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IV

(Informations)

INFORMATIONS PROVENANT DES INSTITUTIONS, ORGANES ET
ORGANISMES DE L'UNION EUROPEENNE

COMMISSION EUROPEENNE

Taux de change de l'euro (')

9 avril 2014

(2014/C 108/01)

1 euro =

Monnaie Taux de change Monnaie Taux de change
UsD dollar des Etats-Unis 1,3794 CAD  dollar canadien 1,5082
JPY yen japonais 140,73 HKD  dollar de Hong Kong 10,6950
DKK couronne danoise 7,4660 NZD dollar néo-zélandais 1,5890
GBP livre sterling 0,82375 | SGD dollar de Singapour 1,7251
SEK couronne suédoise 8,9953 KRW  won sud-coréen 1432,26
CHF franc suisse 1,2184 ZAR rand sud-africain 14,4216
ISK couronne islandaise CNY  yuan ren-min-bi chinois 8,5523
NOK couronne norvégienne 8,2195 HRK kuna croate 7,6325
BGN  lev bulgare 1,9558 IDR rupiah indonésienne 15656,76
CZK couronne tcheque 27,406 MYR  ringgit malais 4,4520
HUF forint hongrois 305,20 PHP peso philippin 61,534
LTL litas lituanien 3,4528 RUB rouble russe 49,2924
PLN zloty polonais 4,1708 THB baht thailandais 44,520
RON  leu roumain 4,4629 BRL real brésilien 3,0459
TRY livre turque 2,9185 MXN  peso mexicain 18,0025
AUD dollar australien 1,4727 INR roupie indienne 82,9502

(") Source: taux de change de référence publié par la Banque centrale européenne.
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INFORMATIONS RELATIVES A L’ESPACE ECONOMIQUE EUROPEEN

AUTORITE DE SURVEILLANCE AELE

N

Invitation a présenter des observations, en application de larticle 1c, paragraphe 2, de la
partie I du protocole 3 de l'accord entre les Etats de I'AELE relatif a linstitution d’une
Autorité de surveillance et d’'une Cour de justice, concernant des questions relatives a des
aides d’Etat afférentes aux versements supplémentaires d’Innovation Norway a Finnfjord AS

(2014/C 108/02)

Par la décision ne 445/13/COL du 13 novembre 2013, reproduite dans la langue faisant foi dans les pages qui
suivent le présent résumé, IAutorité de surveillance AELE (ci-aprés dénommée «Autoritér) a ouvert la procedure
prévue a larticle 1¢r, paragraphe 2, de la partie I du protocole 3 de laccord entre les Etats de IAELE relatif a
linstitution d’'une Autorité de surveillance et d'une Cour de justice. Les autorités norvégiennes ont recu copie de
la décision.

Par la présente, I'Autorité de surveillince AELE invite les Etats de I'AELE, les Etats membres de I'UE et les
parties intéressées a soumettre leurs observations sur la mesure en cause dans un délai d’'un mois a compter de
la publication de la présente communication, a l'adresse suivante:

Autorité de surveillance AELE
Greffe

Rue Belliard 35

1040 Bruxelles

BELGIQUE

Ces observations seront communiquées aux autorités norvégiennes. L'identité des parties intéressées qui présentent
des observations peut faire 'objet d'un traitement confidentiel sur demande écrite et motivée.

RESUME

1. Procédure

A la suite de discussions préalables a la notification, les autorités norvégiennes ont, par lettre du 26 juin 2013,
notifié l'aide complementalre octroyée a la société Finnfiord AS (ci-aprés dénommée «Finnfjord») par Innovation
Norway (ci-aprés dénommée «IN»), un organisme public financé par I'Etat. L’Autorité a ensuite envoyé deux
demandes de renseignements auxquelles les autorités norvégiennes ont répondu par lettres des 19 aodt 2013 et
18 septembre 2013.

2. Description de la mesure

L'aide notifiée concerne une subvention directe de 16 millions de couronnes norvégiennes (NOK) destinée a
couvrir les colts supplémentaires liés au remplacement d'un systtme de refroidissement par une unité de récu-
pération d’énergie. Pour le financement de ce projet, Finnfjord a déja recu une aide d’Etat d'un montant de 175
millions de NOK de la part d’Enova SF, un organisme public financé par I'Etat. L'aide octroyée par Enova a été
autorisée par I'Autorité dans sa décision n° 39/11/COL du 9 février 2011 (%).

Le budget initial du projet sélevait a 511,66 millions de NOK. Deés février 2011, Finnfjord avait décidé
d'acheter une turbine plus grande quiinitialement prévu. Ce changement a entrainé une augmentatlon du budget
prevmonnel a un montant situé entre 680 et 720 millions de NOK. A cette époque, Finnfjord n'a pas cherché
a obtenir une aide plus importante avant de prendre la décision de mettre en ceuvre le projet.

(") JO C 278 du 22.9.2011, p. 6, et supplément EEE n° 51 du 22.9.2011, p. 1.
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Finnfjord n'a sollicité l'octroi d'une aide supplémentaire de la part dEnova quau printemps 2012; elle
a présenté une demande formelle le 5 juillet 2012. A ce stade, le budget estimatif total avait encore augmenté
pour passer a un montant situé entre 730 et 760 millions de NOK. Enova a rejeté cette demande le 20 aofit
2012, considérant que laide n’inciterait pas Finnfjord a agir davantage en faveur de lenvironnement qu'en
labsence de Taide.

Le 1e octobre 2012, Finnfjord a sollicité l'octroi d'une aide supplémentaire de la part dIN. Le budget total
estimé était passé a environ 800 millions de NOK. IN a octroyé une aide de 16 millions de NOK parallélement
a un prét de 18 millions de NOK. Finnfjord a en outre obtenu un prét a court terme d'un montant situé
entre 45 et 60 millions de NOK aupres de SpareBank 1 Nord-Norge (ci-aprés dénommée «SNN»). IN affirme
que la subvention constituait un élément décisif pour la réalisation du montage financier nécessaire pour lache-
vement du projet et avait donc un effet d'incitation manifeste.

3. Appréciation
3.1.  Existence d'une aide d’Etat

L’Autorité conclut que le projet d'octroi d'une subvention en espéces de 16 millions de NOK d'IN en faveur de
Finnfjord constitue une aide d’Etat au sens de larticle 61, paragraphe 1, de l'accord EEE.

3.2. Compatibilité de laide

Pour étre compatible avec le fonctionnement de l'accord EEE, une aide doit produire un effet incitatif.

En régle générale, I'Autorité consideére quil n'existe aucun effet incitatif lorsque le projet a commencé avant la
présentation, par le bénéficiaire, d'une demande tendant a loctroi de laide. Toutefois, I'Autorité n'exclut pas
quune aide ait un effet incitatif pour un projet qui a déja commencé lorsque l'octroi de l'aide garantit indubita-
blement l'achévement de projets qui n‘auraient pas été achevés dans le cas contraire ou l'ajout de mesures de
protection de l'environnement qui n'auraient pas été réalisées dans le cas contraire.

En lespece, toutefois, I'Autorité a des doutes quant a savoir si l'aide a incité Finnfjord a réaliser la totalité du
projet sans retard.

Leffet incitatif de l'aide doit étre vérifié sur la base d'une analyse compléte des circonstances économiques de la
situation contrefactuelle, du niveau de risque et de la rentabilité. Ces circonstances doivent étre étayées par les
plans dentreprise initial et révisé du destinataire et par dautres documents pertinents comme des calculs de
rentabilité du projet avec et sans laide, une analyse financiére du projet, une analyse de risque et un compte
rendu détaillé de la maniére dont les circonstances en cause ont influé sur le plan deentreprise initial et le taux
de rendement requis de linvestissement.

Il apparait que Finnfjord, lorsqu'elle a sollicité une aide supplémentaire de la part d’Enova au printemps 2012,
n'a pas envisagé de maniére réaliste d’arréter le projet, d'en réduire la portée ou de le suspendre. Cela semble
également avoir été le cas lorsque Finnfjord a officiellement demandé une aide supplémentaire a Enova le
5 juillet 2012 et lorsquelle a été confrontée aux hausses supplémentaires des colts, & un montant situé entre
730 et 760 millions de NOK, puis a environ 800 millions de NOK.

Plus précisément, et a la lumiere des conclusions de la réunion du conseil d’administration du 25 septembre
2012, il apparait que la société, étant donné le cot prohibitif du projet, et tant qu'elle pouvait sassurer un
financement suffisant, n’a pas envisagé sérieusement de larréter ou de l'ajourner, en tout ou en partie, ou
encore de réduire sa portée. Lextrait du procés-verbal de la réunion du conseil dadministration du
25 septembre 2012 indique que Finnfjord entendait solliciter un prét supplémentaire de la part de SNN et une
aide supplémentaire de la part d’Enova et d'IN, et que toute aide potentielle serait utilisée pour réduire le prét
que Finnfjord chercherait & obtenir de la part de SNN.
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IN a expliqué que, a la suite des signaux donnés par SNN et IN elle-méme au cours des négociations qui s'en
sont suivies, Finnfjord estimait encore possible de maintenir son objectif premier d’'une réalisation totale et dans
les délais du projet de récupération d’énergie. Le conseil d’administration de Finnfjord n'a donc pas pris de déci-
sion formelle quant & une quelconque autre ligne de conduite et n'a pas lancé d’étude approfondie des consé-
quences d'une éventuelle absence de garantie adéquate du financement supplémentaire requis. Sur la base de ce
qui précede, I'Autorité estime, a titre préliminaire, que Finnfjord semblait prendre toutes les mesures raisonnables
pour tenter de finaliser le projet bénéficiant de l'aide et considérait toute aide supplémentaire, que ce soit de la
part d’Enova ou d'IN, comme étant d'une nature des plus souhaitables mais pas absolument nécessaire.

L’Autorité considére en outre comme pertinent l'argument contre leffet incitatif présenté par Enova dans sa
lettre de rejet, a savoir le fait que tous les investissements relatifs au projet avaient déja été effectués et que la
majeure partie du matériel avait été livrée. A la lumiére de ces éléments, I'Autorité sinterroge sur leffet d'incita-
tion que pouvait encore fournir l'aide.

Elle n'exclut pas pour autant, a ce stade, que laide envisagée ait effectivement un effet incitatif. Un tel effet
peut étre établi pour un projet donné pour compenser des augmentations de cofits imprévues. Cest notamment
le cas lorsque l'ampleur des coiits imprévus est importante et liée au fait que le projet est novateur, et que les
coits sont donc, de par leur nature méme, difficiles a estimer a l'avance, ce qui semble étre le cas pour Finnf-

jord.

Dans de telles circonstances, on pourrait faire valoir que leffet incitatif de la totalité de laide pour le projet
doit étre évalué comme un tout et la question serait de savoir si Finnfjord, informée de tous ces éléments et
finalement au courant de la hausse des codts, aurait décidé de procéder a l'exécution du projet avec comme
seul financement les 175 millions de NOK de la part d’Enova.

Par ailleurs, l'Autorité note que Finnfjord, en février 2011, alors quelle devait faire face a l'augmentation de
cotits de 511,66 millions de NOK a un montant situé entre 680 et 720 millions de NOK, a décidé de
procéder a l'exécution du projet sans solliciter d’aide supplémentaire. L’Autorité n’a recu aucune explication de la
raison pour laquelle Finnfjord nm'a pas, a ce stade, demandé une aide supplémentaire. Le fait est peut-étre que le
projet, vu l'augmentation des recettes découlant de l'augmentation de la production d'électricité, n'aurait pas été
moins rentable que le projet approuvé et n'aurait donc pas été admissible au bénéfice d'une aide au regard du
modele d’Enova. L'Autorité invite les autorités norvégiennes et Finnfjord a expliquer pourquoi cette derniére n'a
pas sollicité une aide supplémentaire a ce stade.

En outre, I'Autorité n'a requ aucune explication sur la mesure dans laquelle Finnfjord, grace a laide octroyée
par Enova, a obtenu une compensation pour les risques de dépassement du budget. L'Autorité note que Finnf-
jord a initialement sollicité une aide de 200 millions de NOK, mais que, a la suite de négociations avec Enova,
laide a été réduite d'un montant de 25 millions de NOK pour passer au montant de 175 millions de NOK
finalement accordé. Dans les faits, cela a réduit le taux de rendement de 12,35%, ce qui se situait dans le bas
de la fourchette donnée par Enova concernant ce que les entreprises qui réalisent des investissements en dehors
de leur domaine daction principal exigent normalement, laquelle, selon Enova, allait de 12 a 16 %. Eu égard a
ces circonstances, I'Autorité se demande dans quelle mesure Finnfjord, grice a laide octroyée par Enova, a
obtenu une compensation pour les colits imprévus et les risques y afférents. L'Autorité estime, a titre prélimi-
naire, que cet élément doit étre apprécié sur la base du budget initial du projet et du taux de rendement
requis.

En outre, 'Autorité note que les autorités norvégiennes m'ont pas expliqué clairement comment le montant
daide de 16 millions de NOK a été calculé. Ce qui est clair, c'est que l'aide envisagée d'IN en faveur de Finnf-
jord n’a pas été octroyée sur la base d’'un appel concurrentiel a projets semblable aux procédures utilisées dans
le cadre du régime du Fonds pour l'énergie. Etant donné que laide constituerait un instrument approprié et
aurait un effet incitatif, I'Autorité se demande néanmoins si une aide d'un montant moins élevé aurait pu
produire les mémes effets. Par conséquent, I'Autorité a des doutes quant au caractére proportionné de l'aide.
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Enfin, I'Autorité observe quIN et Enova, qui agissent toutes deux pour le compte du Royaume de Norvege, ont
présenté des avis apparemment contradictoires sur la question de savoir si l'aide supplémentaire en faveur de
Finnfjord incite celle-ci a modifier son comportement et, par conséquent, permet d'atteindre un niveau de
protection de lenvironnement plus important que celui qui aurait été atteint sans l'octroi de laide. Bien qu'il ne
s'agisse pas d'une circonstance qui, de par sa nature méme, entrainerait automatiquement l'ouverture d’une
procédure formelle d'examen, il reste que, lorsque I'Autorité est confrontée a des avis apparemment contradic-
toires de la part de représentants différents de la méme partie contractante concernant un élément qui a une
incidence déterminante sur la question de la compatibilité de laide notifiée, elle aura probablement, dans ces
cas, des doutes quant a la compatibilité de cette aide. Confrontée a des doutes, I'Autorité doit ouvrir la procé-
dure formelle d’examen.

N 7

4. Conclusion et invitation a présenter des observations

A la lumiére des considérations qui précedent, I'Autorité a décidé d'ouvrir la procédure formelle d’examen
conformément a larticle 1¢r, paragraphe 2, de la partie I du protocole 3 de laccord entre les Etats de I'AELE
relatif a linstitution d’'une Autorité de surveillance et d'une Cour de justice.

Les parties intéressées sont invitées a présenter leurs observations dans un délai d'un mois a compter de la
publication de la présente notification au Journal officiel de I'Union européenne.

EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION
No 445/13/COL
of 13 November 2013

to open a formal investigation procedure into the additional aid from Innovation Norway to
Finnfjord AS

(Norway)

(non-confidential version) ()

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY (THE AUTHORITY)),
Having regard to:

The Agreement on the European Economic Area (the EEA Agreement), in particular to Articles 61 to 63 and
Protocol 26,

The Agreement between the EFTA States on the Establishment of a Surveillance Authority and a Court of
Justice (‘the Surveillance and Court Agreement), in particular to Article 24,

Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement (Protocol 3’), in particular to Article 1(2) of Part I and
Articles 4(4) and 6 of Part I,

Whereas:

I. FACTS
1. Procedure

(1) Following pre-notification discussions, the Norwegian authorities, by letter of 26 June 2013, notified the
additional aid from Innovation Norway (IN) to Finnfjord AS (Finnfjord), pursuant to Article 1(3) of
Part I of Protocol 3 (1).

(2) By letter dated 5 July 2013 (?), the Authority requested additional information from the Norwegian autho-
rities. By letter dated 19 August 2013 (), the Norwegian authorities replied to the information request.

() In this non-confidential version of the decision, information covered by the obligation of professional secrecy has been taken out. Where
information has been taken out, this is market with [...]. Where figures have been excluded, a range within which the figure exists, has,
where appropriate, been indicated.

(") Events No 676810, 676812, 676814-676816, 676819, 676822, 676823, 676825-676827, 676829 and 676832-676834.

(%) Event No 677212.

(}) Events No 680603-680605 and 680866-680868.
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(3) By letter dated 28 August 2013 (!), the Authority made a further request for information from the
Norwegian authorities. By letter dated 18 September 2013 (%), the Norwegian authorities responded.

2. The notified measure — the NOK 16 million grant

(4)  The notified proposed measure is a direct grant of an additional NOK 16 million from IN to Finnfjord.

(5) IN informed Finnfjord of its decision to grant the notified measure by letter dated 10 December 2012.
The direct grant is intended to cover increased costs related to an energy recovery system that Finnfjord
has installed in order to recover heat energy in its ferrosilicon production plant. For the financing of that
project, Finnfjord has already received NOK 175 million in State aid from the Energy Fund Scheme (see
below). That award of aid was approved by the Authority by Decision No 39/11/COL (3.

(6) The proposed direct grant from IN has been notified as an individual aid not awarded on the basis of an
aid scheme.

3. Loans from IN and SNN

(7)  The NOK 16 million only partly covered the cost increases. IN has explained that Finnfjord needed an
additional NOK [80-95] million.

(8)  Therefore, IN, at the same time as it provided the NOK 16 million direct grant to Finnfjord, also
provided Finnfjord with a loan of NOK 18 million. At that time, Finnfjord already owed NOK 100
million to IN. None of those loans have been notified to the Authority. IN holds that they have been
granted on market terms and therefore do not involve State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of
the EEA Agreement.

(9) In parallel with the loan from IN, Finnfjord secured a NOK [45-60] million from the bank SpareBank 1
Nord-Norge (SNN’). From before Finnfjord owed NOK [300-325] million to SNN.

(10) In sum the NOK 16 million direct grant, and the two loans of NOK 18 million and NOK [45-60]
million covered the NOK [80-95] million cost increase.

4. Innovation Norway (‘IN’)

(11) IN is a public entity established by the Act on Innovation Norway (). It is wholly owned by the Norwe-
gian state through the Ministry of Local Government and Regional Development. It supports innovation by
grants financed by public resources.

5. Enova SF (‘Enova’)

(12) Enova SF (Enova)) is a state enterprise () wholly owned by the Norwegian State through the Ministry of
Petroleum and Energy. It is responsible for managing the Energy Fund Scheme, a State aid scheme for the
promotion of environmental protection approved by the Authority by Decision No 248/11/COL (%). Enova
is financed by public resources.

(13) Under the Energy Fund Scheme Enova arranges competitions for aid where the winning projects are the
ones with the best energy result per NOK of aid ().

(14) Enova only grants the last 20% of an individual aid when it has approved a final project report (5).
Where a project turns out to be less costly than budgeted, Enova reduces the aid grant in a pro rata
calculation (°).

1) Event No 681073.

()

(%) Events No 683806, 683807, 683809, 683810, 683813, 683814, 683817 and 683819.

() 0J C278,22.9.2011, p. 6 and EEA Supplement No 51, 22.9.2011, p. 1.

(¥) LOV 2003-12-19-130 Lov om Innovasjon Norge.

() In Norwegian: Statsforetak. Enova is organised in accordance with Act No 71 of 30.8.1991 on state enterprises.

(6 OJ C 314, 27.10.2011, p. 4 and EEA Supplement No 58, 27.10.2011, p. 2.

(') The competition for aid under the Energy Fund Scheme is described in the Authority’s Decision No 248/11/COL (cited above), para-
raphs 27-36.

® %eepthe Authority’s Decision No 248/11/COL (cited above), paragraph 37.

() See the Authority’s Decision No 248/11/COL (cited above), paragraph 38.
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6. The recipient — Finnfjord AS (‘Finnfjord’)

(15) Finnfjord is a family-owned limited liability company. The plant supported by the proposed aid is located
in Finnsnes in the County of Troms, which is the second northernmost county in Norway.

7. Cost increases

(16) In the notification leading to the Authority’s Decision No 39/11/COL of 9 February 2011 approving the
NOK 175 million in aid from Enova to Finnfjord, the budget of Finnfjord’s energy recovery project was
estimated at NOK 511,66 million. The aid was awarded for the replacement of the existing cooling
system with an energy recovery unit. The intention was to annually generate 224 GWh of electrical
power and recover 125 GWh of process steam. The expected annual energy production thus amounting
to 349 GWh.

(17) According to the notification in the case at hand, in February 2011, the estimated budget had already
increased by almost NOK 190 million from NOK 511,66 million to NOK [680-720] million (!). Despite
this substantial increase, on 7 February 2011 Finnfjord’s board decided to go ahead with the project.
Finnfjord did not at that time apply for more aid.

(18) The cost increase largely stemmed from Finnfjord’s decision to invest in a more powerful steam turbine,
which was ordered on 7 January 2011. A legally binding contract for the turbine was concluded on
23 February 2011. By letter dated 16 February 2011, Finnfjord informed Enova that it had ordered the
more powerful turbine which would yield an annual production of 344,5 GWh of electrical energy. This
higher electrical energy production was thus close to the estimated total production of 349 GWh of elec-
tricity and steam. On that basis, Finnfjord requested the exclusion of the steam production from the aided
project. By letter dated 17 February 2011, Enova approved the change to the project. It is not clear to
the Authority whether all the effects of the change have been taken into account in the new cost esti-
mates for the project.

(19) Throughout the project phase, Finnfjord has supplied Enova with project-specific progress reports. In its
report dated 30 April 2012, Finnfjord referred to further cost increases related to the turbine building,
steam and condensation pipes and ditches. The additional costs amounted to approximately NOK 5
million. Finnfjord still aimed at keeping the total project costs below the NOK 700 million estimate.

(20) In its progress report dated 29 June 2012, the total cost estimate remained NOK 700 million. However,
by that time, it was estimated that the project would incur an additional NOK [5-10] million in increased
costs. This cost increase was discussed by Finnfjord’s board in a meeting on 19 June 2012. The Norwe-
gian authorities have not explained why the total cost increase of NOK [10-15] million [(...)] did not
lead to an adjustment of the total cost estimate of NOK 700 million in the progress report of 29 June
2012. The Norwegian authorities have explained that Finnfjord, at one point during the spring of 2012
entered into informal discussions with Enova about obtaining additional aid to cover the increased project
costs.

(21) On 5 July 2012, following the informal contacts, Finnfjord formally applied for more aid from Enova. At
that time, Finnfjord had revised its total cost estimate to NOK [730-760] million.

(22) The information provided to the Authority indicates that Finnfjord, on the basis of a budget review fina-
lised on 31 July 2012, realised that the project would incur additional increased costs. The total cost
estimate was increased to NOK [740-790] million. The cost increases related to: adaptations of existing
machinery, adaptations of three existing furnaces, adaptations of smoke ducts, installations in the turbine
building and other buildings, longer production shortfalls than expected, and finalisation of the work and
the installations. Finnfjord furthermore wanted more aid to ensure that the project would meet its internal
requirements of profitability. Finnfjord elaborated on the reasons for the cost increases in its progress
report dated 12 September 2012.

(") The Norwegian authorities have also made reference to a cost estimate of NOK 696 million. In the following, the Authority refers only
to the NOK 700 million figure.
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(23) In early August 2012, Finnfjord informally discussed with Enova, the potential postponement of the works
on the third furnace and classifying it as a separate project in order to apply for more aid from Enova
on the basis of it being a new project.

(24) When Finnfjord’s board met on 25 September 2012 the total cost estimate had been set to NOK
[740-790] million (!). In that meeting Finnfjord’s board considered three alternative courses of action:

i. Completing the project by financing the cost increases by way of the company’s general cash flow.

ii. Postponing the works on the third furnace, classifying it as a separate project and applying for more
aid from Enova.

iii. Obtaining NOK [80-95] million of additional financing from Enova (aid), SNN (loan) and IN (loan and
aid) in order to complete the project.

(25) The board decided to proceed according the third alternative.

(26) IN has provided the Authority with an extract of the board meeting protocol regarding the third alterna-
tive. Concerning the applications to Enova and IN for more aid the extract provides the following:

‘Potential grants/loans from Enova and [IN] will be used directly to reduce the liquidity loan applied for
[from SNN]. (3.

(27) According to IN, the board concluded that the first course of action would essentially mean that the
project would be financed at the expense of Finnfjord’s creditors, which would be legally unadvisable and
not a tenable solution in the long term. Also, according to IN, the board did not consider the second
alternative a viable course of action as it concluded that the postponement of the works on the third
furnace would be prohibitively expensive.

8. Overview of the cost increases

Estimated budget in

Date, event NOK million

Initial budget as described in Decision No 39/11/COL of 9 February 2011 511,66
The Norwegian authorities have also made reference to a cost estimate of NOK 696
696 million. In the following, the Authority refers only to the NOK 700 million figure.

7 February 2011, Finnfjord board meeting [680-720]
5 July 2012, Finnfjord applies to Enova for more aid [730-760]
31 July 2012, Finnfjord budget review [740-790]
25 September 2012, Finnfjord board meeting [740-790]
The Norwegian authorities indicate that the cost estimates increased further to [approxi-| [approximately 800]

mately NOK 800] million. It is not clear when these estimates were made, therefore the
NOK [740-790] million from the 25 September 2012 board meeting is referred to in
the following.

9. Informal discussions and formal application for more aid from Enova

(28) The Norwegian authorities have explained that Finnfjord, at some point during the spring of 2012, due to
the increased project costs, entered into informal discussions with Enova about the possibility of obtaining
more aid. During those informal discussions, Enova signalled that it was reluctant to grant more aid to
the project as it doubted whether additional aid would have incentive effect.

(") The Norwegian authorities indicate that the cost estimates increased further to [approximately NOK 800 million.] It is not clear when
these estimates were made, therefore the [NOK 740-790 million] from the 25.9.2012 board meeting is referred to in the following.

(& Letter from the Norwegian authorities dated 18.9.2013 (Event No 683806). Translation by the Authority: ‘Eventuelle tilskudd/lan fra
Enova og Innovasjon Norge, vil ga til direkte reduksjon av omsekte likviditetslan.’
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(29) By letter dated 5 July 2012, Finnfjord nevertheless formally applied for additional aid from Enova to
cover the increased costs. The estimated total cost was then NOK [730-760] million. The original aid
(NOK 175 million) amounted to 34,2% of the initial budget (NOK 511,66 million). Finnfjord applied for
NOK [75-85] million in additional aid, as that would bring the total aid amount to [30-40 %] of the new
total budget estimate.

(30) By letter dated 20 August 2012, Enova rejected the application for aid. Enova concluded that Finnfjord
could not document that the additional aid would provide the company with an incentive to increase the
level of environmental protection. In Enova’s view the application did therefore not fulfil the requirements
of Enova’s own rules nor those of the EEA State aid rules. Enova failed to see that aid would have
incentive effect as all investments related to the project had been made and most of the equipment had
been delivered. In addition, Enova considered that Finnfjord did not document that there was a risk that
the project would not have been realised without the additional aid.

10. IN’s award of aid and the NOK [80-95] million package

(31) On 28 August 2012 Finnfjord initiated an informal dialogue with IN and SNN in order to obtain the
NOK [80-95] million necessary to finance the completion of the project.

(32) By letter dated 1 October 2012, Finnfjord formally applied for additional credit from SNN. Finnfjord
formally applied for additional credit and aid from IN on 11 October 2012, without specifying an aid
amount.

(33) It appears that SNN prior to mid-October 2012 had offered Finnfjord a loan of NOK [80-95] million (%).
However, SNN made the offer conditional on collateralisation to the detriment of the collateralisation of a
pre-existing loan from IN. This solution was unacceptable for IN. SNN and IN therefore negotiated the
following NOK [80-95] million financing package:

i. The aid grant from IN of NOK 16 million.

ii. A short-term loan of NOK 18 million from IN with a rate of [5-9] % (adjustable in accordance with
IN risk loan policy) collateralised pari passu with a pre-existing loan of NOK 100 million from IN.

iii. A short-term loan of NOK [45-60] million from SNN with an interest rate of [...] NIBOR(}) +
[300-600] bps collateralised pari passu with a pre-existing loan of NOK [300-325] million from SNN.

(34) The Norwegian authorities have not explained why IN, instead of granting the NOK 16 million as aid,
could not have lent the same amount to Finnfjord.

(35) The NOK [80-95] million financing package was formalised and accepted by Finnfjord by way of an
agreement signed by SNN, IN and Finnfjord on 12 December 2012.

(36) The NOK 16 million of aid to Finnfjord will only be disbursed with the Authority’s approval.

11. Disbursement of the final tranche of aid from the Energy Fund

(37) As noted above, Enova only grants the last 20% of an individual aid when it has approved a final
project report. On 22 November 2012, the final report from Finnfjord was approved by Enova. On
23 November 2012, Enova disbursed the last NOK 35 million of aid (20% of the total aid amount of
NOK 175 million).

12. Comments by the Norwegian authorities

(38) When IN decided to conditionally grant the NOK 16 million of aid, it was aware of Enova’s rejection of
Finnfjord's application for supplementary aid and the reason for the rejection. IN stresses that the aid
awarded provides incentive effect and is fully compatible with the general objectives of the Environmental
Aid Guidelines (EAG) (}) and the Authority’s Decision No 248/11/COL on the Energy Fund.

(") According to IN: ‘When Finnfjord [...] applied for financing of 88 million NOK, [SNN] had already approved a loan of the same amount,
but with terms on security that was unacceptable for [IN] IN letter to the Authority dated 18.9.2013, p. 12.

(3 Norwegian Inter Bank Offered Rate.

() OJ L 144, 10.6.2010, p. 1 and EEA Supplement No 29, 10.6.2010, p. 1.
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(39)

(40)

(41)

(44)

(45)

IN has explained that Finnfjord was facing a temporary capital shortage that threatened the completion of
its energy recovery project. The capital shortage could have led to the turbine not being installed. Further-
more it could have halted the rebuilding of furnace 3 and one of the boilers which could have resulted
in a reduction of the annual electricity production capacity in the order of 100-120 GWh.

IN warns that a strict interpretation of the requirement for incentive effect may prevent an aid recipient
from choosing better technologies and methods which become visible during the progress of a project.
According to IN, the grant constituted a decisive element for releasing the financial package that was
required for the completion of the project and therefore had a clear incentive effect. Moreover IN refers
to the general policy orientation of the EAG in Section 1.2.5, ie. to take into the assessment that State
aid may be conducive to the objective of environmental protection which can provide opportunities for
innovation, create new markets and increase competitiveness through resources efficiency and new invest-
ment opportunities.

IN is of the view that without the additional aid, the internal rate of return (IRR) would have been too
low to make the investment sustainable. With the increased costs, IN, updating Enova’s estimates, has
calculated the IRR of the project without the additional NOK 16 million to [approximately 11 %] (!).
According to IN, with the aid of NOK 16 million, the IRR would increase to [11,5-12%]. The IRR,
accepted by the Authority in its Decision No 39/11/COL was 12,35%. IN stresses that the level of the
rate of return does not serve as an indication of expected profitability, but rather as a measure of the
financial buffer needed to offset the risk involved in the realisation of the project.

IN furthermore stresses that Finnfjord had already been found eligible for aid in accordance with the EAG.
During its processing of the application for aid IN complied, as far as possible, with the methods used
by Enova to ascertain that the relevant requirements of the EAG were being met to the same extent as
in the case of the original aid from Enova. According to IN the aid intensities set by out by the EAG
have not been exhausted. On this basis, IN considers the aid to be necessary and proportionate.

IN stresses that the award of the NOK 16 million does not represent a form of rescue aid. Finnfjord was
able to pay its suppliers. However, had Finnfjord not secured the aid and the additional financing in the
form of the loans from IN and SNN, the further work on the project would have been halted or its
scope would be significantly reduced.

Enova on the other hand has restated that it did indeed reject Finnfjord’s application for aid due to the
lack of incentive effect. As a justification for that conclusion, Enova has pointed to the following circums-
tances: at the point in time where Finnfjord requested further aid from Enova all the investments relating
to the project had been carried out and most of the equipment had been delivered, Finnfjord did not
report on particular challenges as late as in its progress report provided on 23 July 2012, and Finnfjord,
when applying for additional aid, could not document that there might be a risk that the project would
not be realised without the additional aid. Thus Enova holds that Finnfjord cannot document that the
additional aid would provide it with an incentive to increase the level of environmental protection. Enova
has clarified that it did not consider the additional aid applied for to fulfil the requirements under the
rules of the Energy Fund nor the EAG.

II. ASSESSMENT
1. The presence of State aid
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement reads as follows:

‘Save as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any aid granted by EC Member States, EFTA States 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 Contracting Parties, be incompatible with the functioning of this Agreement.’

This implies that a measure constitutes State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agree-
ment if the following conditions are cumulatively fulfilled: the measure: (i) is granted by the State or
through state resources; (ii) confers a selective economic advantage to the beneficiary; (iii) has an impact
on trade between Contracting Parties and is liable to distort competition.

(") See annex 6 to the letter of the Norwegian authorities of 18.9.2013 (Event No 683819).
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2. The notified aid — the NOK 16 million direct grant

(47) The aid measure must be granted by the state or through state resources. In that context, it is recalled
that IN is a public entity the grants of which are funded by the Norwegian State. The notified measure is
therefore financed from resources from the state and transferrable to Finnfjord under the control of a
public entity controlled by the state. Thus, the Authority considers that state resources are involved.

(48) The notified measure must confer on Finnfjord advantages that relieves it of charges that are normally
borne from its budget. The measure must furthermore be selective in that it favours ‘certain undertakings
or the production of certain goods. The NOK 16 million direct grant is a transfer of cash that Finnfjord
would not have received in its normal course of business. Therefore, the Authority concludes that this
direct grant provides a selective economic advantage to Finnfjord.

(49) The measure must be liable to distort competition and affect trade between the Contracting Parties to the
EEA Agreement to be considered State aid within the meaning of its Article 61(1). According to settled
case-law, the mere fact that a measure strengthens the position of an undertaking compared with other
undertakings competing in intra-EEA trade, is considered to be sufficient in order to conclude that the
measure is likely to affect trade between Contracting Parties and distort competition between undertakings
established in other EEA States ('). Finnfjord produces ferrosilicon and microsilica, which it sells on the
European market (3. Thus, the Authority concludes that the aid affects trade between the Contracting
Parties to the EEA Agreement and distorts competition in the EEA as the beneficiary is active in a sector
where trade between Contracting Parties takes place.

(50) Based on the above findings, the Authority concludes that the notified measure in the form of a direct
grant of NOK 16 million from IN to Finnfjord constitutes State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1)
of the EEA Agreement.

3. Procedural requirements

(51) Pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3, ‘the EFTA Surveillance Authority shall be informed, in
sufficient time to enable it to submit its comments, of any plans to grant or alter aid (...). The State
concerned shall not put its proposed measures into effect until the procedure has resulted in a final deci-
sion’.

(52) By letter dated 26 June 2013, the Norwegian authorities notified the aid measure of NOK 16 million. The
aid has been granted conditionally subject to the Authority’s approval and has consequently not been

disbursed.

(53) The Authority notes that the Norwegian authorities have not provided detailed information on the legal
basis for IN’s grant of individual aid to Finnfjord. On the basis of the information provided, it appears
that the aid has been granted on the basis of an aid scheme that has not been notified to the Authority
as the Norwegian authorities consider it to be covered by the General Block Exemption Regulation (the
‘GBER’) (). The Norwegian authorities have concluded that the aid to Finnfjord had to be individually noti-
fied as it, in cumulation with the aid from Enova, exceeds the threshold for which individual awards of
aid are subject to the notification obligation (*). The grants from Enova and IN represent investment aid to
the same undertaking for the same investment project.

(54) Given that the proposed aid constitutes new aid that is not exempted from the notification obligation, the
Authority concludes that the Norwegian authorities have complied with their obligations stemming from
Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3.

(") Case E-6/98 Norway v EFTA Surveillance Authority [1999] Ct. Rep. 76, paragraph 59; Case 730/79 Philip Morris v Commission [1980] ECR
2671, paragraph 11 where it is stated that ‘When State financial aid strengthens the position of an undertaking compared with other
undertakings competing in intra-Community trade the latter must be regarded as affected by that aid".

(3 As described in the Authority‘s Decision No 39/11/COL (cited above).

(*) Commission Regulation (EC) No 800/2008 of 6.8.2008 declaring certain categories of aid compatible with the common market in

application of Articles 87 and 88 of the Treaty (O] L 214, 9.8.2008, p. 3), incorporated into point 1j of Annex XV to the EEA Agree-

ment.

See Article 6(1)(b) in conjunction with Article 7(1) of the GBER.

Article 6(1)(b) reads as follows ‘This Regulation shall not apply to any individual aid, whether granted ad hoc or on the basis of a scheme,

the gross grant equivalent of which exceeds the following thresholds (...) (b) investment aid for environmental protection: EUR 7,5

million per undertaking per investment project;’.

Article 7(1) reads as follows: ‘In determining whether the individual notification thresholds laid down in Article 6 and the maximum aid

intensities laid down in Chapter II are respected, the total amount of public support measures for the aided activity or project shall be

taken into account, regardless of whether that support is financed from local, regional, national or Community sources.’

—_
=
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4. The legal basis for assessing the compatibility of the aid

(55) Support measures caught by Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement are generally incompatible with the func-
tioning of the EEA Agreement, unless they qualify for a derogation under Article 61(2) or (3) or
Article 59(2) of the EEA Agreement.

(56) IN argues that the aid to Finnfjord is compatible with Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement and the
EAG. IN stresses that the aid at hand does not represent a form of rescue aid.

(57) On the basis of Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement ‘aid to facilitate the development of certain
economic activities or of certain economic areas’ may be considered compatible with the functioning of
the EEA Agreement, where such aid does not affect trading conditions and competition in the EEA to the
extent that is considered to be contrary to the common interest.

(58) By Decision No 39/11/COL the Authority approved the initial aid from the Energy Fund Scheme to Finnf-
jord’s energy recovery project after having carried out a detailed assessment of that aid in accordance with
chapter 5 of the EAG. The Authority concluded that the notified aid from Enova contributed to the
protection of the environment by incentivising Finnfjord to carry out an energy saving measure it would
not have carried out without the aid. The Authority now has to assess the compatibility of the aid from
IN in light of these circumstances.

(59) Given the fact that it has already assessed the compatibility of the aid from Enova to the Finnfjord
energy recovery project, the Authority does not doubt that the additional aid, due to its relatively small
amount compared to the initial aid, is aimed at a market failure (). Furthermore, given that the aid is
necessary and has incentive effect, the Authority has no doubts that the distortions of competition and
effect on trade would be limited () so that the overall balance would be positive (3).

(60) However, the Authority has doubts related to the appropriateness (*), necessity and incentive effect (°) of
the aid. These doubts are elaborated on in the following.

5. Necessity and incentive effect of aid

(61) According to the EAG(®), in order to be compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement, aid
needs to provide an incentive effect. Whether the notified aid is necessary to produce a real incentive to
undertake investment which would not otherwise be made is a crucial element in the compatibility assess-
ment. It has to be verified whether the aid is necessary to provide an incentive effect for the investment,
ie. whether the aid actually contributes to changing the behaviour of the recipient so that the level of
environmental protection is increased (). It is moreover important to verify that the aid in fact was
needed and that the undertaking would not have made the investment had it not benefited from the

aid ().

(62) As a general rule, the Authority will consider that no incentive effect exists when the project has started
before the submission by the recipient of an application requesting the aid (). However, the Authority
does not exclude the incentive effect of aid to a project that has started when the grant of aid unequivo-
cally ensures the completion of projects that would otherwise not have been completed or adding envi-
ronmental protection that would otherwise not come to fruition.

1y Points 167-168 of the EAG.

() P

(3 Points 175-185 of the EAG.

(}) Points 186-188 of the EAG.

() Points 169-170 of the EAG.

(%) Points 171-173 of the EAG.

(%) Points 171-173 of the EAG as well as points 27-29.
() Point 142 of the EAG.

(%) Point 27 of the EAG.

(°) Point 143 of the EAG.
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(63) In the case at hand, however, the Authority has doubts with regard to whether the aid provided Finnfjord
with an incentive to fully complete the project without delays.

(64) The incentive effect of the aid has to be verified on the basis of a full analysis of the economic circums-
tances of the counterfactual situation ('), level of risk (%) and profitability (). These circumstances should be
documented by the recipient’s original and revised business plans and other relevant documents such as
profitability calculations for the project with and without the aid, project finance analysis, risk assessment
and detailed account on how the relevant circumstances influenced the original business plan and required
rate of return of the investment.

(65) It appears that Finnfjord, when it applied for more aid from Enova in the spring of 2012, did not realis-
tically consider stopping, reducing the scope or halting the project. This also appears to have been the
case when Finnfjord formally applied for additional aid from Enova on 5 July 2012 and when it was
faced with the further cost increases to NOK [730-760] million and NOK [740-790] million (and poten-
tially up to [approximately NOK 800] million).

(66) More specifically and with reference to the conclusions drawn in the board meeting of 25 September
2012, it appears that the company, due to the prohibitive cost involved, and as long as it could secure
sufficient financing, did not seriously consider stopping or postponing the project, as a whole or in part,
or reducing its scope. The extract of the board meeting protocol from 25 September 2012 indicate that
Finnfjord intended to seek additional loan financing from SNN and additional aid from Enova and IN, and
that any potential aid would be used to reduce the loan Finnfjord would seek to obtain from SNN.

(67) IN has explained that on the basis of signals from SNN and IN itself during the ensuing negotiations,
Finnfjord still considered it feasible to maintain its primary goal of full and timely completion of the
energy recovery project. Finnfjord’s board did therefore not formally decide on any alternate course of
action and did not initiate in-depth studies of the consequences for a hypothetical failure to adequately
securing the additional financing required. Based on the above, it is the preliminary view of the Authority,
that Finnfjord appeared to be taking all measures within reason in attempting to finalise the aided project
and Finnfjord viewed any additional aid, be it from Enova or IN, as an addition of the most welcome,
but not absolutely necessary, kind.

(68) Furthermore the Authority considers relevant the argument against the incentive effect set out by Enova in
its rejection letter: that all the investments relating to the project had already been carried out and that
most of the equipment had been delivered. In light of this the Authority questions what incentive there
was left for the aid to provide.

(69) However, the Authority does not exclude at this stage the incentive effect of the proposed aid. An incen-
tive effect may be established for a given project to compensate for unforeseen cost increases. Especially
when the scope of the unforeseen cost is substantial and linked to the fact that the project is innovative
and that the costs thereby, by their very nature are difficult to estimate in advance — which indeed
would appear to be the case for Finnfjord.

(70) Under such circumstances, it could be argued that the incentive effect of all the aid for the project as
one has to be assessed, the question would be whether Finnfjord, knowing all it eventually came to know
about the cost increases, would have decided to go ahead with the project with only the NOK 175
million from Enova.

(71) On the other hand, the Authority notes that Finnfjord in February 2011, when faced with the cost
increase from NOK 511,66 million to NOK [680-720] million, decided to go ahead with the project
without applying for any further aid. The Authority has not been provided with an explanation of why
Finnfjord did not at that stage apply for more aid. It could perhaps be that the project in light of the
revenue increases stemming from the increased electricity production would not be less profitable than the
approved project and thus not eligible for more aid using the Enova model. The Authority invites the
Norwegian authorities and Finnfjord to explain why Finnfjord did not apply for more aid at that stage.

(") Point 172(a) of the EAG.
(3 Point 172(f) of the EAG.
(%) Point 172(g) of the EAG.
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(72) Additionally, the Authority has not been provided with an explanation of the extent to which Finnfjord,
with the aid from Enova, was compensated for risks of budget overruns. The Authority notes that Finnf-
jord initially applied for NOK 200 million in aid, however, through negotiations with Enova the aid was
reduced by NOK 25 million to the NOK 175 million finally granted. This effectively lowered the rate of
return to 12,35% which was at the bottom of the range provided by Enova of what companies making
investments outside their core area normally require, which according to Enova was 12-16 % (!). In light
of these circumstances, the Authority questions the extent to which Finnfjord with the aid from Enova
has been compensated for unforeseen costs and the risks related thereto. This should in the preliminary
view of the Authority be assessed on the basis of the original budget of the project and the required rate
of return.

(73) IN has explained that Finnfjord needs additional aid to ensure that the internal rate of return (IRR) of the
project does not drop to an unacceptably low level and make the investment unsustainable. On the basis
of the cost increases, IN has recalculated the level of the IRR by updating the spreadsheets used by Enova
when calculating the initial 12,35 % figure. According to IN the level is now [approximately 11 %] without
the additional NOK 16 million and [11,5-12 %]with the aid. This difference appears marginal and appears
as such to be a risk already covered by the profit margin of the original project. The project is further-
more still profitable with the estimated IRR of [approximately 11 %] However, the Authority questions the
accuracy of IN’s updated calculations on the basis of the following. It appears to the Authority that IN
has:

i. based the calculations on a total budget of approximately NOK 695 million (and not on any of the
later estimates),

ii. not taken account of the cash flow of the two last years of the project’s lifetime,
iii. included the income from steam (although no longer aid-supported), and

iv. not adjusted correctly the volume of electricity produced.

(74) In light of the above, the Authority invites the Norwegian authorities to comment on the Authority’s
findings listed in the paragraph above and to provide an updated spreadsheet.

(75) The Authority has further doubts on the incentive effect and compatibility of the aid related to some
more general considerations.

(76) The Authority notes as a positive aspect of the Energy Fund Scheme that the aid under that scheme is
given to trigger projects that would otherwise not be realised. The aid applicants are responsible for
providing accurate information on costs and incomes and bear the risk of cost overruns or lower than
estimated earnings. On the other hand, the aid applicants have a potential upside when higher earnings
are realised. The competition for aid should prevent applicants from unduly inflating their cost estimates
and required levels of return. Additionally, where a project turns out to be less costly than budgeted,
Enova reduces the aid grant in a pro rata calculation. Enova does not guarantee a certain level of return.
Enova restricts the aid to the amount necessary to trigger the investment.

(77) The Authority also questions whether the practice of awarding additional aid to ensure that the a certain
level of return is maintained risks undermining the workings of the Energy Fund Scheme and, in parti-
cular, its mechanism for competition for aid. With the initial IRR of 12,35%, Finnfjord was arguably
sufficiently compensated for the risk involved in the project. If Finnfjord were to be compensated when
that risk, that was and is inherent in the project, materialises, it would be difficult to see the justification
for the 12,35% IRR in the first place.

(78) The Norwegian authorities have explained that the aid of NOK 16 million was part of a financing
package to secure the necessary NOK [80-95] million as referred to above. SNN and IN, after negotia-
tions, decided to grant short term loans of NOK [65-80] million, [45-60] and 18 million respectively,
collateralised pari passu with pre-existing loans of NOK [300-325] million and NOK 100 million respecti-
vely. The notified grant of NOK 16 million would together with the new loans cover the unforeseen cost
increases of NOK [80-95] million that was necessary to ensure a timely completion of the project.

(") See Decision No 39/11/COL p. 12-13.
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(79) It is the Authority’s preliminary understanding that the Norwegian authorities thereby submit that the
grant was necessary in order to ensure additional financing in the market, which again was necessary for
the timely and full completion of the project. Thus, that the grant seen in conjunction with the total
financing of the unforeseen cost increases need provided the necessary incentive effect for the timely
completion of the project.

(80) The Authority would for the purposes of assessing the incentive effect of the aid not exclude that the aid
may be seen in conjunction with and as a necessary element to secure financing for unforeseen cost
increases. The Norwegian authorities have, however, not explained why in the particular circumstances of
this case, the grant of NOK 16 million was a necessary condition for SSN and IN to grant the new
short term loans. In this regard it is recalled that the two existing lenders, SNN and IN, accepted to
grant new loans of NOK [65-80] million without additional collateral. The Authority therefore questions
on what basis the additional NOK 16 million was a necessary condition for the loans.

(81) The Authority furthermore questions whether the NOK 16 million grant was the appropriate instrument (1)
and why IN could not instead have provided the capital as a loan.

(82) Additionally, the Authority notes that the Norwegian authorities have not clearly explained how the aid
amount of NOK 16 million was determined. What is clear is that the proposed aid from IN to Finnfjord
has not been awarded on the basis of a competitive call for projects similar to the procedures under the
Energy Fund Scheme. Given that the aid would be an appropriate instrument and have incentive effect,
the Authority still questions whether a lower amount of aid could have produced the same effects. The
Authority therefore has doubts as to whether the aid is proportionate (%).

(83) In sum, and on the basis of the above, the Authority has doubts about the appropriateness, necessity and
incentive effect of the proposed aid.

(84) Finally, the Authority notes that IN and Enova, both acting on behalf of the Kingdom of Norway, have
presented seemingly conflicting views on whether the additional aid to Finnfjord provides the company
with an incentive to change its behaviour and thereby achieves a greater level of environmental protection
than it would have without the aid. Although it is not a circumstance that would by its very nature
automatically lead to the opening of a formal investigation procedure, the fact remains that when the
Authority is faced with seemingly conflicting views from different representatives of the same Contracting
Party on an issue that has a decisive impact on the question of the compatibility of the notified aid, it
will in those cases likely harbour doubts about the compatibility of that aid. When faced with doubts, the
Authority must open the formal investigation procedure.

6. Conclusion

(85) Based on the information submitted by the Norwegian authorities, the Authority has concluded that the
proposed NOK 16 million cash grant from IN to Finnfjord constitutes State aid within the meaning of
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. After a preliminary examination, the Authority, for the reasons set
out above, has doubts that this aid is compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement. Conse-
quently, and in accordance Article 4(4) of Part II of Protocol 3, the Authority is obliged to open the
formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3. The decision to open
a formal investigation procedure is without prejudice to the final decision of the Authority, which may
conclude that the measure in question is compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

(86) Accordingly, the Authority, acting under the procedure laid down in Article 1(2) of Part 1 of Protocol 3,
invites the Norwegian authorities to submit their comments within one month of the date of receipt of
this Decision; and in particular to take into account the seemingly conflicting views of Enova and IN.

(87) Further, within one month of receipt of this decision, the Authority request the Norwegian authorities to
provide all documents, information and data needed for assessment of the compatibility of the proposed
NOK 16 million direct grant from IN to Finnfjord.

(88) The Authority requests the Norwegian authorities to forward a copy of this decision to Finnfjord
immediately,

(") Points 169-170 of the EAG.
(3 Point 174 of the EAG.
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HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:
Article 1

The formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I and Article 4(4) of Part II of
Protocol 3 is opened into the NOK 16 million direct grant to Finnfjord notified by the Norwegian authorities.

Article 2

The Norwegian authorities are invited, pursuant to Article 6(1) of Part II of Protocol 3, to submit their
comments on the opening of the formal investigation procedure within one month from the notification of this
Decision.

Article 3

The Norwegian authorities are requested to provide within one month from notification of this decision, all
documents, information and data needed for assessment of the compatibility of the aid measure.

Article 4

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Norway.

Article 5

Only the English language version of this decision is authentic.

Done at Brussels, 13 November 2013.

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority
Oda Helen SLETNES Sverrir Haukur GUNNLAUGSSON

President College Member
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v

(Avis)

PROCEDURES ADMINISTRATIVES

COMMISSION EUROPEENNE

APPEL SPECIFIQUE A PROPOSITIONS — EACEA/15/2014
Charte Erasmus pour I'enseignement supérieur 2014-2020

(2014/C 108/03)

1. Introduction

Le présent appel a propositions est fondé sur le réglement (UE) n° 1288/2013 du Parlement européen et du
Conseil du 11 décembre 2013 établissant «Erasmus+» : le programme de I'Union pour I'‘éducation, la formation,
la jeunesse et le sport et abrogeant les décisions n° 1719/2006/CE, n° 1720/2006/CE et n° 1298/2008/CE
(JO L 347 du 20.12.2013, p. 50).

2. Objectifs et description

La charte Erasmus pour lenseignement supérieur constitue le cadre général de qualité pour les activités de
coopération européennes et internationales qu'un établissement denseignement supérieur (EES) peut déployer dans
le cadre du programme. L'octroi d'une charte Erasmus pour lenseignement supérieur est un prérequis pour tous
les EES situés dans lun des pays énumérés ci-dessous, désireux de se porter candidat et de participer a la
mobilité en matiére de formation des individus etfou pour la formation a linnovation et aux bonnes pratiques
conformément au programme. Pour les EES situés dans d’autres pays, la charte n'est pas obligatoire et le cadre
de qualité sera instauré au moyen daccords interinstitutionnels entre les EES. La charte est octroyée pour la
durée totale du programme. La mise en ceuvre de la charte fera l'objet de controles et toute violation de ses
principes et engagements peut conduire la Commission européenne a la retirer.

3. Candidats admissibles
Les EES établis dans l'un des pays suivants sont éligibles pour se porter candidat a lattribution d’une charte
Erasmus de l'enseignement supérieur:

— les Etats membres de I'Union européenne;

— les pays de I'AELE[EEE (Islande, Liechtenstein, Norvége), ancienne République yougoslave de Macédoine et
Turquie ().

Les autorités nationales désigneront parmi les candidats les établissements denseignement supérieur devant étre
considérés comme éligibles pour participer a la mobilité en matiere de formation des individus etjou a la
coopération pour linnovation et les bonnes pratiques conformément au programme, et ce dans leurs territoires
respectifs.

4. Délai pour la présentation des candidatures et date indicative de la publication des résultats de la
sélection
Le formulaire de candidature électronique diiment complété doit étre soumis en ligne au plus tard a 12 heures

(midi, heure de Bruxelles) le 22 mai 2014.

La date communiquée a titre indicatif pour la publication des résultats de la sélection est le 31 octobre 2014.

(") La charte Erasmus pour I'enseignement supérieur peut étre octroyée a un établissement d’enseignement supérieur de I'un de ces pays
pour autant que celui-ci ait signé avec 'Union européenne un accord concernant sa participation a ce programme a la date de la signature
de la décision d’octroi pour le présent appel.
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5. Informations complétes
Les informations relatives au programme sont disponibles en ligne a l'adresse suivante: http://eacea.ec.europa.cuf

erasmus-plus_en

Les dossiers de candidature doivent étre établis conformément aux directives communiquées par l'agence exécu-
tive «Education, audiovisuel et culture», disponibles en ligne a ladresse suivante: http:|[eacea.ec.europa.cuferasmus-
plus/funding/erasmus-charter-for-higher-education-2014-2020_en



http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/erasmus-plus_en
http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/erasmus-plus_en
http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/erasmus-plus/funding/erasmus-charter-for-higher-education-2014-2020_en
http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/erasmus-plus/funding/erasmus-charter-for-higher-education-2014-2020_en
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OFFICE EUROPEEN DE SELECTION DU PERSONNEL
(EPSO)

AVIS DE CONCOURS GENERAL
(2014/C 108/04)

L'Office européen de sélection de personnel (EPSO) organise le concours général:
EPSO/AST/132/14 — SECURITE

1. Agents de veille numérique et spécialistes de renseignement a base de source ouverte (AST 3)
2. Coordinateurs de prévention et de surveillance (AST 3)

L'avis de concours est publié en 24 langues au Journal officiel C 108 A du 10 avril 2014.

Des informations complémentaires se trouvent sur le site d’EPSO: http://blogs.ec.europa.cufeu-careers.info/



http://blogs.ec.europa.eu/eu-careers.info/
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