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European Giants

According to the press, agreement
has been reached on a merger
between the aerospace and
defence arm of Daimler Chrysler
and Aerospatiale Matra. If it goes
through, it will create the world’s
third largest aerospace company,
after the United States companies
Boeing and Lockheed Martin. it will
be known as the European
Aeronautic, Defence and Space
Company (EADS) and will control
80% of Airbus Industrie.

All too predictably, European
politicians have greeted the news of
the planned merger with delight as
a further weapon in the fight against
United States competition; and the
London Times reports Lionel Jospin,
the French Prime Minister, as saying
that the creation of large American
groups made it essential to regroup
European forces and urged other
European “partners” (countries or
companies ?) to support EADS as
soon as possible. Itis disheartening,
in a world preparing to enter a new
century, to hear politicians applying
these outdated concepts of
geopolitical nvalry to modem
commercial competition. Airbus is
a legitimate competitor with Boeing
in the aerospace field; France and
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Germany are not legitimate
competitors with the United States
in the field of commerce. Where
governments favour intervention in
commerce - France has a 47% stake
in Aerospatiale - they tend to blur
the distinction between political and
commercial objectives.

For the time being, British
Aerospace is not part of the deal,
except for its commitment to a
stake in the equity of the new
company. (In the past it has shared
in Airbus projects.) But it may have
to make a choice: either of a fuller
commitment to European partners
or of a link with partners outside
Europe. In the interests of global
competition, befween commercial
operators rather than between
trading blocs, perhaps British
Aerospace will look for a real
international partnership,
Meanwhile, assuming that the
merger is covered by the terms of
the Mergers Regulation, and in
particular the theshholds laid down
under it, the Commission’s views
will be watched with interest, At
the time of writing, the Commission
has not received a notification of the
merger proposals from the parties
concerned. O
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Information Agreements

INFORMATION AGREEMENTS (ACRICULTURAL MACHINERY)

Subject: Information agreements
Pricing policy

Industry:  Agricultural machinery
(Implications for other industries)

Source: Commission Statement IP/99/690, dated 20 September 1999

(Note. Agreements for the exchange of market information, usually through
trade associations, have always and with some justice been regarded with
suspicion by anti-trust authorities. New guidelines from the Commission provide
essentially that individual historic price information and aggregate market price
information are permissible. Publication of these guidelines was prompted
largely by the judgments of the courts in the cases referred to at the end of the
Statement.)

At the Commission’s request, tractor and agricultural machinery manufacturers
and their associations have agreed to alter their information exchange methods
in the European Union. The new methods will bring the exchanges into line
with the competition rules and were to be implemented no later than 31
October 1999. They concemn exchanges of data on individual competitors and
exchanges of aggregate data. As a result of the agreement, the Commission will
close the files opened in respect of the tractor and agricultural machinery
manufacturers and their associations. :

The Commission has laid down a series of principles for the future. Application
of the principles will prevent the exchange of information on tractors and
agricultural machinery from having anti-competitive effects in the European
Union. Until now, manufacturers have been kept regularly informed about the
sales of each competitor, in detail, that is, broken down by short time-periods,
by territory, sometimes even including the post code, and by the type of
product.

The Commission has established the following principles. First, Individual data
may not be exchanged until a period of twelve months has elapsed between
the data of the event constituting the subject of the exchange and the date of
the exchange. Second, aggregate market data, which may be less than twelve
months' old, may be exchanged if the data are supplied by at least three dealers
belonging to different industrial or financial groups. If there are fewer than three
dealers, data may be exchanged only if the figure being exchanged concemns
more than 10 tractor units. '
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The European Committee of Associations of Agricultural Machinery
Manufacturers (CEMA) has undertaken, on its own behalf and on that of its
members, to comply with those principles. The four largest manufacturers
worldwide, namely, John Deere, New Holland, Case and ACCO, have
undertaken to exchange information within the European Union only if the
exchanges comply with those principles. These undertakings have been given
irrespective of the source and retail level at which the information originates.

The same principles are applicable to associations of importers of tractors and
agricultural machinery in the European Union. The principles set out clear
guidelines for any similar exchanges of information in other economic sectors
as highly concentrated as the market for tractors and agricultural machinery.
The Commission closed the proceedings it had initiated by sending comfort
letters to the associations concemed. It will take all the necessary steps to
‘ensure that the principles are applied in similar situations.

The Commission decided in 1992 that this type of exchange produced anti-
competitive effects in the United Kingdom owing to the limited number of
tractor manufacturers, the four largest firms accounting for 80% of tractor sales.
(Commission Decision of 17 February 1992, United Kingdom Agricuitural Tractor
Registration Exchange.)

Similar national information exchange systems have been set up in all the
Member States of the EUROPEAN UNION. by associations of producers and
importers. Information systems at international level have been set up by the
producers themselves. In the case of the United Kingdom, the Commission had
already established in 1992 the principle applicable to markets with fewer than
three dealers, i.e. information may be exchanged only if the information
concemns more than 10 tractor units.

When the Court of Justice upheld the Commission's Decision in 1998, the
Commission decided to bring all similar exchanges organised in the European
Union by producers and associations into line, as the concentration level in the
sector is high in all the Member States. (Judgments in Case C-7/95 John Deere
v Comrmission and in Case C-8/95 New Holland v Commission.)

The Commission has sent comfort letters to the following associations: Sygma
(France), Unacoma (ltaly), LAV (Germany), AEA (United Kingdom), Ansemat
(Spain), Fedagrim (Belgium) and LIB (Denmark).

in addition, other producers' associations which have not been investigated by
the Commission have also agreed to operate exchanges in accordance with the
undertakings given by CEMA. They are: AMAMNO (Greece), NATI (Netherlands),
Fimet (Finland), DLMF (Denmark), Fabrimetal (Belgium), FMS (Austria) and RL
(Norway). O
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The FEG Case
EXCLUSIVITY (ELECTRO-TECHNICAL EQUIPMENT): THE FEG CASE

Subject: Exclusive dealing
Pricing policy
Trade associations
Fines

Industry: Electro-technical equipment
(Implications for other industries)

Parties: Nederlandse Federatieve Vereniging voor de Groothandel op
Elektrotechnisch Gebied (FEG) (Dutch Association of
Electro-technical Equipment Wholesalers
Technische Unie (TU)

Source: Commission Statement 1P/99/803, dated 26 Qctober 1999

(Note. Two classic examples of cartel conduct lie behind this case: first, the
prolective arrangements for exclusive dealing; and, secondly, the coordination
of pricing policy, to secure “stable margins”. The cartel consisted mainly of the
Dutch trade association; but the biggest member of the association was also
fined. In fixing the fine, the Commission took account of the case law on the
length of time taken in conducting the proceedings, so that the fines, though
heavy, were not as heavy as if the proceedings had been quicker.)

The Commission has fined the Dutch association of electro-technical
equipment wholesalers, the Nederlandse Federatieve Vereniging voor de
Groothande! op Elektrotechnisch Gebied (FEG), as well as its biggest member
Technische Unie (TU,) for infringing European Union competition rules. The
Commission found that FEG and TU restricted competition by operating a
system of collective exclusive dealing in combination with a system of price co-
ordination on the Dutch wholesale market for electro-technical equipment.
The Commission therefore imposed fines of € 4.4 million on FEG and € 2.15
million on TU

The case started as a result of a complaint in 1991 by the UK based wholesaler
in electro-technical equipment, City Electrical Factors, and its Dutch subsidiary
(CEF). It concems two infringements of Article 81(1) of the EC Treaty on the
Dutch wholesale market for electro-technical equipment, essentially over the
period 1986-1994. Electro-technical equipment includes a wide range of
electrical products such as cables, plugs, light sources, switches and sockets
used for creating an electrical system in buildings, houses and industries.

The Commission has found two separate infringements. The first was that of
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operating a collective exclusive dealing arrangement involving the FEG, the
association of importers of such products in the Netherlands (NAVEG) and a
large number of individual suppliers of such products. Under this agreement
FEG prohibited members of the NAVEG and individual suppliers from selling to
wholesalers which were not members of FEG. The prohibition deprived these
wholesalers of their sources of supply and complicated and delayed the entry
to the Dutch market of foreign wholesalers such as the complainant. At the
same time, the arrangement prevented suppliers from selling their products on
the Dutch market via wholesalers who were not FEG members. As the turnover
of especially, the NAVEG members depended for a large part on sales to the
FEG members it was difficult for them to ignore the wishes of the FEG.

The arrangement was based on a gentleman's agreement between the FEG and
the NAVEG which was joined by individual suppliers. It appeared that until the
late fifties the collective exclusive dealing arrangement had been based on a
formal written agreement. After its prohibition by the Dutch competition
authorities the parties had decided to convert the formal written agreement into
the above mentioned more covert gentleman's agreement.

The second infringement was that of interference by FEG in the pricing policy
of its members. FEG and its members aimed at lessening price competition
among themselves and at creating artificial price stability to ensure healthy
margins. In order to achieve these goals FEG and its members had recourse to
the following instruments:

- a binding FEG decision prohibiting its members from advertising using
specially reduced, or loss leader, prices;

- a binding FEG decision obliging the FEG members to pass on to their
customers price increases implemented by the supplier after they have
ordered the products;

- discussions among FEG members on prices and discounts during FEG
meetings; and

- price recommendations issued by FEG to its members.

The effects of the price arrangements were enhanced by the collective
exclusive dealing arrangement. the exclusive collective dealing arrangement
deprived potential price cutters such as non-FEG wholesalers from their
sources of supply, the artificial price stability created by FEG and its members
could not be endangered by outsiders.

Considering that FEG members account for 36% of the Dutch wholesale market
for electro-technical equipment, the Commission is of the opinion that the
violations have appreciably restricted competition. As between 30 and 50 % of
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all electro-technical products sold on the Dutch market are imported, the
Commission also considers that trade between Member States has been
appreciably restricted.

The decision orders the parties to put an end to the above infringements in so
far as this has not yet occurred and imposes fines on both FEG and TU. The
Commission has calculated the fines on the basis of its published fining
guidelines (published in the Official Journal, C.9 of 14.1.98). In determining the
amounts of the fines the Commission has taken into account that the
infringements were serious and of long duration.

The Commission has identified FEG as the initiator and controller of both the
collective exclusive dealing arrangement and the pricing arrangements. The
Commission has also fined FEG's biggest and most important member TU for
two reasons, namely for:

- its active and long-term participation in the board of FEG and its
cominittees; and

- its individual behaviour in support of both restrictions in its contacts with
individual companies.

The Commission decided not to act against the 6 other members of the FEG
which also received the Statement of objections. The information provided by
those 6 parties in their written observations to the Statement of Objections and
their comments during the hearing showed that in their case the Commission
possessed insufficient evidence.

The procedure has gone on for quite a long time since 1991, which is at least
partly due to the behaviour of the parties to the agreement. However, the
Commission has taken into consideration the case law of both the Court of First
Instance and the European Court of Justice and has taken the length of
proceedings into account in calculating the amount of fines. (See the
judgments of the Court of Justice in case C-185/95P, Baustahlgewebe and the
Court of First Instance in the joined cases T-213/95 and T-18/96, SCK and FNK
v Commission.)

With effect from Monday, 6 December, 1999, the Fairford Press web-site will

be in operation; and a section of the web-site will be devoted to Comnpetition

Law in the European Community. The web-site address (“URL") will be:
www fairfordpress.com
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The NVB (GSA) Case
PRICING POLICY (BANKING): THE NVB (GSA) CASE

Subject: Pricing policy
Trade between Member States
Complaints

Industry: Banking
(Some implications for all industries)

Parties: Nederlandse Vereniging van Banken (NVB), the Dutch Banks
Association, and its members

Source: Commission Statement IP/99/683, dated 15 September 1999
Commission Decision, dated 8 September 1999, published in the
Official Journal, L.271, dated 21 October 1999

(Note. Although this is an interesting case, the full text of the Commission
decision goes into so much technical detail that the following outline is taken
from the Commission Statement, while part of the main text, concerned with a
useful discussion of the concept of trade between Member States, is also
included. The Commission points out in effect that, unless trade betiveen
Member States is substantially affected, the argument that there has been an
infringement fails in limine. But, even if the banks’ conduct affected trade
between Member States, it did not amount to an infringement, since the fee for
interbank business, though virtually fixed and ultimately falling on the
consumer, was justified by the overall efficiency of the methods of operating and
of charging for the operation.)

summary of the Case (Commission Statement)

The Commission has decided that an agreement between Dutch banks on the
joint processing of acceptance giro forms does not fall under the competition
rules of the European Union because it does not affect trade between Member
States. The Commission also stated that it regards the banks' agreement on a
fee for processing acceptance giro forms as restrictive of competition. However,
the Commission would have taken a favourable view on this inter-bank fee had
the competition rules applied.

An acceptance giro is a pre-printed credit transfer order intended for domestic
payments with a recurring and obligatory character where payment is made at
a distance, that is, where debtor and creditor do not meet face to face.
Acceptance forms are used for instance to pay subscriptions, energy and
telephone bills, insurance premiums and the like and are widely used in the
Netherlands.
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The Commission considers that the agreement on the processing of acceptance
giro between some 60 Dutch banks does not have an appreciable effect on
interstate trade. This conclusion is based on two findings. First, the acceptance
giro product is clearly a domestic payment product relating to domestic
economic activities. Secondly, the share of foreign banks in the Dutch
acceptance giro system, although not unimportant in terms of numbers, is very
limited in terms of volume.

An appreciable effect on interstate trade is one of the conditions for the
competition rules to apply. Hence the Commission's conclusion that, on the
basis of the facts in its possession, the competition rues do not warrant action
on its part in respect of the notified agreement.

‘'The Commission's decision states that a clause contained in the notified
agreement, namely the remuneration fee for processing activities by the debtor
bank of maximum € 0.14 (0.30 HFL) is restrictive of competition within the
meaning of the competition rules. The clause limits the scope for a bank
participating in the acceptance giro system to negotiate such a fee
independently with other participating banks at a level which they see fit.
Moreover, the Commission finds that the multilaterally agreed interbank fee is
liable to produce restrictive effects on the relationship between banks and their
clients, since banks which have to pay the fee tend to pass it on to their clients.

The Commission indicates in its decision that it intended to take a favourable
position towards this restrictive interbank fee, referring to a communication,
which it had earlier published in the Official Journal (C 273 0f 9.9.97). However,
the decision does not elaborate on this aspect since the Commission, in the
absence of an appreciable effect on interstate trade, had to conclude that the
competition rules did not apply to the Dutch acceptance giro system.

Background

In 1991 the Dutch banking association NVB notified to the Commission, on
behalf of its members, an agreement with regard to a jeint payment and
acceptance giro form procedure. The notification concerned in particular the
introduction of a multilaterally set interbank fee of € 0.14 (HFL 0.30) payable
by the creditor bank to the debtor bank for every payment involving an
acceptance giro form. The payment is in due return for the service provided by
the debtor bank of processing the acceptance giro forms, in particular for
converting the inforrnation contained on it in an electronic form.

The multilateral interbank fee is a maximum fee. The introduction of this fee
resulted in increased charges for creditors, as all credit banks decided to pass
on the fee to their clients. This triggered a number of formal complaints against
the fee by some creditors.
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Initially, the Commission had objections against the multilateral set interbank
fee in the Dutch acceptance giro form agreement. However, in the course of
the proceedings the Commission became convinced that a multilaterally set
interbank fee was more efficient than bilaterally set interbank fees. In particular,
the Commission took into account that the multilaterally agreed interbank fee
related to the costs of the debtor bank with the most efficient processing
method; and the Dutch banks agreed to a periodical review of the amount of
the fee by an independent expert.

The Commission therefore intended to take a favourable position. However,
also in the light of the judgement of the European Court of Justice of ] January
1999 in joint cases C-215/96 and C-216/96 (Bagnasco v Banca Popolare di
Novara), which equally concemed a domestic banking product, the
. Commission concluded that Dutch acceptance giro form agreement lacked an
appreciable effect on interstate trade. This resulted in the formal decision giving

negative clearance under the competition rules.
[The following paragraphs are extracts from the text of the Decision, /
Effect on interstate trade

(57) The Court of Justice has consistently held that, in order for an agreement
between undertakings to affect trade between Member States, it must be
possible to foresee with a sufficient degree of probability on the basis of 3 set
of objective factors of law or fact that it may have an influence, direct or
indirect, actual or potential, on the pattern of trade between Member States,
such as might prejudice the realisation of the aim of a single market in all the
Member States (see inter alia Case 42/84, Rernia v Commission). The effect on
trade between Member States is normatly the result of a combination of several
factors which, taken separately, are not necessarily decisive (see inier alia Case
250/92, Gottrup-Klim v Dansk Landbrugs Grouvvareselskab, paragraph 54).

(58) The Court has likewise consistently held that Article 81(1) of the Treaty
applies only to agreements which can be shown to be capable of appreciably
affecting trade between Member States (See inter alia Case 219/95, Ferriere
Nord v Commission, paragraph 19).

(59) As to whetherin the light of the case-law of the Court of Justice the GSA
agreement and the provisions on the interbank commission in particular, are

capabie of affecting trade between Member States, the following factors should
be taken into consideration.

The agreement covers the whole territory of the Netheriands
(60) It can be accepted that the GSA agreement, and in particular the
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interbank commission to which it refers, extends over the whole of the territory
of the Netherlands ...

(61) The Court of Justice has ruled in a number of cases that behaviour
restricting competition and extending over the whole of the temitory of a
Member State by its very nature has the effect of reinforcing the compartmental-
isation of markets on a national basis, thereby holding up the economic
interpenetration which the Treaty is designed to bring about (See inter alia the
judgment of the Court of Justice in Case 8/72, Vereeniging van
Cementhandelaren v Commission, paragraph 29, and the judgment of the Court
of First Instance in Case T29/92, SPO v Commission, paragraph 229). However,
this is not in itself sufficient to show that there is an appreciable effect on trade
between Member States. Other factors also have to be taken into account. The
following facts are of relevance in that connection.

Economic activities concerned by acceptance giros

(62) Participation in the acceptance giro system is not limited to firms
{payees) and individuals (originators) based in the Netherlands, but is open to
anyone holding an account with a bank participating in the acceptance giro
system. However, the economic activities concemed by payment by
acceptance giro are largely limited to Netherlands territory, either by contractual
provisions, or by their very nature, as in the case of supplies of goods and
services (gas, electricity, or telephone) (See AB!, Commission Decision dated
13.2.1987, recital 37). As regards demand for acceptance giros (that is,
customers, payees and drawees, who use acceptance giros as a payment
instrument), it must accordingly be concluded that the cross-border nature of
acceptance giros is very limited. '

Participation of non-Netheriands banks

63)  Consideration has to be given not just to the demand for the acceptance
giro product but also to supply, that is to say to the banks that offer acceptance
giros. It is clear that branches and subsidiaries of non-Netherlands banks have
participated in the acceptance giro system to a significant extent. (As a result
of the strong financial ties between foreign parent companies and their
branches in the Netherlands, branches must he seen as an extension of the
relevant parent companies irrespective of their legal status. The activities of
these branches must accordingly be seen as a part of the trade between
Member States. See the judgment of the Court of Justice in Case 45/85, Verband
der Sachversicherer v Commission. Subsidiaries of foreign banks based in the
Netherlands are regarded as foreign banks by De Nederlandsche Bank where
non-residents have a shareholding of at least 50%. The Bagnasco judgment
demonstrates that the Court regards the participation not just of branches but
also of subsidiaries of foreign banks as being relevant to the issue of whether
trade between Member States has been affected.) According to the NVB, at the
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end of 1997 there were 58 banks participating in the acceptance giro system,
of which 27 were foreign banks. Of those foreign banks, 11 were from Member
States of the Community (six subsidiaries and five branches). However, the
proportion of the acceptance giro system accounted for by those foreign banks
was relatively modest. of a total of almost 100 000 acceptance giro contracts in
1997, the overwhelming majority (about 91%) were conducted on behalf of the
major banks (AEN AMPO, Rabo, INC Bank and Vostbank). Foreign banks
accounted for less than 1% of the acceptance giro contracts concluded. They
also accounted for a very modest share of the acceptance giro transactions
processed: less than 1% for debits and less than 5% for credits.

Importance of GSA agreement for non-Netherlands banks

(64) Atmid-1997 a total of 115 banks were active on the Netherlands market,
of which 68 were Netherlands banks and 47 foreign (19 banks from other
Member States and 28 from third countries) (These were general banks,
cooperative banks, savings banks and mortgage banks.) About one third of the
foreign banks active in the Netherlands do not offer the acceptance giro
product. As regards the 27 foreign banks which do offer the product and which
have signed the GSA agreement, it can hardly be said that the opportunity to
offer the product was an important factor when they decided to enter the
Netherlands market, given its relatively limited importance to them (recital 63).

(65) In conclusion, in the light of the above factors, taken together, it cannot
be said that the GSA agreement is capable of appreciably affecting trade
between Member States. O

Air Canada / Canadian Airlines

The Commission has opened a full investigation into the proposed
acquisition by Onex Corporation, Canada, of Air Canada and Canadian
Airlines Corporation. The proposed operation would bring under common
control the two main Canadian airlines serving routes between Canada and
London, most importantly those between London Heathrow and Toronto,
Vancouver, Montreal, Ottawa, and Calgary respectively. Oneworid would
become the only airline alliance serving UK-Canada direct routes.
Competition Commissioner Mario Monti has said: “Alliances may well make
life easier for the traveller. Yet only if alliances face full competition will their
benefits come at a fair price.” The Commission now has four months to
reach a final conclusion on whether the planned merger may create or
strengthen a dominant position. (Source: Commission Statement IP/99/763,
dated 18 October 1999.)
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The BSCH / Champalimaud Case
ACQUISITIONS (BANKING): THE BSCH / CHAMPALIMAUD CASE

Subject: Acquisitions
Procedure
Jurisdiction

Industry:  Banking
(Some implications for other industries)

Parties; Banco Santando Central Hispano (BSCH)
Mr Antonio Champalimaud (AC)
The Republic of Portugal

‘Source: Commission Decision dated 20 July, 1999 (published 20 October,
1999);
Commission Statement [P/99/774, dated 20 October, 1999
Commission Statemnent IP/99/818, dated 3 November, 1999

(Note. In the report on this case, the text of the Commission Decision is set out
almost in its entirety, while the consequences of the Decision are referred to in
the two Statements issued by the Commission after the Decision had been
published. Although the Decision goes into the merits of the case, it is mainly
concerned with the question of jurisdiction: that is, whether the Portuguese
authorities were entitled to prohibit the acquisition in question before the
Commission had had a chance to exarnine it. Given that the acquisition had “a
Community dimension”, within the meaning of the Regulation, jurisdiction
undoubtedly rested with the Commission, rather than with the Portuguese
authonties. There are exceptions to this principle, based on the Member State’s
"prudential interest”; but the Commission takes the view that the Portuguese
government’s reasons for blocking the acquisition did not satisfy the prudential
criteriq. As the Portuguese government had not responded to the Cornmission’s
Decision within the time-limit, the Cornmission referred the case to the Court of
Justice.)

Origin of case {text of Commission Decision)

1 On 30 June 1999, Banco Santander Central Hispano and Mr. Antonio
Champalimaud notified to the Commission a concentration having a
Community dimension. On 18 June 1999, the Portuguese Minister of Finance
had adopted a decision opposing the concentration.

2 The present decision concemns the compatibility of the Portuguese
Minister's decision with Article 21 of Council Regulation 4064/89 of 21
December 1989 on the control of concentrations between undertakings
(Regulation 4064/89).
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The notified operation

3 The notified operation consists of an exchange of shares whereby BSCH
acquires 40% of the share capital of the two holding companies of the AC Group
(AC SGPS, SA and Munfinac, SGPS), and Mr. Champalimaud will acquire 1.6%
of the capital of BSCH. The operation also includes the transfer of BSCH'’s
shareholdings in its Portuguese subsidiaries.

4 The above-mentioned holding companies, together with Mr
Champalimaud, own directly or indirectly the majority of the capital of the
insurance undertaking Mundial Confianca SA, which owns, directly and
indirectly, more than 50% of the shares in several Portuguese banks (Banco
Pinto & Sotto Mayor; Banco Totta & Acores; Banco Chemical Finance; Credito
Predial Portugues).

5 In addition to the agreements relating to the exchange shares, Mr.
Champalimaud and the BSCH notified a Shareholders Agreement that grants to
BSCH rights to nominate some members to the Boards of Administration and
to the Executive Commissions of the AC holding companies and their
subsidiaries as well as to veto essential decisions adopted by these companies.

[Paragraph 6 refers to the Shareholders Agreement; sub-paragraphs (a) to (i)
give details of the arrangements for control .]

7 In view of the above, on the exclusive basis of ownership rights, the
notified operation would not involve any change of control over the companies
of the AC group (that is, the holding companies, Mundial Confianca SA and its
banking subsidiaries, such as Banco Pinto & Sotto Mayor, Banco Totta & Acores,
Credito Predial Portugues, and Banco Chemical Finance). Indeed, Mr
Champalimaud continues to hold, directly or indirectly, the majority of shares
in each of them. The only change of control which will derive, at a later date,
from ownership rights is the expected acquisition of 100% of the capital of
Banco Santander Negocios Portugal by Banco Chemical Finance.

8 Once the Shareholders Agreement comes into force, however, BSCH will
obtain joint control over the AC group and Mr AC will obtain joint control over
Banco Santander Portugal. Indeed, the right to nominate members of the
Boards and the right to adopt essential decisions, both in the holding
companies and in their subsidiaries, as well as in Banco Santander Portugal,
give both parties a decisive influence in the strategic commercial behaviour of
these companies. It must be noted that the clauses of this agreement granting
joint control will not come into force until the notified operation is approved by
the Commission in accordance with Regulation 4064/89.

9 The parties to the concentration claim that the BSCH will not have veto
rights over the insurance activities of Mundial Confianca SA. This is confirmed
by clause 2.4.6 of the shareholders agreement, which excludes decisions in
Mundial Confianca SA with regard to management decisions specific to the
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insurance activity from the obligation to be discussed before by the holding
companies and receive the approval of AC and BSCH.

10.  However, the position of the Commission is that such a clause does not
prevent BSCH from exerting decisive influence over the insurance activities of
Mundial Confianca SA because, in any case, the Members of the Board of
Mundial Confianca who will adopt such decisions will have been jointly
nominated by BSCH. Indeed:

- According to clauses 2.3.4 and 2.1 b (I) of the Shareholders Agreement, BSCH
will have the right to agree on the nomination of the President and Vice
president (which will be the executive director of the holding companies in
charge of insurance) of the Board. It will also have the right to nominate
another member of the Board, with the agreement of AC.

; According to clause 2.4.1 d) of the Shareholders Agreement, BSCH will have
the right to agree on the nomination of the members representing the holding
companies in the Board of Mundial Confianca SA.

Even if the holding companies do not hold the majority of shares in Mundial
Confianca (only 44.3%), together with Mr Champalimaud, which holds 7.5% of
the capital directly, they will be able to reach the majority necessary in the
General Assembly to appoint the Board (it is appointed by simple majority) and,
therefore, will have a direct influence over its composition. The possibility that
Mr. Champalimaud would reach a majority in the General Assembly together
with the remaining shareholders of Mutual Confianca SA is only theoretical (the
remaining capital is very dispersed, and has never obtained a representative in
the Board) and would be contrary to clause 2.3.4 of the Shareholders
Agreement. '

11 Inaddition to its decisive influence on the composition of the Board, the
Shareholders Agreement grants to BSCH other means to influence the
insurance activity of Mundial Confianca. In particular, according to clause 2.4.1,
a qualified majority is necessary in the Boards of the holding companies to
agree, among other issues, on the risk policy (credit and market risks) of the
companies of the AC group as well as on trade marks related to the whole
group. These policies will also affect the insurance activities of Mundial
Confianca SA.

12 Inview of the above, it can be concluded that the BSCH, through the
Shareholders Agreement, will acquire joint control over the two holding
companies and the remaining companies of the AC group. Therefore, the
notified operation constitutes a concentration within the meaning of article 3.1
b) of Regulation 4064/89.

Operation having a community dimension
13 BSCH and the AC Group have a combined aggregate world-wide
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turnover of more than € 5,000m (BSCH: &€ 9,371m; AC Group: € 2,607m). They
both have a Community turnover of more than € 250m (BSCH: € 5,166m: AC
Group: € 2,484m) . The undertakings concemed do not achieve more than two
thirds of their aggregate Community-wide turnover within one Member State.
The notified operation, therefore, has a Community dimension..

Measures adopted by the Portuguese Authorities

14 On 18 June 1999, the Portuguese Minister of Finance adopted a decision
opposing the notified operation. The same day, the Instituto do Seguros de
Portugal (ISP) informed Mundial Confianca SA that the opposition of the
Minister meant the suspension of the exercise of voting rights resulting from the
qualified participation acquired. On 9 July 1999, the ISP informed Mundial
Confianca SA that the voting rights resulting from the qualified participation,
‘which are suspended, were those deriving from the participation in Mundial
Confianca SA held by AC, SGPS SA, Munfinac SGPS, SA, Mundac SGPS, SA and
Mr. Antonio Champalimaud.

15 The decision of the Portuguese Minister of Finance was the subject of an
administrative appeal by the BSCH on 18 June 1999.

16  According to the reply submitted by the Portuguese Authorities on 9 July
1999, confirmed by a letter of 15 July, the reasons for the decision of 18 June
1999 are set out in point 7 of the decision which states that: “There must be a
concrete analysis, in view of the legal objectives and the existing data, of
whether the specific conditions of the operation and the situation that it will
create guarantee a sound and prudent management of the insurance
undertaking Mundial Confianca SA and appropriate supervision of it”.

I7 It must be noted, however, that in addition to these reasons, the body of
the decision refers to at least two other main reasons. First, point 6 refers to the
infringement of rules of a procedural character and, in particular, to the fact that
BSCH acquired a qualified participation in Mundial Confianca SA without
previously notifying it to the Minister of Finance, as required under Article 43 of
Decreto-Lei 94-B/98 of 17 April. Moreover, the notification submitted would not
satisty the requirements established by Portaria 292/99, of 28 April.

18 Second, point 3 states that the operation interferes with the national
interest and with strategic sectors which are essential to the Portuguese
economy and financial system.

19 The Portuguese Minister of Finance and the Portuguese Prime Minister
have also explained the reasons for the decision in statements addressed to the
press. Some of these statements refer to the prudential reasons alleged by the
Portuguese authorities in their letter of § July 1999 (see 16 above). Other
statements, however, refer to the remaining two reasons included in the body
of the decision.
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20 First, in several statements, the Portuguese Minister of Finance refers to
a breach of procedural rules. On 24.6.1999, he told the journal Visao that “any
important act performed by financial institutions should previously have been
the subject of contacts with the respective authorities. And in this case, it was
not. The manner in which both parties behaved in this process makes me
comment that whoever proceeds in this manner is not welcome in the
Portuguese financial system. The door is open, but not in this manner and with
this behaviour”.

21 Second, in other statements, national interests have also been advanced
as a justification for the decision. On 24.6.1999, Mr. Sousa Franco, the
Portuguese Minister of Finances told Visao that .. a restructuring of the
Portuguese banking system will be necessary and it appears to me of good
sense that, in a first phase, as is already happening in Frarce, this is made
among national groups. Foreign groups, including BSCH, will have to compete
on their own and should not interfere with such a restructuring. It would be
totally false to arrange the system by suddenly transferring the control of large
national institutions to foreign owners”. In the same interview with Visao he
pointed out that “There are strategic sectors that we want to keep in
Portuguese hands, but we will never use illegal methods to achieve this. Several
times the Government talked to financial institutions telling all of them,
including the Champalimaud group, of our wish that the decision-making
power in large financial Portuguese institutions should remain in Portuguese
hands... The policy of this government is that strategic sectors should be kept
in Portuguese hands”. In an interview with Comercio do Porto, Mr. Antonio
Guterres, the Prime Minister of Portugal, stated in respect of the notified
operation that “The State will respect legality, but will also act in a very firm
defence of the national interests and of the dignity of the Portuguese State”.

The Portuguese decision and Article 21 of Regulation 4064/89

22 Article 21 of Regulation 4064/89 states that, subject to review by the Court
of Justice, the Commission shall have sole jurisdiction to take the decisions
provided for in this Regulation. This means that the Commission has an
exclusive competence to deal with operations covered by Regulation 4064/89.

23 The second paragraph of Article 21 of this Regulation states that no
Member State shall apply its national legislation on competition to any
concentration that has Community dimension.

24 Paragraph 3, however, indicates that Member States may take
appropriate measures to protect legitimate interests other than those taken into
consideration by the EC Merger Regulation and compatible with the general
principles and other provisions of Community law. According to the same
article, public security, plurality of the media and prudential rules shall be
regarded as legitimate interests. Any other public interest, however, must be
communicated to the Commission by the Member State concemed and shall
be recognized by the Commission before any measure to protect such interests
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is adopted by the Member State.

25 The Portuguese Authorities did not communicate to the Commission any
public interest that they considered necessary to protect by means of a decision
of opposition to the notified operation.

strategic and national interests

26 The protection of national interests and strategic sectors for the national
economy has been mentioned in the body of the decision and in staterments to
the press by members of the Portuguese Government as a reason for the
decision.

27 This is not one of the interests considered as legitimate by Paragraph 3
of Article 21. Therefore, if the Portuguese authorities had wanted to protect this
interest by means of a prohibition decision, they should have notified it
previously to the Commission. By not having submitted this notification to the
Commission, they have failed to comply with their obligations under Article 21
of Regulation 4064/89.

28  Even if the Portuguese authorities had notified it, however, the
Cominission could not have approved it. Indeed, such an interest is contrary to
the principle of non-discrimination by reason of nationality embodied in Article
12 of the Treaty. Moreover, measures protecting such an interest would lead to
a violation of the principles of freedom of establishment and free movement of
capital inside the European Union.

Procedural rules

29  The Portuguese authorities claim that one of the reasons for their
decision is that the BSCH has violated the rules providing for prior notification
to them of any acquisition of a qualified holding in an insurance undertaking.

30  Avoiding a violation of procedural rules is not one of the interests
explicitly included in Article 21(3). The interpretative Notes on Council
Regulation 4064/89, adopted by the Council, do not include the respect of
formal or procedural rules as one of the examples of interests to be considered
as prudential. Nor do they include the respect of such rules as examples of the
other two legitimate interests covered by Article 21(3): public security and
plurality of media.

31 Therefore, if the Portuguese authorities had wanted to protect this
interest by means of a prohibition decision, they should have notified it
previously to the Commission. By not having submitted this notification to the
Commission, they have failed to comply with their obligations under Article 21
of Regulation 4064/89. Had such a notification been made, however, the
Commission would not have considered that a lack of notification of a qualified
holding was a legitimate reason within the meaning of Article 21(3) of
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Regulation 4064/89 justifying a decision to oppose an operation with a
Community dimension.

32 In effect, in application of the general principle of proportionality,
measures which may be taken by Member States must be limited to the
minimum of action necessary to ensure protection of the legitimate interest in
question. As stated in the Notes on Council Regulation 4064/89, Member States
must choose, where alternatives exist, the measure which is objectively the
least restrictive to achieve the end pursued.

33 Adecision adopted by a Member State to oppose a concentration with
a Community dimension in order to ensure that this operation is notified to the
national prudential authorities would clearly be in breach of this principle.
Indeed, there are less restrictive types of measures that a Member State can
adopt in order to force the parties to the concentration to notify (such as
injunctions, suspension of voting rights, and so on) than a decision opposing it
altogether.

Prudential interests according to COmmunitv law

34 Article 21(3) of Regulation 4064/89 states that prudential interests should
be considered as legitimate and that, therefore, a Member State can adopt
measures with regard to a concentration with a community dimension in order
to protect one of these interests without previously requesting the approval of
the Commission.

35 The term “prudential interests” included in Article 21(3) is, however, a
term with a specific meaning in Community Law. Not every interest that a
Member State would consider as being prudential should be considered as
such by Community Law and, therefore, covered by Article 21(3).

36  In particular, the Council interpreted prudential interests as covering
measures addressed, for example, to ensure the good repute of individuals
managing such undertakings, the honesty of transactions and the rules of
solvency, as indicated in the Notes on Council Regulation 4064/39.

37  The same Notes make a reference to the on-going process of
harmonisation of prudential rules at European Community level. These
harmonising provisions, therefore, should also be taken into account in order
to determine the Community notion of prudential interest, which should
include those interests protected by the harmonisation directives. In the present
case, the provisions in question are Council Directive 92/49/EEC of 18 June 1992
on the co-ordination of laws, regulations and administrative provisions relating
to direct insurance other than life insurance and amending Directives
73/23%EEC and 88/357/EEC (third non-life insurance directive) as well as Article
14 of Council Directive 92/96/EEC of 10 November 1992 on the co-ordination of
laws, regulations and administrative provisions relating to direct life insurance
and amending Directives 79/267/EEC and 90/619/EEC (third life insurance
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directive) as well as the measures ameriding themn.
Prudential interests referred to by the Portuguese authorities

38 According to the letter from the Portuguese authorities of 9 July 1999, the
decision of 18 June 1999 is justified by the protection of interests of a prudential
character. As explained, the Portuguese Authorities believe that the decision
attempts to guarantee a sound and prudent management of the insurance
undertaking Mundial Confianca SA and to ensure an appropriate supervision by
the prudential authorities (point 7 of the decision).

39 According to the decision, these two interests would be at risk from the
notified operation. Indeed, in point 8 of the decision it is said that “the lack of
clarity and transparency of the group resulting from the operation and the
process of decision-making which it established, deriving from the agreements
concluded between the parties, could have negative repercussions on the
immediate and long termn stability of the insurance undertaking in question and
the financial group which depends on it, as well as on the possibility of the
existence of appropriate supervision”.

40 The decision, however, apart from advancing arguments on national
interest, does not explain or justify why the structure and the decision-making
process resulting from the notified operation would be detrimental to a sound
and prudent management of Mundial Confianca SA and its subsidiaries and
would prevent the Portuguese authorities from supervising them appropriately.

41 In the letter of 9 July 1999 to Mr Mogg, Director General of DG XV -
Internal Market and Financial Services, the Portuguese authorities explain that
the structure and content of the concentration agreements show a lack of
transparency of the operation and of the structure of the business group (point
2.2.3.2.1). They give some examples of situations deriving from these
agreements which, according to the Portuguese Authorities, would justify on
their own the objections of the supervisory authorities as far as the verification
of the conditions for a sound and prudent management are concerned.

42 First, according to the Joint Venture Agreement and the Escrow Account
Agreement, AC is obliged to ensure that Mundial Confianca will use some of the
shares it holds to constitute an escrow guarantee of the potential debts of AC
towards BSCH. According to the Portuguese Authorities, the concession of such
a non-rewarded guarantee is not within the powers of Mundial Confianca SA
and could constitute an act of unsound management.

43 Second, the agreements notified involve a deep distorsion of the
functioning of the social organs of the companies of the group resuiting from
the merger, because some essential decisions concerning these companies will
be taken by the organs of the holding companies of the group. This would,
according to the Portuguese authorities, restrict the clarity and transparency of
the structure of the group resulting from the notified operation.
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44 Third, the structure of the group introduces difficulties in the adoption of
urgent decisions which, according to the provisions included in the
Shareholders Agreement, could require an arbitrage solution and, therefore,
create uncertainty for too long a period of time.

45 None of these concems advanced by the Portuguese Authorities in their
letter of 9 July 1999 has been notified yet to the parties to the operation.

Assessment of Portuguese prudential interests

46 In view of the circumstances of the case and in the light of the other
reasons advanced by the Portuguese authorities in their decision and in
statements to the press, it is far from clear that the three reasons mentioned by
the Portuguese authorities in their letter of 9 July 1999 in fact constitute the real
basis for the decision of 18 june 1999,

47 With regard to the first reason mentioned, it should be first stated that the
notified agreements do not impose any obligation on Mundial Confianca SA to
participate in the Escrow Account Agreement. They simply include an
obligation on the parties to ensure that the companies they control, such as
Mundial Confianca SA, would adhere to such an agreement. This is an
obligation of means, not of resuit, and is not binding on the organs of Mundial
Confianca SA. Indeed, these organs remain responsible for the adoption of such
a decision and, if they considered that the decision would be contrary to the
interests of the company, they would be legally entitled not to accept it.

48 In any event, the escrow account mechanism is a very widely used
mechanism to ensure that all parties will comply with their obligations in case
of acquisition of minority shareholdings in other companies. It is difficult to
consider it an example of unsound or imprudent management when, in fact,
it contributes towards guaranteeing that the agreements signed by the
shareholders of the group are respected.

49 To ensure respect for such agreements is clearly in the interests, not only
of the parent companies, but also of the remaining companies of the group.
Indeed, it is in the interests of all the companies of the group to ensure the
stability of the group's shareholder base, and in particular to ensure the
presence of a shareholder which can contribute substantially to the
internationalisation and professional-isation of the activities of each of the
companies of the group.

30 To avoid legal responsibility for a breach of prudential rules, it is likely
that the Board would not approve the deposit of shares in the escrow account
without first adopting any other measure to prevent such a breach, such as an
increase of capital or any other appropriate financing methods. Moreover, this
would not take place without an appropriate information to the relevant
authorities. It must be kept in mind that Mundial Confianca SA is a company
quoted in the stock exchange and that such a decision would constitute
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relevant information to be communicated to the stock exchange regulators.

ol Confirmation that such an act would not be adopted against the interests
of Mundial Confianca SA is found in the Joint Venture Agreement (point 7),
which states that the Board of Administration of Mundial Confianca SA can, at
any momment, decide that the shares which represent the technical reserves that
Mundial Confianca SA is legally obliged to keep should not be deposited to the
escrow account. This freedom of decision derives directly from the law. The
fact that it is reproduced in the Joint Venture Agreement is clear evidence that
the escrow agreement is not intended to be detrimental to the interests of any
of the companies of the group and that respect for prudential rules will be taken
appropriately into account before any decision is adopted in relation to this
issue.

52 As far as the second reason is concerned, the Portuguese authorities
seem to imply that the fact that, as a result of the notified operation, some
essential decisions will be adopted by the boards of the holding companies,
could be detrimental to the remaining companies concerned and could
complicate unnecessarily the structure of the group.

53 As has just been pointed out, according to company law, no private
agreement can deprive the Board of any company of the right to adopt the
decisions concerning this particular company. The fact that, as a resut of the
notified agreements, some of these decisions are discussed previously by the
main shareholders in another forum does not prevent the boards from adopting
or refusing to adopt the most appropriate decisions. In fact, these same boards
would remain responsible for the decisions adopted against the interests of
their own company.

34 Moreover, such an agreement is common with many joint venture
agreements. As explained above, the changes that will take place in the
structure of the AC Group in Portugal are simply those which derive from the
acquisition of joint control by BSCH. Indeed, BSCH will acquire a minority stake
in the holdings owning 44.3% of the shares of Mundial Confianca SA and Banco
Pinto Sotto Mayor and Banco Chemical, subsidiaries of Mundial Confianca SA,
will respectively acquire stakes into Banco Santander Portugal and Banco
Santander Negocios Portugal, subsidiaries of BSCH. In addition to this, BSCH
will be granted the rights, specified above, to nominate Members in the Boards
of the companies of the AC group and, through the majorities required to adopt
decisions in these boards, to have a significant influence in the essential
decisions being adopted by themn.

5] Such a structure does not appear to raise any concem from a prudential
point of view, in particular because there is no doubt that the persons who will
acquire a qualifying holding in Mundial Confianca SA are of good repute and
have the appropriate professional qualifications or experience. The Portuguese
authorities explicitly accept that this is the case. In point 7 of the decision of 18
June 1999 it is said that the decision does not question the general qualities of
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the persons concemed to acquire the qualifying holding.

36 lItis difficult to imagine that the Portuguese authorities could reach the
opposite conclusion, BSCH is a well known financial entity, which controls
already two banking subsidiaries in Portugal, duly authorised by the Portuguese
authorities and performs banking and insurance activities in Spain, where it is
also duly authorised by the Spanish authorities.

57 ltmustbe also noted that concentration operations in the financial sector
with similar structures have been notified to the Commission on several
occasions (such as M.254 - Fortis/La Caixa; M.192 - Banesto/Banco Totta-
Acores). Member States, including the Portuguese Republic, have never
blocked these operations on the basis of the protection of legitimate prudential
interests.

58  Moreover, the notified operation would have a positive impact on the
clarity of the structure of the AC group in Portugal. Indeed, the notified
agreements foresee the integration of the two existing holding companies of the
group into a single company, which will simplify the ownership structure of
Mundial Confianca SA. Moreover, the Shareholders Agreement (point 9) also
foresees that the holding company will be quoted in the stock exchange as
soon as possible, with all the consequences that this involves in relation to
transparency of the operations and information to shareholders.

39 Finally, the third reason advanced by the Portuguese Authorities is that
the Shareholders Agreement establishes a method to resolve controversies
between the main shareholders that could delay unnecessarily the adoption of
agreements in the companies of the AC group.

60  The method of resolving controversies included in the Shareholders
Agreement is intended, precisely, to limit the time spent in resolving the
disputes that could occur between the main shareholders. In its absence,
disagreements could lead to a deadlock situation and substantially delay the
adoption of a final decision.

61 Indeed, to avoid differences of opinion between the main shareholders
that would threaten the adoption of important decisions in the AC group
companies, the parties have adopted a fast-track mechanism for resolving
differences. This mechanism obliges them to reach an agreement within 20
days. If, at the end of this period, this agreement is not reached, an arbitrage
procedure could be launched. The time-limits envisaged under this procedure
are also very short. The parties have to explain their position within 10 days and
a final decision has to be adopted within the following 10 days.

62.  The deadlines established by these procedures are such as to allow for
any decision to be adopted in the time frame necessary to implement any
decision of a prudential authority and to avoid any long impasse that could
endanger the stability of the companies concemed. Through this system, it will
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probably be easier to reach decisions in the AC group, with only two controlling
shareholders, than in many other financial groups, with a much more dispersed
shareholding basis.

63  Accordingly, it is hard, at this stage, to see any substance in the three
prudential reasons advanced by the Portuguese authorities to justify the
decision of 18 June 1999. There are, therefore, strong doubts whether the
decision was in reality based on those grounds or on other grounds such as
those noted above.

64 This appears to be confirmed by the fact that, in their letter of 9 June
1399, the parties informed the Portuguese authorities of the signed agreements,
indicating that the clauses of the agreement granting joint control to the BSCH
were suspended until the non-opposition to the operation by the competent
supervisory authorities. If the prudential authorities disagreed with any of the
aspects of the operation, therefore, they could have communicated this to the
parties with a view to their modifying the signed agreements. The Portuguese
authorities, however, did not pursue this possibility and, instead, adopted a
decision 9 days latter opposing the concentration.

65 The Portuguese authorities, confronted with a situation which raised
such substantial doubts about treating the protected interests as legitimate
interests, should have communicated to the Commission the interests they
attempted to protect, pursuant to Article 21(3) of Regulation 4064/89, before
adopting the measures included in this decision.

66  The second paragraph of Article 21(3) is an exception to the general
principle established by the first paragraph of the same article. In case of strong
doubts, whether a measure s in fact based on prudential rules, not notifying it
to the Comnmission before any measure is adopted would be contrary to the
principie of exclusive jurisdiction laid down by the Merger Regulation.

67  In the absence of notification, Article 21(3) would be deprived of all its
effect. Member States could easily avoid the scrutiny of the Commission as to
whether a measure adopted by a Member State was justified by one of the
interests considered legitimate by Article 21(3) or whether it was compatible
with the general principles of Community law.

conclusion

68 It should be concluded, therefore, insofar as there is considerable doubt
whether the decision of 18 June 1999 is based on prudential rules, that the
Portuguese authorities, pursuant to Article 21(3) of Regulation 4064/89, were
obliged to communicate to the Commission the interests that they attempted
to protect by their decision of 18 June 1999, before the decision was adopted,
and they failed to do so, contrary to their obligations under Article 21 of
Regulation 4064/89. The information supplied by the Portuguese authorities on
9 July 1999, confirmed by letter of 15 July 1999, did not resolve the above
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mentioned doubts.

69  Toenable the Commission to determine whether the decision of 18 June
1999 s in fact based on prudential rules and, if not, whether it is intended to
protect legitimate interests which can be recognised by the Commission, it is
necessary to suspend the application of the decision pending its examination
by the Commission, as well as the measures of suspension of voting rights
deriving from this decision.

70 This position is without prejudice to the possibility that the decision
adopted could also constitute an infringement of the articles of the EC Treaty
concerning freedom of establishment, free movement of capitals or of the
correct implementation of EC insurance directives. It is also without prejudice
to the application of the relevant measures of the EC Directives concemning the
notification of an acquisition of a qualifying holding in an insurance undertaking
and the possible suspension effects deriving from these provisions.

Article 1

The Republic of Portugal is hereby required to suspend with immediate effect.
the measures adopted in relation to the notified operation, and in particular the

decision of the Portuguese Minister of Finance dated 18 June 1999. It shall notify

to the Commission the measures it has taken to that end within one week of
the notification of this decision.

Article 2

This decision is addressed to the Republic of Portugal.

[Following the foregoing Decision, the Commission issued a statement
(IP/99/774, dated 20 October 1999) outlining the argumnents set out in full
above and reminding those interested of the course of proceedings. The

relevant dates of these proceedings are as follows.]

18 June:  Portuguese veto (without prior notification to the

Commission)
30June:  Commission notified by the firms concemned
20 July: 1st infringement procedure Intemal market

Phase 1: letter of formal notice

Initial analysis of veto

Order to desist (deadline: 1 week)
3 August:  Operation approved by the Commission

8 September: 2nd infringement procedure for failure to desist

Phase I: letter of formal notice (deadline: 2 weeks)
13 October: Phase 2: reasoned opinion (deadline: 1 week)
20 October: Phase 2: reasoned opinion

Final analysis of veto (deadline: 1 month)
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Conclusion: incompatible with Community law
(Article 21, Merger Regulation)
Now: Probable outcome: Court of Justice (request for interim
measures)
Final decision

{In a further Statement below (iP/99/818, dated 3 November 1999), the
Commission confirmed that it was referring the case to the Court of Justice.|

The Commission has decided to refer the BSCH / Champalimaud case to the
Court of Justice. The case stems from Portugal's failure to comply with the
decision which the Commission adopted on 20 July 1999 under the Merger
Regulation. The referral to the Court is accompanied by a request for interim
measures. The decision adopted on 20 July provisionally suspended the
-decision taken by the Portuguese Minister for Finance on 18 June 1999 to
oppose the BSCH / Champalimaud merger, on the grounds that the measure
infringed Article 21 of the Merger Regulation (which grants the Commission
exclusive powers to assess mergers with a Community dimension). The
Portuguese authorities did not notify their measures in advance, and the
nation& and prudential interests invoked were not deemed legitimate by the
Commission.

On 8 September 1999, the Commission decided to initiate accelerated
proceedings against Portugal for failure to comply with the decision of 20 July
1999. On 13 October, the Commission decided to send a reasoned opinion,
giving Portugal one week to reply. On 20 October, the one-week deadline
expired without any reply from the Portuguese authorities having been
received. The referral to the Court of Justice with an application for interim
measures is necessary because the Portuguese authorities have still not
suspended their decision of 18 June. The merger approved by the Commission
on 3 August has consequently still not been implemented. Furthermore,
Portugal's decision to oppose the merger entails the suspension of the voting
rights of BSCH and Champalimaud. Unless the suspension is withdrawn
immediately, the way will be open for a hostile bid for Champalimaud by Banco
Comercial Portuguesas, which would definitively prevent the merger approved
by the Commission. Under the interim measures requested, the Court would
order the suspension of Portugal's decision of 18 June and of the measures
resulting from it, and in particular the reinstatement of voting rights for BSCH
and Mr Champalimaud. ©

Commission Statements often need correction of their English. Decisions are
kept as far as possible in their original terms. The BSCH case is a
“provisional” text and has been widely corrected, but in language only.
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