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INTRODUCTION

The Budget Committee of Althingi entrusted the usdged in an e-mail dated 22 December
2010 with submitting a legal opinion on the draffreements on the so-called Icesave
accounts in the branches of Landsbanki islandnhthé UK and the Netherlands. The Budget
Committee is currently working on a bill that gramtuthorisation to the Minister of Finance
to confirm agreements on the guarantee of reimmasé to the United Kingdom and the

Netherlands arising from the Icesave accounts igmadntary document no. 546 -

parliamentary item no. 388).

The background and substance of the draft agresnaeldressed here is covered in detail in
the abovementioned bill and in the accompanyingeanitl to the bill, which is entitled
"Explanatory notes to the agreements between tippgders' and Investors' Guarantee Fund
and the Icelandic State on the one hand and theutKthe Netherlands on the other". The
Budget Committee requested that we address cessies which are set out in Points A-H.
Our discussion of these issues follows.

A. What happens if the Icesave agreements are nodonfirmed?

If the dispute arising from the Icesave accountthbranches of Landsbanki Islands hf. is
not concluded with an agreement the following neast are foreseeable:

1. The UK and the Netherlands may initiate legal peddegs and maintaimter alia
that the government or ministers made binding states regarding the payment of
amounts that were reimbursed. This litigation wilomlost likely also be based on the
assumption that the Icelandic State is liable beeaf statements made by ministers
and because the Icelandic authorities did notlfthieir obligations with regard to
directive 94/19/EC on deposit-guarantee schemesi@ecdminated against depositors
of Landsbanki islands in the UK and the Netherlafdiss case would presumably be
filed in Iceland but it cannot be ruled out thatvibuld be filed in a foreign court. A
case of this kind might test EEA rules and therefibris possible that the court in
guestion would request an advisory opinion fromERa A Court (or, as the case may
be, a preliminary ruling from the Court of Justmethe European Union). The UK
and the Netherlands would most likely base themaleds on the entire amounts
reimbursed and not just the approximately EUR 20 0did to each depositor.

2. ESA will most likely proceed with its infringemeptoceedings against Iceland as a
result of the Icesave dispute. The Authority hagsaaly expressed its opinion in a
letter of formal notice dated 26 May 2010 and kelly to submit a reasoned opinion
shortly. If Iceland does not respond to that opinib can be assumed that ESA will
refer the infringement case to the EFTA Court. Hesveit is possible that ESA will
will stay its proceedings if the UK and/or the Natflands bring civil proceedings
against Iceland for the same reasons before ESAefersed the case to court.



3. The UK and the Netherlands (and conceivably otlagions) will presumably, at least
to a similar extent as before, act in oppositionceland and Icelandic interests if an
agreement is not confirmed. This has been demdedtray their opposition to
granting loans and other facilities, e.g. withie IMF, the European Investment Bank
and other institutions. It is unclear how extensueh actions could become and how
long they could last. This could prove damagingdsland, but an estimate of the
nature or scope of such damages will not be attednipére.

Although it does not constitute an answer to thestjon posed above, it merits mention that
there are currently cases before the Icelandictsdbat relate to the constitutional validity of
Act no. 125/2008, the Emergency Act, which willaddition test its compatibility with the
EEA Agreement. These cases will proceed regardiegdether the current draft agreements
will conclude the Icesave dispute. Where applicable advisory opinion from the EFTA
Court will be called for during these proceedinigsannot be ruled out that the creditors of
the fallen banks will attempt to establish jurigiio abroad, e.g. through freezing orders, or
that the Emergency Act will be tested in foreigrute though other means, e.g. in a case
involving the set off of claims pursuant to an agnent that stipulates the jurisdiction of a
particular state. With regard to the provisionsAof no. 161/2002 on financial undertakings,
with subsequent amendments (in particular amendmentAct no. 130/2010 and Act no.
132/2010 which entered into force on 16 Novembdi020we are of the opinion that there is
little chance of such attempts succeeding. Chafitesf Act no. 161/2004nter alia provides
for the winding up of financial institutions and plements directive 2001/24/EC on the
reorganisation and winding up of credit instituspnvhich stipulates that home states have
jurisdiction and that the winding up of credit igtions is primarily carried out in accordance
with the laws of the home state, cf. in particudaticles 9 and 10 of the directive. Although
Articles 20-27 of the directive provide for excepts from the principle that the laws of the
home state shall apply, cf. the comparable pronsgsio Article 99 of Act no. 161/2002, we
are of the opinion that the laws and jurisdictidranother state primarily apply to the settling
of judicial disputes on the substance of the rigimtisquestions (e.g. regarding certain
ownership rights) but that disputes on distribugidrom the estate of a financial institution
are still subject to Icelandic jurisdiction. We @léind it unlikely that the Emergency Act will
be repealed, cf. further discussion under Poinflids opinion isinter alia based on the
conclusions of the Law Institute of the UniversitlyIceland from 14 November 2008, and
takes into account the identical conclusion readheBSA on 15 December 2010 with regard
to changes in the priority of claims so that defsoare treated as priority claims according to
bankruptcy law in the winding up of financial instions® It must be noted however that
ESA did not believe it possessed sufficient infatiorato make a decision regarding every
aspect of the complaints it received following tadlapse of the banks and the adoption of
the Emergency Act. The issue of whether the Icetaadthorities fulfilled their obligations
pursuant to the abovementioned directive on thedwgup of credit institutions as regards
the failed banks is thus the subject of a decibpiESA in a separate case. In our opinion,
this point does not carry significant influenceeer

1 Cf. points 11 and 12 in the 15 December 2010 decisy ESA.



In its decision of 15 December 2010, ESA found ttegiositors on the one hand, and general
unsecured creditors on the other, are not in afvalgmt position and therefore the measures
taken by the Icelandic authoritiesiter alia guaranteeing priority ranking of deposits in the
winding up of credit institutions over general olg, did not constitute a discriminatory
restriction of Article 40 of the EEA Agreement @renovement of capital) or Article 16 of
directive 2001/24/EC on the reorganisation and migdip of credit institutions.ESA did
not express any view on whether discrimination tpiékce between domestic and foreign
depositors, but in its conclusion of 26 May 201&AEfound that the Icelandic authorities
were in breach of their obligations pursuant toedive 94/19/EC on deposit-guarantee
schemes, in particular Articles 3, 4, 7 and 10 andirticle 4 of the EEA Agreement
(principle of non-discrimination) as regards thenimmum deposit guarantee of approximately
EUR 20,000.

B. What are the advantages and disadvantages of talg the matter to court?

This answer is based on the assumption that thetiquerefers to the advantages and
disadvantages of foregoing an agreement with theabkiKthe Netherlands and relying instead
on Iceland not being held liable based on the gp@ate laws and that a court of law will
confirm this.

Taking the matter to court ensures a legally cormetcome. It should not be of importance in
this regard whether the court in question in Icéiarr foreign (e.g. the EFTA Court). It must

be assumed that Iceland could lose cases sucloses diescribed in Point A. The undersigned
are not unanimous in their view of what a likelyaame of taking the matter to court would

be. In comparison to the current draft agreeméwddllowing scenarios can be envisioned:

All claims by the UK and the Netherlands are fully accepted. If the claims by the UK and the
Netherlands for reimbursement of all claims by d&jeos are accepted along with accrued
interest and interest on reimbursement claims (f@xtober 2008) up to the payment date,
then the draft agreements are much more favoutabteland, since they are based on the
payment of approximately EUR 20,000 to each deposiith interest until 22 April 2009,
instead of the total deposits of each depositoadudition, interest is added to the
reimbursement amount pursuant to the draft agreemiemust be considered unlikely that a
court decision obliging Iceland to guarantee theodés of foreign depositors in full will be
obtained, despite arguments of some weight in stgbdhe view that declaring full
guarantee of deposits of domestic depositors datesidiscrimination on grounds of
nationality.

1. It must be assumed based on the available sourcgmrticular ESA's letter of
formal notice from 26 May 2010, and the source&wfopean law referred to there,
that the legal definition of the issue is basedtfaind foremost on the obligations

2 Cf. points 65, 69 and 108 in the 15 December 2iEdsion by ESA.



which can be derived from directive 94/19/EC onadgpguarantee schemes, i.e. the
payment of approximately EUR 20,000. It must beswmbered a difficult task to
achieve a judgement on Iceland's liability for dgobeyond that amount as regards
foreign depositors on the basis of the general ipiamv of Article 4 of the EEA
Agreement which prohibits discrimination. On thé&et hand, it must be noted that
ESA has not ruled on the issue, neither in therett formal notice nor in the decision
of 15 December 2010 (see above).We are of the apimiowever, that a judgement
awarding full reimbursement to the UK and the Nd#r&ls cannot be completely
ruled out.

2. The claims by the UK and the Netherlands are accepted as regards the minimum
deposit guarantee for each depositor, approximately EUR 20,000 plus interest. This
outcome is similar to the premises of the drafeagrents. The arguments that support
this outcome are those that ESA has based itg l&ftt®rmal notice to the Icelandic
authorities on, and the European Commission hasnsed® This outcome is
possible. When directive 94/19/EC was amended bgctive 2009/14/EC, rules on
deposit guarantees were tightened, time limitsaded, wording on Member State
liability made more explicit, and the minimum depoguarantee raised to EUR
50,000 as of 30 June 2009. Further amendmentsthe@eaposed provide for further
raising the minimum guarantee to EUR 100,000. Thaseendments, and the
deliberations on the matter, suggest that the MerBketes are in agreement on the
necessity of the minimum deposit guarantee. Itkislyf that the governments of the
EU Member States would support ESA and the Euro@anmission's case before
the EFTA Court.

3. All claims by the UK and the Netherlands are rejected. Such an outcome would be
based on the argument that directive 94/19/EC damsobligate states to assume
liability for minimum deposit guarantees and thegland thus has no liability in the
matter. No court ruling has been issued on thig@spy domestic courts, the EFTA
Court or the European Court of Justice. This oute@ralso deemed possible.

Potential action for breach of EEA law againstaecel is discussed in Point C.

It follows from the abovementioned that the advgesaof pursuing the court option are
primarily that it ends with a legal outcome whiabtgntially absolves Iceland from payment.
The disadvantages are, however, that the case mdgsb which would most likely put
Iceland in a worse negotiating position than itdsoht present and could lead to a less
favourable outcome. It must also be kept in mirat tegal proceedings can be lengthy which
can lead to uncertainty and loss for every partolved. They can furthermore impact
friendly relations with the nations involved.

3 Cf. inter alia the letter from Michel Barnier, member of the Bagan Commission, to the Minister of Finance
on 17 August 2010.



C. If an agreement is not reached, and assuming thaESA will pursue an
infringement case and refer it to the EFTA Court, vhat would the likely
conclusion of the EFTA Court be? Assuming a judgenrg goes against Iceland,
what would the likely legal and political effects le?

ESA reached the preliminary conclusion in the aboyationed letter of formal notice from
26 May 2010 that Iceland is obligated to pay appnately EUR 20,000 to each depositor.
This seems to originate in both the wording of clirkee 94/19/EC on deposit-guarantee
schemes and the assumption that Iceland unlawflisigriminated against the depositors in
foreign and domestic branches as regards this anvadwen the banks were taken over upon
the adoption of the Emergency Act. The Icelandithaities have yet to respond to ESA's
preliminiary conclusion, but this will most likeljzappen if the matter in dispute is not
concluded with an agreement. It should be notetthiealcelandic authorities have advanced
the arguments mentioned in Point B 3 and ESA haptad a negative opinion with regard to
those arguments.

We have reviewed the documentation in the mattepifar as it is available, but we differ in
our view of what the likely court judgement would im such a case. Some of us believe that
there is considerable chance of winning such a, daseothers are of the opinion that the
chances are correspondently bad. However, weehéve that the possibility cannot be ruled
out that Iceland would lose such a case.

A negative outcome of such a case involves a rattogrof Iceland having infringed on its
obligations pursuant to the EEA Agreement. Suclidggment cannot be appealed and is
binding for Iceland in accordance with internatiolasv. On the other hand, such a judgement
is not enforceable, neither in substance nor imm@znce with international law. Everything
indicates that such a judgement, in so far as lingling, will form the basis of other cases
which might be tried in Iceland, as further dis@gs Point D.

We believe that the political effects of such aate@ outcome could be unfavourable to
Iceland. This assumption is based on previous expez of attempts to pressure Iceland into
paying the Icesave claims. However, we do nottfesl we can confidently predict what form
these effects could take in detail or how long threght last, e.g. as regards access to markets
or the reactions of the political institutions b&tEuropean Economic Area.

D. EFTA Court decisions are not enforceable. If tB government does not react to
the court's decisions it must be assumed that thekJand the Netherlands may
submit their claims in Icelandic courts. How wouldthe UK and the Netherlands
take court action in Iceland and what would be condered a likely outcome of
such a case? What is the probable legal and poliit impact of a negative
judgment in such a case?

If the EFTA Court finds against Iceland in an inffement case, the court will probably
recognise that Iceland was in breach of its ohlget by failing to guarantee compensation of



the minimum guarantee of approximately 20,000 EORdch depositor, and for failing to
effectively implement the aforementioned depostsgntee scheme. It must be considered
unlikely that the court will lay down measures tlhatland should take in order to meet its
obligations, but that may depend on claims madethay claimant. As stated before an
enforceable decision will not be delivered as thereo authorization for that. According to
Article 33 of the ESA/Court Agreement the EFTA $gtshall make the necessary
arrangements to enforce the decisions of the Cotere is, on the other hand, no judicial
remedy under national law to enforce that obligatmd the EFTA Court does not have the
power to impose fines for breach of the EEA Agreeime

According to this, following a negative judgement breach of the Agreement, Iceland
would have to define its own obligations, which @@ obvious in all respects, such as
regarding interest rates, costs and other ternpayient. It is however evident that the main
obligation would be the payment of approximately0OP0 EUR to each depositor, either
immediately or within a short period of time. Irigltase, it would be necessary to re-initiate
settlement negotiations with the British and theédbu Should an agreement not be reached,
these States would have to bring their claims tdcatandic court, in order to define the
duties once and for all, and provide an enforceablet order against the Icelandic State. In
such a case, the Icelandic courts would probab#ythie decision of the EFTA Court in the
matter of the breach of agreement, as far as thatlevant. Otherwise, the courts of this
country would have to reach a final decision, idahg the sum to be repaid and the terms of
such a restitution. The courts might seek the adyispinion of the EFTA Court regarding
issues related to EEA-law that could arise in therse of such proceedings.

The conclusion of such proceedings, should theynlimted, is impossible to predict. As
always, the results would chiefly depend on thegdores conducted by each of the parties.
As said before, the Icelandic courts would in sachase probably use the decision of the
EFTA Court in the matter of breach of agreementansas that is relevant.

The plausible impact of such an unfavourable judganto Iceland would be that it would be
binding for the parties and enforceable by law. jiltgement might be subject to an appeal,
in accordance with applicable law. In our opiniame are unable to predict the political effect
of a judgement not in favour of Iceland in suataae, as the effect may depend on the claim
and the outcome of the case in respect of the clmiraddition, a long time will pass until a
final judgement in a case of this kind will be pakstherefore there is uncertainty about the
future political situation.

It is not possible to rule out the possibility thhe states in question choose to apply other
measures towards Iceland than start legal procgedimiceland or in another state based on
their claims. It is to be expected that other stat®uld be ready to support the states in
guestion, at least to some extent. It is also deabé that divergence as to the enforcement
on behalf of Iceland should Iceland be found inable of agreement could lead to the
termination of the EEA agreement or some part aiowards Iceland. Another possible



scenario is that these measures would be applialll ttoee EFTA states in order to create even
more pressure.

E. Risk associated with the emergency legislatiomd the significance of the recent
ESA decision regarding those measures

It is a fundamental point of the Icesave agreentkat the provisions of the emergency
legislation comply with all legal obligations, imcling the priority given to depositors over
other unsecured creditors as set out in the emeygereasures. The EFTA Surveillance
Authority (ESA) has reached the conclusion that theasures taken by the Icelandic
authorities comply with the EEA Agreement. As saglore, it is unlikely in our opinion that
the emergency legislation will be overruled, instihespect. The opinion is, as said earlier,
based on the conclusion reached by the Law Institditthe University of Iceland on 18
November 2008, also taking into account a similadihg by ESA on December 15 2010. See
point A for further information.

Norway and Liechtenstein are competent to init@eceedings against this decision, but it
must be considered highly unlikely. Other partm$hie EEA Agreement, for example the UK
or the Netherlands cannot take proceedings ofkihi. In our opinion, it is more likely than
not that proceedings for breach of the Agreemellit mat be initiated on the basis of the
foregoing.

The ESA decision is not binding, however, for nakyorersons or business enterprises which
may be affected by the provisions of the emergelegyslation. As known, numerous
proceedings have already been initiated in Icelaeeking a ruling on whether the
aforementioned provision of the emergency legistatiegarding priority given to depositors
over other unsecured creditors is constitutionad ahether it complies with the EEA
Agreement. This issue of contention will thereftw® evaluated and ruled on by Icelandic
courts. Icelandic courts may, as the case maydsk an advisory opinion from the EFTA
Court on whether the provisions of the law arehis tespect pursuant to the EEA Agreement.
According to information obtained from the winding-boards of Kaupthing, Landsbanki and
Glitnir, no party has requested that an advisoriniop be sought from the EFTA Court
regarding ongoing court proceedings against thedwgiup boards in Icelandic courts.
Irrespective of whether such an opinion will be gitua reasoned opinion by ESA will no
doubt be submitted before the court in questionwelsas other observations and documents
of importance. No conclusion can be drawn, howea®tp whether the ESA ruling will be of
particular importance. That will depend on the legguments presented and built on during
the proceedings. As previously mentioned, the Lastitute of the University of Iceland has
reviewed this issue and reached the conclusion ttiataforementioned provision of the
emergency legislation is constitutional.

It is also possible that a case of this kind wdlt be referred to the EFTA Court in order to
obtain an advisory opinion. Whether such an opingosought is within the discretion of the
Icelandic courts and depends on their evaluatidh@hecessity of such an opinion.



Having studied the opinions in question and thallegguments presented therein it is our
opinion that the risk of the emergency legislato@ng overruled is not very high, but present
nonetheless. Such a risk can thus not be ruledradisregarded.

F. Article 40 of the Constitution and the scope oftompetence to negotiate the
current agreement.
H. State guarantee and payment obligation. Takingnto account the report by the

Special Investigation Commission a review is requesd of the legal powers of
parliament Althingi according to Article 40 of the constitution to grant state
guarantee on obligations and payments set forth ithe draft agreement.

The following is a compilation of questions raisadpoints f. and h. The questions seek an
answer to whether it is constitutional to commé State Treasury in the way provided in the
draft agreement with the UK and the Netherlands.

Article 40 of the Constitution provides i.a. thhetauthority to commit the State can only be
granted bystatutory provisions. There is no doubt that this provision extendshi state
guarantee intended here. The intent is to guaraNiteengi's authority, and thus the nation's
authority by implication, over obligations the laetic state is allowed to accept.

What then is the meaning of statutory provisionthia context? There seems to be consensus
on one of the main requirements for a rule to duals a legal provision, which is that it must
be clear and decisive enough to cover the aim teyauit. Often there may be doubt as to
whether such a requirement is met. That should elew be the legislator's aim, superseded
by the courts if a legal provision does not extémdan issue in this way. If liabilities are
unclear and contingent, i.a. on account of varimigre events which are in no way remote
possibilities and may result in obligations thaé anuch heavier than expected or even
entirely unsurmountable, it may rightly be argukedttthis issue might be put to the test. The
same applies to the budgetary authority. AccordimgArticle 41 of the constitution no
disbursement may be made without authorisatiornbéytidget or the supplementary budget.

We have looked into the main risks to the StateJuey inherent in the new draft agreement
and they are:

* Whether the emergency legislation will be overruled
» Exchange rates development.
* The asset recovery rate for the Landsbanki estate.

As said earlier, it is a fundamental preconditidmam Icesave agreement that the provisions of
the emergency legislation will prevail, includiniget priority given to depositors over other
creditors. The consequences of the emergency a#igisl being overruled in this respect
would be very serious, as the assets of old Lamdslveould be disbursed to pay all creditor
claims against the bank.



As argued in point E, we believe that in the lightecent developments it is rather unlikely
that the emergency legislation will be repealedl@purt ruling, although it is not impossible.
This applies both to national and foreign courtshil®/ assessing the constitutional
significance of the act in question, we also bdiévat the inefficiency and damage which
may arise should no agreement be reached shoutakbe into account, as well as the risk
involved if Iceland were to lose an infringemenseanvolving Icesave. Last, we believe that
the legislator has scope to assess how guaranligatans should be assumed in detail, with
regard to the significance of the issue at hand.

The same applies with reference to foreign-exchamgle The bill is based on certain
assumptions considered likely regarding exhangesrdevelopment. The consequences of
possible variations are generally speaking notragegas would be the case if the emergency
legislation were overruled, in addition measuresloataken to reduce that risk.

While assessing the draft agreement on Icesasgeaisd noted that it is assumed that a ruling
will be sought on the priority of TIF claims agairise Landsbanki estate over claims by the
British and the Dutch State originating from comgegiion disbursed to Icesave-depositors in
excess of the minimum guarantee of approximate|/Q@DEUR which they have redeemed.
This dispute will presumably be settled by Icelanchurts subject to the advisory opinion of
the EFTA Court. Moreover, without going into degail elaboration, the majority of the
undersigned believes that there is considerab#dyhiood that TIF claims arising from the
minimum guarantee of approximately 20.000 EUR talVe priority over other claims when
disbursement is made to creditors from Landsbaektate, which means that claims against
TIF have priority over claims by the British andetbutch. In this case the bank's assets
would be sufficient to cover the outstanding pnatiin full in a shorter time, which would
lower interest payments accordingly. If this woldd the case, the foreign-exchange risk
would be negligible.

Assets in the old Landsbanki estate may also besefvalue and thus present a risk. Similarly
priority claims to the Landsbanki estate may préwebe somewhat higher than expected.
Both these instances can result in less availainlds being available than presently estimated
from the Landsbanki estate for repayment due tddbgave accounts

When assessing the aforementioned risk factors shroelld bear in mind the economic
reservations provided by the draft agreement ie cdshe worst possible development. These
reservations on the one hand stipulate 5% of stédérevenue and on the other hand 1,3% of
gross national product, of which the higher amqaret/ails. The maximum repayment period
is 30 years from 2016 onwards. These reservati@aseful to gain a better understanding of
the commitments planned for Iceland. The same eppdi the revised default measures from
the previous agreements, which are covered in@e@i There is, however, not much legal
hold in the revision provisions of the draft agresm

After our risk evaluation of the agreement we caded that it is unlikely that Icelandic state
assets will be foreclosed upon for satisfactiorpayments according to the agreement, in
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concurrence with issues which fall under Articleagf@he constitution. One must also look to
the fact that the Icelandic position that certaioperty and control of natural resources can
never be foreclosed upon has been agreed to nirdifteagreement.

We have assessed all these issues and come tontlasion that the current agreement is not
in breach with Article 40 of the Constitution, neith other provisions therein, in case the bill
is enacted into law. However, the aforementioneasttutional rule provides for passing a
law on the proposed state guarantee as planned.

G. Non-compliance and default measures in the Icega agreement draft

We have compared provisions for non-compliancehm draft agreement on Icesave with
comparable provisions in previous agreements onsHme issue. The provisions in the
previous agreements contained clear indicationbenfig drafted unilaterally in favour of

British and Dutch interests. These provisions wesey onerous with regard to Icelandic
interests. For instance a negligible delay of paymeould result in severe financial

obligations being defaulted on Iceland. Provisionsthe current draft are by far more

reasonable and proper and take better note ohtbeests of both parties. This is covered in
depth in the memorandum accompanying the bill aréferred to without being described in
detail here.

We have no reservations to these provisions inlthft agreement.
CONCLUSION

It is our opinion that the advantages and disacge# of entering into an agreement on the
basis of the aforementioned draft agreement have tevaluated on the one hand in light of
the provisions and the risk exposure therein, amdhe other hand with regard to the risk
exposure and disadvantages which would be thetrafsabt entering into an agreement.

The current draft agreement contains a considerabfgovement from previous draft
agreements with regard both to the financial datechvfall due as well as to various other
terms. There is no reason to elaborate further heset issues in this document. The
aforementioned risk exposure and disadvantagesnathe one hand pursuing court options,
and on the other hand of entering into an agreerhané been defined above as well as
possible. Regard to fairness and moral obligationghe interaction between civilised
countries may also play a role with regard to timalfstance taken on the current draft
agreement. As previously mentioned we are of thmiap that the provisions of the
Constitution do not pose an obstacle to enteritg am agreement on the basis of the draft
agreement. It should be noted that the worst plessilticome of the agreement is that it could
lead to severe financial obligations for Icelandrtany years to come. It has previously been
mentioned that this outcome is unlikely. The bessgible outcome is that Iceland would only
be obliged to pay negligible amounts or nothinglat
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