union industry including all different steps and types of production (production of live, fresh, frozen,
fillets and smoked trout) has suffered material injury within the meaning of Article 8(4) of the basic Regulation
are confirmed.

E. CAUSATION

1. Effects of the subsidised imports

(97)  In the absence of any comments, recitals 157 to 161 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

2. Effects of other factors
2.1.  Imports from third countries

(98) In the absence of any comments, recitals 162 to 165 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

2.2. Export performance of the Union industry

(99) In the absence of any comments, recitals 166 and 168 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

2.3.  Development of consumption

(100) In the absence of any comments, recitals 169 and 170 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

2.4, Competition with other fish species

(101) Following provisional disclosure, some interested parties reiterated their claim that the material injury suffered by
the Union industry was caused by the competition with other fish species. The parties cited studies (') that
allegedly showed that other fish species are competing with portion sized rainbow trout on the German market.
The parties concerned argued further that, apart from the alleged competition with large trout, salmon and
pangasius, there was also competition with cod, halibut, mackerel and redfish which caused the injury to the
Union industry.

(102) The studies mentioned above to which the parties concerned referred to did not bring any conclusive evidence
neither regarding the German market nor the Union market taken as a whole supporting the claims made. These
claims were also contradicted by the fact that throughout the period considered Turkish imports of rainbow trout
increased both in market share and sales volumes in the Union.

(103) The alleged competition from other fish species could in any event not explain the overall economic and
financial deterioration of the Union industry and especially the loss of market share compared to the imports
from Turkey, which were increasing over the period considered.

(") Nielsen et al, Market Integration of Farmed Trout in Germany, Marine Resource Economics, Volume 22, pp. 195-213 and Nielsen, M.,
Smit, J., & Guillen, J. (2009). Market integration of fish in Europe. Journal of Agricultural Economics, 60(2), 367-385.10.1111/j.1477-
9552.2008.00190.x
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(104) On this basis the claims made in this regard were rejected.

(105) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 171 to 175 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

2.5.  Administrative and regulatory burden, geographical limitations

(106) Following provisional disclosure, some interested parties reiterated their claim that the analysis did not take into
account the negative impact of the administrative burden in the Member States.

(107) The administrative and regulatory burden including the alleged limitations to use certain geographical areas for
aquaculture purposes in the Member States as a possible other factor having caused injury to the Union industry
was addressed in recitals 176 to 178 of the provisional Regulation. The parties concerned did not further
substantiate their claim or provide any further information in this regard. Therefore, this claim was rejected.

(108) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 176 to 178 of the provisional Regulation are herewith confirmed.
2.6.  Price pressure exerted by the large retailers

(109) Following provisional disclosure, some interested parties reiterated their claim that the analysis did not take into
account the negative impact of the price pressure and high bargaining power of the retail sector.

(110) The price pressure and bargaining power of the retail sector as possible other factors having caused injury to the
Union industry were addressed in recitals 179 to 181 of the provisional Regulation. The parties concerned did
not further substantiate their claim or provide any further information in this regard. Therefore, this claim was
rejected.

(111) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 179 to 181 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

2.7. Over-investments, financial expenses, exchange rate fluctuations and extra-ordinary losses linked to litigations

(112) Following provisional disclosure, some interested parties reiterated their claim that the analysis did not take into
account the negative impact of several other factors on individual Union producers such as alleged over-
investments, environmental issues and litigations.

(113) However, these factors were addressed in recitals 182 to 186 of the provisional Regulation. The parties
concerned did not further substantiate their claim or provide any further information in this regard. Therefore,
this claim was rejected.

(114) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 182 to 186 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

3. Conclusion on causation

(115) On the basis of the above and in the absence of any other comments, recitals 187 to 189 of the provisional
Regulation that the material injury suffered by the Union industry was caused by the subsidised imports and that
no other factors analysed both individually and collectively break the causal link are confirmed.

F. UNION INTEREST
1. Interest of the Union industry
(116) In the absence of any comments, recitals 191 to 194 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.
2. Interest of unrelated importers
(117) Following the imposition of provisional measures, two additional importers made themselves known and claimed

that the imposition of duties for trout from Turkey would have a negative impact for them. These parties did not
however substantiate their claims. Therefore these claims were rejected.
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(118) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 195 and 198 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

3. Interest of users, consumers, suppliers

(119) In the absence of any comments, recitals 199 to 203 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

4, Conclusion on Union interest

(120) On the basis of the above and in the absence of any other comments, recital 204 of the provisional Regulation
that there were no compelling reasons that it was not in the Union interest to impose measures on imports of
the product concerned from Turkey is confirmed.

G. COUNTERVAILING MEASURES
(121) On the basis of the conclusions reached by the Commission on subsidisation, injury, causation and Union

interest, definitive countervailing measures should be imposed to prevent further injury being caused to the
Union industry by the subsidised imports.

1. Injury elimination level (Injury margin)

(122) In view of the adjustment described in recitals 70 and 71 above the injury margins have been revised as
described in the recital 127 below.

(123) In the absence of any other comments, recitals 206 to 217 of the provisional Regulation are confirmed.

2. Definitive measures

(124) In the light of the foregoing, and in accordance with Article 15 of the basic Regulation, definitive countervailing
duties should be imposed in accordance with the lesser duty rule in Article 15(1) of the basic Regulation. The
Commission compared the injury margins and the subsidy margins. The amount of the duties should be set at
the level of the lower of the subsidy and the injury margins.

(125) Given the high rate of cooperation of the Turkish exporting producers, the ‘All other companies’ duty was set at
the level of the highest duty to be imposed on the companies sampled or cooperating in the investigation. The
‘All other companies’ duty will be applied to those companies which had not cooperated in the investigation.

(126) For the cooperating non-sampled Turkish companies listed in the Annex, the definitive duty rate is set at the
weighted average of the rates of the sampled companies.

(127) On the basis of the above, the definitive countervailing duty rates, expressed on the CIF Union border price,
customs duty unpaid, should be as follows:

Company Subsidy margin Injury margin Countervailing duty
GMS 6,9 % 24 % 6,9 %
Kilic 9,5% 37 % 9,5%
Ozpekler 6,7 % 22% 6,7 %
Ternaeben 8,0 % 17 % 8,0 %
Other cooperating companies 7,6 % 23 % 7,6 %
All other companies 9,5 % 37 % 9,5 %

(128) The above countervailing measures are established in the form of ad valorem duties, that is to say, in proportion
to the value of the import.
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(129) The individual company countervailing duty rates specified in this Regulation were established on the basis of the
findings of this investigation. Therefore, they reflected the situation found during this investigation with respect
to these companies. These duty rates are exclusively applicable to imports of the product concerned originating
in the country concerned and produced by the named legal entities.

(130) Imports of the product concerned produced by any other company not specifically mentioned in the operative
part of this Regulation, including entities related to those specifically mentioned, should be subject to the duty
rate applicable to ‘all other companies’.

(131) A company may request the application of these individual countervailing duty rates if it changes subsequently
the name of its entity. The request must be addressed to the Commission (!). The request must contain all the
relevant information enabling to demonstrate that the change does not affect the right of the company to benefit
from the duty rate which applies to it. If the change of name of the company does not affect its right to benefit
from the duty rate which applies to it, a notice informing about the change of name will be published in the
Official Journal of the European Union.

(132) To ensure a proper enforcement of the countervailing duties, the residual duty for all other companies should
apply not only to the non-cooperating exporting producers in this investigation, but to the producers which did
not have exports to the Union during the investigation period.

3. Undertakings

(133) Following disclosure of the provisional Regulation 15 exporting producers offered price undertakings in
accordance with Article 13 of the basic Regulation.

(134) The Commission analysed these offers carefully in light of the specific context of the relationship with Turkey.
The Commission considered however that such undertakings would not be practical in the current proceeding.
This is for the reasons of the high number of presentations of the product concerned, the significant price
differences between the different presentations of the product concerned and the risk of cross-compensation due
to the sale of other products to the same customers.

(135) After the final disclosure, one interested party (AEA), claimed that the reasons for considering the undertakings
not to be practical are not correct. First, it claimed that the number of presentations is limited, they are clearly
identifiable through TARIC codes and, if necessary, certain presentations can be grouped, second, that the
existence of high price differences between different presentations would not render the undertakings imprac-
ticable because different minimum import prices could be established for different presentations and, finally, that
similar undertakings had been accepted in case of other fish products (salmon) () earlier.

(136) First, the sampled exporting producers that had offered undertakings and for which the Commission had detailed
information had exported seven different presentations of the product concerned during the investigation period.
Such presentations cannot be clearly identified with TARIC codes. Furthermore, any grouping of presentations
requiring different prices may lead to cross compensation between the minimum import prices of different
presentations. Second, if the high number of exporting producers and presentations combined with the
significant price differences between the presentations would be mitigated with a high number of minimum
import prices as suggested by the interested party, it would render the monitoring of the undertakings even more
impractical. Third, mitigating the risk of cross compensation by continuous monitoring of a clause not to sell
anymore other products to the same customers would be disproportionally resource consuming and therefore
impractical. Finally, as far as the salmon case is concerned, the undertakings accepted at that time have been
proven impractical as evidenced by the many withdrawals during the lifetime of the measures. For the reasons
above, the arguments that the undertakings would be practical in the present case are rejected.

(137) Therefore, the price undertakings offered were rejected.

4, Definitive collection of the provisional duties

(138) In view of the subsidy margins found and given the level of the injury caused to the Union industry, the amounts
secured by way of the provisional countervailing duty, imposed by the provisional Regulation, should be
definitively collected. Amounts secured in excess of the definitive rates of the countervailing duty should be
released.

(") European Commission, Directorate-General for Trade, Directorate H, Rue de la Loi 170, 1040 Brussels, Belgium.
(*) Regulation (EC) No 85/2006.



27.2.2015 Official Journal of the European Union L 56/27

(139) The measures provided for in this Regulation are in accordance with the opinion of the Committee established by
Article 15(1) of Council Regulation (EC) No 1225/2009 (),

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

1. A definitive countervailing duty is imposed on imports of rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss):
— live weighing 1,2 kg or less each, or
— fresh, chilled, frozen and/or smoked:

— in the form of whole fish (with heads on), whether or not gilled, whether or not gutted, weighing 1,2 kg or less
each, or

— with heads off, whether or not gilled, whether or not gutted, weighing 1 kg or less each, or
— in the form of fillets weighing 400 g or less each,

currently falling within CN codes ex 0301 91 90, ex 0302 11 80, ex 0303 14 90, ex 0304 42 90, ex 0304 82 90
and ex 0305 43 00 (TARIC codes 0301 91 90 11, 0302 11 80 11, 0303 14 90 11, 0304 42 90 10, 0304 82 90 10
and 0305 43 00 11) and originating in Turkey.

2. The rates of the definitive countervailing duty applicable to the net, free-at-Union-frontier price, before duty, of the
product described in paragraph 1 and produced by the companies listed below shall be as follows:

Company Countervailing duty TARIC additional code

— Akyol Su Urn.Urt.Tag.Kom.ith.ihr.Paz.San. ve Tic. Ltd $ti 6,9 % B964
— Asya Sogiit Su Uriinleri Uretim Dahili Paz.ve Thr. LtdSti

— GMS Su Uriinleri Uretim ith. Paz. San. ve Tic. Ltd Sti

— Giimiisdoga Su Uriinleri Uretim Thracat Ithalat AS

— Giimiig-Yel Su Uriinleri iiretim Thracat ve ithalat Ltd Sti

— Hakan Komandit Sirketi

— Iskele Su Uriinleri Hayv.Gida Tur.Ing.Paz.Thr.LtdSti

— Karakéy Su Uriinleri Uretim Paz.Tic.Thr. ve ith.LtdSti

— Ozgii Su Uriin. Uret. Tas. Komis. ith. Thr. Paz. San. ve Tic. Ltd Sti

BAFA Su Uriinleri Yavru Uretim Merkezi Sanayi Ticaret AS 9,5 % B965

Ozpekler Ingaat Taahhiid Dayanikli Tiiketim Mallar1 Su Uriinleri Sanayi 6,7 % B966
ve Ticaret Limited Sirketi

Ternaeben Gida ve Su Uriinleri Ithalat ve Thracat Sanayi Ticaret A$ 8,0 % B967
Companies listed in the Annex 7,6 %
All other companies 9,5 % B999

3. Unless otherwise specified, the relevant provisions in force concerning customs duties shall apply.

Article 2

The amounts secured by way of provisional countervailing duties pursuant to Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 1195/2014 shall be definitively collected. The amounts secured in excess of the definitive rates of countervailing
duty shall be released.

(") Council Regulation (EC) No 1225/2009 of 30 November 2009 on protection against dumped imports from countries not members of
the European Community (O] L 343, 22.12.2009, p. 51).
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Article 3

Where any new exporting producer in Turkey provides sufficient evidence to the Commission that:

— it did not export to the Union the product described in Article 1(1) during the investigation period (1 January 2013
to 31 December 2013),

— it is not related to any of the exporters or producers in Turkey which are subject to the measures imposed by this
Regulation,

— it has actually exported to the Union the product concerned after the investigation period on which the measures are
based, or it has entered into an irrevocable contractual obligation to export a significant quantity to the Union,

Article 1(2) may be amended by adding the new exporting producer to the cooperating companies not included in the
sample and thus subject to the weighted average duty rate of 7,6 %.

Article 4

This Regulation shall enter into force on the day following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the European
Union.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 26 February 2015.

For the Commission
The President
Jean-Claude JUNCKER
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ANNEX

Cooperating Turkish exporting producers not sampled and not granted individual examination:

Name TARIC additional code
Abalioglu Yem-Soya ve Tekstil San. A.S. B968
Ada Su Uriinleri Turizm Insaat ve Ticaret Ltd. Sti. B969
Ahmet Aydeniz Gida San. ve Tic. A.S. B970
Alba Lojistik Thracat ithalat Ltd. Sti. B971
Alba Su Uriinleri A.S. B972
Alfam Su Uriinleri A.S. B973
Alima Su Uriinleri ve Gida San. Tic. A.S. B974
Alka Su Uriinleri A.S. B975
Azer Altin Su Uriinleri B976
Bagci Balik Gida ve Enerji Uretimi San ve Tic. A.S. B977
Camli Yem Besicilik Sanayii ve Ticaret A.S B978
Circir Su Uriinleri Ltd. Sti. B979
Ipag Su Uriinleri A.S. B980
Kemal Balik¢ilik Thr. Ltd. Sti. B981
Liman Entegre Balik¢ilik San ve Tic. Ltd. Sti. B982
Miray Su Uriinleri B983
Onder Su Uriinleri San. ve Tic. Ltd. Sti. B984
Penta Su Uriinleri Uretim ve Sanayi Tic. A.S. B985
Tai Su Uriinleri Ltd. Sti. B986
TSM Deniz Uriinleri San. Tic. A.S. B987
Ugurlu Balik A.S. B988
Yagar Dis Tic. A.S. B989
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COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2015/310
of 26 February 2015

amending Regulation (EC) No 29/2009 laying down requirements on data link services for the
single European sky and repealing Implementing Regulation (EU) No 441/2014

(Text with EEA relevance)

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION,
Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,

Having regard to Regulation (EC) No 552/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 10 March 2004 on
the interoperability of the European Air Traffic Management network (the interoperability Regulation) ('), and in
particular Article 3(1) and (5) thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Commission Regulation (EC) No 29/2009 () lays down requirements for the coordinated introduction of data
link services based on air-ground point-to-point data communications.

(2)  Air navigation service providers and operators have reported technical issues when implementing Regulation (EC)
No 29/2009, particularly disconnections, known as Provider Aborts (PAs’), of existing air-ground data communi-
cations enabling the operations of data link services (DLS’) and which are beyond acceptable performance levels.
For that reason certain air navigation service providers have already taken mitigation measures, consisting of the
restriction of DLS operations to aircraft equipped with specific avionics through so-called ‘white lists’, so as to
address potential safety impacts of those PAs in the operations of data link service.

(3) At the request of the Commission, the European Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) conducted an investigation (*)
to identify the root cause or causes of those technical issues and to recommend measures to address them. The
investigation revealed that the random PA occurrences could not be attributed to a single, predictable cause but
rather to a combination of factors related to the radio frequency environment and to the current single frequency
implementation of the data link infrastructure. It was found that this excessive rate of random PAs causes a
degradation in the network performance potentially presenting aviation safety risks by increasing the pilots and
controllers’ workload and creating confusion leading to a loss of situational awareness.

(4)  EASA concluded in its investigation report that acceptable data link performance levels can only be established
by deploying a multi-frequency infrastructure, which is also to be optimised for radio frequency interference
prevention. It recommended establishing and implementing a plan of actions to further investigate the identified
technical issues and to validate the necessary technical solutions. However, these measures require time and EASA
therefore recommended to reconsider the date of application of Regulation (EC) No 29/2009 and the timeframes
of that Regulation. EASA also recommended that the implementation of the plan of actions be
preferably performed by the deployment manager as referred to in Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 409/2013 (¥).

(5)  In addition, with a view to addressing specifically the aviation safety aspect of DLS operations pursuant to
Regulation (EC) No 29/2009, on 23 May 2014 EASA issued Safety Information Bulletin No 2014-14, which
recommends that operators revert from data to voice when confronted with a high level of PAs.

(6)  In line with the EASA recommendations, the Commission instructed the SESAR Joint Undertaking (‘SJU’) to draft
a work plan for further investigation of the identified issues and for carrying out the specific actions

() OJL96, 31.3.2004, p. 26.

(*) Commission Regulation (EC) No 29/2009 of 16 January 2009 laying down requirements on data link services for the single European
sky (OJ L 13,17.1.2009, p. 3).

(}) European Aviation Safety Agency, Report ‘Technical issues in the implementation of Regulation (EC) No 29/2009’, version 1.1,
23.4.2014, document reference 2014 03 24 E4 D 51431 REP DLS 1.1

(*) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 409/2013 of 3 May 2013 on the definition of common projects, the establishment of
governance and the identification of incentives supporting the implementation of the European Air Traffic Management Master Plan
(OJL123,4.5.2013,p. 1).
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recommended by EASA. The work plan, as presented by the SJU, includes two phases of studies and remedial
actions deemed necessary in relation to, in particular, the data link ground infrastructure issues and the finding
and validation of technical airborne solutions. The preliminary results and remedial actions are expected by
2016, while further validation may require two more years.

(7)  Therefore, particularly due to the observed technical difficulties and shortcomings in the performance of the
deployed DLS infrastructure, which have already led to certain mitigation measures being enacted, and their
potential impact on aviation safety and given that the necessary studies and actions to identify and remedy them
are expected to be completed during the course of 2018, the date of application of Regulation (EC) No 29/2009
should be deferred.

(8)  For the same reasons referred to in recital 7, and in order to retain the consistency of the requirements set out in
Regulation (EC) No 29/2009, certain other timeframes provided for in that Regulation should also be amended.

(9)  In order to provide and operate data link services built on the required validated ground DLS capability, the dates
of application for the requirements relating to the ground equipage for the airspace defined in Parts A and B of
Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 29/2009 should be amended so as to ensure that the ground infrastructure is
available 24 months before the date of application of the requirements relating to the airborne side. However,
Member States responsible for the airspace defined in Part B of that Annex have already been provided with a
longer period to implement the required DLS ground infrastructure. Therefore it is no longer justified to differ-
entiate, in terms of dates of application, between airspace defined in Parts A and B of that Annex.

(10) In addition, the date by which the operators are required to ensure that the aircraft concerned have the capacity
to operate the DLS in accordance with Annex II to Regulation (EC) No 29/2009 should be adjusted, in order that
it corresponds to the amended date of application of that Regulation. Moreover, in respect of this requirement
concerning the capacity to operate the DLS, it is also no longer justified to distinguish between aircraft on the
basis of the date of their individual certificate of airworthiness. However, the exemptions to this requirement for
certain categories of aircraft, as well as the specific rule concerning new transport type State aircraft, should be
retained and the relevant dates should be adjusted accordingly, so as to retain the practical effect of those rules.
Only with respect to the exemption relating to aircraft with an individual certificate of airworthiness first issued
before 1 January 2014 and fitted with data link equipment certified against one of the relevant Eurocae
documents the current dates should be retained, at least for the time being, in the absence of clear and
convincing data justifying their adjustment.

(11)  The measures set out in this Regulation, in particular the amendment to the date of application of Regulation
(EC) No 29/2009, are, subject to the need to adequately address any aviation safety issues that may arise in this
connection, without prejudice to the existing possibilities in the context of the modulation of air navigation
charges referred to in Article 16 of Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 391/2013 () or the allocation
of air traffic flow management (ATFM) slots in accordance with Commission Regulation (EU) No 255/2010 (%) to
take account of the fact that certain operators may already have equipped, or will equip on a voluntary basis
before the amended date of application of the Regulation, their aircraft with the capacity to operate DLS and that
certain air traffic service providers have already implemented DLS ground infrastructure.

(12)  Pursuant to Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 441/2014 (*), the Croatian airspace is to be added to
the airspace in which Regulation (EC) No 29/2009 applies. However, Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 441/2014 only applies from 5 February 2016. Considering the current amendment to Regulation (EC)
No 29/2009, Implementing Regulation (EU) No 441/2014 should, for reasons of clarity, be repealed and the
amendment enacted by that Regulation should be inserted in this Regulation.

(13) Regulation (EC) No 29/2009 should therefore be amended accordingly.

(14) The measures provided for in this Regulation are in accordance with the opinion of the Single Sky Committee,
established by Article 5 of Regulation (EC) No 549/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council (¥),

(") Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 391/2013 of 3 May 2013 laying down a common charging scheme for air navigation
services (O] L 128, 9.5.2013, p. 31).

(*) Commission Regulation (EU) No 255/2010 of 25 March 2010 laying down common rules on air traffic flow management (O] L 80,
26.3.2010, p. 10).

¢) CommissiorE) Implementing Regulation (EU) No 441/2014 of 30 April 2014 amending Regulation (EC) No 29/2009 laying down
requirements on data link services for the single European sky (OJ L 130, 1.5.2014, p. 37).

(*) Regulation (EC) No 549/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 10 March 2004 laying down the framework for the
creation of the single European sky (the framework Regulation) (OJ L 96, 31.3.2004, p. 1).
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HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

Regulation (EC) No 29/2009 is amended as follows:
(1) in Article 1, paragraph 3 is replaced by the following:

‘3. This Regulation shall apply to all flights operating as general air traffic in accordance with instrument flight
rules within the airspace above FL285 defined in Parts A and B of Annex 1;

(2) in Article 3, paragraphs 2, 3, 4 and 5 are replaced by the following:

2. Without prejudice to paragraph 3, operators shall ensure that aircraft operating flights referred to in
Article 1(3) have the capability to operate the data link services defined in Annex II as from 5 February 2020.

3. Paragraph 2 shall not apply to:

(a) aircraft with an individual certificate of airworthiness first issued before 1 January 2014 and fitted with data link
equipment certified against the requirements of one of the Eurocae documents specified in point (10) of
Annex III;

(b) aircraft which have an individual certificate of airworthiness first issued before 31 December 2003 and which
will cease operation in the airspace referred to in Article 1(3) before 31 December 2022;

(c) State aircraft;

(d) aircraft flying in the airspace referred to in Article 1(3) for testing, delivery or for maintenance purposes or with
data link constituents temporarily inoperative under conditions specified in the applicable minimum equipment
list required by point (1) of Annex III and Regulation (EC) No 216/2008 and its implementing rules.

4. Member States which decide to equip new transport type State aircraft entering into service after 1 January
2019 with data link capability relying upon standards which are not specific to military operational requirements,
shall ensure that those aircraft have the capability to operate the data link services defined in Annex IL;

(3) in Article 15, in the second paragraph, the words ‘7 February 2013’ are replaced by ‘5 February 2018

(4) in Annex I, in Part B, the following is inserted after ‘— Warszawa FIR,: ‘— Zagreb FIR,.
Article 2

Implementing Regulation (EU) No 4412014 is repealed.

Article 3

This Regulation shall enter into force on the twentieth day following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the
European Union.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 26 February 2015.

For the Commission
The President
Jean-Claude JUNCKER
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COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2015/311
of 26 February 2015

establishing the standard import values for determining the entry price of certain fruit and
vegetables

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION,
Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,

Having regard to Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013
establishing a common organisation of the markets in agricultural products and repealing Council Regulations (EEC)
No 922/72, (EEC) No 234/79, (EC) No 1037/2001 and (EC) No 1234/2007 ('),

Having regard to Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 5432011 of 7 June 2011 laying down detailed rules
for the application of Council Regulation (EC) No 1234/2007 in respect of the fruit and vegetables and processed fruit
and vegetables sectors (%), and in particular Article 136(1) thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Implementing Regulation (EU) No 5432011 lays down, pursuant to the outcome of the Uruguay Round
multilateral trade negotiations, the criteria whereby the Commission fixes the standard values for imports from
third countries, in respect of the products and periods stipulated in Annex XVI, Part A thereto.

(2)  The standard import value is calculated each working day, in accordance with Article 136(1) of Implementing
Regulation (EU) No 543/2011, taking into account variable daily data. Therefore this Regulation should enter
into force on the day of its publication in the Official Journal of the European Union,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

The standard import values referred to in Article 136 of Implementing Regulation (EU) No 543/2011 are fixed in the
Annex to this Regulation.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on the day of its publication in the Official Journal of the European Union.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 26 February 2015.

For the Commission,
On behalf of the President,
Jerzy PLEWA

Director-General for Agriculture and Rural Development

(') OJL347,20.12.2013,p. 671.
() OJL157,15.6.2011,p. 1.



L 56/34 Official Journal of the European Union 27.2.2015

ANNEX

Standard import values for determining the entry price of certain fruit and vegetables

(EUR/100 kg)

CN code Third country code (') Standard import value

0702 00 00 EG 169,3
IL 81,7

MA 85,9

TR 92,8

77 107,4

0707 00 05 TR 191,7
77 191,7

0709 93 10 MA 98,0
TR 207,6

77 152,8

0805 10 20 EG 46,2
IL 69,5

MA 49,4

TN 61,9

TR 68,7

77 59,1

0805 20 10 IL 133,4
MA 101,2

77 117,3

0805 20 30, 0805 20 50, EG 97,5
0805 20 70, 0805 20 90 L 150,5
M 118,2

MA 118,2

TR 84,7

Us 131,2

77 116,7

0805 50 10 EG 41,5
TR 51,4

77 46,5

0808 10 80 BR 69,4
CL 94,9

MK 27,7

us 209,4

77 100,4
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(EUR/100 kg)

CN code Third country code (') Standard import value
0808 30 90 CL 143,4
CN 99,9
uUs 122,7
ZA 105,5
77 117,9

() Nomenclature of countries laid down by Commission Regulation (EU) No 1106/2012 of 27 November 2012 implementing
Regulation (EC) No 471/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council on Community statistics relating to external trade
with non-member countries, as regards the update of the nomenclature of countries and territories (OJ L 328, 28.11.2012, p. 7).
Code ‘ZZ’ stands for ‘of other origin’.
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DECISIONS

COUNCIL DECISION (EU) 2015/312
of 24 February 2015

appointing a German member of the European Economic and Social Committee

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION,

Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, and in particular Article 302 thereof,
Having regard to the proposal of the German Government,

Having regard to the opinion of the European Commission,

Whereas:

(I)  On 13 September 2010 the Council adopted Decision 2010/570/EU, Euratom appointing the members of the
European Economic and Social Committee for the period from 21 September 2010 to 20 September 2015 (').

(2) A member’s seat on the European Economic and Social Committee has become vacant following the end of the
term of office of Mr Horst MUND,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

Dr Dirk BERGRATH, Leiter des EU-Verbindungsbiiros der IG Metall is hereby appointed as a member of the European
Economic and Social Committee for the remainder of the current term of office, which runs until 20 September 2015.

Article 2

This Decision shall enter into force on the day of its adoption.

Done at Brussels, 24 February 2015.

For the Council
The President
E. RINKEVICS

() OJL251,25.9.2010, p. 8.
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COUNCIL DECISION (EU) 2015/313
of 24 February 2015

appointing three Irish members of the European Economic and Social Committee

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION,

Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, and in particular Article 302 thereof,
Having regard to the proposal of the Irish Government,

Having regard to the opinion of the European Commission,

Whereas:

(1)  On 13 September 2010 the Council adopted Decision 2010/570/EU, Euratom appointing the members of the
European Economic and Social Committee for the period from 21 September 2010 to 20 September 2015 (*).

(2)  Three members’ seats on the European Economic and Social Committee have become vacant following the end of
the terms of office of Ms Heidi LOUGHEED, Ms Siobhdn EGAN and Mr Padraig WALSHE,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

Mr Erik ODONOVAN, Head of IBEC Europe and IBEC's permanent representative to BUSINESSEUROPE, Mr Cillian LOHAN,
Environmental scientist, CEO of Irish Natural Forestry Foundation and Company Secretary of Irish Environmental
network and Mr John BRYAN, President of the Irish Farmers’ Association, are hereby appointed as members of the
European Economic and Social Committee for the remainder of the current term of office, which runs until
20 September 2015.

Article 2

This Decision shall enter into force on the day of its adoption.

Done at Brussels, 24 February 2015.

For the Council
The President
E. RINKEVICS

() OJL251,25.9.2010, p. 8.
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COMMISSION DECISION (EU) 2015/314
of 15 October 2014

on the State aid SA.35550 (13/C) (ex 13/NN) (ex 12/CP) implemented by Spain Scheme for the tax
amortisation of financial goodwill for foreign shareholding acquisitions

(notified under document C(2014) 7280)

(Only the Spanish text is authentic)

(Text with EEA relevance)

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION,

Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, and in particular the first subparagraph of
Article 108(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 the provision(s) cited above (') and having
regard to their comments,

Whereas:

1. PROCEDURE

(1) On 28 October 2009, the Commission adopted a negative decision with recovery concerning aid granted to bene-
ficiaries of a Spanish scheme allowing tax deductions in connection with the acquisition of shareholdings in non-
resident companies (hereinafter ‘the First Decision’) (?). That decision was limited to acquisitions within the Union
and the Commission maintained the procedure open for acquisitions outside of the Union since the Spanish
authorities undertook to provide new details concerning the alleged obstacles to cross-border mergers outside the
Union.

(2)  On 12 January 2011, the Commission adopted a negative decision with recovery, concerning the aid granted to
beneficiaries on the basis of the contested legislation when making extra-EU acquisitions (hereinafter ‘the Second
Decision’) (3).

(3)  However, the Commission decided to limit the scope of the recovery obligation contained in the First and in the
Second Decision due to the existence of legitimate expectations.

(4) By e-mail of 12 April 2012, the Spanish authorities informed the Commission that on 21 March 2012 the
Spanish authorities adopted a new binding administrative interpretation (*) (‘consulta vinculante’) of the aid
scheme concerned, to be applied also to transactions that took place prior to that date.

(5) By letter of 4 July 2012, in the context of the recovery procedure of the Second Decision, the Commission asked
the Spanish authorities to clarify a number of issues concerning the new administrative interpretation. Spain
submitted its comments on 5 September 2012.

(6) In October 2012, with reference to this new administrative interpretation, the Commission registered a new ex-
officio case (°) in its State aid Registry.

1

() 0JC258,7.9.2013,p.8.

() OJL7,11.1.2011, p. 48.

() OJL135,21.5.2011,p. 1.

(*) See Consulta vinculante V0608-12 of 21 March 2012.
() SA 35550 (12/CP).



27.2.2015 Official Journal of the European Union L 56/39

(7) By letter of 29 October 2012, the Commission sent a request for information to Spain. The Spanish authorities
provided the requested information on 5 December 2012. On 12 December 2012 a technical meeting took place
between the Commission and the Spanish authorities. Following that meeting, on 19 December 2012 the
Commission sent another letter to Spain in the context of the recovery procedure, presenting also its doubts on
the legitimacy of the new administrative interpretation. Spain submitted its comments on 14 February 2013.

(8)  On 26 April 2013, the Commission sent a letter to the Spanish authorities, urging them to review the new
administrative interpretation of the aid scheme in the light of State aid rules. On 31 May 2013, the Spanish
authorities replied to the Commission’s letter.

(9) By letter of 21 June 2013, the Commission services informed the Spanish authorities that the Commission was
considering issuing an injunction, requiring the suspension of any unlawful aid granted under the new adminis-
trative interpretation, and invited them to submit their comments thereof. On 26 June 2013, Spain requested an
extension of the deadline originally set by the Commission, which was refused on the same day. Spain submitted
its comments on the suspension injunction by letter of 1 July 2013.

(10)  As the amended scheme had not been notified pursuant to Article 108(3) of the Treaty and has already been
applied before receiving the preliminary approval of the Commission under Article 107 of the Treaty, the
measure was registered in the Commission’s State aid Registry as non-notified aid under number SA. 35550
(13/NN).

(11) By letter dated 17 July 2013, the Commission informed Spain that it had decided to initiate the procedure laid
down in Article 108(2) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union in respect of the aid.

(12) The Commission decision to initiate the procedure was published in the Official Journal of the European Union (°).
The Commission invited interested parties to submit their comments.

(13) The Commission received comments from the Spanish authorities and five interested parties. The Commission
forwarded the comments of the interested third parties to Spain, which was given the opportunity to react. Its
comments were received by letter dated 25 November 2013 and 20 December 2013.

(14) By letter of 26 March 2014, the Commission sent a request for information to Spain. The Spanish authorities
provided the requested information on 7 May 2014.

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE MEASURE
2.1. Introduction
(a) Article 12(5) TRLIS

(15) The legal base of the aid scheme concerned is contained in the Spanish Corporate Tax Law (Real Decreto
Legislativo 4/2004, de 5 de marzo, por el que se aprueba el texto refundido de la Ley del Impuesto sobre
Sociedades, hereinafter ‘TRLIS), in particular in Article 12(5) read in conjunction with Article 21 thereof.

(16) Article 12(5) TRLIS, which entered into force on 1 January 2002, introduced the possibility for a Spanish
resident company to deduct from the corporate tax base the financial goodwill arising from the acquisition of
shareholdings in a non-resident company whose income is eligible for the tax exemption provided in
Article 21 TRLIS (previous Article 20(bis) LIS).

(17)  Financial goodwill is defined by Article 12(5) TRLIS as the part of the difference between the purchase price of
the shareholding and its book value on the date of the acquisition that has not been booked under the goods and
rights of the non-resident company. That part of the difference would be deductible from the tax base, up to the
annual maximum of one twentieth of its value. This is without prejudice of the applicable accounting rules.

(°) See footnote 1.
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(b) The criteria of Article 21 TRLIS

(18)  Article 21 TRLIS lays down the requirements that the income of the non-resident company should meet so the
resident company can apply the deduction of Article 12(5) TRLIS:

(a) The percentage of shareholding — direct or indirect — in the equity of the non-resident company must be at
least 5 %. In addition, the shareholding must be owned by the resident company for at least one uninter-
rupted year ());

(b) The non-resident company has to be subject to a foreign tax similar to corporate tax. This condition is
presumed to be met if the country of residence of the target company has signed a tax convention with Spain
to avoid international double taxation, which contains a clause on exchange of information (¥);

c) The profits should stem from business activities carried out abroad. Such a condition is met when at least
p
85 % of the income meets the following criteria (°):

(i) The revenues of the non-resident company are obtained abroad and cannot be included in the tax base
due to the application of international fiscal transparency rules. In particular, the revenues are considered
to meet this requirement if they derive from the following activities:

— Wholesale trade when the goods are made available to the purchasers in the country or territory of
residence of the non-resident company or in any country or territory other than Spain, as long as the
operations are carried out by the non-resident company;

— Services provided in the territory where the non-resident company has its tax domicile, as long as the
operations are carried out by the non-resident company;

— Financial services provided to clients that do not have their tax domicile in Spain, as long as the
operations are carried out by the non-resident company;

— Insurance services relating to risks located in a territory or country other than Spain, as long as the
insurance services are carried out by the non-resident company.

(i) Dividends or shares on profits in non-resident companies deriving from indirect shareholdings that meet
the requirements contained in Article 21(1)(a) TRLIS. In addition, capital gains resulting from the
transmission of shareholdings in non-resident companies as long as they comply with the requirements of
Article 21(2) TRLIS.

(19) It is worth noting that although Article 12(5) cross refers to Article 21 TRLIS, the latter is originally conceived to
lay down the conditions for exempting from corporate tax dividends and income of foreign origin that derive
from the acquisition of shareholdings in non-resident companies with the aim to avoid double international
taxation ('°).

(¢c) The notion of financial goodwill

(20)  Financial goodwill is a fiscal concept which was introduced by the Spanish legislator in Article 12(5) TRLIS and
which is linked to the accounting notion of goodwill.

(21)  Goodwill is an intangible asset that represents the value of a well-represented business name, good customer
relations, employee skills and other such factors expected to translate into greater than apparent earnings in the
future. From an accounting point of view, goodwill is calculated as the difference between the purchase price of a
company minus the book value of its net worth.

(22)  According to the information submitted by the Spanish authorities, if the price paid for a shareholding in a
company exceeds its book value, this can be due to two different reasons: (1) to the intrinsic added value of the
assets of the company; (2) to an overprice paid due to an expectation of obtaining higher revenues in the future.
The latter category corresponds to the financial goodwill.

) See Article 21(1)(a) TRLIS.

%) See Article 21(1)(b) TRLIS.

) See Article 21(1)(c) TRLIS.
()

the transfer of securities representing the equity of entities not resident in Spain’ is contained in Title IV TRLIS.
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(23)  According to Article 12(5) TRLIS, the part of the difference between the purchase price of a shareholding and its
book value on the date of the acquisition should be booked under the goods and rights of the non-resident
company pursuant to the criteria laid down in Royal Decree 1815/1991 on consolidation of accounts. Financial
goodwill is the part of that difference that has not been booked under the goods and rights of the non-resident
company. The financial goodwill can be deducted from the tax base, up to a maximum of one twentieth of its
value per year.

(24)  Therefore, in order to determine the amount of financial goodwill that can be deducted from the tax base, it is
necessary to apply the following steps:

(i) To calculate of the difference between the purchase price and the book value of the shareholding of the non-
resident company on the date of the acquisition, The book value should reflect the share of equity that
corresponds to the shareholding and its book value.

(i) To book that difference under the goods and rights of the non-resident company according to the criteria
established in Royal Decree 1815/1991 on consolidated accounts.

(iti) The amount (of that difference) that could not be booked under the goods and rights of the non-resident
company is the financial goodwill. It can be deducted from the tax base up to one twentieth per year.

(d) The notion of direct and indirect acquisitions

(25) A direct acquisition is considered to be the purchase by a company of shareholdings in the equity of a company.
An indirect acquisition is the purchase by a company of shareholdings in the equity of a company at second or
ulterior levels as a consequence of a previous direct acquisition. Therefore, the acquiring company indirectly
acquires shareholdings in the companies situated at second or ulterior levels.

(26) However, in the light of the information provided by the Spanish authorities and the third interested parties, the
Commission notes that the controversy in the present case boils down to the indirect acquisition of shareholdings
as a consequence of a direct acquisition of shareholdings in a non-resident holding company. Indeed, holdings are
companies whose main business aim is to own the shares of other operating companies. Holdings do not carry
out an economic activity as such and therefore, they cannot generate goodwill (and consequently, no financial
goodwill). Goodwill is generated at subsequent levels by operating companies that do carry out an economic
activity. Hence, the matter at stake in the present case is to determine whether indirectly acquired
shareholdings through a direct acquisition of a shareholding in a non-resident holding can benefit from the
deduction of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

2.2. Modifications in the wording of Article 12(5) TRLIS

(27)  Article 12 is entitled ‘Value adjustments: loss of value of assets’. Its paragraph 5 entered into force on 1 January
2002. It was introduced in the Spanish Corporate Tax Law 43/1995 of 27 December by Article 2(5) of Law
24/2001 of 27 December (). Subsequently, Article 12(5) TRLIS was incorporated in the Royal Legislative Decree
4/2004 of 5 March, which laid down a consolidated version of the Spanish Corporate Tax Law ('2).

(28)  Article 12(5) TRLIS has been amended several times since its introduction in the Spanish Corporate Tax Law. The
initial draft of Article 12(5) TRLIS introduced by Law 24/2001 established that the difference between the
purchase price of the shareholding and its book value at the time of the acquisition shall be attributed to the
goods and rights of the non-resident company, according to the criteria laid down in Royal Decree 1815/1991 of
20 December on Consolidation of Accounts. In 2007, the reference made to the ‘Royal Decree 1815/1991 of
20 December on the Consolidation of Accounts’ was substituted by a reference to ‘the method of global
integration established in Article 46 of the Code of Commerce and other implementing rules’.

(') Law 4/2001 of 27 December 2001 on Administrative, Fiscal and Social Order measures.
('3 Royal Legislative Decree 4/2004 of 5 March, on the Consolidated version of the Spanish Corporate Tax Law.
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(29)  According to the Spanish authorities, this amendment was a result of the adoption of Law 16/2007 of 4 July on
the Reform and Adaption of Accounting Rules for their Harmonization with EU Law (**). The adoption of Law
16/2007 triggered a number of modifications in several Laws and provisions, such as Article 12(5) TRLIS. Given
that Royal Decree 1815/1991 had to be derogated and updated due to the amendments in the accountancy
legislation, reference was made to the Code of Commerce, a law of higher ranking. The Spanish authorities
explained that the abovementioned amendment is purely a technical modification: it did not alter the consoli-
dation rules nor influenced the way the financial goodwill is calculated. The Spanish authorities state that the
method of global integration has always been used to calculate the financial goodwill and that this accounting
principle was contained both in Royal Decree 1815/1991 and in Article 46 of the Spanish Code of Commerce.

(30) Following the adoption of the First and Second Decisions, Spain added a new paragraph to Article 12(5) TRLIS in
order to comply with these two Commission Decisions. Although Article 12(5) TRLIS had been declared illegal
and incompatible aid, it was not formally abolished since it could still be applied by beneficiaries that had
legitimate expectations that the aid that had been granted would not be recovered and for which the transition
period was recognised in the First and Second Decisions.

(31)  Spain introduced a third indent to Article 12(5) TRLIS that stated that the deduction of the financial goodwill
shall not apply to the acquisitions of shareholdings in non-resident EU companies carried out from 21 December
2007 onwards (without prejudice to Article 1(3) of Commission Decision of 28 October 2009 and to
Article 1 (3) of Commission Decision of 12 January 2011 for acquisitions where an irrevocable obligation was
entered into before 21 December 2007). However, with regard to the acquisition of majority shareholdings in
entities resident in extra-EU countries acquired between 21 December 2007 and 21 May 2011 (date of
publication in the Official Journal of the Second Decision), the deductions might be applied if it is proven that
there are explicit legal obstacles to cross-border business combinations within the meaning of Article 1(4) and (5)
of the Second Commission Decision of 12 January 2011.

2.3. The administrative interpretation of Article 12(5) TRLIS

(32) The main legal provision, Article 12(5) TRLIS, does not mention whether the deduction of financial goodwill
could be applied to direct or indirect acquisitions of shareholdings. However, Article 21 TRLIS refers to direct
and indirect shareholdings when listing the criteria that the income of the non-resident company should meet so
the resident company can apply the deduction of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

2.3.1. The initial administrative interpretation

(33) During the course of the administrative procedure that led to the adoption of the opening decision of 2007, the
Spanish authorities explained to the Commission that consistent administrative practice of the Spanish tax
administration (Direcciéon General de Tributos, hereafter ‘DGT’) as well the jurisprudence of the Economic and
Administrative Court (Tribunal Econémico y Administrativo Central, hereafter ‘TEAC) only allowed for the
deduction of financial goodwill that arose from direct acquisitions of shareholdings (*#). The reasons put forward
by the Spanish authorities were the following:

(a) Article 12(5) TRLIS is a method for depreciating an investment, depreciation that affects directly the tax base.
The management of the deduction requires control of the investment and such a control can only be
exercised through a direct acquisition of shareholdings in operating companies located at first level.

(b) The requirements laid down in Article 21 TRLIS of carrying out an economic activity abroad by the non-
resident company and being subject to tax similar to corporate tax have their rationale in anti-abuse tax
rules.

(c) Furthermore, Article 12(5) TRLIS is limited to acquisitions carried out in the first level given that Article 21
TRLIS only requires for the application of the deduction of Article 12(5) TRLIS the acquisition of at least a
5 % of the shares in the equity of the non-resident company. This percentage neither implies consolidation
with the non-resident company located at first level nor consolidation with subsidiaries of the non-resident
company situated at second or ulterior levels. It is only after consolidation that goodwill could arise at second
or ulterior levels.

(") Law 16/2007 of 4 July 2007 on the reform and adaption of accounting rules for their international harmonization with EU accounting
rules.
(") See letter of 4 June 2007 sent by Spain in reply to a request for information of 26 March 2007.
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(d) Moreover, the tax Administration needs to monitor the application of the deduction of the financial goodwill.
This control can only be done through the Spanish resident company. Indeed, the Spanish tax administration
can easily monitor if the shareholdings are located at the first level because the shareholdings are part of the
assets of the Spanish resident company. It would be more difficult for the Spanish tax administration to
monitor the goodwill arising in non-resident companies located at subsequent levels because the
shareholdings are booked under the assets of the non-resident companies, which are not under the obligation
to be subject to the control of the Spanish tax administration.

(34) In the course of the formal investigation procedure that led to the adoption of the present decision, the Spanish
authorities were required to provide a list of the administrative interpretations (consultas) of the tax adminis-
tration that related to the application of Article 12(5) TRLIS. The Spanish authorities provided (**) a copy of
administrative interpretations 1490-02 of 4 October 2002 and V0391-05 of 10 March 2005 (*). These adminis-
trative interpretations confirm that since the adoption of Article 12(5) TRLIS the DGT explicitly excluded indirect
acquisitions of shareholdings that result from the direct acquisition of shareholdings of a holding from the
application of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

(35) The Spanish authorities were also required to provide a list of the TEAC's jurisprudence that referred to the
application of Article 12(5) TRLIS. The Spanish authorities provided (’) a copy of four Resolutions from the
TEAC (") that confirmed the exclusion of indirect acquisitions of sharecholdings that result from a direct
acquisition of shareholdings of a holding company from the scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS. The
reasoning that underpinned the exclusion of indirect acquisitions from the application of Article 12(5) TRLIS,
which was laid down in the DGT’s consultas and TEAC resolutions, can be summarised as follows:

(a) One of the requirements of Article 12(5) TRLIS is that the goodwill arising from the difference between the
purchase price of the shareholdings and their book value should be attributed to the assets of the non-
resident acquired company.

(b) Goodwill generates in operating companies. Indeed, as a result of the performance of an economic activity,
an intangible asset is generated deriving from the client portfolio, geographic location, know-how, human
resources, prestige etc. In the end, this results into a higher purchase price than the one accounted as book
value. Therefore, financial goodwill can only arise due to the direct acquisition of an operating company
resulting from the difference between the purchase price and book value, as long as this difference is not
attributable to the tacit added value generated by the assets of the company.

(c) In order to determine the amount of financial goodwill (the difference between the purchase price and book
value not attributable to the non-resident company’s net worth), it is necessary to apply the following three
steps: (1) to calculate the difference between the purchase price of the shareholding and its book value. The
book value should reflect the share of equity that corresponds to the stake that the resident company has in
the non-resident company; (2) the difference between the two abovementioned values should be assigned to
the assets of the non-resident company up to the limit of the market value of the asset in question according
to the criteria established in the accounting consolidation rules (**); (3) the amount that remains is the
financial goodwill that can be deducted from the tax base up to a maximum limit of one twentieth per year.

(d) Holdings are entities whose main business aim is to own shares of other operating entities. Therefore,
holdings do not carry out a business or economic activity as such. According to Article 12(5) TRLIS, if a
company resident in Spain acquires a shareholding in a non-resident holding company (whose main activity
is the possession of shares and management of assets of other operating companies) the difference between
the purchase price and the book value of the equity of the holding should be booked as an asset of the
holding company up to the limit of the market value of the asset in question. As the assets of a holding are
the shareholdings in non-resident operating companies, the market value of its assets equates to the purchase
price of the shares and therefore, no financial goodwill would arise. Under this interpretation, financial
goodwill can only arise due to a direct acquisition of an operating company resulting from the difference
between the purchase price and book value, as long as this difference is directly attributable to the intrinsic
added value generated by the goods and rights of the acquired company.

(**) See letter from the Spanish authorities of 7 May 2014 in response to a request for information of 26 March 2014.

(*) According to the information provided by some of interested third parties there are other administrative interpretations that relate to
Article 12(5) TRLIS, namely consultas vinculantes V316-05 and V2245-06.

(") See footnote 15.

("*) Resolution 00/2842/2009; Resolution 00/4872/2009 and joint resolutions, Resolution 00/5337/2009 and joint resolution; Resolution
00/3637/2010 and joint resolution.

(") Articles 23 and 24 of 1815/1991.
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(36) The consistent administrative practice of the Spanish authorities that allowed the deduction of the financial
goodwill arising exclusively from direct acquisitions of shareholdings of operating companies continued to be in
place even after the adoption of the First and Second Decision (*).

2.3.2. The new administrative interpretation

(37)  On 21 March 2012, following a request for a tax opinion by a Spanish company, the DGT adopted the binding
interpretation V0608-12 (*!), which establishes that Article 12(5) TRLIS would allow the deduction of financial
goodwill not only from direct acquisitions of shareholdings of operating companies, but also from indirect
acquisition of shareholdings resulting from a previous direct acquisition of shareholdings of a holding company.

(38) In the abovementioned consulta vinculante, the DGT acknowledged a departure from its initial interpretation of
Article 12(5) TRLIS with regard to its application to indirect acquisition of shareholdings. As a result, the DGT
modified the criterion on which it had based its previous responses to questions raised by Spanish companies on
that issue.

(39) In addition, the TEAC in a Resolution of 26 June 2012 (*) aligned with the position adopted by the DGT with
regard to the application of Article 12(5) TRLIS to indirect acquisitions of shareholdings. Although the
Resolution related to another matter and the incumbent was another company than the one of the abovemen-
tioned ‘consulta vinculante’ of the DGT of 21 March 2012, the TEAC acknowledged a departure from its previous
doctrine by extending the application of the deduction of the financial goodwill to indirect acquisitions of
shareholdings that result from a direct acquisition of a holding.

(40) The TEAC also acknowledges a departure from its previous doctrine. According to the TEAC, its previous
doctrine was underpinned by the obligation contained in Article 15 of the Royal Decree 17772004 of 30 July
on the Implementing Regulation of the Spanish Corporate Tax Law which exclusively referred to the directly
acquired company. However, given the controversy around the interpretation of Article 12(5) TRLIS and the two
Decisions adopted by the European Commission led the TEAC to reconsider its previous doctrine. In essence, the
reasons put forward by the DGT and TEAC can be summarised as follows:

(a) First, the DGT and TEAC refer to Article 21(1)(c) TRLIS in order to argue that indirect acquisitions can also
benefit from the deduction of Article 12(5) TRLIS. According to the DGT and the TEAC, the requirement of
carrying out an economic activity can be met when the operating company is also in second or ulterior
levels. In particular, the DGT and the TEAC refer to Article 21(1)(c) 2° TRLIS where it is explicitly stated that
dividends deriving from direct or indirect shareholdings will also be covered by the provision. The DGT and
the TEAC conclude that the fact that the operating company is situated at a second or ulterior level should
not be an obstacle for the application of the deduction of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

(b) Second, the DGT and the TEAC refer to the rationale of the provision: given that Article 12(5) TRLIS aims at
fostering the internationalisation and foreign investment of Spanish companies, it would go against the spirit
of the provision to exclude from the application of Article 12(5) TRLIS investments made by Spanish
companies in non-resident holdings. Moreover, the DGT and TEAC claim that the economic reality shows
that the acquisition of shareholdings in non-resident companies is often carried out through the acquisition
of a holding company. The fact that an investment is carried out via the acquisition of shares of a holding is
an exogenous circumstance that does not depend on the company that acquires the holding, but on how the
market is structured. The presence of intermediate companies like holdings should not be an obstacle for
carrying out investments nor should it discriminate between different types of acquisitions.

(c) Third, the DGT and the TEAC argue that constant references were made both to direct and indirect
acquisitions in the wording of the First and Second Commission Decisions. The DGT and TEAC infer from
the wording of the two decisions that the European Commission accepts the deduction of the financial
goodwill both for direct and indirect acquisitions of shareholdings.

(*%) See TEAC Resolution of 3 November 2011; R.G. 2842-09.
(*) See also the Consulta vinculante CV5615-12 of 25 October 2012, which follows the same line of reasoning.
(**) TEAC Resolution of 26 June 2012; R.G.:00/3637/2010 and R.G.: 00/1439/2011.
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(d) Fourth, the DGT also acknowledges that this interpretation is done in spite of the obligation to provide
information contained in Article 15 of the Implementing Regulation of the Corporate Tax Law. Article 15 of
the Regulation exclusively requires providing information on the acquisition of the directly acquired company
in order to be able to apply Article 12(5) TRLIS. If this deduction were also applicable to indirect
acquisitions, it would have been logical to include indirect acquisitions as well, for the sake of a better
transparency. However, this should not be deterrent for a wide interpretation of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

() Finally, in order to apply the deduction to indirect acquisitions it is necessary to turn the indirect
shareholding into a direct shareholding via a previous merger operation. It would be against the principle of
fiscal neutrality to treat differently from a fiscal point of view an acquisition that leads to a business
combination and an acquisition of shareholdings that does not result into a business combination. The DGT
and TEAC conclude that the deduction should also be possible in different shareholding levels. For that
matter, it is necessary to prove by means of a consolidated balance sheet or any other legal means that a part
of the purchase price of the shareholding corresponds to the financial goodwill existing in an ‘indirectly’
acquired shareholding of an operating company.

(41) The two TEAC Resolutions 00/2842/2009 and 00/4871/2009 were appealed before the Audiencia Nacional, a
Spanish specialised High Court. The Audiencia Nacional in its judgement of 6 February 2014 (**) did not uphold
the new administrative interpretation and confirmed the initial criteria used by the DGT and TEAC, whereby
indirect shareholding acquisitions that result from a direct shareholding acquisition of a holding company are
excluded from the application of Article 12(5) TRLIS. In its judgment, the Audiencia Nacional considers that
goodwill, and therefore financial goodwill, can only generate in operating companies that carry out an economic
activity. Holdings are companies whose main aim is to own shares of other operating companies. Given that
holdings do not carry out an economic activity, they cannot generate goodwill (and therefore, financial goodwill).

3. REASONS FOR OPENING THE PROCEDURE

(42) By letter dated 17 July 2013 the Commission informed the Spanish authorities that it had decided to initiate the
procedure laid down in Article 108(2) TFEU with regard to the effects of the new administrative interpretation of
Article 12(5) TRLIS which was introduced by the Spanish authorities after the adoption of the First and Second
Decision.

(43) In its decision to open the formal procedure the Commission considered that this new administrative interpre-
tation appears to enlarge the scope of the application of the measure which was the subject of the Commission’s
investigation in the First and Second decision, since the measure would now be applicable not only to financial
goodwill arising from direct acquisitions of shareholdings in foreign companies but also to financial goodwill
arising from indirect acquisitions.

(44) The Commission concluded on a preliminary basis that the new administrative interpretation had enlarged the
scope of application of a scheme already declared illegal and incompatible aid, without being notified to the
Commission, and thus constituted unlawful aid. The Commission expressed doubts as to whether the aid could
be considered compatible with the internal market.

(45) The Commission considered on a preliminary basis that the aid should be recovered and that the legitimate
expectations recognised in the First and Second Decision cannot be extended (retroactively) to situations (indirect
acquisitions) which were, following the consistent administrative practice by the Spanish authorities, not covered
by the scope of application of the contested measure at the time of the First and Second Decision.

(46) The Commission decided to issue a suspension injunction in accordance with Article 11(1) of Council Regulation
(EC) No 659/1999 (*) requiring the Spanish authorities to suspend any aid pending a final decision by the
Commission.

(47) The decision to initiate proceedings was published in the Official Journal of the European Union (¥). The
Commission invited the Spanish authorities and interested parties to comment.

4. POSITION OF THE SPANISH AUTHORITIES AND INTERESTED PARTIES

(48) The Commission received comments from the Spanish authorities and five interested third parties, namely
Telefénica, Iberdrola, Santander, Abertis and Axa. All interested parties supported the Spanish authorities’
position.

() Seejudgement of the Audiencia Nacional; appeal 125/2011; 6 February 2014.

(*) Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 of 22 March 1999 laying down detailed rules for the application of Article 93 of the EC Treaty
(O] L 83,27.3.1999,p. 1).

(*) See footnote 1.
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(49) Neither the Spanish authorities nor the interested parties share the Commission’s view that the new adminis-
trative interpretation amounts to new aid and they consider that legitimate expectations would be applicable also
with regard to indirect shareholding acquisitions that result from a direct shareholding acquisition of a holding
company.

A. NEW AID CHARACTER OF THE MEASURE

(50)  According to the Spanish authorities and the five interested parties, the new administrative interpretation does
not constitute new aid for the following reasons:

4.1. The initial administrative interpretation is not final and is not a relevant and systematic adminis-
trative practice

(51) The Spanish authorities referred to the initial administrative interpretation of the DGT, contained in
consultas 1490-02 of 4 October 2002 and V0391-05 of 10 March 2005, which allowed for the deduction of
financial goodwill with regard to direct acquisitions of shareholdings in non-resident operating companies, as
long as the income generated by the non-resident company complied with the conditions established in
Article 21 TRLIS. The Spanish authorities explained that the reasoning behind their original administrative
interpretation of Article 12(5) TRLIS, as reflected in the two consultas concerned, is that no goodwill can arise in
the individual accounts of a holding.

(52) The Spanish authorities and the interested parties argue that the administrative interpretation is not a relevant
administrative practice. The administrative interpretations of the DGT are not a source of Law and are binding for
neither the Courts nor the citizens; they exclusively bind the tax administration. This binding character means
that the tax administration is obliged to use the same criteria if there is an identity of facts and circumstances
among taxpayers. Moreover, the Spanish authorities explained that consulta 1490-02 is not binding for the tax
administration and merely has an informative character towards third parties. Consulta V0391-05 is binding
towards the tax administration. In the event that there is discrepancy with regard to the criteria established in the
administrative interpretation, the taxpayer could appeal before the competent courts. Therefore, the national
courts are not bound by the criteria laid down in the administrative interpretation.

(53) According to the Spanish authorities, the Commission is mistaken when stating in the Opening decision that ‘the
new interpretation of the Finance Ministry was confirmed by a Resolution of the TEAC of 26 June 2012". The
DGT and TEAC are independent institutions: the DGT is part of the Administration and the TEAC has been
qualified as a Court by the European Court of Justice (*). The TEAC reviews the application of the tax law and
lays down the doctrine and criteria to be applied by the rest of the Administration. The interested third parties
claim that the TEAC is not a Court, but an entity integrated within the tax administration, dependent upon the
Ministry of Finance. They also argue that the TEAC’s doctrine is not part of the legal order. Although its doctrine
binds the tax administration, it is subject to the control of subsequent court instances.

(54) The Spanish authorities and third interested parties claim that the administrative interpretation, and the criteria
contained therein, are not final and can always be subject to modifications, as long as these justifications can be
objectively justified. In that respect, the Spanish authorities refer to Article 89 of the General Tax Law 58/2003
of 17 December, which lays down the legal effects of the tax interpretations:

(a) The response to a request for the interpretation of fiscal provisions will have binding effects for the tax
Administration.

(b) As long as the jurisprudence or the law applicable to the case is not modified, the criteria contained in the
tax interpretation will be applied to the incumbent.

(c) The tax administration in charge of tax enforcement should apply the criteria contained in the tax interpre-
tations as long as there is an identity of facts and circumstances between the incumbent and the addressee of
the administrative tax interpretation.

(55) Furthermore, the third interested parties claim that the initial administrative interpretation cannot be defined as a
consolidated practice of the tax administration. According to some of the third interested parties, it only consists
of four administrative interpretations and one Resolution of the TEAC (¥). Moreover, according to some of the
interested third parties, even before the DGT consulta and the TEAC resolution of 2012, the administrative
interpretation was progressively modified by a resolution of the TEAC 1 of June 2010 and a judgment of the
Audiencia Nacional of 13 October 2011. The issue analysed in the TEAC resolution and the Audiencia Nacional
judgement related to the application of Article 12(5) TRLIS to intra-group acquisition of shareholdings. The
judgement of the Audiencia Nacional of 13 October 2011 was upheld by the Spanish Supreme Court in a
judgment of 24 June 2013.

(*) See joint cases C-110/98 and C-147/98 ‘Galbalfrisa and others’.
(*) Consultas 1490-02,V0391-05,V1316-05 and V2245-06; TEAC Resolution of 17 September 2011 N° 4871-09.
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(56) The Spanish authorities also state that the requests made by the companies about the deduction of financial
goodwill for indirect acquisitions of sharcholdings were not systematically denied, as indicated by the
Commission in the Opening decision of 2013. There was not a systematic denial because the tax collection
system does not require the incumbent to request the application of Article 12(5) TRLIS. The tax collection
system for corporate tax is based on a ‘self-assessment’ system (autoliquidacién), whereby the incumbent has to
go through all the tax operations, such as the interpretation of the law, qualification of the tax operations and
calculation of the final tax amount due. The tax authority does not intervene in that process. However, the ‘self-
assessment’ tax operations can be checked and monitored by the tax administration, which eventually will
determine the final tax assessment.

(57) The Spanish authorities and the interested third parties state that, despite of the initial administrative interpre-
tation of the DGT, Spanish companies were applying the deduction of the financial goodwill to indirect
acquisitions of shareholdings. According to the Spanish authorities, those taxpayers who believed that they had
the right to apply Article 12(5) TRLIS to indirect acquisitions, did apply it. The existence of a different interpre-
tation by the DGT was not an impediment for its application: on the one hand, those taxpayers that were not
subject to a tax inspection confirmed de facto their criteria after the deadline of prescription four years; on the
other hand, those taxpayers that were subject to a tax inspection were able to appeal the criteria established by
the DGT in subsequent instances.

4.2. The new administrative interpretation does not constitute a substantial modification of the scope
of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS

(58) Both the Spanish authorities and the interested third parties allege that Article 12(5) TRLIS has not undergone
substantial modifications and that the administrative interpretation of the scope of a provision cannot be
considered a modification of the aid. The fact that the administrative interpretation has been modified by the
DGT does not affect the scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

(59) The Spanish authorities and interested third parties argue that the scope of application has not been modified by
the new administrative interpretation because Article 12(5) TRLIS already cross-referred to Article 21 TRLIS,
which mentioned in its paragraph 1(a) direct and indirect acquisitions of at least 5 % sharecholdings. Such a
requirement has not been altered since the introduction of Article 12(5) TRLIS to the Spanish Corporate Tax Law.

(@) Method of calculation of financial goodwill

(60) One of the interested parties contests the statement made by the Commission in the Opening decision that
a number of situations that were not originally covered by the measure have come within the scope of
Article 12(5) TRLIS. The interested party considers that acquisitions of shareholdings of holding companies have
always met the eligibility criteria of this measure and that the controversy of the application of Article 12(5)
TRLIS boils down to the discrepancy in the calculation method to be applied. The interested third party believes
that the understanding of this issue is key to the present case.

(61) The interested party claims that the accounting consolidation rules justified a radically different interpretation
than the one initially adopted by the DGT and TEAC. According to accounting consolidation rules, financial
goodwill must be calculated by applying the integrated consolidation method, which requires that the assets and
liabilities of all dependent companies owned by a given entity be treated as if they were the assets and liabilities
of a single entity. Under this principle, the holding company’s stake in the operating subsidiary is eliminated and
the value of that stake is replaced in the holding balance sheet by the market value of the assets and liabilities of
the operating company. Consequently, once the assets get incorporated into the holding company’s assets, a
reserve is booked in the consolidated balance sheet of the holding company for an amount equal to the
difference between the market value of the operating subsidiary’s assets and their book value. Thus, the difference
between the price paid for the shareholding of the holding company and the net worth of the holding company
after having fully consolidated the assets of its operating subsidiary is booked as financial goodwill pertaining to
the holding company.

(62) Under this calculation method, the assets of the holding and operating companies would be treated as if they
were assets of one single company. Therefore, the holding company would be able to deduct the financial
goodwill pursuant to Article 12(5) TRLIS.
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(b) Reasons that justify the departure from the previous administrative interpretation

(63) The Spanish authorities and the interested third parties also acknowledge that the DGT and TEAC departed from
their previous practice according to which it was only possible to apply Article 12(5) TRLIS to direct acquisitions
of shareholdings of operating companies.

(64) The Spanish authorities explained that the DGT and the TEAC justified their departure from their previous
administrative interpretation with the following reasons:

(a) First, Article 12(5) TRLIS was conceived as part of a set of measures that aimed at fostering the economic
growth and the internationalisation of Spanish companies. This measure had the purpose of fostering Spanish
investment abroad. Thus, it would go against the spirit of the provision to exclude from the application of
Article 12(5) TRLIS investments made by Spanish companies in non-resident holdings.

(b) Second, Article 12(5) TRLIS refers to Article 21 TRLIS where explicit reference is made to direct and indirect
acquisitions of shareholdings. Therefore, it should be understood that Article 12(5) TRLIS covers indirect
shareholding acquisitions of non-resident companies through a direct shareholding acquisition of a non-
resident holding company as long as the conditions of Article 21 TRLIS are met.

(c) Third, the two Commission Decisions of 2009 and 2011 relating to the amortisation of the financial
goodwill refer both to direct and indirect acquisitions of shareholdings.

(d) Fourth, in order to apply the deduction to indirect acquisitions it is necessary to turn the indirect
shareholding into a direct shareholding via a previous merger operation. Given the difficulties of constituting
foreign business combinations, it would be against the principle of fiscal neutrality to treat differently from a
fiscal point of view an acquisition that leads to a business combination and an acquisition of shareholdings
that does not result into a business combination. Moreover, the fact that an investment is carried out via the
acquisition of shares of a holding is an exogenous circumstance that does not depend on the company that
acquires the holding, but rather on how the market is structured.

(c) References to indirect acquisitions in the First and Second decisions, parliamentary questions and press release of the
Opening Decision of 2007

(65) The Spanish authorities and the interested third parties allege that the new administrative interpretation, as laid
down in the binding administrative interpretation V0608-12 of 21 March 2012 and the Resolution from the
TEAC of 26 June 2012, is coherent with the First and Second Decisions. This is reflected in two aspects:

(a) First, the two Commission decisions refer to direct and indirect acquisitions in several occasions. Both
decisions declare illegal aid the deductibility of the financial goodwill both for direct and indirect acquisition
of shareholdings. The Spanish authorities and interested parties quote a number of paragraphs of the First
and Second Decisions where reference is made to direct and indirect acquisitions, namely paragraphs 21,
167, 170 and 175 of the First Decision and Article 1 of the First and Second Decisions.

(b) Second, it seemed that the Commission did not consider the administrative interpretation to be relevant since
it was not mentioned in the wording of neither the First nor the Second Decision.

(66) In addition, the Spanish authorities note that the Commission services sent a service letter on 26 March 2007,
before the opening of the formal investigation procedure, indicating that the administrative interpretation of
Article 12(5) TRLIS seemed to be too restrictive.

(67) The Spanish authorities allege that the tax administration and the DGT complied with the principle of consistent
interpretation with EU Law, the principle of direct effect and primacy of EU Law when adopting the adminis-
trative interpretation V0608-12 of 21 March and the TEAC resolution of 26 June 2012. Indeed, national
authorities, judges or the administration should always apply national law in conformity with EU Law and are
bound by the principle of loyal cooperation laid down in Article 4 of the TFEU.
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(68)  Given that the decisions adopted by the European Commission have a binding character for its addressee, the
DGT and the TEAC had to modify its administrative criteria regarding the interpretation of Article 12(5) TRLIS.
Therefore, the administrative interpretation and the TEAC resolution were fully coherent with the wording and
the scope of the two Commission decisions, being not subject to recovery the financial goodwill resulting from
direct and indirect acquisitions and that were carried out during the period where the Commission acknowledged
the existence of legitimate expectations for the beneficiaries and that met the specific conditions contained in the
First and Second Decisions.

(69) The Spanish authorities and the interested third parties allege that the Commission arrives to the wrong
conclusion when applying to the present case the jurisprudence of the Kahla judgement (**) and the Namur-Les
Assurances de Credit judgement (%) of the Court of Justice. The Kahla judgement states that any complementary
information requested by the Commission with the aim to clarify the scope of application of an aid measure is
part of the notified aid regime. According to the Spanish authorities, even though the Commission was already
aware of the administrative interpretation that excluded the application of Article 12(5) TRLIS to indirect
acquisitions, the Commission refer to it neither in the First nor in the Second decision. Moreover, in spite of
being aware of the administrative interpretation, the Commission mentioned direct and indirect acquisitions in
both decisions. The interested parties claim that they were never aware of the communication between the
Commission and the Spanish authorities, whereby it was stated that in practice financial goodwill could only be
applicable with regard to a direct acquisition of shareholdings.

(70) In the judgement Namur — Les Assurances the Court lays down that only the modifications that
introduce substantial changes in an aid regime are subject to further notification. According to the Spanish
authorities, there is neither a modification of an existing aid measure nor a new aid if the legal provisions that
originally contained the aid measure as well as its limits and modalities have not been modified. Therefore, it can
be inferred from the Court judgement that since the legal provisions at issue —
Article 12(5) TRLIS and Article 21(1)(a) TRLIS —, their modalities and limits have not been modified, the new
interpretation cannot qualify as new aid.

(71)  Furthermore, the Spanish authorities and the interested third parties allege that the Commission acknowledged in
the First and Second Decisions that the parliamentary questions addressed by some Members of the European
Parliament triggered the opening of the formal investigation procedure. These parliamentary questions referred
mostly to indirect acquisitions, that is, acquisitions of shareholdings in a non-resident holding company, which at
the same time held shareholdings in non-resident operating companies. Examples of these acquisitions were the
acquisition of O2 by Telefénica, Scottish Power Ltd by Iberdrola and the Abbey National Bank by Banco
Santander. Therefore, the Commission was aware that Article 12(5) TRLIS also covered indirect acquisitions.

(72) In addition, the Spanish authorities and the interested third parties claim that the press release whereby the
Commission informed about the opening of the formal investigation procedure in 2007 referred to the parlia-
mentary questions that quoted some of these transactions, notably the acquisition of O2 by Telefénica, the
acquisition of Scottish Power Ltd by Iberdrola and the offers of Sacyr, Abertis and Cintra for a concession of
highways in France. Moreover, Iberdrola, claims that the Commission authorised the merger (*) between
Iberdrola and Scottish Power, and for that reason, the Commission must have been aware that Iberdrola acquired
shares of a holding with operating subsidiaries.

(d) Principles of equal treatment, non-discrimination and fiscal neutrality

(73) The Spanish authorities and some of the interested third parties consider that the principle of equal treatment
and no discrimination requires comparable factual situations not to be treated in a different manner and different
factual situations not to be treated in the same way, unless such differential treatment can be objectively justified.

(74)  The Spanish authorities and some of the interested third parties allege that the indirect shareholding acquisition
of non-resident operating companies that result from a previous direct shareholding acquisition of a holding
company is comparable to a direct acquisition of shareholdings in an operating company. Therefore, the
conclusions reached in the First and Second Decisions should be applicable both to direct and indirect
acquisitions. This would mean that the administrative interpretation that covers indirect acquisitions should also
be declared illegal and incompatible aid and, automatically, the Commission should acknowledge the existence of
legitimate expectations with regard to indirect acquisitions of shareholdings carried out between 1 January 2002
and 21 December 2007 (21 May 2011) pursuant to the conditions laid down in Article 1 of the First and Second
Decisions.

(**) See Judgement C-537/08P of 16 December 2010, Kahla Thiiringen Porzellan GmbH v Commission.
(*) See Judgement C-44/93 of 9 August 1994, Namur — Les assurances du credit v Commission.
(*") Merger COMP M.4517 — Iberdrola/Scottish Power.
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(75) The interested third parties also refer to the principle of fiscal neutrality. The principle of fiscal neutrality requires
the same equal treatment for an investment, regardless of the means to carry out the investment. In the case of
indirect acquisition of shareholdings, financial goodwill can only arise from indirect acquisitions of shareholdings
if the indirect acquisition turns into a direct one through a merger operation whereby the resident company
acquires the non-resident company. Given the difficulties of international business combinations, it should not be
necessary to carry out a merger operation with a non-resident operating company for the financial goodwill to
arise. For the same reason, it should not be necessary to carry out a multilevel merger operation between the
parent company and the non-resident holding company, which at the same time merged with its subsidiary
operating company. Therefore, it would follow under the logic of the fiscal neutrality principle that Article 12(5)
TRLIS covers both direct and indirect acquisitions.

(€) The new administrative interpretation has no retroactive effects

(76) The Spanish authorities and the interested third parties also contest the statement contained in the Opening
decision of 2013 relating to the retroactive effects of the administrative interpretation. According to the Spanish
authorities, retroactivity exists only with regard to legal provisions or legal acts that trigger legal effects on third
parties. According to the Spanish Supreme Court, an administrative interpretation such as a tax opinion is not a
legal act, but a mere procedural act. Tax opinions cannot be appealed by the incumbent and their purpose is
purely informative. Since they cannot trigger legal effects, they cannot have a retroactive effect. The interested
third parties agree that there is not a retroactive application of the measure. First, the tax interpretations are
submitted by the taxpayer for those taxes that have not been assessed and levied yet. Second, many tax payers
disregarded the initial criteria contained in the administrative interpretation and applied the deduction of
financial goodwill contained in Article 12(5) TRLIS to indirect acquisitions of shareholdings.

B. LEGITIMATE EXPECTATIONS, LEGAL CERTAINTY AND PRINCIPLE OF ESTOPPEL

(77)  According to the Spanish authorities, in the event that the Commission determines that the new administrative
interpretation relating to Article 12(5) TRLIS is unlawful new aid, the same conclusions reached in Article 1 of
the First and Second Decisions with regard to legitimate expectations should also be applicable to indirect
acquisitions of shareholdings.

(78)  The Spanish authorities invoke Article 14(1) of Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 — whereby the Commission shall
not require recovery of the aid if this would be contrary to a general principle of Community law — to claim the
absence of recovery of the aid in the present case due to the existence of legitimate expectations.

(79)  According to the Spanish authorities and interested parties, the following Commission acts underpinned the
creation of legitimate expectations for the beneficiaries of the aid:

(@) The Commission has generated new legitimate expectations for the operators who carried out indirect
acquisitions of shareholdings, and which meet the conditions laid down in the two Commission decisions,
due to the constant references to indirect acquisitions both in the First and Second Decisions. Indeed, the
recognition of legitimate expectations in the First Decision (paragraphs 164 to 167) and in the Second
Decision (paragraphs 190 to 193) referred both to direct and indirect acquisitions.

(b) The answers given by the Commission to the written parliamentary questions of the MEPs M Erik Mejier, Ms
Sharon Bowles and David Martin (*!) about whether the measure in question was to be qualified as aid,
explicitly referred to the acquisition of O2 by Telef6nica, the bids of Abertis, Cintra and Sacyr with regard to
French Highways and the acquisition of Scottish Power by Iberdrola. It is acknowledged in the First and
Second Decisions that the answers to these parliamentary questions created legitimate expectations. The
Spanish authorities and the third interested parties believe that not only these answers did not expressly limit
the application of Article 12(5) TRLIS to direct acquisitions, but also it was presumable that they would relate
to indirect acquisitions given the structure of the acquired groups of companies. In particular, the Spanish
authorities and the interested third parties recall the merger between Scottish Power and Iberdrola, which was
approved by the Commission. Consequently, the Spanish authorities and interested third parties believe that
the Commission was aware, based on the information provided to DG Competition services that the latter
acquisition was an indirect acquisition of shareholding in a non-resident company that results from a
previous acquisition of a holding company. Therefore, from the answers given to the MEP’s, a prudent and
diligent economic operator could not infer that they only referred to direct acquisitions of shareholdings.

(*') Written questions E-4431/05 and E-4772/05.
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(80) According to the Spanish authorities, the existence of a previous restrictive administrative interpretation of
Article 12(5) TRLIS does not affect the legitimate expectations of those beneficiaries that carried out indirect
acquisitions of shareholdings. This is due to the fact that Article 12(5) TRLIS is a clear provision, contains a
reference to the rules for consolidation of accounts and aims at fostering Spanish investment abroad as long as
there is some influence in the activity of the acquired company and that it is engaged in economic activities.

(81)  According to the interested third parties, the internal discussions between the Commission and the Spanish
authorities in the context of the formal investigation procedure do not alter the legitimate expectations towards
the beneficiaries of an aid measure. These internal discussions could trigger legal effects against third parties if
they were to be reflected in the wording of the decisions.

(82) The interested third parties allege that the Commission has breached the principle of estoppel, according to
which the Commission cannot go against its own acts or measures. The Commission referred constantly in the
First and Second Decisions to indirect acquisitions. Therefore, the Commission should not alter the initial
guarantee conferred in that legal measure arguing that there is a modification in the interpretation of the
provision by the tax administration.

(83) The interested third parties also argue that the Commission is in breach of the principle of legal certainty. Not
only the Commission refers repeatedly to direct and indirect acquisitions, but also it does not refer to the
administrative interpretation of Article 12(5) TRLIS in the wording of the two decisions. The interested third
parties believe that from the wording of the decisions, a diligent and prudent operator would have believed that
indirect acquisitions were covered by the scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

5. COMMENTS FROM SPAIN ON THIRD-PARTY COMMENTS

(84) The Spanish authorities note that all the interested third parties share the same point of view and support the
arguments submitted in the Spanish authorities’ observations.

(85)  The Spanish authorities reiterate that the new administrative interpretation of the DGT contained in the consulta
V0608/12 of 21 March 2012 and the TEAC Resolution of 26 June 2012 does not constitute new aid. Neither the
replies to the tax opinions nor the resolutions of the TEAC produce legal effects.

(86)  The judgement adopted by the Spanish Supreme Court of 24 June 2013 demonstrates that the calculation of the
financial goodwill should be done taking into account the consolidated account rules, irrespective of whether the
non-resident acquired companies present consolidated or individual accounts. Although the subject matter of this
judgement was not whether Article 12(5) TRLIS applies to direct or indirect acquisitions, the fact that reference
should be made to the accounting rules means that there should be a similar treatment for direct and indirect
acquisitions for the purpose of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

(87)  The five interested parties state in their observations that they have deducted the financial goodwill with regard
to indirect acquisitions in their corporate tax assessments. Therefore, the new administrative interpretation has
not affected the scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

(88)  The Commission acknowledged the existence of legitimate expectations in the First and Second Decisions due to
the replies give to written parliamentary questions of Mr. Erik Mejier and Ms Sharon Bowles. The replies do not
suggest that they were limited to direct acquisitions. On the contrary, the replies to these parliamentary questions
referred to specific indirect acquisitions.

(89) In addition, the principle of legitimate expectations has the aim to protect the beneficiaries of an alleged State
aid, not the Member State. Therefore, the beneficiaries of the aid are the ones who should assess whether the
measures adopted by the Commission (and never the Member State) could trigger the existence of legitimate
expectations.

(90) By opening the present investigation procedure, the Commission intends to revise their own measures, infringing
the principles of legal certainty and the estoppel.

(91)  The Spanish authorities remind the Commission that the aid character of Article 12(5) TRLIS is not final, being
subject to review by the Court of Justice of the European Union.
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6. ASSESSMENT OF THE MEASURE

(92) In its First and Second Decision, the Commission concluded that Article 12(5) TRLIS constituted an unlawful and
incompatible scheme both as regards intra-EU and extra-EU acquisitions. In particular, the Commission
established that the measure at issue, allowing Spanish companies to deduct the financial goodwill arising from
acquisitions of a shareholding of at least 5 % in a foreign company, constituted a selective advantage, which was
not justified by the logic of the tax system. Furthermore, the measure was not found to be compatible with the
internal market (*3). The Commission refers to the reasoning followed by these Decisions to show that the
measure at stake constituted illegal incompatible State aid.

(93) The Spanish authorities did not bring actions for annulment against either the First or against the Second
Decision. However, there is abundant litigation pending before the General Court brought about by third
parties (*%).

(94)  The present decision deals exclusively with the effects of the new administrative interpretation of Article 12(5)
TRLIS, which was introduced by the Spanish authorities after the adoption of the First and the Second Decision.

A. NEW AID CHARACTER OF THE MEASURE

(95) The aim of the First and Second Decisions was to assess the compatibility with the internal market of a Spanish
scheme as it was presented by the Spanish authorities during the administrative procedure that led to the
adoption of the First and Second Decision. The First and Second Decisions declared unlawful and incompatible
the scheme (Article 12.5 TRLIS) ‘unlawfully applied by Spain’ (*4).

(96) It is settled case law that the scope of a decision must be determined not only by reference to the actual wording
of that decision, but also by taking into account the aid scheme as described by the Member State (**). In Kahla
Thiiringen, the Court held that a request for additional information of the Commission that aims at clarifying the
scope of application of an aid scheme, and the reply given by the Member States to that request, must be
considered an indivisible part to the aid scheme ().

(97)  The Spanish authorities had explained in a letter of 4 June 2007 (*’) that the relevant administrative practice only
allowed the deduction of the financial goodwill for direct shareholding acquisitions in operating companies.

(98)  This practice is also evidenced by the consistent administrative interpretations of the DGT and the TEAC in place
since 2002 until 2012. Irrespective of the wording of the relevant provisions of the TRLIS, at the moment of the
adoption of the First and Second Decisions, the DGT and the TEAC were consistently systematically applying
Article 12(5) TRLIS only to direct shareholding acquisitions of operating companies. This interpretation had been
in place since 1 January 2002, when Article 12(5) TRLIS first entered into force.

(*)) See paragraphs 83 and following of the First Decision and para%raphs 96 and following of the Second Decision.
(*) Decision C45/07 of 28 October 2009 gave rise to abundant litigation. In particular, the judgement of the General Court of 8 March
2012, Iberdrola v Commission, T 211/10; the orders of the General Court of 21 March 2012, BBVA v Commission, T-225/10; Telefénica v
Commission, T-228/10; Ebro/Puleva v Commission, T-234/10 and Modelo Continente v Commission T-174/11; and order of 29 March 2012,
AEB v Commission T-236/10. The judgement of the European Court of Justice of 19 December 2013 Telefdnica v Commission C 274/12P.
It is still pending before the General Court the cases T 207/10 Deutsche Telekom v Commission. T 219/10 Autogrill v Commission and
T-227/10 Banco Santander v Commission. Decision C-45/07 of 12 January 2011 gave also rise to abundant litigation. In particular, the
orders of the General Court of 5 June 2012, Ibedrola v Commission, T-431/1, order of 13 December of 2012, Cementos Molins v
Commission, T-424/11; order of 10 June 2013, Barloworld v Commission, T-459/11; the order of 9 September 2013 for cases BBVA v
Commission, T-429/11; Telefénica v Commission, T-430[11; Altadis v Commission T-400/11; and Telefénica v Commission T430/11. It is
still pending before the General Court the cases Sigma v Commission, T-239/11; Banco Santander v Commission, T-399/11; Axa v
Commission T-405(11; and Prosegur v Commission, T-406/11. The following appeals are pending before the Court of Justice: BBVA v
Commission, C-587/13P; and Telefdnica v Commission C-588/13P.
It is also clear that the question of legitimate expectations covered by the First and Second Decisions is limited to the scope of the
measures which are qualified as illegal incompatible aid by these two decisions. Indeed, the purpose of the recognition of legitimate
expectations by a decision is not and cannot be an extension of the scope of the illegal incompatible aid, which has been examined, but
only a limitation of its recovery.
(**) See Judgement C-537/08P of 16 December 2010, Kahla Thiiringen Porzellan GmbH v Commission, p. 44 and following; See also
Judgement C-138/09 Todaro Nunziatina [2010[ paragraph 31.
(*) See Judgement C-537/08P of 16 December 2010, Kahla Thiiringen Porzellan GmbH v Commission, p. 45.
(*) See letter of 4 June 2007, in response of a request for information of the Commission of 26 March 2007.
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(99) Moreover, the new administrative interpretation of Article 12(5) TRLIS introduced by the Spanish authorities in
March 2012 has enlarged the scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS since the measure would now be
applicable not only to financial goodwill arising from direct acquisitions of shareholdings of non-resident
companies, but also to the financial goodwill arising from indirect acquisitions of shareholdings of non-resident
companies through the acquisition of shareholdings of a holding company.

(100) It is important to point out that the matter at stake is not to determine whether the aid might qualify as existing
aid. Indeed, the First and Second Decisions already concluded that the measures examined (Article 12(5) TRLIS as
implemented by the Spanish authorities) constituted unlawful and incompatible aid. Therefore, the new adminis-
trative interpretation could not in any case constitute existing aid. By contrast, what is relevant in the present
case is whether the scope of application of the First and Second Decisions also covered indirect shareholdings
that result from a previous acquisition of a holding.

(101) The Commission considers that none of the arguments presented by the Spanish authorities and the interested
third parties demonstrate that the measure does not constitute new aid due to the reasons explained below.

6.1. The initial administrative interpretation is not final and is not a relevant and systematic adminis-
trative practice

(102) In order to support their view that the measure would not amount to new aid, the Spanish authorities and
interested third parties claim in substance that the previous administrative interpretation was not final, could
always be subject to appeal before the courts and was not a consistent practice.

(103) These arguments are irrelevant for the purposes of this decision. Indeed, the Commission, in the First and the
Second Decisions, has examined a State aid scheme as implemented by the Spanish authorities. The circumstance
that the regime could be modified or altered (either by the administration or by the courts) at some point in the
future, has no bearing on the scope of the investigation and thus of the Decisions.

(104) In any case, the arguments of the Spanish authorities have to be rejected for the following additional reasons:

(105) As regards the argument that the initial administrative interpretation was not a relevant and consolidated practice
of the tax administration, the Commission notes that all the DGT’s consultas and resolutions from the TEAC
provided by the Spanish authorities evidence a systematic and consistent approach when excluding from the
scope of Article 12(5) TRLIS indirect acquisitions of shareholdings that result from a direct acquisition of
shareholdings of a holding company.

(106) The Spanish authorities and the interested third parties also allege that the initial administrative interpretation is
not a relevant and final administrative practice given that it is not a source of law and can always be subject to
appeal before the competent courts.

(107) The Commission considers that the fact that the administrative interpretation and the resolutions of the TEAC
can be appealed in subsequent judiciary instances does not imply that these consultas — and especially the
resolutions of the TEAC — do not have legal effects for the incumbent. As laid down in Article 89 of the
General Tax Law 58/2003 of 17 December, the responses given in the context of a request for a tax opinion have
binding effects for the tax Administration. This means that the tax administration is obliged to use the same
criteria when there is an identity of facts and circumstances between the taxpayers. Therefore, a diligent and
prudent operator would expect from the tax administration a consistent approach in situations where there is
identity of facts and circumstances between taxpayers.

(108) The Spanish authorities and some of the interested third parties claim that the initial administrative interpretation
is not a consistent administrative practice since the criteria contained in an administrative interpretation can
always be subject to further modifications. However, as explained by the Spanish authorities, Article 89 of Law
58/2003 requires having a consistent application of the criteria contained in an administrative interpretation
insofar as the jurisprudence or the applicable Law does not modify it. The Commission notes that all the DGT
consultas and TEAC resolutions evidence that for the period 2002-12 there was a consistent practice, which was
neither modified by the Law nor by the jurisprudence.
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(109) The Spanish authorities and some of the interested third parties claim that the administrative interpretation was
progressively modified by a resolution of the TEAC of June 2010 and a judgement of the Audiencia Nacional of
13 October 2011 (**), which was subsequently upheld by the Spanish Supreme Court in a judgement of 24 June
2013 (*). The Commission considers that the abovementioned judgements do not evidence a modification in the
fiscal treatment of indirect acquisitions of shareholdings in the context of Article 12(5) TRLIS. The TEAC
resolution, the judgments of the Audiencia Nacional and the Spanish Supreme Court related to intra-group
acquisitions of shareholdings, which is a different matter from the one at stake. Both judgements do not refer
explicitly to the matter of indirect shareholding acquisitions and do not enter in the discussion on the existence
of financial goodwill as such, since the existence of the financial goodwill was already assessed by the Court a quo
and fell out of the scope of the appeal. In this respect, the administrative practice of the Spanish tax authorities
in the recovery procedure has been to look first at the indirect or direct character of the acquisitions —
irrespective of whether they are intra-group acquisitions — in order to determine if they lead or not to fiscal
benefits.

(110) The Spanish authorities and the interested third parties also contest the Commission’s statement in the opening
decision of 17 July 2013 that the deductions of financial goodwill that related to indirect acquisitions contained
in the tax declarations were systematically denied. The Spanish authorities and interested third parties claim that
the deduction could not be systematically denied given that the Spanish tax collection system is based on a ‘self-
assessment system’ (the so-called autoliquidacion).

(111) The Commission holds the view that the existence of a self-assessment tax collection system does not remove the
new aid character of the measure. Indeed, the fact that the Spanish tax collection system is based on a ‘self-
assessment’ system does not guarantee the correctness, and eventually legality, of each of the tax operations
carried out by the incumbent. The tax administration has the power to check and monitor the self-assessment tax
operations executed by the tax payers. In fact, as the Spanish authorities indicated, if a tax payer that had
deducted the financial goodwill arising from indirect acquisitions was subject to a tax inspection, the tax adminis-
tration, which is bound by the obligation to apply the same criteria when facing situations where there is identity
of facts and circumstances between taxpayers, would have not accepted the deduction of the financial goodwill
contained in the company’s tax declaration. Therefore, the existence of a ‘self-assessment’ tax system does not
contradict the Commission’s view that the requests made by the companies relating to the deduction of financial
goodwill in the context of indirect shareholding acquisitions were systematically denied.

(112) Moreover, the fact that some tax payers disregarded the existing administrative interpretation deducting the
financial goodwill for indirect shareholding acquisitions is irrelevant for the purpose of this analysis. Pursuant to
Article 89 of Law 58/2003, the tax administration is obliged to use the criteria contained in the tax interpre-
tations when there is an identity of facts and circumstances between tax payers. Therefore, the tax payers that
deducted the financial goodwill for indirect acquisitions and that were subsequently subject to a tax inspection
would have to correct their tax declarations.

(113) In conclusion, the consultas of the DGT and the resolutions of TEAC confirm that at the time of the First and
Second Decision, and even after their adoption (until March 2012), the consistent administrative practice of the
Spanish authorities was to apply the tax scheme concerned only to direct acquisitions of shareholdings of non-
resident operating companies whereas all tax deductions for indirect acquisitions of shareholdings that resulted
from a direct acquisition of shareholdings of a holding company were systematically refused. Moreover, the
Commission considers that the self-assessment nature of the Spanish tax collection system does not change the
fact that the new administrative interpretation has enlarged the scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

6.2. The new administrative interpretation does not constitute a substantial modification of the scope
of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS

(114) Both the Spanish authorities and the interested third parties allege that Article 12(5) TRLIS has not undergone
substantial modifications and that the administrative interpretation of the scope of a provision cannot be
considered a substantial modification of the aid. Moreover, the fact that the administrative interpretation has been
modified by the DGT and the TEAC does not affect the scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

(**) See Judgement of the Audiencia Nacional of 13 October 2011; Appeal number 432/2008.
(*) See Judgement of the Spanish Supreme Court of 24 June 2013; RJ[2013/5335.
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(115) Nevertheless, there is no doubt that an extension of the scope of the fiscal advantage (which may entail the
granting of billions of euros of State aid) to indirect acquisitions of shareholdings constitutes a substantial
modification of the scope of application of the regime (*).

(116) Indeed, there has been a modification in the calculation method of financial goodwill, which has been re-
designed to allow the deduction of the financial goodwill arising from indirect acquisitions of shareholdings of
non-resident companies through the direct acquisition of shareholdings of a holding company. This modification
of the calculation method has clearly enlarged the scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

6.2.1. Method of calculation of financial goodwill

(117) The consultas from the DGT and the TEAC jurisprudence provided by the Spanish authorities to the Commission
during the administrative and the formal investigation procedure evidence that since the adoption of Article 12
(5) TRLIS in 2002 until 2012 there was a consistent administrative practice that excluded from the scope of
application of Article 12(5) TRLIS indirect acquisitions of shareholdings that result from a direct acquisition of
shareholdings of a holding company. Basically, the DGT doctrine and the TEAC jurisprudence substantiated their
initial interpretation based on the following reasoning:

(118) Goodwill is an intangible asset that arises when one company acquires another and equates to the difference
between the purchase price and the book value of its net assets. Indeed, as a result of carrying out an economic
activity, an intangible asset is generated due to the client portfolio, know-how, human resources, geographic
location and prestige of the company, which results into a higher purchase price than the one established as
book value. Therefore, goodwill can only arise due to a direct acquisition of an operating company, that is, a
company that genuinely carries out an economic activity. Conversely, goodwill cannot arise from a holding
company, whose main aim is to own the shares of subsidiary operating companies (*!).

(119) If the price paid for a shareholding of a company exceeds its book value, it might be due to two different
reasons: (1) to the intrinsic value of the assets and rights of the company; or (2) to an overprice paid due to an
expectation of obtaining higher revenues in the future. The latter category corresponds to the financial
goodwill (*2).

(120) The DGT and the TEAC applied the following four-step approach in order to calculate the amount of financial
goodwill, that is, the difference between the purchase price and the book value of the sharecholding not
attributable to the non-resident company’s net worth:

(a) To calculate the difference between the purchase price of the shareholding and its book value;

(b) The book value should reflect the share of equity that corresponds to the shareholding that the resident
company has in the non-resident company;

(c) The difference between the purchase price of the shareholding and its book value should be attributed to the
assets of the non-resident company up to the limit of the market value of the asset in question according to
the criteria established in the accounting consolidation rules (*);

(d) The amount that remains is the financial goodwill, which can be deducted from the tax base up to a
maximum annual limit of one twentieth of its value.

(121) According to this calculation method, if a company resident in Spain acquires a shareholding in a non-resident
holding company — whose main activity is the possession of shares and management of assets of other
operating companies — the difference between the purchase price and the book value of the net worth of the
holding should be booked as an asset of the holding company up to the limit of the market value of the asset in
question. As the assets of the holding are the shareholdings in non-resident subsidiary operating companies, the
market value of its assets equates to the purchase price of the shares and therefore, no financial goodwill could
arise. Under this interpretation financial goodwill can only arise due to a direct acquisition of an operating
company.

(122) The administrative interpretation of the DGT of 21 March 2012 and the subsequent TEAC resolution of 26 June
2012 extended the scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS to indirect acquisitions of shareholdings that
result from a direct acquisition of shareholdings of a holding company. According to the Spanish authorities and
one interested party, the following calculation method of financial goodwill should apply:

(*) It should also be stressed that, with the new interpretation, the DGT and the TEAC acknowledged a departure from their initial interpre-
tation of Article 12(5) TRLIS, as regards the new possibility of applying it to indirect acquisitions of shareholdings (see section 2.3.2
above).

(*1) See TEAC resolution of 3 November 2011; R.G.: 2842-09.

(*) See TEAC resolution of 26 June 2012 R.G: 3637/2010 and 1439/2011.

(*) According to the TEAC Articles 23 and 24 Royal Decree 1815/1991.
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(123) In the case of indirect acquisition of shareholdings that result from a direct acquisition of shareholdings of a
holding company, it is necessary to do a consolidation exercise so it can be possible to bring the goodwill
generated at second and ulterior levels to the level of the holding company. This is done by eliminating the
investment-equity between the acquiring and the acquired company. For that purpose, the investment-equity
elimination process should be done in different stages according to Article 30 of the Royal Decree 1815/1991:

(a) First, it shall be eliminated the investment-equity at the level of the company that has no direct shareholding
in the equity of other company. The shareholding that the holding has in the subsidiary operating company is
eliminated and the value of that shareholding is replaced in the holding’s balance sheet with the market value
of the assets of the subsidiary operating company. A reserve of consolidation arises in the balance sheet of
the holding company which amounts to the difference between the market value of the assets of the
operating company and their book value.

(b) Second, the elimination of the investment-equity should also be carried out at subsequent stages, taking into
account for the calculation of the value of the equity the reserves of consolidation that arose in earlier stages.

(124) The financial goodwill is the part of the difference between the purchase price of the shareholding and the new
value of the holding’s equity after consolidation that cannot be attributed to the assets of the holding. By
applying this calculation method, the assets and liabilities of all subsidiary companies owned by a holding
company are treated as though they were the assets and liabilities of a single company.

(125) Thus, the new calculation method contained in the DGT and TEAC resolutions of 2012 requires a previous
simulation (*) of a consolidation exercise in order to be able to bring the assets of the non-resident operating
company (the one generating goodwill) to the level of the holding company following the steps contained in
Article 30 of Royal Decree 1815/1991. It is after this simulation of a consolidation process that the difference
between the purchase price of the shareholding and its book value can be attributed to the assets and rights of
the non-resident holding. The difference that remains would be the financial goodwill to be deducted from the
tax base. Hence, this calculation method avoids the offsetting between the purchase price and the market value of
the holding’s assets (shares) which led to no financial goodwill arising at the level of the holding.

(126) The controversy about the calculation of financial goodwill boils down to the reference that Article 12(5) TRLIS
makes to the consolidation rules. Indeed, the reference does not specify which are the specific consolidation
accounting rules or provisions that should be applied in order to calculate the final amount of financial goodwill:

‘The difference between the purchase price of the shareholding and its book value on the date of the acquisitions
should be booked under the assets and rights of the non-resident company in line with the criteria laid down in
Royal Decree 1815/1991 on consolidation of accounts rules.” [Emphasis added]

(127) The TEAC clarified in its previous resolutions that the reference to the consolidation accounting rules was
exclusively made with the purpose of booking the difference between the purchase price and the book value of
the shareholding under the assets and rights of the non-resident company (*) and that Article 12(5) TRLIS does
not require to actually consolidate accounts. In a resolution of the TEAC of 3 November 2011, it is stated that
‘the reference that Article 12(5) TRLIS makes to RD 1815/1991 (consolidation accounting rules) has the only
purpose to attribute the difference between the purchase price of the shareholding and its book value to the
assets and rights of the non-resident company.’

(128) In particular, in the case of acquisition of shareholdings of a holding company, the debate focuses on how to
determine which book value should be taken into account for the purposes of calculating the amount of financial
goodwill: the book value that results from the consolidated accounts or the book value that results from the
individual accounts. Indeed, the choice can lead to a very different result: on the one hand, if reference is made to
the book value contained in the individual accounts, financial goodwill would not arise in the case of an
acquisition of shareholdings of a holding company; on the other hand, if reference is made to the book value
contained in the consolidated accounts, then the financial goodwill would arise at the level of the holding
company.

(*) The Commission refers to a simulation of a consolidation exercise, given that one of the requirements of Article 21 TRLIS is the
acquisition of at least 5 % shareholding. This percentage does not imply consolidation with the acquiring company.
(*) See TEAC resolution R.G. 2842-09 of 3 November 2011.
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(129) It can be inferred from the resolutions of the TEAC that several taxpayers already requested the deduction of the
financial goodwill arising from indirectly acquired shareholdings located at second or ulterior levels by urging the
tax administration to consider the reference values contained in the consolidated accounts of the group, instead
of the ones contained in the individual accounts. However, the Commission notes that the DGT and the TEAC
consistently held in their administrative interpretation and resolutions before 2012 that the book value to be
taken into account should be the one contained in the individual accounts.

(130) In particular, the TEAC initially argued that fiscal consolidation and accounting consolidation are not equivalent,
nor is the notion of consolidated group for fiscal purposes and for accounting purposes (*). As a way of
example, it refers to how the Spanish corporate tax law does not take into account the profits of the group
contained in the consolidated financial statements, but the aggregated individual profit contained in the individual
financial statements. This is because the aim pursued by the accounting rules and the fiscal rules is in the end
different: whereas the aim of the consolidated financial statements is to inform about the economic and financial
situation of a group; from a fiscal point of view it is important to determine the economic capacity of the group
to be taxed (*). To consider the consolidated financial statements might lead to distortions in the calculation of
the tax base. For instance, it might happen that the investment was undertaken when the company was not
part of a group; or the other way around, it might also happen that the investment is still reflected
in the consolidated statements even after the company was no longer part of the group. Therefore, even though
Article 12(5) TRLIS does not explicitly exclude to take into account the book value reflected on the consolidated
statements, the book value that it refers to should be the one contained in the individual accounts of the acquired
non-resident company, otherwise the provision would have explicitly made a reference to the accounting rules
like it is the case in other fiscal provisions of the Spanish corporate tax law.

(131) The Commission is of the opinion that the calculation method of financial goodwill that underpinned the
administrative interpretations is an inherent part of Article 12(5) TRLIS, which defines its scope of application
and its legal effects. Indeed, Article 12(5) TRLIS is in itself a calculation method for the financial goodwill: it
specifies which steps have to be followed in order to obtain the amount that constitutes financial goodwill. It is
obvious that a modification or alteration in this calculation method, which entails a substantial modification of
the tax advantage resulting from that provision, might have a direct impact on the legal effects of the provision.

(132) The initial calculation method used consistently by the DGT and the TEAC concluded that the book value to be
taken into account should be the one reflected in the individual accounts of the non-resident acquired company.
Therefore, no goodwill (and consequently, no financial goodwill) could arise in the context of an indirect
acquisition of shareholdings that result from a direct acquisition of shareholdings of non-resident holding
companies. The initial administrative practice only allowed for the deduction of the financial goodwill arising
from the direct acquisition of shareholdings of operating companies.

(133) The new calculation method contained in the DGT’s administrative interpretation and the TEAC Resolution of
2012 stretches the initial boundaries of Article 12(5) TRLIS by allowing the deduction of financial goodwill also
in the context of indirect acquisition of shareholdings that result from a direct acquisition of sharecholdings of a
holding, with the result that companies that at the time of the First and Second Decision were not supposed to
apply the measure to indirect acquisitions, can now claim deductions for those acquisitions.

(134) Moreover, the Commission notes that, by allowing to bring the goodwill generated at second or ulterior levels to
the level of the holding company, one of the premises of Article 12(5) TRLIS is not complied with, which is the
generation of goodwill that results from an acquisition of shareholding of a non-resident company by a Spanish
resident company. Indeed, the goodwill in this case would be generated at second or ulterior levels where the two
companies are non-resident in Spain. [Emphasis added)

(135) In conclusion, although the wording of Article 12(5) TRLIS and 21 TRLIS has not been modified, the
Commission considers that the new administrative interpretation of Article 12(5) TRLIS, which is based on the
abovementioned new calculation method, constitutes a substantial change in the scheme since it enlarges the
initial scope of application of the provision by allowing the deduction of financial goodwill also for indirect
shareholding acquisitions that result from a direct acquisition of shareholdings of a holding.

(*) See TEAC resolution of 17 February 2011; R.G. 4871-09, 4872-09, 4873-09 and 4874-09.
(*) Seejudgement of the Spanish Supreme Court of 24 June 2013; RJ/2013/5335.
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6.2.2. Reasons provided by the Spanish authorities and interested third parties that would justify the departure from the
previous administrative interpretation

(136) The Spanish authorities and interested third parties have acknowledged (*) that, until the modification of the
administrative interpretation in 2012, the deduction of Article 12(5) TRLIS was in practice only applicable to
direct acquisitions of shareholdings of non-resident companies. The Spanish authorities and interested third
parties have presented a number of reasons in order to justify the modification of the administrative practice
relating to the implementation of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

(137) However, these alleged reasons are beside the point. Indeed, the reasons why the State aid regime has been
modified in 2012 cannot in any way alter the scope of the investigation of the Commission and thus the scope
of application of the First and Second Decisions that were adopted in 2009 and 2011 respectively.

(138) Moreover, the reasons initially invoked by the Spanish authorities when explaining the scope of application of the
measure during the administrative proceeding that led to the opening decision of 2007, as well as the ones
contained in the initial administrative interpretations of the DGT and TEAC resolutions, contrast with the ones
invoked during the present formal investigation procedure for claiming the no aid character of the new adminis-
trative interpretation.

(139) In the alternative, the reasons by the Spanish authorities and the interested third parties in any case do not
warrant a departure from the previous administrative interpretation.

(a) The rationale of Article 12(5) TRLIS: fostering the internationalisation of Spanish companies

(140) As indicated in the observations of the Spanish authorities, both the DGT and the TEAC when justifying the
change in their administrative interpretation refer to the rationale of Article 12(5) TRLIS. The objective of the
latter provision is to foster the internationalisation and the investment of Spanish companies abroad. The
exclusion of indirect acquisitions would not be in line with that objective.

(141) The differential tax treatment between domestic and foreign shareholding acquisitions provided in Article 12(5)
TRLIS — whose objective is to foster the internationalisation and the investment of Spanish companies abroad
— was declared unlawful and incompatible aid with the internal market in the First and Second decisions. The
Commission considers that a change in the administrative practice cannot be justified by the rationale — the
internationalisation of Spanish companies — of a provision (Article 12(5) TRLIS), which has been already
declared unlawful and incompatible aid with the internal market in the First and Second Decision.

(b) References to indirect acquisition in the First and Second Decisions, parliamentary questions and press release of the
Opening Decision of 2007

(142) One of the arguments invoked by the Spanish authorities and the interested third parties to contest that the new
administrative interpretation of Article 12(5) TRLIS constitutes new aid is that the wording of the First and
Second Commission Decision refers to both direct and indirect acquisition of shareholdings. Therefore, they
consider the new administrative interpretation to be in line with the two Commission decisions.

(143) The Commission does not agree that these references would remove the new aid character of the measure. The
references made in the First and Second Decision to direct and indirect acquisitions of shareholdings are due to
the cross-reference that Article 12(5) TRLIS makes to Article 21 TRLIS, which explicitly states that the percentage
of shareholding — direct or indirect — in the equity of the non-resident company must be at least 5 %. It is not
the task of the Commission to determine in the First and Second decision how a provision of the Spanish
corporate tax law should be implemented, but rather to assess whether the provision constitutes State aid, taking
into account the way it is implemented by the Member State concerned at the moment of the notification.

(144) Moreover, it is worth noting that during the formal investigation procedure that led to the adoption of the
First and Second Decision, the investigation focused on whether Article 12(5) TRLIS constituted State aid or
not, and this assessment did not require examining whether both direct or indirect acquisitions were covered by
Article 12(5) TRLIS. The debate on whether indirect acquisitions of shareholdings were covered emerged in the
context of the recovery procedure when the Spanish authorities informed the Commission about the
modification of the previous administrative practice. The fact that the Commission, at a very early stage, before
the formal investigation procedure, in a service letter of 26 March 2007, submitted some questions as regards the
scope of Article 12(5) TRLIS, is irrelevant for the present analysis. What matters in the present case is to
determine how the Spanish authorities were implementing Article 12(5) TRLIS at the moment of the adoption of
the First and Second Decisions.

(*%) See letter of 4 June 2007 sent by the Spain in reply to a request for information of 26 March 2007.
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(145) In the matter at stake it is worth recalling again the Court’s jurisprudence laid down in the Kahla judgement (**),
which states that the scope of a decision must be determined not only by reference to the actual wording of that
decision, but also by taking into account the aid scheme as described by the Member State concerned. In that
respect, the Spanish authorities, in a letter of 4 June 2007, clarified that the scope of Article 12(5) TRLIS only
covered direct acquisitions of shareholdings in non-resident companies. The absence of an explicit reference to
this letter in the First and Second decision does not alter the fact that Article 12(5) TRLIS, since its adoption, was
implemented excluding from its scope of application indirect acquisitions of shareholdings.

(146) Furthermore, it follows from the jurisprudence of the Court laid down in the Kahla judgement that in the context
of the adoption of the new administrative interpretation, the Spanish authorities were already aware of the
information contained in the letter sent to the Commission, where it was stated that only direct acquisition of
shareholdings could benefit from the deduction of Article 12(5) TRLIS. The Spanish authorities should have
ensured that the decision be implemented in accordance with the information that they had already provided to
the Commission services (*°).

(147) The Commission considers that the scope of the First and Second decision is not only determined by the wording
of the decision, but also by taking into account all the information submitted by the Spanish authorities that
aimed to describe how the aid scheme was implemented at the time the two Decisions were adopted.

(148) The question whether interested third parties were aware or not of the communications between the
Spanish authorities and the Commission is completely irrelevant as regards whether the new administrative
practice constitutes new aid. Although there is no modification of the wording of the legal provision at stake —
Article 12(5) TRLIS read in conjunction with Article 21 TRLIS — the Commission considers that the limits and
modalities of the provision have been modified. Indeed, the new administrative interpretation enlarges the initial
scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS, by allowing the deduction of the financial goodwill in the case of
indirect shareholding acquisition through a direct shareholding acquisition of a holding company. This situation
was not initially contemplated by the previous administrative interpretation, which only allowed the deduction of
financial goodwill from direct acquisition of shareholdings of operating companies.

(149) The Court laid down in the judgement Namur — Les Assurances (*') that only the modifications that introduce
substantial changes in an aid regime are subject to further notification as new aid. The Commission believes that
the new administrative interpretation constitutes a substantial change of the aid regime analysed by the
Commission in the First and Second Decisions given that the limitations and modalities of interpretation of
Article 12(5) TRLIS have been extended to situations that were not initially covered by the scope of application
of the provision. Moreover, it is worth noting that the matter at stake is not to determine whether the aid might
qualify as existing or new aid. Indeed, the First and Second Decision already concluded that Article 12(5) TRLIS
constituted unlawful and incompatible aid. However, what is relevant in the present case is to determine whether
the scope of application of the First and Second Decisions also covered indirect shareholdings that result from a
previous acquisition of a holding in order to determine the existence of aid, its compatibility and the existence of
legitimate expectations.

(150) In addition, the Spanish authorities and the interested third parties argue that the measure would not be new aid
since a number of acquisitions that took place before the opening of the procedure in 2007 were indirect
acquisitions of shareholdings that resulted from a direct acquisition of shareholdings of a holding company. The
Spanish authorities and the interested third parties claim that the references to these acquisitions contained in the
press release of the opening procedure of 2007 and the answers given by the Commission to written parlia-
mentary questions demonstrate that the Commission was aware of the indirect nature of these acquisitions.

(151) Although the acquisitions to which reference is made in the replies to the written parliamentary questions or the
press release of the opening decision of 2007 might have involved indirect acquisitions, the Commission could
not have known — at least for the vast majority of the operations — which was the corporate structure of the
companies that were being acquired, that is, whether the acquired companies were operating companies or
holding companies. As already pointed out in paragraph 128, the matter at stake focused on whether Article 12(5)
TRLIS constituted unlawful State aid due to the differential tax treatment between domestic and foreign

(*) See Judgement C-537/08P of 16 December 2010, Kahla Thiiringen Porzellan GmbH v Commission, p. 44; See also Judgement C-138/09
Todaro Nunziatina [2010] paragraph 31.

(*) See Judgement C-537/08P of 16 December 2010, Kahla Thiiringen Porzellan GmbH v Commission, p. 44.

(") See Judgement C-44/93 of 9 August 1994, Namur — Les assurances du credit v Commission.
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acquisitions of shareholdings, and therefore, there was no need to look at the corporate structure of the acquired
non-resident company. Indeed, the distinction between direct and indirect acquisitions was not deemed relevant
for the purposes of the assessment required in the First and Second Decision. In the end, such a distinction
would have not changed the final State aid assessment of the measure, which was that in the Commission
declared the measure selective because of its intrinsic features, i.e. not allowing the amortisation of financial
goodwill in Spanish-Spanish transactions.

(152) In particular, with regard to the Iberdrola/Scottish Power merger operation notified to the Commission (*?), it
should be noted that the Commission had clearly indicated in paragraph 42 of the merger decision that, for the
purposes of that decision, it was neither necessary nor appropriate to determine if Article 12(5) TRLIS
constituted State aid. In any case, the replies given by the Commission to the written parliamentary questions
predated the starting point of the examination of the regime (**). Therefore, at the time of the replies, the
Commission could not and did not have a view on the matter (*%).

(153) In conclusion, what is relevant for the purposes of the State aid assessment is how the measure was implemented
by the Member State concerned. In that respect, Spain explained that the scope of application of Article 12(5)
TRLIS was limited to direct acquisitions. This is also confirmed by the existence of a consistent and relevant
administrative practice, which remained in place until 2012. In this respect, the Commission observes that, as
outlined by the Court, the Commission analyses the regime as it is applied. In the present case, it cannot be
contested that the consistent administrative practice did not allow the deduction of financial goodwill related to
indirect acquisitions.

(c) The cross-reference to Article 21 TRLIS

(154) Another argument invoked by the Spanish authorities (*°) is that Article 12(5) TRLIS refers to Article 21.1¢) 2°
where it is explicitly stated that dividends deriving from direct or indirect shareholdings will also be covered by
the provision. Therefore, the fact that the operating company is located at a second or ulterior level should not
be an obstacle for the application of the deduction of Article 12(5) TRLIS. However, as explained by the Spanish
authorities during the administrative procedure that led to the adoption of the opening decision of 2007, one of
the reasons to exclude indirect acquisitions from the scope of Article 12(5) TRLIS is that Article 21 TRLIS also
requires that the non-resident company carries out an economic activity abroad and that it is subject to a tax
similar to corporate tax. This provision has its rationale in anti-abuse tax rules in order to avoid that companies
based in tax havens or territories with nil taxation would qualify for the deduction. Given that holdings do not
carry out an economic activity as such, they were excluded from the scope of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

(155) The DGT and the TEAC in their initial administrative interpretations and resolutions explained that goodwill (and
therefore financial goodwill) could not generate at the level of a holding because holdings do not carry out an
economic activity, according to the requirements established in Article 21 TRLIS. Therefore, no financial goodwill
could arise at the level of the holding company. However, the DGT and the TEAC reviewed their previous
interpretation in 2012 claiming that the requirement of carrying out an economic activity can be met when the
operating company is in the first level or in second or ulterior levels.

(156) Although Article 21 TRLIS makes an explicit reference to indirect and direct acquisitions, it is also a fact that
Article 21(c) TRLIS requires that the profits stem from business activities carried out abroad. As the Audiencia
Nacional (*°) has acknowledged in its judgement of 6 February 2014, this is clearly not the case if the non-
resident target company is a holding, whose main business purpose is the possession of shares of other operating
companies.

(*) COMPM.4517, paragraph 42.

(**) The Spanish authorities communicated to the Commission that Article 12(5) TRLIS was applied only to direct acquisitions by letter of
4 June 2007.

(**) Moreover, it is worth noting that the replies to the written parliamentary questions did not make any explicit differentiation between
direct and indirect acquisitions.

(°**) See letter of 4 June 2007 sent by the Spain in reply to a request for information of 26 March 2007.

(*) Seejudgement of the Audiencia Nacional; appeal 125/2011; 6 February 2014.
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(157) It is worth noting that Article 21 TRLIS is originally conceived to lay down the conditions for exempting from
corporate tax dividends and income of foreign origin that derive from the acquisition of shareholdings in non-
resident companies with the aim to avoid double international taxation. Article 12(5) only cross refers to that
provision in order to analyse whether the income from the non-resident acquired company meets these criteria
so the acquiring company is able to deduct the financial goodwill arising from that operation. Therefore, the
extrapolation of the criteria laid down in Article 21 TRLIS should be done with the caveat that the latter
provision has the purpose of identifying the conditions for exempting dividends and income of foreign origin.

(158) As stated by the Spanish authorities in their letter of 4 June 2007, the tax Administration needs to monitor the
application of the depreciation of the financial goodwill. This control can only be done through the Spanish
resident company where the Spanish tax administration can easily monitor the deduction because the
shareholdings are part of the assets of the Spanish resident company. It would be more difficult for the Spanish
tax administration to monitor the goodwill arising in non-resident companies located at subsequent levels, where
the shareholdings are booked under the assets of the non-resident companies that are not under the obligation to
report to the Spanish tax administration.

(159) Indeed, this need to monitor the implementation of the deduction that results from an investment is reflected in
the obligation contained in Article 15 of the Regulation implementing the Corporate Tax Law (RD1777/2004),
which only requires providing information on the acquisition of the directly acquired company in order to be
able to apply Article 12(5) TRLIS. If this deduction had meant to be also applicable to indirect acquisitions, it
would have been logic to have included indirect acquisitions as well. The Commission understands that by
limiting the information obligation to direct acquisitions, the legislator excluded on purpose indirect acquisitions
of shareholdings from the scope of Article 12(5) TRLIS. This is confirmed also by the DGT, which acknowledges
a departure from its previous doctrine in spite of the obligation to provide information contained in Article 15
of the Regulation RD1777/2004.

(160) Moreover, what is relevant for the purpose of the present State aid assessment is how the measure was
implemented by the Member State in question. In that respect, Spain had explained to the Commission that the
Spanish tax authorities only allowed the deduction of financial goodwill deriving from direct shareholding
acquisitions due in part to the reasoning that Article 21 TRLIS clearly requires carrying out an economic activity
in order to benefit from the application of Article 12(5) TRLIS. This condition is only met in operating
companies, given that holding companies do not carry out any genuine economic activity. Therefore, given the
explanations provided by Spain on the implementation of the provision, the Commission considered, at the time
of the adoption of the First and Second decisions, that the scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS was
limited to direct acquisitions of shareholdings of operating companies, fact which was also confirmed by the
existence of a consistent and relevant administrative practice, which remained in place until 2012.

(161) The Commission considers that, despite the references made in Article 21 ¢) 2° TRLIS to direct and indirect
acquisitions, the consistent administrative practice of the DGT which was also corroborated by the TEAC
indicates that indirect acquisitions of shareholdings were excluded from the scope of Article 12(5) TRLIS. This
was due to the fact that holdings do not carry out an economic activity according to Article 21 ¢) TRLIS, which
requires that profits stem from business activities carried out abroad. To reconsider this position, by alleging that
Article 21 TRLIS makes a reference to indirect acquisition in its paragraph c) 2, the Spanish authorities are
enlarging the scope of Article 12(5) TRLIS by covering situations that at the time of the First and Second
decisions were not covered.

(d) Principle of equal treatment, no discrimination and fiscal neutrality

(162) The Spanish authorities and some of the interested third parties claim that indirect acquisitions of shareholdings
of non-resident companies that result from an acquisition of shareholdings of a holding are comparable to direct
acquisitions of shareholdings of operating companies. For that reason, and in order to guarantee the principle of
equal treatment and non-discrimination, the conclusions reached in the First and Second decision should be
applicable both to direct and indirect acquisitions of shareholdings.

(163) The interested third parties also claim that according to the principle of fiscal neutrality, the same equal treatment
should be granted to an investment carried out as a direct acquisition of shareholdings of operating companies
and as an indirect acquisition of shareholdings via a holding company. In particular, interested third parties claim
that given the difficulties of international business combinations, it should not be necessary to carry out a merger
operation (only situation where financial goodwill could arise from indirect acquisition of shareholdings) or
multilevel merger operations.
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(164) To begin with, it is to be recalled that the principles of equal treatment, no discrimination and fiscal neutrality are
irrelevant as regards the scope of the First and Second Decisions, and namely whether they also cover indirect
acquisitions.

(165) In any case, the Commission notes that it follows from the initial approach contained in the administrative
interpretations of the DGT and resolutions of the TEAC before 2012 that direct and indirect acquisitions of
shareholdings that result from a previous acquisition of a holding company were not comparable for the purpose
of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

(166) The rationale that underpinned the differential treatment in the initial administrative interpretation was that one
of the premises of Article 12(5) TRLIS was not complied with in the case of acquisition of shareholdings of a
holding and the subsequent indirect acquisition of shareholdings in the subsidiary operating companies. Indeed,
the fiscal notion of financial goodwill is intertwined with the accounting notion of goodwill. There is goodwill
when the price paid for a company exceeds the book value of its equity. This difference might be due to two
different reasons: (1) to the intrinsic value of the assets and rights of the company; or (2) to an overprice paid
due to a greater than apparent expectation of obtaining higher revenues in the future. The latter category
corresponds to the financial goodwill. Goodwill, and consequently financial goodwill, can only arise in operating
companies as they carry out an economic activity. Holdings, whose main business aim is to own the shares of
subsidiary operating companies, do not carry out a genuine economic activity and therefore cannot generate
goodwill. This is also demonstrated by the calculation method used in the initial administrative interpretations,
which is an intrinsic part of Article 12(5) TRLIS. According to this calculation method, the market value of the
assets of the holding (shares of non-resident subsidiary operating companies) equates to the purchase price of the
shareholding and therefore, no financial goodwill could arise. The fact that there is an offsetting between the
purchase price and the market value of the holding’s assets (shares) is due to an intrinsic characteristic of a
holding company, namely that its assets are shares of other subsidiary operating companies.

(167) The Spanish authorities explained ('), in the context of the administrative procedure that led to the opening
decision of 2007, that Article 12(5) TRLIS only requires the acquisition of a 5 % shareholding in the equity of
the non-resident company, a percentage of shareholding which does not imply consolidation neither with the
non-resident company nor with subsequent subsidiary companies. It is only after consolidation of the holding
and its subsidiary operating companies with the acquiring parent company that goodwill could arise in the
consolidated financial statements.

(168) With regard to the debate of whether considering the values contained in the consolidated or in the individual
accounts, the TEAC had consistently argued that the reference values to be taken into account for the calculation
of financial goodwill are the ones established in the individual accounts. The TEAC consistently held that the aim
of the fiscal and accounting rules is different and that to consider the information contained in the consolidated
financial statements for fiscal purposes might lead to distortions in the interpretation of Article 12(5) TRLIS.

(169) Moreover, the Spanish authorities also explained that Article 12(5) is a method for depreciating an investment
whose management requires monitoring by the tax administration. The control of the depreciation can only be
done through the Spanish resident company because the shareholdings, located at first level, are part of the assets
of the Spanish resident company. It would be more difficult for the tax administration to control the financial
goodwill arising in non-resident companies located at second or ulterior levels. Indeed, in this case the
shareholdings are booked under the assets of non-resident companies, which are not under the obligation to
report before the Spanish tax administration.

(170) According to the case-law of the Court, the general principle of equal treatment requires that comparable
situations must not be treated differently and that different situations must not be treated in the same way unless
such treatment is objectively justified (*%).

(171) The Commission notes that the exclusion of indirect acquisitions from the scope of Article 12(5) TRLIS, as
established in the initial administrative interpretations, does not seem to be the result of arbitrary reasons, but
seemed to be justified by the intrinsic nature and logic of the provision as well as the manageability of the tax.

(*’) See letter of 4 June 2007 sent by the Spain in reply to a request for information of 26 March 2007.
(°**) Joined Cases 66/79,127/79 and 128/79, Salumi and others, [1980] ECR-1237, p. 14; Case C-14/01 Niemann [2003] ECR [-2279, p. 49.



27.2.2015 Official Journal of the European Union L 56/63

(172) The Commission wishes to stress that it is irrelevant for the purposes of the present State aid assessment to
determine whether the previous initial administrative interpretation leads to discrimination between direct and
indirect acquisitions or is in breach of the principle of fiscal neutrality. As already established before, it is not the
task of the Commission to determine in a decision how a national provision should be implemented. The
Commission is bound to assess whether the provision in question constitutes State aid, taking into account the
way it is implemented by the national authorities at the time of their notification. In the present case, there is
clearly a departure from the previous administrative interpretation, which enlarges the scope of Article 12(5)
TRLIS by including situations that were not initially contemplated by the initial administrative interpretation.

(e) Retroactivity of the measure

(173) The Spanish authorities and the interested third parties contest the retroactive character of the administrative
interpretation. The Spanish authorities referred to their earlier explanations (*) that for those acquisitions carried
out until 21 December 2007 and whose financial goodwill is subject to revision, the amount of the financial
goodwill arising from indirect (and direct) acquisitions will be deducted from the tax base. With regard to those
acquisitions carried out after 21 December 2007, the deduction of the financial goodwill arising from both direct
and indirect acquisitions will not be accepted.

(174) The Spanish authorities explained that, according to Article 120 of the General Tax Law 58/2003 of
17 December, those companies that consider that the tax declaration has adversely affected their legitimate
interests could claim the rectification of the tax declaration according to the applicable procedure. The procedure
is laid down in Articles 126 to 129 of Royal Decree 1065/2007 of 27 July (*°). Basically, a company might
request the rectification of its tax declaration once it has submitted it and before the tax administration has
adopted the final tax assessment (liquidacion definitiva), or in its absence, before the prescription deadline that the
tax administration has to determine the tax amount to be collected. According to Articles 66 and 67 of the LGT,
the deadline to request the rectification of the tax declaration is four years from the final deadline for submitting
the tax declaration.

(175) The Spanish authorities acknowledged that the companies that carried out indirect acquisitions of shareholdings
in non-resident companies until 21 December 2007 and that did not include the deduction of the financial
goodwill arising from indirect acquisitions could now rectify their tax declarations in order to deduct the
financial goodwill arising from them. In the case of companies that included in their past tax declarations the
deduction of the financial goodwill arising from indirect acquisitions and which had already been subject to the
assessment of the tax administration, will not be able to request the rectification of the tax declarations already
submitted; however, given that the deduction is spread out over 20 years, it does not preclude these companies
from deducting the financial goodwill in future tax declarations.

(176) To begin with, whether the new administrative measure has retroactive effect or not has no legal consequence as
to the scope of the First and Second Decisions, and namely whether they also cover indirect acquisitions.

(177) In any case, the new administrative interpretation has legal retroactive effects. Indeed the new administrative
interpretation of 21 March 2012 can be applied to acquisitions that were carried out before that date.

6.3. Compatibility of the aid

(178) Having preliminarily established that the scheme at issue involves State aid within the meaning of Article 107(1)
of the TFEU, it is necessary to consider whether the amended scheme can be found to be compatible with the
internal market pursuant Article 107(2) and (3) of the TFEU. The Spanish authorities did not present any
argument in this respect.

(179) The Commission considers that the new administrative interpretation of Article 12(5) TRLIS cannot be
considered compatible with the internal market. In this respect, the Commission considers that the same
reasoning followed in the First and Second Decision applies. Therefore, the Commission refers to paragraphs 140
and following of the First Decision and to paragraphs 166 and following of the Second Decision.

(*) Letter of 4 December 2012.
(*) Real Decreto 1065/2007, de 27 de julio, por el que se aprueba el Reglamento General de las actuaciones y los procedimientos de gestion
e inspeccion tributaria y de desarrollo de las normas comunes de los procedimientos de aplicacion de los tributos.
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(180) In particular, as regards the application of Article 107(3)(c), the tax deductions granted under Article 12(5) TRLIS
are not related to investment, job creation or specific projects. The tax deductions relieve the undertakings of
charges normally borne by those undertakings, and must therefore be considered as operating aid. As a general
rule, operating aid does not fall within the scope of Article 107(3)(c) since it distorts competition in the sectors
in which it is granted. The aid cannot be considered compatible with the internal market, as it does neither
facilitate the development of any activities or economic areas nor it is limited in time, digressive or proportionate
to what is necessary to remedy that specific economic situation in the areas concerned. In conclusion, the
Commission does not consider the measure compatible with the internal market.

B. LEGITIMATE EXPECTATIONS, LEGAL CERTAINTY, PRINCIPLE OF ESTOPPEL AND RECOVERY OF THE AID
6.4. Principles of estoppel and legal certainty

(181) The Commission considers that there is no reason to depart from the considerations expressed in the Opening
Decision. Indeed, the Commission did neither violate the estoppel principle nor the legal certainty principle.

(182) The ‘consulta vinculante’ of 21 March 2012, which introduced the new administrative interpretation, is the result
of a choice made by the Spanish authorities. This administrative act, which gave rise to a situation of new aid
illegally granted without having been previously notified to the Commission, is an act of the Spanish authorities
and not an act of the Commission. Therefore, the estoppel principle is irrelevant.

(183) As regards the alleged violation of the legal certainty principle, the Commission reminds that, according to the
E(J case-law, the scope of a State aid decision must be determined not only by reference to the actual wording of
that decision but also by taking account of the aid scheme as described and concretely applied by the Member
State concerned (°).

(184) In this respect, if a violation of this principle may be found, the Commission considers that it was Spain that
would have infringed the legal certainty principle. Moreover, the Commission believes that the creation of legal
uncertainty, if any, would stem from the imprecise and unclear character of the wording of certain provisions of
the scheme.

6.5. Recovery of the aid

(185) The contested measure has been implemented without having been notified in advance to the Commission in
accordance with Article 108(3) of the Treaty. Therefore, the measure constitutes unlawful aid.

(186) Where unlawfully granted State aid is found to be incompatible with the internal market, the consequence of
such a finding is that the aid should be recovered from the recipients pursuant to Article 14 of Regulation (EC)
No 659/1999. Through recovery of the aid, the competitive position that existed before it was granted is restored
as far as is possible. The amount to be recovered should be such as to eliminate the economic advantage given to
the beneficiaries.

(187) No arguments raised by the Spanish authorities or by the thirty parties justified a general departure from this
basic principle. Spain should therefore be required to recover the incompatible aid.

(188) For a given year and a given beneficiary, the value of the aid corresponds to the tax reduction provided by the
application of Article 12(5) TRLIS for indirect acquisitions of shareholdings of non-resident operating companies
that result from previous acquisitions of shareholdings of holding companies.

6.6. Legitimate expectations

(189) The Spanish authorities and the interested parties argue that the legitimate expectations recognised in the First
and Second Decision should also apply to indirect acquisitions of shareholdings that result from a direct
acquisition of shareholdings of a holding company. In this regard, they claim that legitimate expectations should
be recognised due to the references made to indirect acquisitions in the wording of the First and Second
Decisions, the replies to written parliamentary questions and the acquisitions mentioned in the press release of
the 2007 opening Decision.

(*") See case C-537/08 P, Kahla Thiiringen Porzellan GmbH, paragraphs 40 and following.
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(190) The Commission does not agree with the arguments presented by the Spanish authorities and interested third
parties and considers that the legitimate expectations that were recognised in the First and Second Decision
cannot be extended to situations (indirect acquisitions of shareholdings that result from the acquisition of
shareholdings of a holding company), which were not covered by the scope of application of the measure at the
time of the adoption of these Decisions. Indeed, legitimate expectations can be based only on factual elements
known at the moment of the adoption of a decision and not on future events, such as the introduction of a new
administrative interpretation.

(191) In accordance with settled case-law (*?), the right to rely on the principle of protection of legitimate expectations
applies to any individual in a situation in which an institution of the European Union, by giving that person
precise assurance, has led him to entertain well-founded expectations. Such assurances, in whatever form they are
given, constitute precise, unconditional and consistent information.

(192) The absence of explicit restrictions in the aid scheme in question cannot be deemed to constitute a precise,
unconditional and consistent statement made by the Commission to the undertakings concerned with regard to
the application of the measure also to indirect acquisitions of shareholdings that result from the direct acquisition
of shareholdings of a holding company. Therefore, the absence of those explicit restrictions cannot create
legitimate expectations for the undertakings concerned that the measure could be lawfully applied also to indirect
acquisitions. (%)

(193) Even if it had been the case that the references made to indirect acquisitions in the First and Second decisions
could have created an expectation for the undertakings concerned, it is necessary to consider whether the
expectation reached on that basis is a legitimate one (*). The Commission is of the opinion that the undertakings
that carried out indirect acquisitions cannot plead a legitimate expectation that the indirect shareholding
acquisitions were covered by Article 12(5) TRLIS, given that these undertakings were well aware of the adminis-
trative practice of the tax administration and the TEAC that was in place until 2012. These undertakings were
aware that the tax scheme communicated to the Commission — Article 12(5) TRLIS — was implemented at that
time excluding from its scope indirect shareholding acquisitions that result from a direct shareholding acquisition
of a holding company.

(194) The Spanish authorities allege that the existence of a restrictive administrative interpretation does not diminish
the legitimate expectations that the operators that carried out indirect acquisitions of shareholdings through a
direct acquisition of shareholdings of a holding company might have had on the validity of Article 12(5) TRLIS.
This is because: (1) Article 12(5) TRLIS is a clear provision; (2) it expressly refers to Article 21 TRLIS, which
mentions direct and indirect acquisitions; (3) it contains a express reference to the consolidated accounting rules;
(4) it aims at fostering the international investment of Spanish companies.

(195) The Commission does not agree with the abovementioned statement. Article 12(5) TRLIS has proven to be an
unclear provision because of the undetermined reference to the consolidation accounting rules and the imprecise
extrapolation to the criteria contained in Article 21 TRLIS. Indeed, Article 21 is initially conceived for laying
down the conditions for exempting dividends and income of foreign origin. The reference of Article 21 to
indirect acquisitions contrasts with the requirement of carrying an economic activity by the directly acquired
company. Moreover, legitimate expectations cannot be founded on the rationale of an aid scheme, Article 12(5)
TRLIS, which had already been declared unlawful and incompatible aid in the First and Second Decisions due to
the differential tax treatment between foreign acquisitions and domestic acquisitions carried out by companies
resident in Spain. The Commission believes that the imprecise and unclear character of the provision led to a
controversy in its interpretation. In fact, this controversy is evidenced in most of the consultas of the DGT and
TEAC resolutions. Therefore, the Spanish authorities cannot claim that, despite the restrictive administrative
interpretation, Article 12(5) TRLIS could have created legitimate expectations for those undertakings that carried
out indirect acquisitions of shareholdings.

(196) As regards more specifically the acquisition of Scottishpower by Iberdrola, the Commission observes that the
merger decision (COMP M.4517) clearly indicated that it was neither necessary nor appropriate to determine if
Article 12(5) TRLIS constituted State aid (see paragraph 42 of the decision) for the purposes of the merger
decision.

(*») Judgement of the Court of Justice of 22.6.2006; case C-182/03 and C-217/03, Forum 187 ASBL [2006] ECR [-5479, par. 147.
(*) See Judgement C-537/08P of 16 December 2010, Kahla Thiiringen Porzellan GmbH v Commission, p. 44.
(**) Judgement of the Court of Justice of 22.6.2006; case C-182/03 and C-217/03, Forum 187 ASBL [2006] ECR [-5479, par. 159.
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(197) With reference to the allegations of Spain and of the interested third parties, according to which the replies to the
written parliamentary questions created legitimate expectations for the beneficiaries of the aid, the Commission
observes that the written parliamentary questions did not focus on the differentiation between direct and indirect
acquisition, but questioned whether the scheme provided for in Article 12(5) TRLIS might constitute State aid.
Therefore, it could not be inferred from the replies given by the Commission to the written parliamentary
questions that both direct and indirect acquisitions would have been covered.

(198) As regards the allegation according to which the First and Second decisions would create new legitimate
expectations, since they both make reference to indirect acquisitions, the Commission recalls that those references
were exclusively made because the national legal provisions mention both direct and indirect acquisition. More
precisely, Article 12(5) TRLIS cross-refers to Article 21 TRLIS, which requires that at least 5 % of the
shareholdings of the non-resident company must be held directly or indirectly by the Spanish company for an
interrupted period of one year. The fact that the Spanish authorities were applying Article 12(5) TRLIS only to
direct acquisitions is not contested neither by Spain nor by the interested third parties. As already indicated
above, the Commission is therefore entitled to rely on the explanations provided by the Member State concerned
and therefore it could legitimately assume that the regime was applied as the Member State had indicated.

(199) Moreover, the Commission considers that even though the communication between the Spanish authorities and
the Commission — whereby it was explained that in practice it could only be deducted the financial goodwill
arising from direct shareholding acquisitions of operating companies — is not reflected in the wording of the
decisions, it does not create legitimate expectations for the beneficiaries of the aid that indirect acquisitions were
also covered by Article 12(5) TRLIS. The beneficiaries of the aid were already aware of the consistent and
systematic administrative practice that excluded indirect shareholdings acquisitions through the shareholding
acquisition of a holding from the scope of application of Article 12(5) TRLIS and which had been in place until
2012.

(200) In conclusion, the legitimate expectations recognised in the First and Second Decisions cannot be extended to
situations that were not covered by the scope of application of the contested measure at the time of the First and
Second Decisions.

7. CONCLUSIONS

(201) In light of the above, the Commission considers that the new administrative interpretation, which has enlarged
the scope of the application of a scheme already declared illegal and incompatible aid without being notified to
the Commission, constitutes unlawful incompatible aid in the meaning of Article 1 of Regulation (EC)
No 659/1999.

(202) The Commission does not consider the measure compatible with the internal market pursuant Article 107(2) and
(3) of the Treaty.

(203) The aid should be recovered from the recipients pursuant to Article 14 of Regulation (EC) No 659/1999,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The new administrative interpretation adopted by the Kingdom of Spain that extend the scope of application Article 12 (5)
of the Real Legislative Decree 4/2004 of 5 March 2004, consolidating the amendments made to the Spanish Company
Tax Act in order to cover indirect shareholding acquisitions of non-resident companies through a direct shareholding
acquisition of non-resident holding companies, and which has been unlawfully put into effect by the Kingdom of Spain
in breach of Article 108(3) of the Treaty, is incompatible with the internal market.

Article 2

Individual aid granted under the scheme referred to in Article 1 does not constitute aid if, at the time it is granted, it
fulfils the conditions laid down by the regulation adopted pursuant to Article 2 of Council Regulation (EC)
No 994/98 (**) which is applicable at the time the aid is granted.

(*) Council Regulation (EC) No 994/98 of 7 May 1998 on the application of Articles 92 and 93 of the Treaty establishing the European
Community to certain categories of horizontal State aid (O] L 142, 14.5.1998, p. 1).



27.2.2015 Official Journal of the European Union L 56/67

Article 3

Individual aid granted under the scheme referred to in Article 1 which, at the time it is granted, fulfils the conditions
laid down by a Regulation adopted pursuant to Article 1 of Regulation (EC) No 994/98 or by any other approved aid
scheme is compatible with the internal market, up to maximum aid intensities applicable to that type of aid.

Article 4

1. The Kingdom of Spain shall put an end to the aid scheme referred to in Article 1, as regards aid granted to benefi-
ciaries when carrying out indirect acquisitions of shareholdings of non-resident companies through a direct acquisition
of shareholdings of holding companies, to the extent that it is incompatible with the common market.

2. The Kingdom of Spain shall recover the incompatible aid granted under the scheme referred to in Article 1 from
the beneficiaries.

3. The sums to be recovered shall bear interest from the date on which they were put at the disposal of the beneficiar-
ies until their actual recovery.

4. The interests shall be calculated on a compound basis in accordance with Chapter V of Commission Regulation
(EC) No 794/2004 (9).

5. The Kingdom of Spain shall cancel all outstanding payments of aid under the scheme referred to in Article 1 with
effect from the date of adoption of this decision.

Article 5
1. Recovery of the aid granted under the scheme referred to in Article 1 shall be immediate and effective.

2. The Kingdom of Spain shall ensure that this Decision is implemented within four months following the date of
notification of this Decision.

Article 6

1. Within two months following notification of this Decision, the Kingdom of Spain shall submit the following
information:

(a) the list of beneficiaries that have received aid under the scheme referred to in Article 1 and the total amount of aid
received by each of them under the scheme;

(b) the total amount (principal and recovery interests) to be recovered from each beneficiary;
(c) a detailed description of the measures already taken and planned to comply with this Decision;
(d) documents demonstrating that the beneficiaries have been ordered to repay the aid.

2. The Kingdom of Spain shall keep the Commission informed of the progress of the national measures taken to
implement this Decision until recovery of the aid granted under the scheme referred to in Article 1 has been completed.
It shall immediately submit, on simple request by the Commission, information on the measures already taken and
planned to comply with this Decision. It shall also provide detailed information concerning the amounts of aid and
recovery interest already recovered from the beneficiaries.

Article 7

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Spain.

Done at Brussels, 15 October 2014.

For the Commission
Joaquin ALMUNIA

Vice-President

(*) Commission Regulation (EC) No 794/2004 of 21 April 2004 implementing Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 laying down
detailed rules for the application of Article 93 of the EC Treaty (O] L 140, 30.4.2004, p. 1).
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COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING DECISION (EU) 2015/315
of 25 February 2015

concerning certain protective measures in relation to highly pathogenic avian influenza of subtype
H5N8 in Germany

(notified under document C(2015) 1004)

(Only the German text is authentic)

(Text with EEA relevance)
THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION,
Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,

Having regard to Council Directive 89/662[/EEC of 11 December 1989 concerning veterinary checks in intra-
Community trade with a view to the completion of the internal market ('), and in particular Article 9(4) thereof,

Having regard to Council Directive 90/425/EEC of 26 June 1990 concerning veterinary and zootechnical checks
applicable in intra-Community trade in certain live animals and products with a view to the completion of the internal
market (%), and in particular Article 10(4) thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Avian influenza is an infectious viral disease in birds, including poultry. Infections with avian influenza viruses in
domestic poultry cause two main forms of that disease that are distinguished by their virulence. The low
pathogenic form generally only causes mild symptoms, while the highly pathogenic form results in very high
mortality rates in most poultry species. That disease may have a severe impact on the profitability of poultry
farming.

(2)  Avian influenza is mainly found in birds, but under certain circumstances infections can also occur in humans
even though the risk is generally very low.

(3)  In the event of an outbreak of avian influenza, there is a risk that the disease agent might spread to other
holdings where poultry or other captive birds are kept. As a result it may spread from one Member State to other
Member States or to third countries through trade in live birds or their products.

(4)  Council Directive 2005/94/EC (°) sets out certain preventive measures relating to the surveillance and the early
detection of avian influenza and the minimum control measures to be applied in the event of an outbreak of that
disease in poultry or other captive birds. That Directive provides for the establishment of protection and
surveillance zones in the event of an outbreak of highly pathogenic avian influenza.

(5)  Germany notified the Commission of two outbreaks of highly pathogenic avian influenza of subtype H5N8 in
non-commercial holdings in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania where poultry are kept and it immediately took the
measures required pursuant to Directive 2005/94/EC, including the establishment of protection and surveillance
zones, which should be defined in Parts A and B of the Annex to this Decision.

(6)  The Commission has examined those measures in collaboration with Germany, and it is satisfied that the borders
of the protection and surveillance zones, established by the competent authority in that Member State, are at a
sufficient distance to the actual holdings where the outbreaks were confirmed.

(7)  In order to prevent any unnecessary disturbance to trade within the Union and to avoid unjustified barriers to
trade being imposed by third countries, it is necessary to rapidly describe the protection and surveillance zones
established in relation to highly pathogenic avian influenza in Germany at Union level.

() OJL395,30.12.1989, p. 13.
() OJL224,18.8.1990, p. 29.
(®) Council Directive 2005/94/EC of 20 December 2005 on Community measures for the control of avian influenza (OJ L 10, 14.1.2006,

p. 16).
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(8)  Accordingly, the protection and surveillance zones in Germany, where the animal health control measures as laid
down in Directive 2005/94/EC are applied, should be defined in this Decision and the duration of that regionali-
sation fixed.

(9)  The measures provided for in this Decision are in accordance with the opinion of the Standing Committee on
Plants, Animals, Food and Feed,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

Germany shall ensure that the protection and surveillance zones established in accordance with Article 16(1) of
Directive 2005/94/EC comprise at least the areas listed in Parts A and B of the Annex to this Decision.

Article 2

This Decision is addressed to the Federal Republic of Germany.

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2015.

For the Commission
Vytenis ANDRIUKAITIS

Member of the Commission
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Protection zone as referred to in Article 1:

ANNEX

PART A

Date until applicable in

ISO Country Code accordance with
Code Member State (if available) Name Article 29 of Directive
2005/94/EC
DE Germany Postal code Area comprising: 16.2.2015
Mecklenburg-Western
Pomerania
17389 In the town of Anklam:
— the town area of Anklam
— the part Gellendin
17390 In the municipality of Murchin the part

Relzow

Surveillance zone as referred to in Article 1:

PART B

Date until applicable in

ISO Country Code accordance with
Code Member State (if available) Name Article 31 of Directive
2005/94/EC
DE Germany Postal code Area comprising: 25.2.2015
Mecklenburg-Western
Pomerania
17389 In the town of Anklam the parts:

— Pelsin
— Stretense

17390

In the municipality of Grof Polzin the
parts:

— Grof§ Polzin
— Klein Polzin
— Konsages
— Quilow

17390

In the municipality of Klein Biinzow the
parts:

— Grof$ Biinzow
— Klein Biinzow
— Klitschendorf
— Ramitzow

— Salchow
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ISO Country
Code

Member State

Code
(if available)

Name

Date until applicable in
accordance with
Article 31 of Directive
2005/94/EC

17390

In the municipality of Murchin the parts:
— Johanneshof

— Libnow

— Murchin

— Pinnow

17390

In the municipality of Rubkow the parts:
— Bomitz

— Daugzin

— Krenzow

— Rubkow

— Zarrentin

17390

In the municipality of Ziethen the parts:
— Jargelin
— Menzlin
— Ziethen

17391

In the municipality of Medow the part
Nerdin

17391

Municipality of Postlow

17391

In the municipality of Stolpe the parts:
— Neuhof
— Stolpe an der Peene

17392

Municipality of Blesewitz

17392

Municipality of Butzow

17392

In the municipality of Neuenkirchen the
parts:

— Miiggenburg
— Neuenkirchen

17392

In the municipality of Sarnow the part
Panschow

17398

Municipality of Bargischow

17398

In the municipality of Bugewitz the
parts:

— Bugewitz
— Kamp

— Lucienhof
— Rosenhagen
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Date until applicable in
ISO Country Code accordance with
Code Member State (if available) Name Article 31 of Directive
2005/94/EC
17398 In the municipality of Ducherow the
part Busow
17398 Municipality of Neu-Kosenow
17398 Municipality of Rossin
17406 In the municipality of Usedom the parts:
— Kolpin
— Zecherin
17440 In the municipality Buggenhagen the

parts:
— Klotzow
— Wangelkow
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COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING DECISION (EU) 2015/316
of 26 February 2015

terminating the anti-dumping proceeding concerning imports of certain rainbow trout originating
in Turkey

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION,
Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1225/2009 of 30 November 2009 on protection against dumped imports
from countries not members of the European Community (') (‘the basic Regulation’), and in particular Article 9(2)
thereof,

Whereas:

1. PROCEDURE

(1)  On 15 February 2014, the European Commission (the Commission’) announced the initiation of an anti-
dumping investigation with regard to imports into the Union of certain rainbow trout originating in Turkey (‘the
country concerned’) on the basis of Article 5 of the basic Regulation. It published a Notice of Initiation in the
Official Journal of the European Union (%) (‘the Notice of Initiation’). A corrigendum to the Notice of Initiation was
published in the Official Journal on 4 September 2014 (%), the purpose of which was to clarify the product scope.

(2)  The Commission initiated the investigation following a complaint lodged on 3 January 2014 by the Danish
Aquaculture Association (‘the complainant’) on behalf of producers representing more than 25 % of the total
Union production of certain rainbow trout. The complaint contained prima facie evidence of dumping of certain
rainbow trout and of material injury caused by it, which the Commission considered sufficient to justify the
initiation of an investigation.

(3)  In the Notice of Initiation, the Commission invited interested parties to contact it in order to participate in the
investigation. In addition, the Commission specifically informed the complainants, other known Union producers,
users and importers, exporting producers in Turkey and the Turkish authorities as well as associations known to
be concerned about the initiation of the investigation and invited them to participate.

(4)  All interested parties had an opportunity to comment on the initiation of the investigation and to request a
hearing with the Commission andfor the Hearing Officer in trade proceedings. No provisional duties were
imposed.

2. WITHDRAWAL OF THE COMPLAINT AND TERMINATION OF THE PROCEEDING
(5) By letter of 19 November 2014 addressed to the Commission, the complainant withdrew its complaint.

(6)  In accordance with Article 9(1) of the basic Regulation, a proceeding may be terminated when the complaint is
withdrawn, unless such termination would not be in the Union interest.

(7)  The investigation has not brought to light any considerations showing that such termination would not be in the
Union interest. Therefore, the Commission considers that the present proceeding should be terminated. Interested
parties were informed accordingly and were given an opportunity to comment. However, no comments were
received.

(8)  The Commission therefore concludes that the anti-dumping proceeding concerning imports into the Union of
certain rainbow trout originating in Turkey should be terminated.

(9)  This Decision is accordance with the opinion of the Committee established by Article 15(1) of the basic
Regulation,

() OJL 343,22.12.2009,p. 51.

(*) Notice of Initiation of an anti-dumping proceeding concerning imports of certain rainbow trout originating in Turkey, O] C 44,
15.2.2014, p. 18.

(}) Corrigendum to the Notice of Initiation of an anti-dumping proceeding concerning imports of certain rainbow trout originating in
Turkey, O] C 297, 4.9.2014, p. 24.
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HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The anti-dumping proceeding concerning imports into the Union of rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss):
— live weighing 1,2 kg or less each, or
— fresh, chilled, frozen and/or smoked:

— in the form of whole fish (with heads on), whether or not gilled, whether or not gutted, weighing 1,2 kg or less
each, or

— with heads off, whether or not gilled, whether or not gutted, weighing 1 kg or less each, or
— in the form of fillets weighing 400 g or less each,

currently falling within the CN codes ex 0301 91 90, ex 0302 11 80, ex 0303 14 90, ex 0304 42 90, ex 0304 82 90
and ex 0305 43 00 and originating in Turkey is hereby terminated.

Article 2

This Decision shall enter into force on the day following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the European
Union.

Done at Brussels, 26 February 2015.

For the Commission
The President
Jean-Claude JUNCKER
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ACTS ADOPTED BY BODIES CREATED BY INTERNATIONAL
AGREEMENTS

POLITICAL AND SECURITY COMMITTEE DECISION (CFSP) 2015/317
of 24 February 2015

on the acceptance of a third State’s contribution to the European Union military operation to
contribute to the deterrence, prevention and repression of acts of piracy and armed robbery off
the Somali coast (Atalanta) (ATALANTA/2/2015)

THE POLITICAL AND SECURITY COMMITTEE,
Having regard to the Treaty on European Union, and in particular the third paragraph of Article 38 thereof,

Having regard to Council Joint Action 2008/851/CFSP of 10 November 2008 on a European Union military operation
to contribute to the deterrence, prevention and repression of acts of piracy and armed robbery off the Somali coast ('),
and in particular Article 10 thereof,

Having regard to the Political and Security Committee Decision ATALANTA[3/2009 of 21 April 2009 on the setting up
of the Committee of Contributors for the European Union military operation to contribute to the deterrence, prevention
and repression of acts of piracy and armed robbery off the Somali coast (Atalanta) (2009/369/CESP) (),

Whereas:

(1) Pursuant to Article 10(2) of Joint Action 2008/851/CFSP, the Council authorised the Political and Security
Committee (PSC) to take the relevant decisions on acceptance of the proposed contributions by third States.

(2)  On 29 April 2014 the PSC adopted Decision Atalanta/2/2014 (*) which amended Decision ATALANTA/3/2009.

(3)  Following the recommendation on a contribution from Colombia by the EU Operation Commander
on 24 October 2014 and the advice from the European Union Military Committee on 22 January 2015, the
contribution from Colombia should be accepted.

(4)  The participation of Colombia is subject to the entry into force of the Agreement between the European Union
and the Republic of Colombia establishing a framework for the participation of the Republic of Colombia in
European Union crisis management operations (*), signed on 5 August 2014.

(5)  In accordance with Article 5 of Protocol No 22 on the position of Denmark, annexed to the Treaty on the
European Union and to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, Denmark does not participate in
the elaboration and implementation of decisions and actions of the Union which have defence implications,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

1. The contribution from Colombia to the European Union military operation to contribute to the deterrence,
prevention and repression of acts of piracy and armed robbery off the Somali coast (Atalanta) is accepted and is
considered to be significant.

2. Colombia is exempted from financial contributions to the budget of Atalanta.

() OJL301,12.11.2008, p. 33.

() OJL112,6.5.2009,p.9.

() Political and Security Committee Decision Atalanta/2/2014 of 29 April 2014 on the acceptance of a third State’s contribution to the
European Union military operation to contribute to the deterrence, prevention and repression of acts of piracy and armed robbery off
the Somali coast (Atalanta) and amending Decision ATALANTA/[3/2009 (2014/244|CFSP) (OJ L 132, 3.5.2014, p. 63).

() OJL251,23.8.2014,p. 8.
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Article 2

This Decision shall enter into force on the date of its adoption.

Done at Brussels, 24 February 2015.

For the Political and Security Committee
The Chairperson
W. STEVENS
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