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In the published version of this decision, some information has 
been omitted, pursuant to articles 24 and 25 of Council Regulation 
(EC) No 659/1999 of 22 March 1999 laying down detailed rules 
for the application of Article 93 of the EC Treaty, concerning non-
disclosure of information covered by professional secrecy.  The 
omissions are shown thus […]. 

 PUBLIC VERSION 

WORKING LANGUAGE 

This document is made available for information 
purposes only. 

 

Subject: State aid No C 15/2010. (ex NN 21/2010) – Greece 

Privatisation of Casino Mont Parnès 
 
 
Sir,  
 
The Commission wishes to inform Greece that, having examined the information supplied by 
your authorities on the aid/measure referred to above, it has decided to initiate the procedure 
laid down in Article 108(2) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (hereafter 
"TFEU"). 
 

I. Procedure 

(1) On 23 June 2002, Egnatia SA1 ("the complainant") submitted a complaint to DG 
Internal Market & Services concerning an alleged non transparent and discriminatory 
tender process for the award of a public contract in favour of Hyatt Regency 
consortium with a view to disposing of 49% of the capital of the Casino Mont Parnès2. 

(2) By letter dated 3 October 2002, DG Internal Market & Services transferred a copy of 
the file to DG Competition for parallel analysis on potential State aid issues of the 
case.  

                                                 
1 Member of the Casino Attikis consortium.  
2 Greek Casino Parnithas SA. 
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(3) By email dated 9 December 2002, the legal representative of the complainant3 
provided DG Competition services with additional explanations on the case. 

(4) By letter dated 24 January 2003, the Commission communicated the State aid 
complaint to the Greek authorities and invited Greece to clarify the issues it brought 
forward. The Greek authorities replied on 4 March 2003. 

(5) On 27 January 2003, the Commission services met the legal representative of the 
complainant. 

(6) On 12 February 2003 and 22 August, the legal representative of the alleged 
beneficiary4 remitted supporting documents to the Commission services.  

(7) By letters of 31 March 2003 and 16 May 2003, the complainant submitted 
supplementary information to DG Competition.  

(8) On 10 April 2003, the Commission services met the representative of the alleged 
beneficiary. 

(9) During the period between 15 July 2003 and 16 September 2003, the Commission had 
several exchanges with the complainant as regards the separate assessment of both 
complaints, and it drew the attention of the complainant to its decision making practice 
according to which the disposal of a public asset in the context of a tendering 
procedure may not constitute State aid where the procedure has been carried out 
transparently and without discrimination. Consequently, the Commission informed the 
complainant that it would not take a view until DG Internal Market & Services had 
completed its examination for the award of the public contract issue. 

(10) By letters of 22 January and 4 August 2004, DG Internal Market & Services closed the 
investigation considering that there was no defect in the Casino's selling procedure. By 
letter dated 2 June 2004, DG Competition informed the complainant that it had closed 
administratively the State aid complaint pursuant to Article 20(2) of the Procedural 
Regulation (659/99/EC)5. 

(11) On 18 February 2005 the complainant brought an action for annulment of the 
Commission's decision to close the case administratively before the General Court. 

(12) By order of 26 September 2006, the General Court dismissed as inadmissible the 
action since it considered that the letter did not constitute an act open to challenge 
under Article 230 EC6. 

(13) On 18 December 2006, the complainant brought an appeal against the General Court 
order before the Court of Justice. 

(14) By judgement of 17 July 20087, the Court of Justice set aside the order stating that the 
contested act was an attackable act not in conformity with the Commission's 

                                                 
3 Pappas & Associates. 
4 G.S. Kostakopoui. 
5 Council Regulation No 659/1999 of 22 March 1999 (OJ 1999 L 83 p.7). 
6 T-94/05 - Athinaïki Techniki v Commission, (OJ C 326 of 30.12.2006, p.57). 
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obligations under the procedural regulation, and referred the case back to the General 
Court. 

(15) By letter dated 26 September 2008 DG Competition services withdrew the relevant 
letter, and administratively reopened the case. 

(16) By order of 29 September 2009, the General Court found that since the letter had been 
withdrawn there was no longer any need to adjudicate8. The General Court's latest 
order was challenged by the complainant on 7 September 2009, arguing that the 
General Court should have deemed the withdrawal of the letter vitiated and should 
have annulled the original letter. The case is currently pending on the dockets of the 
Court of Justice.  

(17) By email dated 11 September 2009, the complainant supplied with further information 
about the alleged infringement of EU legislation. 

(18) On 14 October 2009 the Commission services met representatives of the complainant. 
After this meeting, the complainant supplied further information to the Commission in 
several exchanges.  

(19) By letter dated 21 October 2009, the Commission requested additional information to 
Greece. By letter dated 13 November 2009 Greece asked for further time to respond, 
which was granted by the Commission by email of 18 November 2009. On 11 January 
2010 and 14 January 2010 Greece replied to the Commission. 

(20) By judgement of 6 May 2010, the Court of Justice responded to a request for a 
preliminary ruling under Article 234 EC from the Simvoulio tis Epikratias (Greece), in 
particular concerning the application of the European public procurement rules to the 
tendering procedure that is also subject to the current investigation. The Court of 
Justice concluded inter alia that a contract such as subject to the tender under analysis 
does not, as a whole, fall within the scope of the directives on public contracts9. In 
addition, the Court noted that this conclusion does not preclude the fact that such a 
contract must observe the basic rules and general principles of the Treaty, in particular 
those on the freedom of establishment and the free movement of capital.   

II. The measures concerned 

The complaints 
 
(21) A member of the Casino Attikis consortium, Egnatia SA, which following a merger 

was taken over by Athinaïki Techniki, lodged a complaint to DG Internal Market & 
Services which was further also referred to DG Competition. The first one was called 
upon to take a view on the lawfulness of the contested procedure in the light of 
Community law on public procurement, whereas DG Competition was requested to 

                                                                                                                                                         
7 C-521/06 P: Athinaïki Techniki AE v. Commission (OJ C 223 of 30.08.2008, p.10). 
8 T-94/05 - Athinaïki Techniki v Commission, (OJ C 233 of 26.09.2009, p.14). 
9 The Court has observed that such contract had as main object the acquisition of 49% of the capital of Casino de 
Mont Parnès and as ancillary object, indivisibly linked with that main object, the supply of services and the 
performance of works. 
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assess the potential presence of State aid in the context of that same tendering 
procedure.  

The substance of the State aid complaint 

(22) In October 2001, the Hellenic Tourism Development Authority (ETA) launched an 
international public call for tenders in order to dispose of 49 % of the capital of the 
public company Casino Mont Parnès. The tender was awarded to Hyatt Regency 
consortium (HR), against the only other competing applicant, the Casino Attikis 
consortium (CA). The following paragraphs describe the events leading to this award 
according to the information available to the Commission10∗. 

(23) Two joint partnerships responded to the Notice of Call for Tender dated 19 October 
2001: the joint venture named "ΚΑΖΙΝΟ ΑΤΤΙΚΗΣ" (Casino Attikis, hereinafter CA) 
and the joint venture named "HYATΤ REGENCY – ΕΛΛΗΝΙΚΗ ΤΕΧΝΟ∆ΟΜΙΚΗ" 
(Hyatt Regency, hereinafter HR), both of which were selected to participate in the 
second stage of the tendering, under the terms of the applicable national legislation. 

(24) According to applicable legislation, the nomination of the winning candidate would 
take place through bidding (ascending price auction), the initial sale price having been 
set at EUR 80 000 000. The Tender Committee would unseal the envelopes submitted 
by the candidate, which contained each candidate’s financial offer, and would 
announce said candidate’s bid. The candidate having offered the lowest bid would be 
entitled to submit their new bid, enclosed in a sealed envelope, in the next round. Such 
a new bid would have to be at least equal to the initial highest bid increased by 10%. 
This procedure of subsequent bidding would carry on indefinitely in separate rounds, 
until one of the bidders withdrew, in which case, and by virtue of a minute of the 
Tender Committee, the last bidder would be nominated as the provisional highest 
bidder. The minute that would nominate the provisional highest bidder would be 
submitted by the Tender Committee11 to the Board of Directors of the Hellenic 
Tourism Development Authority (ETA). 

(25) During the first round, the candidates submitted their offers at the same time, in sealed 
envelopes. The bid of CA was in amount of EUR 91 183 652, whereas the bid of HR 
was in amount of EUR 80 075 000. However, the envelope of the latter contained, 
apart from its bid, an objection disputing the lawfulness of the participation to the 
tendering procedure of the joint venture CA. This reserve was disputed by CA, 
claiming that this objection rendered the financial offer of HR unacceptable. 
According to the Commission's understanding at this stage and pending further 
clarifications to be obtained within the procedure opened hereby, both objections made 
in the first round were rejected by the Tender Committee.  

                                                 
10 […]* 
∗ Business secret 

11 The Tender Committee was appointed by virtue of the decision of the Board of Directors of E.T.A. 
76/22.5.2002, with the sole duty to attend the entire bidding, to follow the procedure and ascertain that said 
procedure takes place pursuant to the terms and conditions laid down by the Supplementary Declaration, and to 
decide itself upon the potential objections. 
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(26) In the second round, HR submitted in a sealed envelope its bid of EUR 92 105 888, 
again accompanied by the same written reservation. After the completion of the 
second round and before the beginning of the third one, but after the legal 
representative of CA had submitted the envelope with the financial offer for the third 
round, the representative of CA requested from the Tender Committee to be allowed to 
submit a separate statement to the Board of Directors of ETA. with regard to the 
violation of the tender’s terms in regard of the validity requirements of the tender. The 
Committee rejected this request, on the grounds that it would only be acceptable if it 
was submitted in the form of objection, falling within the competence of the 
Objections Committee. The legal representative of CA requested from the Committee 
a five-minute extension in order to decide upon their next actions. The extension was 
granted and they removed from the Committee’s table both the written statement and 
the bid envelope. When they returned within the set 5 minutes time, they stated that 
they did not intend to submit an objection and they submitted their bid. Subsequently, 
HR submitted an objection and requested that the third round bid be deemed 
unacceptable on the grounds that CA had submitted a bid which they had withdrawn 
and then re-submitted. HR´s objection was accepted by the Objections Committee and 
CA´s bid was excluded from the procedure. 

(27) After excluding the third round bid of CA, the Tender Committee12 forwarded toward 
the Board of Directors of ETA a copy of the last minutes of the eighth meeting 
thereof, by which it had nominated HR as first provisional highest bidder (with a bid 
of EUR 92 105 888) and CA as second provisional highest bidder. The Committee 
appears not to have unsealed the third round bid of CA and did not return the sealed 
envelope to the latter, but delivered it to ETA to be kept in its safe13. The Board of 
Directors of ETA convened an Extraordinary General Meeting, to which the Board 
delivered the envelope. Thereafter, on 5 June 2002, the Managing Director of ETA 
and the legal representative of Kantor Capital SA, economic adviser in charge of the 
proceedings, were authorized to ask HR to improve its bid. HR subsequently raised the 
proposed amount to EUR 110 000 000. On 12 June 2002, CA submitted to the Board 
of Directors of ETA a letter containing its bid of EUR 162 000 000. 

The complainant's view  

(28) The complainant disputes the choice of the buyer, the transaction price and the alleged 
modification by the Greek authorities of other conditions attached to the sale after the 
completion of the tendering procedure14. In particular, the complainant argues that in 
the tender process the contracting authorities refused the highest bid stemming from 
CA, acting in an allegedly conditional, non transparent and discriminatory manner, to 
the extent that an eventual State aid was granted to the buyer subsequent to a defect in 
the selling procedure. 

(29) More precisely, the complainant notes that the first offer of CA was EUR 91 183 652 
against EUR 80 075 000 of HR. In the second round, the bid made by HR was just 

                                                 
12 Act 38/3.6.2002. 
13 […]*. 
14 In so far as some of these conditions concern specific measures addressed to several beneficiaries, including 
Casino of Mont Parnès, also contested on the occasion of the tendering their treatment is currently subject to a 
separate investigation by the Commission services under case NN 22/2010 – Aid to Certain Greek Casinos.  
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EUR 92 105 888, while in the third round, during which CA claims that it was unfairly 
excluded, CA offered EUR 107 000 000. Finally, when HR was invited, beyond the 
scope of the proceedings of the public tender, to improve its bid, it offered EUR 110 
000 000 against the EUR 162 000 000 that CA offered on its own initiative. The 
complainant's argument is that its last offer was therefore higher by EUR 52 000 000 
than the price at which the tender was awarded to HR, thus constituting illegal State 
aid to HR, the buyer, of that amount.  

(30)  In this context, the complainant maintains that when HR kept on submitting its offers 
despite CA's explicitly expressed reserves against the participation of HR for 
incompatibility, the Tender Committee refused the reserves and did not exclude HR 
from the bid. By contrast, when CA objected to the allegedly unlawful participation of 
HR, the President of the Committee, reluctant to receive its objection, led CA to 
believe that it could withdraw the objection and re-submit the offer having granted to 
it a brief delay for considering it. However, upon its re-submission of the offer 
unaccompanied by reserves, the Committee considered this offer to be a "second" one 
submitted within the same round, and thus excluded CA from the procedure further to 
an objection by HR.  

(31) According to the complainant, this unequal treatment led to severe damages for the 
Greek State who has thus failed to obtain a higher price for the privatisation, specially 
taking into account that the Greek authorities had the power to annul the existing 
bidding procedure and launch a new one without obligation to pay for any damages to 
the parties involved or to argue any particular reason.  

(32) In further contacts with the Commission, the complainant has alleged that the terms of 
reference of the public procurement had been modified by the subsequent Law 
3139/2003 confirming the privatisation, whose provisions had purportedly improved 
the initial terms of the tender. Among others, the complainant particularly indicated 
that: (1) HR was relieved from its obligation to invest up to EUR 44 000 000 in the 
Casino of Mont Parnès; (2) the initially detailed description of compulsory actions 
aimed at upgrading the premises was replaced by a more general obligation of 
"modernising" the complex; (3) HR was entitled to maintain the existing employees 
without an obligation to pursue the protective legislative regime that benefited such 
employees at the time of the tender; (4) HR was granted several other advantages, 
among which an exemption from certain regulatory obligations regarding the grant of 
special permits (forestry permit), and the possibility of extending the initial list of 
allowed games to be offered in the Casino Mont Parnès.  

(33) In addition, the complainant has also pointed out that the public authorities agreed, 
through a contract clause, to reimburse to HR 70% of the purchase price in case that 
another company was granted a license for operating a second casino within the same 
region before 2012. According to the complainant such measures indirectly granted 
HR territorial exclusivity until 2012. 

(34) In the complainant's view, the above elements imply the presence of State aid in the 
sense of Article 107 (1) of the TFEU in favour of HR.      

The Greek authorities position 
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(35) In response to the complainant, the Greek authorities have justified the tender process, 
arguing that the bid made by the complainant CA in the third round of tendering was 
withdrawn by the representative of the complainant on its own initiative, stating that 
the submission of the financial tender would depend on whether the objection was 
submitted. Having decided not to submit an objection and to re-submit a financial 
tender, however, and following an objection from the rival bidder HR, the 
complainant's tender was not opened on the basis that it represented a second bid by 
one bidder in the same round, which was not possible within the applicable tender 
rules. The Tender Committee proclaimed then HR first provisional bidder, with an 
offered amount of EUR 92 105 888 (price of the second round), even though the 
unopened bid is claimed by the complainant to have been for EUR 107 000 000. 
According to the State authorities, the additional bid invoked by the complainant, for 
an amount of EUR 162 000 000 was submitted outside the tender procedure and was 
therefore not taken into consideration. In its view, if the Tender Committee had 
accepted the last offer made by the complainant, it would have breached the terms of 
the notice and thus the very principle of equal treatment. Greece underlines that the 
regularity of the tender procedure was further validated by the national courts15.  

III. Assessment of the measures 

III.1 Existence of aid within the meaning of Article 107 (1) of the TFEU16 

(36) The Commission has examined the Casino Mont Parnès privatisation process for 
presence of State aid. State aid to the buyer of the casino could be present if it were 
sold at below its market value. The Commission generally accepts that where a 
company is sold to the highest bidder following a competitive tender that is open, 
transparent, non-discriminatory and unconditional then no aid is involved17.   

(37) In this case, on the one hand, it should be noted that a tendering process was carried 
out. The following table summarises, according to the information available to the 
Commission, the offers made:  

Bidding procedure Casino Attikis Consortium Regency Hyatt Consortium 
First round  EUR 91 183 652 EUR 80 075 000 
Second round  EUR 92 105 888 
Third round EUR 107 000 000 – withdrawn 

by the complainant and then 
excluded from re-submission 
in the tender 

 

                                                 
15 Decision 8112/2002 of the One-member Court of First Instance of Athens and opinion 422/2002 of the State 
Legal Council sitting in plenary session.  
16 According to Article 107 (1) of the TFEU, “any aid granted by a Member State or through State resources in 
any form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competition by favouring certain undertakings or the 
production of certain goods shall, in so far as it affects trade between Member States, be incompatible with the 
Internal Market”. It follows that in order to be qualified as State aid, the following cumulative conditions have to 
be met: 1) the measure has to be granted out of State resources; 2) it has to confer an economic advantage to 
undertakings; 3) the advantage has to be selective and distort or threaten to distort competition; 4) the measure 
has to affect intra-Community trade.   
17 XXIIIrd report on Competion Policy, 1993. 
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Outside bidding 
process 

EUR 162 000 000 – on its own 
initiative but ruled out 

EUR 110 000 000 – 
improved offer on request by 
ETA 

- EUR 52 000 000 (alleged State aid) 
 

(38) It follows that, even according to the complainant, the eventual price paid was higher 
than any of the bids submitted by the parties during the process. This includes the bid 
of EUR 107 000 000 which the complainant was not allowed to make in the third 
round, since it would appear that the price finally received by the Greek authorities 
was a result of an improved offer of EUR 110 000 000 made by the winning casino 
HR once the tendering process was finished. 

(39) On the other hand, the price paid remains lower than the amount offered by the 
complainant after the procedure was closed, an offer which was ruled inadmissible. 
Furthermore, the price paid was also allegedly said to be lower than the amount 
determined by an independent expert, called American Appraisal, although the 
Commission has not received a copy of this valuation. If the procedure followed did 
not meet the standard described at paragraph (32) above, the later bid of EUR 162 000 
000, made after the tender procedure had closed, could conceivably be evidence of a 
sale below value and therefore of the existence of aid. The fact that certain terms of 
the final contract were amended subject to the tender procedure (see paragraphs (31) 
and (32) above) would have to be taken into account.  

(40) From the information at its disposal concerning the tender for Casino Mont Parnès, the 
Commission has not been able to allay its doubts as to whether the procedure met the 
requirements of openness, transparency and non-discrimination. This is with reference 
in particular to the treatment of objections. The Commission has not been able to 
establish that the various objections made were treated with the same level of rigour 
for the different parties who invoked them during the bidding process. It was as a 
result of an objection that CA was excluded from the tender and the tender awarded to 
HR. Consequently, it cannot be excluded that a preferential treatment might have been 
granted in favour of the alleged beneficiary leading to the granting of a State aid.  

(41) If the Tender Committee had accepted the last bid made by the complainant 
amounting to EUR 162 000 000, then Greece would have increased its revenues by 
EUR 52 000 000. Greece has indicated that this offer could not be regarded as 
constituting the submission of a formal bid by the complainant as it was outside the 
bidding procedure. Nevertheless, the Commission finds that this argument can be 
questioned to the extent that a post tender negotiation took place with the winning 
bidder in order to improve its offer from EUR 92 105 888 to EUR 110 000 000, even 
if such further negotiation with the winning bidder in order to obtain an increase of the 
price paid appears to be a quite frequent practice. Furthermore, the Commission notes 
that the offer in amount of EUR 92 105 888 made by HR in the second round does not, 
at first view, appear to be in line with national applicable provisions. These provisions, 
according to current information, provide that such a new bid would have to be at least 
equal to the initial highest bid increased by 10% (the previous highest bid having been 
of EUR 91 183 652). 



 9

(42) Furthermore, according to national legislation, the Tender Committee had at its sole 
discretion the power to cancel the tender and launch a new one; nonetheless, despite 
the request for annulment introduced by the complainant during the third round and 
based on a supposed incompatibility of one of the members of HR, the Tender 
Committee ignored this option. Faced with the complexity of the file, the Commission 
can not exclude, at this stage of the investigation, that the tendering procedure as it 
took place might have been vitiated.  

(43) The Commission considers that, at this stage, there are significant difficulties to 
determine whether any preferential treatment was unlawfully granted and also whether 
a market price was or was not paid. However, in the event that an hypothetical bias in 
the tender process has indeed occurred, the following considerations should be taken 
into account: 

III.1.1 Presence of State resources imputable to the State, economic advantage 
to an undertaking and selectivity of the measure. 

(44)  If the figure of EUR 110 000 000 is still below the market value of the 49% share of 
Casino Mont Parnès, the difference between the two represents an advantage for the 
buyer at the expense of lost State revenues. Based on the above considerations, the 
Commission cannot therefore exclude that the measure involves and grants a selective 
economic advantage to the alleged beneficiary through State resources.  

(45) However, further detailed information is required in order to clarify outstanding 
ambiguities and the Commission hereby invites to comments within the open 
procedure. 

III.1.2 Distortion of competition and effect on trade 

(46) In general, gambling activities are nowadays operated by international groups which 
control largely horse racing, lotteries, hotels and casino operations. The Commission 
therefore concludes that gambling is a worldwide business and the companies 
involved in this field exercise an economic activity in an international market. 
Furthermore, in the case of hotel-casinos, the commercial activities concerned are 
strongly linked with the touristic sector.  

(47) In addition, the Commission understands that when the Casino Mont Parnès was 
privatized, the possibility of a licence for a second casino within the region was 
explicitly postponed for a certain period of time in the sale agreement. In fact, 
according to the complainant, although national legislation allows the grant of a 
second casino license in Attika Region, the public authorities undertook through a 
contract clause to reimburse to HR 70% of the purchase price (i.e. of EUR 110 000 
000) in case such license would be granted before 201218. This indicates that the value 
of the business to the buyer (and therefore any aid in the purchase price) is related to 
the conditions of competition and may therefore distort that competition. 

(48) Moreover, HR, which is a part of the joint venture likely to be qualified as the 
beneficiary of any state aid which might be identified by the Commission in its final 
decision, clearly is a company operating in various sectors internationally. Indeed, the 

                                                 
18 Pursuant to Article 2.7 of the Tender Specifications related to the sale of Casino Mont Parnès. 
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company is one of the world's top operators of full-service luxury hotels and resorts 
with more than 400 managed, franchised, and owned properties in some 45 countries. 
Its core Hyatt Regency brand offers hospitality services targeted primarily to business 
travellers and upscale vacationers. The firm also operates properties under the names 
Grand Hyatt, Park Hyatt, Hyatt Place, Hyatt Summerfield Suites, Hyatt Resorts, and 
Andaz19. 

III.1.3 Existence of aid: conclusion 

(49) The Commission cannot exclude that the criteria for determining the presence of aid 
according to Article 107 (1) of the TFEU are met and that the tendering procedure 
under analysis may contain State aid elements in favour of HR.  

III.3 Compatibility of the aid 

(50) The Commission has considered whether the State aid might be compatible with the 
internal market, under any of the exceptions allowed under Articles 106 or 107 TFEU.  
Greece has so far argued that there is no State aid involved and has not offered any 
arguments as to why any aid would be compatible. The Commission doubts whether 
any State aid to the buyer in the context of the privatisation would be compatible with 
the internal market, but invites comments within the current procedure regarding 
possible grounds of compatibility of the alleged aid.  

III.4 Quantification and recovery 

(51) Should the Commission's doubts that the measure contains incompatible State aid be 
confirmed, then under Article 14(1) of the Procedural Regulation it would be obliged 
to order recovery by Greece of the incompatible State aid from the beneficiaries, 
unless this would be contrary to a general principle of law. In accordance with Article 
15 of the procedural regulation the powers of the Commission to recover aid shall be 
subject to a limitation period of ten years. Any action taken by the Commission or by a 
Member State, acting at the request of the Commission, with regard to the unlawful 
aid shall interrupt the limitation period. In the current case the Commission took such 
an action on 24 January 2003, when it communicated the complaint to Greece.  

IV. Conclusion 

(52) In the light of the foregoing considerations, the Commission, acting under the 
procedure laid down in Article 108(2) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union, requests Greece to submit its comments and to provide all such 
information as may help to assess the aid/measure, within one month of the date of 
receipt of this letter. It requests your authorities to forward a copy of this letter to the 
potential recipient of the aid immediately, namely Hyatt Regency consortium (Casino 
of Mont Parnès). 

(53) The Commission wishes to remind Greece that Article 108(3) of the Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union has suspensory effect, and would draw your 

                                                 
19 This paragraph is based on publicly available information. 
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attention to Article 14 of Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999, which provides that 
all unlawful aid may be recovered from the recipient.  

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

(55) If this letter contains confidential information which should not be published, please 
inform the Commission within fifteen working days of the date of receipt. If the 
Commission does not receive a reasoned request by that deadline, you will be deemed 
to agree to publication of the full text of this letter. Your request specifying the 
relevant information should be sent by registered letter or fax to: 

 
European Commission 
Directorate-General for Competition 
Directorate F 
Office J-70 3/225 
B-1049 Brussels 
 
Fax No: +32 2 296 12 42 

 

 

Yours faithfully, 

For the Commission 
 

Joaquín Almunia 

Vice-president of the Commission 
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