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4.11.2016 Utedni véstnik Evropské unie C 406/1
II
(Sdélent)

SDELENI ORGANU, INSTITUCI A JINYCH SUBJEKTU EVROPSKE UNIE

EVROPSKA KOMISE

Povoleni stitnich podpor v ramci ustanoveni ¢lankd 107 a 108 Smlouvy o fungovani Evropské unie

Ptipady, ve kterych Komise nevznesla nimitky

(Text s vyznamem pro EHP)
(2016/C 406/01)

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

13.04.2015

Cislo podpory

SA.38085 (2013/N)

Clensky stét

Italie

Region

— Cl. 107 odst. 3 pism. c)

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Regime di imposizione sulla base del tonnelaggio per il trasporto marittimo

Prdvni zaklad

Riferimento legislativo — Titolo II, Capo VI del T.ULR. di cui al D.P.
R. 22 dicembre 1986, n. 917 come modificato dal decreto legislativo
12 dicembre 2003, n. 344

Typ opatieni

Rezim podpory —

cil

Rozvoj odvétvi

Forma podpory

Snizeni danového zdkladu

Rozpocet

Celkovy rozpocet: EUR 135 (v milionech)
Roéni rozpocet: EUR 13,5 (v milionech)

Mira podpory

%

Délka trvani programu

01.01.2014 - 31.12.2023

Hospodaiskd odvétvi

Namoini a pobfezni osobni doprava, Ndamoini a pobfezni ndkladni doprava




C 406/2

Utedni véstnik Evropské unie

4.11.2016

Ndzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho
podporu

Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze — Dipartimento delle Finanze

Via dei Normanni 5

Dalsi informace

Zavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez davérnych tdaja lze nalézt na této internetové strance:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

19.01.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.38757 (2015/NN)

Clensky stét

Svédsko

Region

VAESTERBOTTENS LAEN —

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

SGEI-stod till Skellefted Airport

Pravni zaklad

Forordnande av tjanst av allmént ekonomiskt intresse

Typ opatieni

podpora ad hoc

Skellefted City Airport AB

cil

Sluzby obecného hospodaiského zdjmu

Forma podpory

Piimy grant

Rozpocet

Mira podpory

%

Délka trvani programu

01.01.2014 - 31.12.2023

Hospodaiska odvétvi

Leteckd osobni doprava

Ndzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho
podporu

Skellefted Stadshus AB
Clo Ekonomienheten, 931 85 Skellefted

Dalsi informace

Zavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez davérnych tdaji Ize nalézt na této internetové strance:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

22.01.2015

Cislo podpory

SA.38796 (2014/N)

Clensky stét

Spojené kralovstvi



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm

4.11.2016

Utedni véstnik Evropské unie

C 406/3

Region

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Investment Contract for Teesside Renewable Energy Project Dedicated Biomass

with Combined Heat and Power

Prdvni zaklad

Energy Act 2013

Typ opatieni

MGT Teesside Limited

Jednotlivd podpora

cil

Ochrana zivotniho prostiedi, Uspora energie

Forma podpory

Piimy grant

Rozpocet

Celkovy rozpocet: GBP 1100 (v milionech)

Mira podpory

100 %

Délka trvani programu

01.08.2018 - 01.08.2033

Hospodaiska odvétvi

Vyroba elektfiny

Nézev a adresa orgdnu poskytujiciho

podporu

DECC
3 Whitehall Place, London, SW1A 2AW

Dals{ informace

Zavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez davérnych tdaja 1ze nalézt na této internetové strance:

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

19.01.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.38892 (2015/NN)

Clensky stdt

Svédsko

Region

VAESTERNORRLANDS LAEN —

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

SGEI-stod till Sundsvall Timré Airport

Pravni zaklad

Forordnande av tjanst av allmént ekonomiskt intresse

Typ opatieni

podpora ad hoc Sundsvall Timrd Airport

Ccil

Sluzby obecného hospodaiského zdjmu

Forma podpory

Pfimy grant



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm

C 406/4 Utedni véstnik Evropské unie 4.11.2016
Rozpocet —
Mira podpory 100 %

Délka trvani programu

01.01.2014 - 31.12.2023

Hospodaiiskd odvétvi

Leteckd osobni doprava

Nédzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujiciho

podporu

Timrd kommun

Képmangatan 14, 861 82 Timra
Sundsvalls kommun

Norrmalmsgatan 4, 851 85 Sundsvall

Dals{ informace

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez duvérnych Gdaji lze nalézt na této internetové strance:

http://ec.curopa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

09.08.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.38920 (2016/NN)

Clensky stdt

Portugalsko

Region

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Concessao do Apoio Minimo a Santa Casa da Misericordia de Tomar (SCMT)

Pravni zaklad

Regulamento Especifico ,Reabilitacio Urbana“

Typ opatieni

Jednotlivd podpora Santa Casa da Misericordia de Tomar

cil

Forma podpory

Piimy grant

Rozpocet

Celkovy rozpocet: EUR 1,872 (v milionech)

Mira podpory

%

Délka trvani programu

Hospodéiskd odvétvi

ZDRAVOTNI A SOCIALNI PECE

Nédzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho

podporu

Commissdo de Coordencdo d Desenvolvimento da Regido do Centro
Rua Bernardim Ribeiro, 80
3000-069 Coimbra



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm

4.11.2016 Utedni véstnik Evropské unie

C 4065

Dalsi informace —

Zévazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez duvérnych tdaji lze nalézt na této internetové strance:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti 14.08.2015

Cislo podpory SA.39457 (2015/N)

Clensky stdt Spojené kralovstvi

Region — —

Ndzev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce) Reation Engines Ltd, SABRE design project

Prévni zdklad Science and Technology Act 1965

Typ opatfeni Jednotlivd podpora Reaction Engines Limited
cil Vyzkum a vyvoj

Forma podpory Piimy grant

Rozpocet Celkovy rozpocet: GBP 50 (v milionech)

Mira podpory 42 %

Délka trvani programu Od 01.04.2015

Hospodéiskd odvétvi Vyroba letadel a kosmickych lodi a souvisejicich zafizeni
Ndzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho | United Kingdom Space Agency

podporu Polaris House, North Star Avenue, Swindon SN2 1SZ
Dalsi informace —

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez divérnych tdaji Ize nalézt na této internetové strnce:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti 01.07.2015

Cislo podpory SA.40098 (2015/N)

Clensky stdt Finsko



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm

C 4066

Utedni véstnik Evropské unie 4.11.2016

Region

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Evaluation plan — Aid scheme for funding of research and development projects

Prdvni zaklad

Valtioneuvoston asetus tutkimus-, kehittdmis- ja innovaatiotoiminnan rahoituk-
sesta (1444/2014) Valtioneuvoston asetus tutkimus-, kehittdmis- ja innovaatio-
toiminnan rahoituksesta (1444/2014);

Valtionavustuslaki (688/2001); Laki valtion lainanannosta seka valtiontakaukse-
sta ja valtiontakuusta (449/1988); Laki yritystuen yleisistd ehdoista (786/1997)
Please see attached the submitted GBER-form ,Tukiohjelma tutkimus- ja
kehittdmishankkeisiin (Tekes)“ for more details.

Typ opatieni

Rezim podpory —

Ccil

Vyzkum a vyvoj

Forma podpory

Primy grant, Pujcka/vratné zalohy

Rozpocet

Celkovy rozpocet: EUR 2 000 (v milionech)
Ro¢ni rozpocet: EUR 400 (v milionech)

Mira podpory

75 %

Délka trvani programu

01.01.2015 - 31.12.2020

Hospodaiskd odvétvi

Viechna hospodaiskd odvétvi zptisobild k ziskdni podpory

Ndzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho
podporu

Tekes
PL 69, 00101 Helsinki

Dals{ informace

Zavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez davérnych tdaja lze nalézt na této internetové strance:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

14.07.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.40680 (2016/N)

Clensky stét

Némecko

Region

BREMERHAVEN, KRFR.ST. Cl. 107 odst. 3 pism. c)

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Offshore-Terminal Bremerhaven

Pravni zaklad

§ § 23, 24 der Haushaltsordnung der Freien Hansestadt Bremen (Landeshaus-
haltsordung) und dazu erlassene Verwaltungsvorschriften



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm

4.11.2016 Utedni véstnik Evropské unie C 406(7

Typ opatfeni podpora ad hoc Landessondervermaogen Fischereihafen
cil Rozvoj odvétvi

Forma podpory Pfimy grant

Rozpocet Celkovy rozpocet: EUR 155,3 (v milionech)

Mira podpory 0%

Délka trvani programu —

Hospodaiskd odvétvi Néamoin{ a pobfezni ndkladni doprava

Nédzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho | Der Senator fiir Wirtschaft, Arbeit und Hifen
podporu Zweite Schlachtpforte 3, 28195 Bremen

Dals{ informace —

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez divérnych tdaji Ize nalézt na této internetové strdnce:

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti 10.12.2015

Cislo podpory SA.40713 (2015/N)

Clensky stdt Francie

Region — _

Ndzev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce) Soutien au développement des installations produisant de I'électricité a partir de

la combustion ou de l'explosion du gaz de mine

Pravni zdklad Code de Iénergie, Articles L314-1 (6°) et L121-7; Décret n® 2000-1196 du
6 décembre 2000 fixant par catégorie d'installations les limites de puissance des
installations pouvant bénéficier de l'obligation d’achat d'électricité, Article 3-1;
Décret 2001-410 du 10 mai 2001 relatif aux conditions d’achat de I'électricité
produite par des producteurs bénéficiant de l'obligation d’achat; Arrété (...)
fixant les conditions d’achat de I'électricité produite par les installations utilisant
I'énergie dégagée par la combustion ou I'explosion du gaz de mines

Typ opatieni Rezim podpory —

Cil Ochrana zivotniho prostiedi, Uspora energie
Forma podpory Pfimy grant

Rozpocet Celkovy rozpocet: EUR 22,8 (v milionech)

Ro¢ni rozpocet: EUR 1,5 (v milionech)



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm

C 406/8

Utedni véstnik Evropské unie

4.11.2016

Mira podpory

100 %

Délka trvani programu

do 01.01.2020

Hospodaiskd odvétvi

Vyroba elektfiny

Nédzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujiciho
podporu

Ministére de I'Ecologie — Direction générale de I'énergie et du climat
DGEC — Tour Sequoia — 92055 La Défense Cedex

Dals{ informace

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez duvérnych tdaji lze nalézt na této internetové strance:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

03.08.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.41342 (2016/N)

Clensky stat

Némecko

Region

DAHME-SPREEWALD,
DENBURG

BRAN- | —

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Flughafen Berlin Brandenburg

Pravni zaklad

Gesellschafterbeschluss vom 17. April 2015 (TOP 3): 1,107 Mrd. EUR

Hybridkapital

Gesellschafterbeschluss vom 16. Oktober 2015 (TOP 3): Aufnahme verbiirgter
Darlehen bis zur Hoéhe von 2,5 Mrd. EUR zur Refinanzierung des

Konsortialkredits und zur Ausfinanzierung des FBB-Businessplans

Typ opatieni

Jednotlivd podpora

Flughafen Berlin Brandenburg GmbH

cil

Jiné, Regiondlni rozvoj, Ochrana Zivotniho prostedi

Forma podpory

Zaruka, Jiné formy tcasti soukromého kapitdlu — subordinate shareholder loan

(quasi-equity); shareholder guarantee

Rozpocet

Celkovy rozpocet: EUR 1107 (v milionech)

Mira podpory

Opatieni nepfedstavuje podporu

Délka trvani programu

Hospodaiska odvétvi

Leteckd doprava

Nézev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho
podporu

Ministerium der Finanzen des Landes Brandenburg, Referat 43
Heinrich-Mann-Allee 107, 14473 Potsdam

Senatsverwaltung fiir Finanzen, Referat IC

Klosterstrafle 59, 10179 Berlin

Bundesministerium fur Verkehr und digitale Infrastruktur, Referat Z12
Invalidenstrafle 44, 10115 Berlin



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm

4.11.2016 Utedni véstnik Evropské unie C 406/9

Dalsi informace —

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez duvérnych Gdaji lze nalézt na této internetové strance:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti 24.08.2015

Cislo podpory SA.41471 (2015/N)

Clensky stat Polsko

Region Poland —

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce) Warunki i tryb udzielania pomocy publicznej i pomocy de minimis za

posrednictwem Narodowego Centrum Badan i Rozwoju

Prévni zdklad Art. 33 ust. 2 ustawy z dnia 30 kwietnia 2010 r. o Narodowym Centrum Badan
i Rozwoju (Dz.U. z 2014 r. poz. 1788 oraz z 2015 r. poz. 249.).

Rozporzadzenie Ministra Nauki i Szkolnictwa Wyzszego z dnia 25 lutego 2015
r. w sprawie warunkéw i trybu udzielania pomocy publicznej i pomocy de
minimis za podrednictwem Narodowego Centrum Badaf i Rozwoju (Dz.
U. z 2015 r,, poz. 299).

Typ opatieni Rezim podpory —

cil Podpora na vyzkum a vyvoj v odvétvi rybolovu a akvakultury (cldnek 30),
Investi¢ni podpora urcend malym a stfednim podnikdm (¢linek 17), Podpora
pro rizikové financovani (¢ldnek 21), Podpora na zahdjeni ¢innosti (¢lanek 22),
Podpora malych a stfednich podnikii — podpora na ndklady spojené s vybérem
vhodného subjektu pro investice (¢linek 24), Zdkladni vyzkum (¢l. 25 odst. 2
pism. a)), Primyslovy vyzkum (¢l. 25 odst. 2 pism. b)), Experimentdlni vyvoj
(€l. 25 odst. 2 pism. ¢)), Studie proveditelnosti (¢l. 25 odst. 2 pism. d)), Podpora
na inovace ur¢end malym a sttednim podnikiim (¢lanek 28)

Forma podpory Dotace[subvence urokovych sazeb, Ziruka (uvedte odkaz na pfipadné
rozhodnuti Komise(10)), Pijcka/vratné zdlohy, Poskytnuti rizikového financo-
van{

Rozpocet Celkovy rozpocet: PLN 22 649 (v milionech)

Ro¢ni rozpocet: PLN 3 640,625 (v milionech)

Mira podpory 100 %

Délka trvani programu 05.03.2015 - 30.06.2021

Hospodaiskd odvétvi Vsechna hospodatskd odvétvi zptsobild k ziskdni podpory



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm

C 40610

Utedni véstnik Evropské unie 4.11.2016

Nédzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho

podporu

Narodowe Centrum Badan i Rozwoju
ul. Nowogrodzka 47a, 00-695 Warszawa

Dalsi informace

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez divérnych daji lze nalézt na této internetové strnce:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

18.04.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.42476 (2015/N)

Clensky stdt

Nizozemsko

Region

NEDERLAND —

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Betuweroute — Compensatie spoorvervoer tijdens bouwwerkzaamheden 2016-
2020

Prdvni zaklad

Artikel 3(1)(@@) van de Kaderwet subsidies I en M, artikel 2(1) van het
Kaderbesluit subsidies I en M.

Typ opatieni

Rezim podpory —

Cil

Rozvoj odvétvi

Forma podpory

Jind

Rozpocet

Celkovy rozpocet: EUR 13,2 (v milionech)

Mira podpory

15%

Délka trvani programu

01.01.2016 - 31.12.2020

Hospodaiska odvétvi

Zelezni¢ni nékladn{ doprava

Ndzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho

podporu

Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu
Plesmanweg 1-6, Postbus 20901, 2500 EX Den Haag

Dals{ informace

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez divérnych tdaji Ize nalézt na této internetové strnce:

http:/[ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

29.08.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.43168 (2015/N)



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm

4.11.2016 Ufednf véstnik Evropské unie C 406/11
Clensky stdt Recko
Region ATTIKI —

Nézev (ajnebo jméno pifjemce)

Kparikr eyyonen yia to daveio g ETEn npog m AEH (Epya oe pn Staouvdedepéva
vijold)

Pravni zaklad

NOMOZX 2322/1995 (OEK A 143)

Typ opatieni

Jednotlivd podpora PUBLIC POWER CORPORATION (PPC)

cil Sluzby obecného hospodaiského zdjmu
Forma podpory Zéaruka

Rozpocet —

Mira podpory 0%

Délka trvani programu

Hospodaiskad odvétvi

Vyroba elektfiny

Nézev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho

podporu

[ENIKO AOTIETHPIO TOY KPATOYX - AIEY®YNXH KINHEHE KEGAAAION
EITYHEEQN KAI AANEION
[TANETIIETHMIOY 37 — AOGHNA 10165 — EAAAAA

Dals{ informace

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez divérnych tidaji Ize nalézt na této internetové strdnce:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

04.08.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.43575 (2015/N)

Clensky stét

Lotyssko

Region

Riga, Latvia —

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Aid for the construction of cultural and sport center ,Daugavas stadions*

Prdvni zaklad

Cabinet of Ministers Order No. 78 from 16 February 2015 ,Government’s Ac-
tion Plan for the implementation of the Declaration of Cabinet of Ministers led
by Laimdota Straujuma“

http://likumi.lv/[ta/id[272247?&search=0n
Cabinet of Ministers Session Protocol No. 38 from 11 August 2015
http://likumi.lv/ta/id/27 5917-ministru-kabineta-sedes-protokols

Typ opatieni

Jednotlivd podpora State owned limited liability company
(VSIA)



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm
http://likumi.lv//ta/id/272247?&search=on
http://likumi.lv/ta/id/275917-ministru-kabineta-sedes-protokols

C 40612

Utedni véstnik Evropské unie

4.11.2016

cil

Rozvoj odvétvi, Kultura

Forma podpory

Pfimy grant, Jind

Rozpocet

Celkovy rozpocet: EUR 38,18 (v milionech)

Mira podpory

96,12 %

Délka trvani programu

Hospodaiskd odvétvi

Provozovani sportovnich zatizeni

Nédzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujiciho
podporu

Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Latvia

K.Valdemara iela 11-a, Riga, LV-1010, Latvia

Ministry of Education and Science of the Republic of Latvia
Valnu iela 2, Riga, LV-1050, Latvia

Dalsi informace

Zévazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez divérnych Gdaji lze nalézt na této internetové strance:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

22.08.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.43666 (2015/N)

Clensky stat

Némecko

Region

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Begrenzung der KWKG-Umlage fiir Schienenbahnen

Annexverfahren zu SA.42393 (2015/N), Novelle des KWKG (Kraft-Warme-

Kopplungsgesetz)

Pravni zdklad

Kraft-Warme-Kopplungsgesetz (derzeit im parlamentarischen Verfahren)

Typ opatieni

Rezim podpory —

cil

Ochrana zivotniho prostiedi

Forma podpory

Jind — The measure foresees a reduction of the costs of railways with regard to

the surcharge that is recovered in order to support co-generated electricity.

The aid for co-generated electricity is financed by a surcharge for all consumers
of electricity. According to § 26 Absatz 3 KWKG-E for railways this surcharge

cannot be more than 0,04 ct/kWh per consumption point.

Rozpocet



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm
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Mira podpory

%

Délka trvani programu

01.01.2016 - 31.12.2020

Hospodaiskd odvétvi

Zelezni¢ni osobni doprava meziméstska

Nédzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujiciho
podporu

Directly by the grid operator on proof by the railway undertaking that the legal
prerequisites are fulfilled.

Dalsi informace

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnutf bez divérnych tdaji Ize nalézt na této internetové strdnce:

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

01.08.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.43724 (2015/N)

Clensky stdt

Svédsko

Region

VAESTERBOTTENS LAEN

Nézev (ajnebo jméno pifjemce)

Hillskir — investeringar i infrastruktur for effektiv samordning av transportslag
vid Kvarken Ports

Pravni zaklad

Forordning (2014:1383) om forvaltning av EU:s strukturfonder.

Typ opatieni

podpora ad hoc Umed Hamn AB

Cil

Rozvoj odvétvi, Regionalni rozvoj

Forma podpory

Piimy grant

Rozpocet

Celkovy rozpocet: SEK 62 (v milionech)

Mira podpory

%

Délka trvani programu

Hospodéiskd odvétvi

Nédmoin{ a pobfezni ndkladni doprava

Nédzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujiciho
podporu

Tillvixtverket
Box 4044, 102 61 STOCKHOLM

Dalsi informace

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez divérnych tdaji Ize nalézt na této internetové strnce:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

04.02.2016
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Cislo podpory

SA.43861 (2015/N)

Clensky stét

Spojené kralovstvi

Region

UNITED KINGDOM —

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

UK Electricity Demand Reduction (EDR) Pilot (formerly pre-notified under
SA.40956)

Prdvni zaklad

Aid granted under the EDR Pilot would be pursuant to section 43 of the UK
Energy Act 2013

Typ opatieni

Rezim podpory —

il

Uspora energie

Forma podpory

Piimy grant

Rozpocet

Celkovy rozpocet: GBP 6 (v milionech)

Mira podpory

100 %

Délka trvani programu

21.01.2016 - 31.01.2019

Hospodaiskd odvétvi

Vsechna hospodatskd odvétvi zpusobild k ziskdni podpory

Nédzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho

podporu

DECC
3 Whitehall Place, London, SW1A 2AW

Dals{ informace

Zavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez davérnych Gdaji lze nalézt na této internetové strance:

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

09.08.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.43983 (2015/N)

Clensky stét

Némecko

Region

DEUTSCHLAND, BAYERN, OBE- | —
RFRANKEN, BAYREUTH,
LANDKR.

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

BLSV-Sportcamp Nordbayern
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Pravni zaklad

Gesetz iiber die Feststellung des Haushaltsplans des Freistaates Bayern fur die
Haushaltsjahre 2015 und 2016 (Haushaltsgesetz 2015/2016 — HG 2015/2016)
vom 17. Dezember 2014, Kapitel 03 03 Titel 893 01-7

Haushaltsordnung des Freistaates Bayern (Bayerische Haushaltsordnung -
BayHO)

Verwaltungsvorschriften zu Art. 44 der Bayerischen Haushaltsordnung (VV-
BayHO)

Satzung der Oberfrankenstiftung vom 18.11.2010

Baugesetzbuch

Typ opatieni

Jednotlivd podpora Bayerischer

V. (BLSV)

Landes-Sportverband e.

Cil

Forma podpory

Pfimy grant, Dotace[subvence drokovych sazeb

Rozpocet

Celkovy rozpocet: EUR 20,76 (v milionech)

Mira podpory

87,34 %

Délka trvani programu

Hospodaiskd odvétvi

Viechna hospodaiskd odvétvi zptisobild k ziskdni podpory

Ndzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho
podporu

Regierung von Oberfranken

Postfach 11 01 65, D-95420 Bayreuth
Oberfrankenstiftung

Friedrichstrafe 4, D-95444 Bayreuth
Gemeinde Bischofsgriin

Jagerstrafse 9, D-95493 Bischofsgriin

Dalsi informace

Zavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez davérnych tdaji 1ze nalézt na této internetové strance:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

13.06.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.44881 (2016/N)

Clensky stét

Némecko

Region

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Thiringen: Fischerei Altenburger Land, Herrn Stefan Schroer



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm
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Prévni zdklad § § 23 und 44 Thiringer Landeshaushaltsordnung, zuletzt gedndert durch
Artikel 9 des Gesetztes vom 31. Januar 2015, GVBL. 22,23

Gesetz zur Errichtung eines Sondervermdgens ,Aufbauhilfe* und zur Anderung
weiterer Gesetze (Aufbauhilfefonds- Errichtungsgesetz, AufbHG) vom 15. Juli
2013, BGBL I, S. 2401;

Verordnung iiber die Verteilung und Verwendung der Mittel des Fonds

~Aufbauhilfe* (Aufbauhilfeverordnung-AufbhV) vom 16. August 2013, BGBI.
[S.3233;

Thiiringer Gesetz zur Errichtung eines Sondervermégens ,Aufbauhilfefond
Thiringen“ zur Beseitigung der vom Hochwasser 2013 verursachten Schaden
(Thiiringer Aufbauhilfefondsgesetz) vom 12. Juli 2013; GVBI S. 162;
Thiiringer Verordnung iiber die Verteilung der Mittel des Aufbauhilfefonds
Thiiringen und die Durchfithrung des Aufbauhilfefondsgesetzes; ThiirAufbhfVO
vom 17. September 2013, GVBL. S. 288

Typ opatfeni Jednotlivd podpora Stefan Schroer, Fischerei Altenburger Land

cil Nahrada skod zptsobenych pfirodni katastrofou

Forma podpory —

Rozpocet Celkovy rozpocet: EUR 0,5753 (v milionech)

Mira podpory 80 %

Délka trvani programu —

Hospodatska odvétvi ZEMEDELSTVI; LESNICTVI A RYBARSTVI

Néazev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho | Thiiringer Aufbaubank
podporu Gorkistrale 9, 99084 Erfurt

Dals{ informace —

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez divérnych tdaji Ize nalézt na této internetové strnce:

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti 23.09.2016

Cislo podpory SA.45184 (2016/N)

Clensky stat Itélie

Region BASILICATA, PUGLIA, CAMPA- | Cl. 107 odst. 3 pism. a), Cl. 107 odst. 3
NIA, CALABRIA, SICILIA, | pism. c)
ABRUZZO, MOLISE, SAR-
DEGNA
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Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce) Piano di valutazione — Credito di imposta alle imprese che effettuano
l'acquisizione di beni strumentali nuovi destinati a strutture produttive ubicate
nelle zone assistite delle regioni Campania, Puglia, Basilicata, Calabria e Sicilia
ammissibili alle deroghe ex art. 107 par. 3 lett. a) del TFUE e nelle zone assistite
delle regioni Molise, Sardegna, Abruzzo, ammissibili alle deroghe previste
dallart. 107 par. 3 lett. ¢) del TFUE come individuate dalla Carta degli aiuti
a finalita regionale 2014 — 2020 6424 final del 16.09.2014

Prévni zaklad L. 28.12.2015 n. 208 (Disposizioni per la formazione del bilancio annuale
e pluriennale dello Stato — legge di stabilita 2016), art. 1 commi da 98 a 106,
pubblicata in Gazzetta Ufficiale n. 302 del 30.12.2015

Comunicazione per la fruizione del credito d’imposta per gli investimenti nel
Mezzogiorno, Agenzia delle Entrate, Roma, 24.3.2016

Typ opatieni Rezim podpory —

Cil Regionalni podpora — investi¢ni podpora (¢linek 14) — ReZim podpory
Forma podpory Danové zvyhodnéni nebo osvobozeni od dané

Rozpocet Rocni rozpocet: EUR 617 (v milionech)

Mira podpory 0%

Délka trvani programu 01.01.2016 — 31.12.2019

Hospodaiska odvétvi Viechna hospodaiskd odvétvi zptisobild k ziskdni podpory

Ndzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho | Ministero dellEconomia e delle Finanze
podporu Via dei Normanni 5 — 00184 Roma

Dalsi informace —

Zavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez davérnych tdaja Ize nalézt na této internetové strance:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti 01.07.2016
Cislo podpory SA.45575 (2016/N)
Clensky stdt Polsko

Region — —



http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm
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Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Fourteenth prolongation of the Polish bank guarantee scheme — H2 2016

Pravni zaklad

Ustawa z dnia 12 lutego 2009 r. o udzielaniu przez Skarb Panstwa wsparcia
instytucjom finansowym (Dz. U. Nr 39, poz. 308 ze zm.)

Typ opatieni

Rezim podpory —

cil

Néprava vazné poruchy v hospodarstvi

Forma podpory

Zaruka

Rozpocet

Celkovy rozpocet: PLN 160 000 (v milionech)

Mira podpory

Délka trvani programu

01.07.2016 - 31.12.2016

Hospodaiskd odvétvi

PENEZNICTVI A POJISTOVNICTVI

Nédzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujiciho
podporu

Minister Waszczykowski
ul. Swigtokrzyska 12, 00-916 Warszawa

Dals{ informace

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnutf bez divérnych tdaji Ize nalézt na této internetové strance:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti

23.09.2016

Cislo podpory

SA.46199 (2016/N)

Clensky stét

Italie

Region

SARDEGNA Cl. 107 odst. 3 pism. a)

Ndzev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce)

Revisione di medio termine della Carta degli aiuti a finalita regionale 2014-2020

Prdvni zaklad

N.A.

Typ opatieni

Rezim podpory —

Cil

Regiondlni rozvoj (véetné tizemni spoluprace)

Forma podpory

Jind — Tutte le forme di aiuto sono ammissibili.
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Rozpocet

Mira podpory

25%

Délka trvani programu

01.01.2017 - 31.12.2020

Hospodaiska odvétvi

Viechna hospodaiskd odvétvi zptisobild k ziskdni podpory

Nézev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho
podporu

Dipartimento per le Politiche di Coesione della Presidenza del Consiglio
Largo Chigi 19 — Roma

Dalsi informace

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez divérnych tidaji Ize nalézt na této internetové strdnce:

http:/[ec.europa.cu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.
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Povoleni stitnich podpor v rdmci ustanoveni ¢ldnkd 107 a 108 Smlouvy o fungovini Evropské unie
Piipady, ve kterych Komise nevznesla nimitky
(Text s vyznamem pro EHP, kromé produktii, na néZ se vztahuje p¥iloha I Smlouvy)

(2016/C 406/02)

Datum pfijeti rozhodnuti 28.09.2016

Cislo podpory SA.45613 (2016/N)

Clensky stét Estonsko

Region — —

Nézev (a/nebo jméno pifjemce) Sigade Aafrika katku likvideerimiskulude katmine ja kahjude hiivitamine

suurettevotjatele 2

Pravni zaklad 1. Loomatauditdrje seadus (RT I, 16.06.2016, 14 https:|//www.riigiteataja.ce/
akt/123032015264?leiaKehtiv)

2. Nouded eksperdi arvamusele ja looma, sealhulgas aretuslooma véirtuse
arvutamise kord (RT [, 15.09.2015, 21 https://www.riigiteataja.ce/akt/
128062014122?leiaKehtiv)

3. Sigade klassikalise katku ja sigade aafrika katku tdrje eeskiri (RT
I, 29.08.2015, 18 https://www.riigiteataja.cefakt/114042015005?leiaKehtiv)

Typ opatieni Rezim podpory —

Cil Podpora na ndklady na prevenci a eradikaci chorob zvifat a skadct rostlin
a podpora na ndhradu $kody zptisobené chorobami zvifat a skddci rostlin

Forma podpory P¥imy grant, Dotované sluzby

Rozpocet Celkovy rozpocet: EUR 20 (v milionech)
Mira podpory 100 %

Délka trvani programu do 31.12.2020

Hospodaiskd odvétvi Chov prasat

Ndzev a adresa orgdnu poskytujictho | Maaeluministeerium; Veterinaar- ja Toiduamet
podporu Lai tn 39/Lai tn 41, 15056 Tallinn, Eesti; Vdike-Paala 3, 11415 Tallinn, Eesti

Dalsi informace —

Zéavazné jazykové znéni rozhodnuti bez duvérnych daji lze nalézt na této internetové strance:

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm.
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v

(Ozndmeni)

RIZENI TYKAJICI SE PROVADENI POLITIKY HOSPODARSKE SOUTEZE

EVROPSKA KOMISE

STATNI PODPORA - NEMECKO
Statni podpora SA.42393 (2016/C) (ex 2015/N)

Reforma podpory na kombinovanou vyrobu tepla a elektfiny v Némecku
Vyzva k podani pfipominek podle ¢l. 108 odst. 2 Smlouvy o fungovini Evropské unie
(Text s vyznamem pro EHP)

(2016/C 406/03)

Dopisem ze dne 24. fijna 2016, ktery je v zdvazném jazykovém znéni pfiloZen k tomuto shrnuti, ozndmila
Komise Némecku své rozhodnuti zahdjit ve véci ¢asti vyse uvedeného rezimu podpory fizeni podle ¢l. 108
odst. 2 Smlouvy o fungovéni Evropské unie.

Komise rozhodla, Ze nevznese ndmitky vici nékterym dal$im reziméim podpor popsanym v dopise, ktery
nasleduje po tomto shrnuti.

Zicastnéné strany mohou podat své pripominky k opatieni, v souvislosti s nimz Komise zahajuje fizeni, do
jednoho mésice ode dne zvefejnéni tohoto shrnuti a pfilozeného dopisu na adresu Evropské komise,
Generalniho feditelstvi pro hospodaiskou soutéz:

Commission européenne/Europese Commissie
Direction générale de la concurrence

Greffe des aides d’Etat

B-1049 Bruxelles/Brussel

Fax: + 32 22961242

E-mail: stateaidgreffe@ec.europa.cu

Tyto ptipominky budou sdéleny Némecku. Zicastnéné strany podédvajici pfipominky mohou pisemné
a s uvedenim diivodt pozadat o zachovani diivérnosti ohledné své totoznosti.

POSTUP

Dne 28. srpna 2015 ozndmily némecké organy Komisi navrh zdkona o reformé kombinované vyroby tepla a elektiiny (déle
jen ,KWKG 2016%). Zdkon byl ndsledné prfijat dne 21. prosince 2015 a vstoupil v platnost dne 1. ledna 2016.

Némecko ozndmilo opatieni z diivodu prévni jistoty. Domniva se, Ze opatfeni neni financovdno ze statnich prostiedkd,
jelikoz neni financovdno pfimo ze stdtniho rozpoctu, nybrz z poplatku za spotiebu elektfiny, ktery vybiraji provozovatelé

siti.
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POPIS PREDMETNEHO OPATRENI

Ozndmeny némecky rezim podpory stanovi, Ze bude poskytovana podpora provozovateltim zafizeni pro kombinovanou
vyrobu tepla a elektfiny (CHP), jakoZ i na vybudovéni a rozsifovani siti dalkového vytdpéni/chlazeni a na vybudovani
a modernizaci akumula¢nich zdsobniki tepla a chladu.

Financovani opatieni probihd prostrednictvim poplatku ze spotieby elektfiny vybiraného provozovateli siti jako piiplatek
k sitovym poplatkiim (dale jen ,piiplatek CHP*).

Vysi priplatku CHP vypocitdvaji provozovatelé pienosovych soustav kazdoroéné jako jednotnou sazbu za spotiebované
kWh (0,445 centu za kWh v roce 2016). Nicméné pro spotiebitele s ro¢ni spotiebou vyssi nez 1 GWh (dile jen
,spotiebitelé kategorie B“) stanovi KWKG maximdlni pfiplatek CHP ve vysi 0,04 centu za kWh a pro spotiebitele
z vyrobniho odvétvi se spotiebou vyssi nez 1 GWh a s ndklady na elektfinu pfedstavujicimi vice nez 4 % obratu (ddle jen
Lspotrebitelé kategorie C) stanovi KWKG maximalni ptiplatek CHP ve vysi 0,03 centu za kWh.

POSOUZENI

Omezenim vyse piiplatku na 0,04 centu za kWh resp. 0,03 centu za kWh snizuje KWKG zatéz, kterou by spole¢nosti
spliwjici kritéria spottebitelt kategorie B nebo kategorie C musely obvykle nést bez snizeni. To pfedstavuje vyhodu, kterd je
rovnéz selektivni. Pro kategorii C je zptisobilé pouze vyrobni odvétvi. Kategorie B miZe teoreticky zahrnovat spolecnosti ve
viech odvétvich, zvyhodni ov§em vétsi spolecnosti se spotfebou vyssi nez 1 GWh ro¢né na tkor mensich spolecnosti
a v kazdém piipadé bude zvyhodnovat spolecnosti ptisobici v odvétvich, kterd maji tradi¢né vysokou spottebu elektrické
energie.

Tato vyhoda je financovana ze statnich prostiedki. Komise se domnivd, Ze piiplatek CHP pfedstavuje Zdro{ kontrolovany
stitem. Stejné jako ve véci, v niz byl vyddn rozsudek ze dne 19. prosince 2013, Association Vent de Colére (*), vytvofil stat
v rdmci pravnich predpisi o kombinované vyrobé tepla a elektfiny systém, v jehoz rdmci jsou ndklady vynalozené
provozovateli siti v souvislosti s podporou vyroby elektiiny z kombinované vyroby tepla a elektfiny a vybudovani
akumula¢nich zdsobnikt a siti ddlkového vytapéni/chlazeni plné kompenzovany prostiednictvim ptiplatku CHP hrazeného
spotiebiteli elektfiny. Snizeni ptiplatku CHP jsou rovnéz financovéna ze statnich prostiedka, nebot pro stat predstavuji dalsi
zatéz. Ve skuteCnosti md jakékoli snizeni vySe piiplatku CHP za ndsledek sniZeni ¢dstek vybranych od dotcenych
spotiebiteli (kategorie B a C), a zpusobuje tim ztrdtu pijmd, které musi byt ndsledné ziskdny od jinych spotfebitelt (tj.
spotiebitelti kategorie A) prostiednictvim zvyseného piiplatku CHP.

Snizeni ptiplatku CHP mohou narusit hospodaiskou soutéz mezi podniky téhoz odvétvi, nebot ne viechny podniky jsou
zpusobilé, a mohou rovnéz ovlivnit obchod mezi ¢lenskymi stity a hospodaiskou soutéz s podniky v jinych ¢lenskych
statech. Zejména odvétvi, kterd mohou snizeni piiplatku vyuzit, jako napf. chemicky primysl, papirensky primysl, vyroba
automobilti a automobilovy dodavatelsky pramysl, konkuruji podnikim téhoz odvétvi v jinych ¢lenskych statech.

Snizeni piiplatki CHP nespadaji do oblasti piisobnosti pokyni pro stitni podporu v oblasti Zivotniho prostredi
a energetiky na obdobi 2014-2020 (*). Tyto pokyny obsahuji ustanoveni o podporich ve formé snizeni financovani
podpory na energii z obnovitelnych zdroja, nikoli viak o podpofe ve formé snizeni financovani podpory na kombinovanou
vyrobu tepla a elektfiny nebo jind opatfeni na zvy3eni energetické ticinnosti. Komise viak muize prohldsit opatfeni podpory
za slucitelné piimo podle ¢l. 107 odst. 3 pism. ¢) SFEU, pokud je nezbytné a pfiméfené a pokud pozitivni tcinky pro
dosazeni spole¢ného cile vyvazi negativni Gc¢inky pro hospodéiskou soutéz a obchod.

Lze namitnout, Ze snizeny piiplatek CHP pfispiva ke spole¢nému cili, jednak pokud je samotnd podpora zaméfend na
dosazeni cile spole¢ného zdjmu a je pro dosaZeni tohoto cile potiebnd, a jednak jsou-li potiebnd sniZeni, aby zajistila
financovani opatfeni sledujictho tento cil spole¢ného zdjmu.

Komise konstatovala, Ze opatfeni podpory financovand prostfednictvim piiplatku CHP (tj. podpora zafizeni na
kombinovanou vyrobu tepla a elektfiny, siti ddlkového vytdpéni ¢i chlazeni a akumula¢nich zdsobnikd tepla a chladu) jsou
slucitelnd s vnitfnim trhem.

®) Véc C-262[12, Vent de Colere a dalsi (ECLLEU:C:2013:851).
() Uf vést. C 200, 28.6.2014, s. 1.
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Dile lze uvést, ze je vhodné financovat uvedend opatieni podpory prostiednictvim poplatku ze spotieby z divodu azké
vazby mezi podporovanymi opatfenimi a spotiebou energie a také proto, Ze poplatek ze spotieby piedstavuje pomérné
stabiln{ zdroj financovdni a nenarusuje rozpoctovou disciplinu. Tento prvek je dalezity vzhledem k cilim Unie v oblasti
energetické tcinnosti. Clenské stity jsou povinny posoudit sviij potencidl provddéni opatieni tykajicich se energetické
Gcinnosti (véetné zafizen{ na kombinovanou vyrobu tepla a elektfiny a ddlkového vytdpéni) a tohoto zjisténého potencidlu
vyuzivat. Potfeby financovéni pro vyuziti zjisténého potencidlu mohou nabyt takového rozsahu, zZe ¢lenské staty budou

muset zavést poplatek ze spotieby, aby byly schopny opatfeni financovat.

V tomto smyslu by bylo mozné snizeni povazovat za vhodny néstroj pro dosazeni cile podpory energetické G¢innosti,
pokud by se prokdzalo, Ze v ptipadé nezavedeni téchto sniZeni by nebyl zaveden poplatek ze spotieby, a tim by doslo
k ohrozeni financovani rezimu podpory a v kone¢ném dtisledku i k ohrozeni rezimu podpory jako takového. K tomu by
vSak doslo pouze tehdy, kdyby se prokdzalo, ze by v piipadé nezavedeni sniZeni doslo k ohroZeni podpory financované
z tohoto poplatku z tohoto diivodu, Ze by se velky pocet spolecnosti v diisledku placeni poplatkd v plné vysi pfemistil nebo
vyhldsil apadek. I kdyz se prokaze nezbytnost snizeni, musi rovnéz zistat pfiméfend cili a omezend na minimum potfebné
k zajisténi financovani podpory.

Némecko v této souvislosti neposkytlo dostate¢né informace. Uvedlo, Ze nemd k dispozici Zddné konkrétni tidaje tykajici se
jednotlivych ptjemcti nebo dotéenych odvétvi. Predpoklddd vsak, ze v mnoha ptipadech jsou piijemcem spolecnosti, jez
jsou rovnéz zptsobilé pro snizeny ptiplatek podle zdkona o EEG, toto tvrzeni vSak nepodlozilo. Ve skute¢nosti kritéria
zpusobilosti pro snizeny piiplatek CHP zjevné pfesahuji kritéria zptsobilosti podle zdkona o EEG.

Némecko rovnéz nepiedlozilo Zddné tidaje, které by prokazovaly, Ze sniZeni byla omezena na nezbytné minimum. Tato
snizeni zfejmé pfesahuji troven snizeni povolenych podle zdkona o EEG.

Komise md proto pochybnosti o motivaénim t¢inku a pfiméfenosti podpory. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze motivaéni t¢inek
a piiméfenost podpory jesté nebyly prokdzdny, Komise v tomto stidiu pochybuje o tom, Ze naruseni hospodéiské soutéze
v dusledku osvobozeni nékterych spolecnosti od &asti jejich béznych provoznich nédkladt je omezené a Ze dopad
pfedmétného opatieni je celkové pozitivni.

V souladu s ¢lankem 16 nafizeni Rady (EU) 2015/1589 lze pozadovat, aby pfijemce veskerou protipravni podporu vratil.
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ZNENI DOPISU
1. PROCEDURE: NOTIFICATION, CORRESPONDENCE, DEADLINE ETC.

(1)  On 28 August 2015, further to pre-notification contacts, the German authorities notified to the Commission the
draft bill on the Reform of the Combined Heat and Power Generation Act (Heat and Power Cogeneration Act,
hereinafter: KWKG or KWKG 2016), which was then adopted into law on 21 December 2015. It replaces the
Combined Heat and Power Generation Act enacted on 1 April 2002.

(2)  As at the time of the notification, the draft law was still under discussion in Germany; Germany submitted updated
versions of the draft law and additional explanations to the notification on 31 August, 18 September, 21 September
and 28 September 2015. On 29 September 2015 it also submitted a draft evaluation plan that was updated on
14 June 2016.

(3)  The Commission sent requests for information on 9 and 28 October, 13 November, 10 December 2015, 4 February,
19 May, 20 July, 30 August and 21 September 2016.

(4)  Replies were submitted on 12 November, 24 November and 17 December 2015, on 3 March and 30 May, in August
and September 2016. The latest information was submitted on 28 September 2016.

(5)  On 4 August 2016, Germany waived its right under Article 342 TFEU in conjunction with Article 3 of Council
Regulation (EEC) No 1/1958 (') to have the decision adopted in German and agreed that the decision be adopted and
notified in English.

(6)  Germany has notified the measure for legal certainty. It considers that the measure is not financed from State
resources. It has indicated that the arfguments put forward in the EEG 2012 (*) and EEG 2014 (°) State aid cases as
well as in the EEG 2012 Court case (") are valid for the CHP file as well, without however enumerating them. It has
briefly pointed to the similarities with the EEG support: support based on a guaranteed feed-in tariff that is covered
by a levy on electricity consumption and raised by network operators. It considers that such system does not qualify
as financed from State resources.

2. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE MEASURE
2.1. Overall objectives

(7)  The KWKG aims at improving the energy efficiency of energy production in Germany by increasing the net
electricity production from combined heat and power generation (‘CHP’) installations to 110 TWh/year by 2020 and
to 120 TWh/year by 2025, as compared to the current yearly production of 96 TWh.

(8)  The KWKG also aims at ensuring cohesion between support for CHP and the goals of the energy transition
(Energiewende). The KWKG therefore also supports new heat/cooling storage facilities or retrofitted storage facilities,
as they increase the flexibility of cogeneration facilities, and focuses on installations that can reduce CO, emissions in
the electricity sector. CHP installations are expected to contribute to an additional reduction of 4 million tonnes of
CO, emissions (°) by 2020 in the electricity sector as in Germany electricity from cogeneration installations displaces
separated production of electricity by coal-fired power plants. In addition, new coal-fired and lignite-fired CHP
installations are not supported and support under the KWKG is essentially directed at gas-fired CHP installations as

() Council Regulation No 1 of 15 April 1958 determining the languages to be used by the European Economic Community (O] 017,
6.10.1958, p. 385).

() Case SA.33995 (2013/C) (ex 2013/NN) on the aid scheme implemented by Germany for the support of renewable electricity and of
energy-intensive users.

()  Case SA.38632 (2014/N) — Germany — EEG 2014 — Reform of the Renewable Energy Law.

()  Case T-47/15 Germany v Commission (EEG 2012) ECLLEU:T:2016:281.

( Germany has indicated that electricity production from the supported CHP installations can on average over a year help Germany

save 900 g CO, per kWh of cogenerated electricity.
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they have lower CO, emissions. Bio-energy CHP installations are in theory also eligible for support under the KWKG
but in practice they ask for support under the Renewable Energy Sources Act (EEG) under which support levels are
higher.

(9)  Under the KWKG, aid can also be granted for the construction or expansion of heating/cooling networks. Support to
the latter is viewed as a complement to CHP-support, given that using CHP installations in connection with district
heating increases the energy efficiency of the system.

(10)  The district heating sector is expected to be the largest contributor to the aims of the KWKG; however, Germany has
indicated that CHP installations used by the service sector and by the industry are also needed to achieve the
objectives of the KWKG (°).

(11)  The reform of the KWKG is based on a cost-benefit analysis concluded in 2014 (') in line with Article 14 of the
Energy Efficiency Directive (). The cost-benefit analysis identified potential for new CHP installations in Germany
but showed that under current market conditions new CHP installations could not be constructed without aid at
least until 2020.

(12) The cost-benefit analysis also showed that depreciated gas-fired plants used for district heating could still technically
be operated but could not generate sufficient revenue from the market alone under current market conditions.
District heating companies typically operate both CHP installations and heat boilers to cover the heat demand. The
companies are equipped with software that continuously verifies which combination of those installations will
deliver the heat at the lowest cost. When electricity prices are low, production costs of CHP installations are higher
than production costs of heat boilers; in those cases the heat boilers are used by preference to CHP installations for
the heat production. While the average Erice for base-load electricity on the exchange was still around 50 €/ MWh in
2010, it fell to 25 €MWh in 2016 (°). Under those deteriorated economic conditions, existing gas-fired CHP
installations in the district heating sector are under the threat of being closed and replaced by separate production
installations (*°).

(13) In order to maintain the current production level of 15 TWh/year of existing installations in the district heating
sector and possibly bring it back to a previous level of 20 to 22 TWh/year, Germany intends to grant support to
existing gas-fired CHP installations in the district heating sector until 2019.

2.2. The different support measures involved
2.2.1. CHP-support

(14)  Under the KWKG, support is granted to new, modernised and retrofitted highly efficient CHP installations. It is open
to various cogeneration technologies (including gas and steam turbines, Organic Rankine Cycle and fuel cells).

(15) CHP installations qualify as highly efficient if they comply with the high-efficiency criteria of Directive 2012/27/
EU (') (§ 2(8) KWKG).

(®  In 2013 96 TWh represented 16.2% of net electricity generation. Of this, around 50 TWh was generated by cogeneration
installations providing district heating. The second largest amount of power (about 30 TWh) is attributable to industrial CHP plants.
Around 12 TWh are attributable to bio-energy cogeneration plants. Around 5 TWh are attributable to small CHP plants (i.e. plants
with not more than 1 MW of installed capacity).

() Potenzial- und Kosten-Nutzen-Analyse zu den Einsatzmoglichkeiten von Kraft-Wirme-Kopplung (Umsetzung der EU-
Energiceffizienzrichtlinie) sowie Evaluierung des KWKG im Jahr 2014, Endbericht zum Projekt I C 4 — 42/13, Prognos AG]/
Fraunhofer IFAM/IREES/BHKW-Consult, 01.10.2014, available under: https:/[ec.curopa.cu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents|
151221%20Mitteilung%20an%20KOM%20EED%20KWK%20Anlage%20Analyse.pdf.

() Directive 2012/27/EU of the European Parliament and the Council of 25 October 2012 on energy efficiency, amending Directives
2009/125/EC and 2010/30/EU and repealing Directives 2004/8/EC and 2006/32[EC, OJ L 315, 14.11.2012, p. 1.

() See figure 11 of: https:/[ec.curopa.cufenergy/sites/ener/files/documents/quarterly_report_on_european_electricity_mar-
kets_q4_2015-q1_2016.pdf.

("% See in particular Figure 53 of the cost-benefit analysis referred to under Footnote 7 above showing that for all gas-fired CHP
installations examined active in the district heating sector, operating costs (after depreciation) could not be covered with market
revenues.

(") Directive 2012/27/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 2012 on energy efficiency, amending Directives
2009/125[EC and 2010/30/EU and repealing Directives 2004/8/EC and 2006/32/EC (OJ L 315, 14.11.2012, p. 1).


https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/151221%20Mitteilung%20an%20KOM%20EED%20KWK%20Anlage%20Analyse.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/151221%20Mitteilung%20an%20KOM%20EED%20KWK%20Anlage%20Analyse.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/quarterly_report_on_european_electricity_markets_q4_2015-q1_2016.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/quarterly_report_on_european_electricity_markets_q4_2015-q1_2016.pdf
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(17)

(18)

(21)

The CHP installation can be fired by biogas, biomass, natural gas, oil, waste and waste heat. The support level does
not vary depending on the type of fuel used. As gas-fired CHP installations are the main focus of the KWKG 2016,
the support level has been set by reference to typical costs of gas-fired CHP installations. Germany indicated in this
connection that CHP installations using bio-energy were in practice supported under the EEG given that renewable
support was higher than CHP-support. As to oil-fired CHP installations, Germany indicated that production costs for
those installations are higher than for gas-fired CHP installations given that oil prices are significantly higher than gas
prices (57 €/MWh for light oil compared to 23-24 €/MWh for natural gas). Concerning CHP installations burning
waste, Germany explained that waste-fired CHP installations cannot use the most efficient CHP technology (GuD)
but can only use steam processes, also the amount of electricity used by the CHP installation itself is higher than for
gas-fired CHP installations (among others because it needs electricity to filter the waste gases). As a result, investment
costs per installed kW are around 10 times higher for waste-fired CHP installations than for gas-fired CHP
installations. Germany further indicated that waste incineration businesses were as a rule subject to public
procurement. Competition to obtain the waste incineration concession is generally high. As a result the support for
the CHP installation would also be integrated into the bid and any overcompensation can be excluded.

The support is paid as a premium (the ‘CHP-support’) on top of the market price by the network operator to which
the installation is connected. Operators of CHP installations with an electrical capacity of more than 100 kW have to
sell their electricity on the market or consume it themselves. Operators of smaller CHP installations have the choice
to sell the electricity on the market, consume it themselves or ask the network operator to buy it at an agreed price. If
no agreement is reached, the purchase price will be the average price for base-load electricity on the EEX exchange of
the previous trimester. In this respect, Germany has communicated that it intends to amend this section of the
KWKG so that in the future price agreements will no longer be allowed and the purchase price will in all cases be the
above mentioned average price.

Operators of CHP installations are subject to balancing responsibilities like any other generator. Those
responsibilities are laid down in the Electricity Grid Access Ordinance (Stromnetzzugangsverordnung —
StromNZV (*?)).

The support is paid in principle for CHP electricity injected into the public grid for 30 000 full load hours as of the
moment the installation entered into operation. When the installation has an electrical capacity below or equal to
50 kW the support is granted for 60 000 full load hours.

Germany has explained that according to normal accounting rules the usual depreciation period of CHP installations
is 20 years. CHP installations operate between 3 000 and 8 000 full load hours per year, depending on the size of the
installation and the sector concerned. 30 000 or 60 000 full load hours would thus be reached at the latest after 10
or 20 years in the case of an installation running only during 3 000 full load hours|year.

The level of the subsidy is determined on the basis of the rates described in Table 1.

Table 1

CHP-support for CHP electricity injected into the grid

Electric CHP capacity Support for CHP electricity injected into the grid
€ cent/kWh
<=0.05 MW 8
> 0.05 and <=0.1 MW 6
> 0.1 and <=0.25 MW 5
> 0.25 and <=2 MW 4.4
>2 3.1

According to section 4, paragraph 3 of the StromNZV, every feed-in point and every exit-point has to be part of a balancing group.
Network users have to name a balancing responsible party for every balancing group. The balancing responsible party is responsible
for the balance of feed-ins and draw-offs of electrical energy in every quarter of an hour in a balancing group and assumes the
economic responsibility for deviations (section 4, paragraph 2, StromNZV).
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(22)  For two categories of operators support is also paid for the auto-consumed part of the electricity. Those are on the
one hand operators of small CHP plants with an electrical capacity of up to 100 kW and on the other hand operators
of CHP installations who qualify as electro-intensive users (EIU) eligible for a reduced EEG-surcharge under the EEG.
In the latter case, the installation generally has a capacity above 100 kW. The CHP-support for those two categories
is determined based on the rates described under Table 2.

Table 2

CHP-support for auto-consumption

Electric CHP capacity Small installations EIU

€ cent/kWh € cent/kWh
<=0.05 MW 4 5.41
> 0.05 and <=0.1 MW 3 4.00
> 0.1 and <=0.25 MW 4.00
> 0.25 and <=2 MW 2.40
>2 1.80

(23) Support is also paid to operators supplying CHP electricity to third parties but using a private network (industrial
parks) if the supplied customer bears the full EEG-surcharge (§ 6(4)(3) KWKG). This also covers the situation of an
operator (the ‘Kontraktor’) supplying electricity to third parties from an installation located on the premises of the
client. In that case, the installation could be providing energy to a single client and the Kontraktor is in charge of the
construction, operation and maintenance of the installation. The CHP-support for that category of operators is
calculated using the rates described in Table 3.

Table 3

CHP-support for ‘Kontraktoren’

Electric CHP capacity Supply to third party outside public grid (‘Kontraktore')
€ Cent/kWh
<=0.05 MW 4
> 0.05 and <=0.1 MW 3
> 0.1 and <=0.25 MW 2
> 0.25 and <=2 MW 1.5
> 2 1

(24) Modernised installations are existing CHP plants where old system parts relevant to determine the efficiency of the
installation are replaced with new components. If the cost of such a modernisation exceeds 25 % or 50 % of a
complete new construction of the cogeneration plant, this modernised plant is eligible for support under the KWKG
(§ 8(3) KWKG 2016) respectively for 15000 (when modernisation costs exceed 25% of a complete new
construction of the cogeneration plant) or 30 000 full-load hours (when modernisation costs exceed 50 % of a
complete new construction of the cogeneration plant). The modernised CHP plants must provide sufficient evidence
that they are more efficient than the old plants. Modernisation is eligible for support only if the existing system has
reached a certain age (5 or 10 years respectively). The CHP-support is determined on the basis of the rates described
in Table 1 above.
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(26)

(27)

(28)

(32)

)
(9

Germany has explained that modernised CHP installations face higher operating costs than new CHP installations.
Due to continuous technological progress, new installations will require less repair and maintenance costs and
consume less fuel than modernised installations. Given that capital costs represent only 20 to 25% of total
production costs of a CHP installation, once the modernisation costs reach a certain level (i.e. 50 % of the costs of a
new investment), the difference in capital costs compared to a new installation is outbalanced by additional operating
costs of the modernised installation. For that reason, modernised installations are entitled to the same level of
subsidy as new installations when modernisation costs represent more than 50 % of the investment costs of a new
installation.

Retrofitted installations are un-combined installations which are converted into CHP installations. They are eligible
for support under § 8(4) KWKG 2016 if the costs of the retrofitting correspond to at least 10 % of a new CHP
installation with the same capacity. Depending on whether the costs of the retrofitting exceed 10 %, 25 % or 50 % of
a new CHP installation with the same capacity, the aid will be granted for 10 000, 15 000 or 30 000 full-load hours.

An additional premium of 0.3 € cent/kWh is granted under § 7(5) of the KWKG 2016 for CHP facilities subject to
the Greenhouse Gas Emission Trading Law (TEHG) as they face higher costs compared to CHP installations not
subject to the ETS system (‘§ 7(5) premium). The § 7(5) premium has been established based on current and
projected costs of CO, allowances, typical emission factor of CHP installation and has also taken account of the fact
that CHP installations partially benefit from free allowances under Article 10a (4) of the ETS Directive (*°). In
addition, in order to incentivize CHP plant owners to replace their existing coal-fired or lignite-fired plant with a gas-
fired installation, a bonus of 0,6 € cents/kWh over the entire funding period (fuel switch bonus) is provided to
operators for the part of the cogeneration electricity capacity of the installation that is replacing an existing coal-fired
or lignite-fired CHP installation. The operator must demonstrate that the coal-fired or lignite-fired CHP installation
has been closed within 12 months after the new installation started operation but at the earliest after 1 January
2016, he must also demonstrate that he owns both installations or that they are feeding the same heating network.

In order to minimise the administrative burden for micro-cogeneration units, owners of CHP in the power range of
up to 2 kW can receive their support payments as a flat one-time payment. This corresponds to a subsidy of 4 €
cent/kWh multiplied by 60 000 full load hours.

Operators of existing (depreciated) high-efficiency gas-fired CHP plants with an electrical CHP capacity of more than
2 MW can obtain a support of 1.5 € cents/kWh if i) the CHP electricity is injected into the public grid, ii) the
installation was in general used for public supply and iii) the electricity is not supported anymore under the EEG or
under other provisions of the KWKG. The support is limited in time (31 December 2019) and full-load hours (up to
16 000).

Germany has estimated that the support to existing installations will increase the number of operating hours of the
installations concerned. Per installation, the increase in the number of annual operating hours can vary between 300
and 1000 hours. In some cases, the support will also prevent that the installation is closed altogether. Germany
submitted the example of an installation which without support would be able to operate under economically
acceptable conditions for 37 hours in 2016 and 3 hours in 2017. With a support of 1.5 € cent/kWh, it would be
able to increase its operating hours to 751 in 2016 and 553 in 2017 allowing for the operation of the installation to
be maintained.

When the value of hour contracts is null or negative on the EPEX Spot SE exchange in Paris (price zone Germany/
Austria), no premium will be paid out for the CHP electricity produced during those hours (§ 7(8) KWKG). The
electricity generated during this period is not taken into account for the calculation of the number of full load hours
during which support can be granted.

Aid for CHP installations can be cumulated with investment aid. However, in that case, the cumulation of the
investment aid and the operating aid can never exceed the difference between the levelized cost of electricity
produced in the CHP installation and the market price for the electricity. When the support is granted to
beneficiaries selected in a tender (see section 2.7.2 below) and is cumulated with investment aid, Germany
committed to deducting the investment aid from the operating aid in line with point 151, read in conjunction with
point 129 of the Guidelines on State aid for environmental protection and energy 2014-2020 (**) (EEAG)).

Directive 2003/87EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 October 2003 establishing a scheme for greenhouse gas
emission allowance trading within the Community and amending Council Directive 96/61/EC, O] L 275, 25.10.2003, p. 32.
0OJ C 200, 28.6.2014, p. 1.
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2.2.2. Storage of heat and cooling

(33) §§ 22-25 of the KWKG 2016 provide for investment support for the building of new or retrofitting of heat or
cooling storage facilities.

(34) While aid under the KWKG 2016 can also be granted when the owner of the storage and the CHP installations are
different, Germany has indicated that storage facilities generally belong to the owner of the CHP installation to which
it is connected. Storage facilities hence do no generate revenues. In addition, the increased flexibility of the CHP
installation connected to the storage facility does not yield enough additional revenues for the CHP installation to
trigger the investment into the storage facility.

(35) Germany, however, would like to generalise the use of heat/cooling storage facilities in connection to CHP
installations. Germany views those storage facilities as key elements to increase the energy efficiency and integration
of CHP installations into the electricity market. As the heat/cold can be stored more easily than electricity (in the
form of warm/cold water), CHP installations connected to storage facilities can adapt their production to produce in
particular at times of higher electricity demand instead of cogenerating the electricity when there is heat demand but
not necessarily electricity demand. A later heat requirement can then be covered from the storage facility. This
flexibility allows CHP installations to run for an increased number of operating hours. Indeed, when electricity prices
are too low, the heat demand is by preference produced from heat boilers and the CHP installation is not used or its
production is reduced. The flexibility induced by the storage facility has therefore a direct environmental impact: the
increased operation of CHP installations displaces separate production in heat boilers. In addition, in Germany, CHP
electricity produced at times of high electricity demand displaces coal-fired electricity generation and thus
significantly reduces CO, emissions linked to electricity production. Finally, the induced flexibility also improves the
integration of CHP installations into the electricity market as the electricity will be produced more in line with
electricity demand.

(36) In addition, storage facilities can also be filled with waste heat and renewable heat. As this type of heat is not
necessarily produced when it is needed, the storage facility will increase the use of waste heat and renewable heat and
reduce the need for heat only boilers.

(37)  Storage facilities are eligible for aid if the storage facility is mainly filled with heat produced by a CHP installation that
is connected to the public electricity grid. Industrial waste heat and renewable heat are assimilated to CHP heat
provided that the CHP heat still corresponds to at least 25 % of the stored heat. The storage facility must have a
capacity of at least 1 m® of water equivalent or 0.3 m’ per kW installed electrical capacity.

(38) The a1d amounts to 250 €/m’ water equivalent of the storage volume when the storage volume does not exceed
50 m’ water equwalent This results in a maximum aid amount for small storage facilities of EUR 12 500. If it
exceeds 50 m’ water equivalent, the aid is limited to 30 % of the eligible investment costs. In total the aid may not
exceed EUR 10 million per project.

(39) Eligible costs are all costs related to the construction of the storage facility and resulting from services and goods
delivered by third parties. Not eligible are: administrative fees, internal costs for the construction and planning,
imputed costs (‘kalkulatorische Kosten’), costs related to insurances, financing and land acquisition.

(40) Germany has submltted an example of a concrete project for [...] (*) a heat storage installation. Its capacity would
amount to [...Jm’ and project costs are estimated to amount to EUR [...] million. The example shows that the aid
makes it possible to increase the internal rate of return of the project from [...]% to [...]%. With only [...]% projected
internal rate of return the project would not have been implemented.

(41)  Aid for storage facilities under the KWKG 2016 can be cumulated with aid from local authorities, the Linder or
other federal aid schemes. It is in principle deducted from the aid granted under the KWKG 2016 except if
cumulation has been explicitly authorised. In that case Germany has committed to verifying that the cumulated aid
would not exceed the aid intensity authorised under Annex 1 of the EEAG for cogeneration installations ("°).

*)  Business secret
°)  Annex 1 to the EEAG provide for the following aid intensities in the case of cogeneration installations: 65 % for small enterprises,
55 % for medium-sized enterprises, 45 % for large enterprises with a possible bonus of 5 % points in regions covered by Article 107
(3)(c) TFEU and a bonus of 15 % points in regions covered by Article 107(3)(a) TFEU. If the aid is allocated through a competitive
bidding process, the aid intensity allowed is 100 %.
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(44)

(45)

2.2.3. District heating/cooling networks

Under § § 18-21 KWKG 2016 support is granted for the construction and expansion of energy-efficient district
heating/cooling networks (i.e. networks for the public supply of heat and/or cooling).

Those networks are eligible for support if they are fed with at least 60 % of a combination of cogenerated heat,
industrial waste heat and/or renewable heat. In this case, the share of cogenerated heat must in any event correspond
to at least 25 % of the transported heat. For networks which are fed with CHP heat which is not combined with
industrial waste heat or renewable heat, Germany has committed to granting investment aid only if at least 75 % of
the heat injected into the district heating network is produced by CHP installations. The aid is granted according to
the aid intensities described in Table 4 below.

Table 4

aid intensities for district heating/cooling networks

Small networks 100 €/m pipe with a max. of 40 % of | Max. EUR 20 million per project
(diameter < 100 mm) costs

Larger networks 30 % of costs Max. EUR 20 million per project
(diameter > 100 mm)

Eligible costs are all costs related to the construction or expansion of the network and resulting from services and
goods delivered by third parties. Not eligible are: administrative fees, internal costs for the construction and
planning, imputed costs (kalkulatorische Kosten’), costs related to insurances, financing and land acquisition.

Germany has explained that for district heating/cooling networks the funding gap corresponds to between 30 % and
40 % of the investment costs, depending on the diameter of the pipes. It has submitted a detailed funding gap
calculation for an average district heating system (town of 150 000 inhabitants, diameter >100 mm and aid amount
of 30 % of investment costs, all values discounted with rate of 8 %). Table 5 below summarises the results of the
funding gap calculation.

Table 5

Summary of funding gap calculation for average district heating system

(Net) Investments district heating network 1 after deduction of the costs that have to 19.310.951
be borne by customers
Revenues and deduction of operating expenses (Operating Profit) 12.237.550
Ratio operating profit/net investment costs 1 63 %
Remaining Funding gap 37 %
Difference between net investment costs 1 and operating profit - 7.073.401
Amount of support 5.793.285
Difference between net investment costs 1, operating profit and support - 1.280.116
The value is negative
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(46) In case of additional aid at local, regional or federal level, Germany has committed to verifying that the cumulated aid
would not exceed the funding gap authorised under the EEAG, i.e. the difference between the positive and the
negative cash flows over the lifetime of the investment, discounted to their current value (typically using the cost of
capital) (see Point 19(32) EEAG).

2.3. Production costs

(47) Germany has submitted Levelized Cost Of Electricity (LCOE) calculations for the production of cogenerated
electricity in a series of representative installations for the district heating sector (one 10 MW, one 20 MW, one
100 MW, one 200 MW and one 450 MW installation) and 23 representative CHP installations used by households
(single family houses or multiple family houses), service providers (retail, schools, hospitals, hotels) and the industry
(construction of machines, car manufacturing, car repair, paper and chemistry sector). Germany has also provided
LCOE calculations for CHP installations used by so-called contractors who operate a CHP installation to provide heat
and power to a limited number of consumers (industry parks, for instance) as well as LCOE calculations for existing
CHP installations. Finally they have also provided LCOE calculations for installations benefitting from the § 7(5)
premium and the fuel switch bonus. All calculations concern gas-fired CHP installations.

(48) Germany has calculated the LCOE based on the following formula:

A
Iy + Xtei =t
LCOE = 4+
n Mt,therm
=171 + D)t
Where:

LCOE Levelized cost of electricity
Iy Investment in Euro
A, Annual total costs in Euro in the year t

M theem  Volume of electricity produced in the concerned year in kWh

i Discount factor in %
n Economic lifetime of the installation in years
t Year considered during the economic lifetime

(49) For each calculation, Germany has also provided: the type of CHP installation used, the number of full load hours,
the rate at which the installation is used for self-consumption (*°), the sector concerned, the typical investment costs,
the energy conversion efficiency rate, the heat and electricity outputs, and the fixed and variable operating costs. For
the variable operating costs, Germany has further submitted the projected gas prices, electricity prices (both
electricity price obtained when the electricity is injected into the grid and electricity price that is saved when the
electricity generated is self-consumed), and the compensation for avoided network fees (*’). The LCOE calculations
also take into account reduced energy taxes and costs of CO, emission allowances, where the installation is under the
obligation to buy CO, emmission allowances, and heat revenues. As far as heat revenues are concerned, Germany
has taken the heat price into account for the district heating sector and the avoided heating costs for the other
operators, since they would have had to buy or produce the heat in a boiler, had they not cogenerated it. The heat
price obtained in the district heating sector has been computed based on the observation that the district heating
sector needs to provide heat at the least cost possible as it has to compete with decentralized heat production. A CHP
installation feeding heat into the grid is in competition essentially with gas boilers, other CHP installations and
sometimes also incineration facilities or industrial heat. The heat price then corresponds to the marginal costs of the
cheapest plant that is able to produce the demanded heat. For the purpose of determining the heat price taken into
account for the LCOE calculations, Germany assumed that the heat demand would be covered 50 % by gas boilers
and 50 % by CHP installations.

(50) The tables below represent the assumptions used in terms of consumption, gas and electricity prices.

("% Electricity produced from CHP installations used in the district heating sector is generally entirely injected into the public grid but
electricity produced in CHP installations run by households, service providers and the industry is generally partially used for auto-
consumption and partially injected into the grid.

(*7)  In case of decentralised production connected to the distribution network, transmission costs and transformation network costs are
avoided when the decentralised production is consumed directly within the network to which the decentralised production unit is
connected. In those situation, the decentralised producer obtains a compensation (§ 18 of the Ordinance on electricity network fees).
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Table 6
Typical consumption in the sectors examined by Germany
Sector Activity Electricity Heating Electricity Gas
MWh/a MWh/a Category Category
Households Single-family house 4 20 Households Households
Households Two-family house, 8 37 Households Households
Housing 12-family apartment block 42 120 Households GHD1
Housing 60-family apartment block 150 450 GHD1 GHD2
Trade and services | Services 50 125 GHD1 GHD1
Trade and services | School 80 700 GHD2a GHD2
Trade and services | Retail 200 500 GHD2 GHD2
Trade and services | Hospital care 1000 3500 GHD3 GHD2
Trade and services | Hotel 1000 1400 GHD3 GHD2
Industry E.g., manufacture of machinery and 5000 12500 Industry 3 Industry 3
equipment
Industry E.g., manufacture of automotive 10 000 25000 Industry 4 Industry 4
components
Industry E.g., car plant 100 000 200000 Industry 5 Industry 5
Industry Paper 100 000 200000 Industry 6 Industry 6
Industry Chemistry 1000000 2000000 Industry 7 Industry 6
Source: Irees IFAM BHKW-Consult, Prognos
Table 7

Retail prices of gas to customers per category of consumer and consumption levels by 2050, real, gross
calorific value, excluding VAT, duties and taxes in € cents 2013/kWh

Consumer category 2014 2020 2030 2040 2050
Households; < 55 500 kWh 4.8 5.4 5.6 6.0 5.9
Trade and services 1; < 55 500 kWh 4.6 5.3 5.5 5.7 5.9
Trade and services 2; > 55555 kWh 4.3 5.0 5.2 5.4 5.6
Industry 1; < 277 MWh 4.4 5.1 5.2 5.3 5.4
Industry 2; < 2.7 GWh 4.2 4.9 5.0 5.1 5.2
Industry 3; < 27.7 GWh 3.8 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.8
Industry 4; < 278 GWh 3.2 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.2
Industry 5; < 1111 GWh 2.8 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.8
Industry 6; > 1111 GWh 2.6 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.6

Source: Prognos, based on Eurostat.
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Table 8

Electricity prices for households, commercial customers and industrial customers in € cents 2013/kWh

Short name

Consumer category

2014

2020

2030

2040

2050

Household

GHD1

GHD2

GHD3

IND1

IND2

IND3

IND4

IND5

IND6

IND7

Households, 3.500 kWh per year (incl.
VAT)

Trade and services, 50 MWh per year,
low voltage, without electricity tax
reduction

Trade and services, 200 MWh per year,
low voltage, without electricity tax
reduction

Trade and services, 1.000 MWh per
year, medium voltage, without electri-
city tax reduction

IND (small), 50 MWh per year, low
voltage, with electricity tax reduction

IND (SMEs) to 200 MWh per year, low
voltage, with electricity tax reduction

IND (SMEs) to 1 000 MWh per year,
medium voltage, with electricity tax
reduction

IND (industrial), 10 000 MWh per year,
medium voltage, with electricity tax
reduction and spitzensteuerausgleich (i.
e. additional electricity tax reduction),
without EEG-surcharge reduction

Energy intensive industry,

100 000 MWh per year, high voltage,
with electricity tax reduction and spit-
zensteuerausgleich (i.e. additional elec-
tricity tax reduction), with EEG-
surcharge reduction

Energy intensive industry,

100 000 MWh per year, high voltage,
with electricity tax reduction and spit-
zensteuerausgleich (i.e. additional elec-
tricity tax reduction), with EEG-
surcharge reduction

Energy intensive industry,

1000 000 MWh per year, high voltage,
with electricity tax reduction and spit-
zensteuerausgleich (i.e. additional elec-
tricity tax reduction), with EEG-
surcharge reduction

26.7

20.1

19.8

19.8

19.1

16.1

14.6

4.5

4.1

28.2

21.6

213

18.8

213

20.7

17.5

16

13.1

4.9

4.5

27.6

21

20.7

18.1

20.7

20.1

17.4

12.3

7.3

6.9

27.5

20.8

20.5

17.9

20.5

19.9

17.1

8.8

8.4

27.5

18.7

20.4

17.8

20.5

19.8

17.0

15.1

9.2

8.8

Source: Irees IFAM bhkw-consult, Prognos.
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Table 9

Forecasted evolution of fuel and energy prices 2008-2020, nominal (source EEX 2014, Prognos 2014 from
the CHP cost-benefit analysis).

—Coal price for power plants €/ MWh ——iGas price (C & F) (Ho) €/MWh

~ Electricity price Baseload €/MWh
66

~'c0O2 certificate price €/t

10

8
I T :

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

(51)  Germany has indicated that since Prognos made those forecasts for the purposes of the CHP cost-benefit analysis on
the basis of which the reform was designed, the market situation has slightly changed, with electricity base-load
prices (forward market, 2016-2019) having dropped to 28-29 €[MWh, the natural gas prices having also dropped to
23-24 €/MWh (Ho) at the end of 2015 but CO, certificate prices having increased to 8.5 €[t. Germany noted that
the drop in natural gas prices was more than compensated by the drop in electricity prices and the increase in CO,
emission certificate prices.

(52) The following tables recap the resulting LCOE calculations. They include the rate of return of the investment taking
into account the support under the KWKG when the installation is eligible for such support. They also contain a
comparison with the average market price (average obtained from the market price of the energy injected into the
grid and the market price of the electricity that would have had to be paid if the autoconsumed electricity had been
purchased from a supplier) and with the support level.

Table 10

Housing, up to 100 kWel, calculation over 10 year period (2016-2025) with a discount rate of 10 % per year — in € cents/kWh

type of housing 1-family house 2-family house 2-family house 12-appartment block
Type of CHP installation BHKW 1 BHKW 1 BHKW 2 BHKW 2
el. capacity 1kw 1 kW 5 kw 5 kw
Full-load hours 5000 hfa 6000 h/a 3000 h/a 6000 hfa
Self-consumption rate 50 % 70 % 40 % 10 %
Rate of return with CHP-support -24 % -13% -13% -14 %
LCOE 57.69 4991 37.16 22.77
Average market price 16.07 20.62 13.79 6.96
Difference between LCOE and mar- 41.62 29.29 23.37 15.82
ket price
CHP-support 5.38 4.66 5.74 6.81
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Table 11

Trade and services, outside the BesAR, up to 100 kWel, 10 year period (2016 to 2025) with a discount rate of 20 % per year —

in € cents kWh

designation MFH 60 Services School retail hospital Hotel local utility
plant type BHKW 2 BHKW 2 BHKW 3 BHKW 3 BHKW 3 BHKW 3 BHKW 3a
el. power 5 kw 5 kw 50 kW 50 kW 50 kW 50 kW 100 kW
Full load hours 7 500 hfa 6000 hfa 4500 hfa 4500 hfa 6000 hfa 6 000 h/a 5000 hfa
self-consumption rate 40% 80 % 30 % 50 % 90 % 90 % 90 %

Rate of return (with CHP- -1% 6% 1% 7% 19 % 19 % 16 %
support)

LCOE 24.02 28.37 22.57 22.57 18.76 18.76 18.66
Average market price 10.76 16.47 8.64 11.35 14.56 14.56 14.56
Difference between LCOE 13.25 11.9 13.93 11.22 4.2 4.2 4.1
and market price

CHP-support 5.38 4.36 6.18 5.45 4 4 2.84
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Table 13

Electro-intensive industry (eligible to BesAR) — 15 year period (2016-2030) up to 10 MWel and 20 year period (2016-2035) if

more than 10 MWel; 30 % per year discount rate — in € cents/kWh

Sector Papier Papier Papier Papier Chemie
Installation type DT 1 GT 1 BHKW 6 GUD 1 GUD 1
El capacity 5000 kW 10 000 kW 10 000 kW 20 000 kW 20 000 kW
Full-load hours 6000 h/a 6 000 h/a 6000 h/a 5000 hfa 6 000 h/a
Self-consumption rate 90 % 90 % 90 % 80 % 90 %
Rate of return (including CHP) 1% 16 % 15% 7% 6%
LCOE 11.42 7.74 7.85 11.31 9.93
Average market price 4.79 4.79 4.79 4.73 4.45
Difference between LCOE and market price 6.63 2.95 3.05 6.57 5.48
CHP-support per electricity unit produced 1.86 1.73 1.73 1.92 1.64

(incl. § 7(5) premium of 0.3 ct/kWh as of 20
MW and 0.6 ct/kWh bonus for fuel switch)
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Table 15

LCOE district heating — new installations (with § 7(5) premium of 0.3 € cent/kWh) 20 year period (2016-
2035) 8% discount rate — in € MWh

Installation type BHKW6 GuD1 GuD2 GuD 3 GuD 4
El capacity 10MW 20MW 100 MW 200 MW 450 MW
LCOE 147 350 182 153 126
Average market price 48 46 47 48 48
Difference between LCOE and market price 99 304 135 106 78
Table 16

LCOE district heating — new installations (with fuel switch bonus and including § 7(5) premium of 0.3€ cent/kWh)

year 2014 2015 2016 2020 2025 2030 2035
Parameters
Full-load hours h [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Electricity production MWh [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Heat production MWh [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Gas price € 2013/MWh (Hu) [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Heat price € 2013/MWh [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Costs of CO, certificates € 2013t [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Parameters
Costs — Total €2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Investment € 2013 [...]
Fuel €2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
CO, certificates € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Variable operating costs € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Fixed operating costs € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Ramp up costs (fuel and wear and tear) € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Revenues outside electricity production € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Heat revenues € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Compensation for avoided network fees € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Remaining costs € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
LCOE
Electricity production — discounted [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Remaining costs — discounted [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
LCOE without CHP-support € 2013/MWh [90-

120]

Market price and CHP-support
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year 2014 2015 2016 2020 2025 2030 2035
Average market price (base) € 2013/MWh [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
CHP-support incl. fuel switch and § 7(5) € 2013/MWh [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
premium
Revenues from average market price base) |€ 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Revenues from CHP-support € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Revenues from average market price € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
(base) — discounted
Revenues from CHP-support — discounted | € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Leverlized market price € 2013/MWh 47.5
Leverlized CHP-support € 2013/MWh 28.6

[...]: business secrets: the data relates to a concrete undertaking and would give insights into its production costs.

Table 17

LCOE district heating — existing installation

Year 2016 2017 2018 2019
Parameters
Full-load hours (h) [...] [...] [...] [...]
Electricity generation MWh [...] [...] [...] [...]
Heat production MWh [...] [...] [...] [...]
Prices
Natural gas price at power station |€ 2013/MWh (HU) [...] [...] [...] [...]
Heat price € 2013/MWh (HU) [...] [...] [...] [...]
price of CO,-allowances € 2013/t [...] [...] [...] [...]
Costs (total) € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]
Investment €2013 | / | |
Fuel €2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]
CO, allowances € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]
Variable operating costs € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]
Fixed operating costs € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]
Ramp up costs (fuel and wear and | € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]
tear)
Revenues outside generation € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]
Revenue for heat generation € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]
Compensation for avoided network |€ 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]
fees
Remaining costs € 2013
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Year 2016 2017 2018 2019

Calculation of levelized cost of

electricity

Discounted electricity production [...] [...] [...] [...]

Residual costs — discounted [...] [...] [...] [...]

Levelized cost of electricity without | € 2013/MWh 51.3

CHP-support

Calculation of market price and

CHP-support

Average market price (base) € 2013/MWh [...] [...] [...] [...]

CHP-support € 2013/MWh [...] [...] [...] [...]

Proceeds from average market price | € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]

(base)

Proceeds from CHP-support € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]

Proceeds from average market price | € 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]

(base), discounted

Proceeds from CHP-support, dis-|€ 2013 [...] [...] [...] [...]

counted

Levelized market price € 2013/MWh 31.7

Levelized proceeds from CHP-sup-|€ 2013/MWh 13.9

port

[...]: business secrets: the data relates to concrete undertakings and would give insights into production costs.

(53) The calculations use the following discount rates: 8 % for the district heating sector, 10 % for households, 20 % for
the service sector and 30 % for the industry.

(54) For the district heating sector, Germany indicated that 8 % corresponds to the average rate of return observed in the
sector. It submitted a survey based on actual projects and conducted by the Fraunhofer Institute for Manufacturing
Technology and Advanced Materials (IFAM) showing that the average rate of return for the surveyed projects was

8.1%.

(55) For households, the service sector and the industry, Germany has explained that the rates of return needed to trigger
investments in those segments can vary greatly from one investor to another. For instance, while in the industry
some project owners will engage into the project if it has a payback period of 5 years, others will require a payback
period of 2 years. A 5-year payback period roughly equates to an annual project return of 20 % (*¥), a period of two
years equates to an annual project return of 50 % and a payback period of three years equates to a project return of

33 %.

(**)  In the case of short reference periods (up to five years), the rate roughly corresponds to 1 divided by the payback period.
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(57)

Based on this observation, when it designed the level of support Germany had to conciliate two objectives: on the
one hand ensure that enough CHP projects outside the district heating sector would be incentivised so as to meet its
target and at the same time maintain the budget of the scheme within a certain limit. The discount rates in the
service sector and in the industry (respectively 20 % and 30 %) used by Germany correspond roughly to what a
significant portion of project owners would require as project return to implement the CHP project in Germany.

Germany has submitted that the higher rates of return required by market participants in sectors other than the
district heating can be explained by the fact that district heating companies are energy utilities and energy
production belongs to their core business. The other sectors, however, are not specialised in energy production.
While a more energy-efficient production could result in cost savings for them, it might also increase the complexity
of operations. For those companies, the investment into the CHP installation does not constitute an investment into
a side activity with its own costs and revenues but an investment having an impact on the production costs of the
main activity of the company. Since operating a cogeneration installation is technically more complex than operating
a heat boiler, investing in CHP projects will increase the risk of disrupting production. In addition, in most cases, the
companies concerned, in particular in the industry, will have to invest into the CHP installation on top of a heat
boiler that is needed to ensure security of energy supply in case the CHP installation is out of order or at times of
maintenance. Companies would normally require higher rates of return to compensate for the additional risk.

Germany has submitted several surveys of businesses and industrial plants confirming that in Germany many
undertakings only accept relatively short payback periods, between 2 and 5 years.

Graph 1

Payback period, projected total expenditures and financing sources — Source GfK 2014/GfK EEDL Monitor/
Ergebnisbericht November 2014

Total/Subgroup: Planners of efficiency measures, weighted average, excluding no replies, in %.

Payback Period Projected total % Financing o
expenditures source 0
Under 10 000 € 23 From
EP—— 10 000 to 25 000 € 25 liquid 71
w510 10years 250001050 000€ 24 | o
#2105 years Subsidies 39
et 2o 50 000 to 100 000 € 10 Cradits ’
100 000 to 500 000 € 17
Above 500 000 € 10

Basis: n= 963/474 (not weighted)

F6.1: In which period of time should costs linked to energy efficiency measures be paid back?

F6.2: What total expenditures are you planning in the next 2 years for measures aimed at increasing the energy
efficiency of your company?

F6.3: How will you most likely finance the measures?
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Graph 2

Payback periods and rates of return of energy-saving investments — Source Prognos, IFEU, HWR
Marktanalyse und Marktbewertung im Bereich Energieeffizienz (")

5. What is the payback period respectively the internal rate of return
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(59) In 2015, the Association of Industrial Producers of Electricity (Verband der Industriellen Energie- und Kraftwirtschaft
e.V. — VIK) has conducted a survey of its member companies on the issue of the profitability requirements for CHP
projects. The following table presents the replies to the question: ‘What is your company’s maximum acceptable payback
period for projects in the field of energy supply, in particular the building or modernisation of plants for combined heat and power
generation (CHP plants)?

Table 18

Maximum acceptable payback periods

Industry Max. accepted payback period (in years)
Food (1) 3
Food (2) 3.5
Paper 1 3
Paper 2 3.5
Chemistry 1 3
Chemistry 2 3.5
Metalworking (non-iron) 4
Metalworking (iron) 2

(60) Germany has also referred to a study commissioned b}/ the Commission on Energy Efficiency and Energy Saving
Potential in Industry from possible Policy Mechanisms (*°). This study projected 2 output scenarios: a high and a low
hurdle rate scenario. For the high hurdle rate scenario, the study uses a 2-year simple payback criterion as it has
observed that this payback period represents a closer perspective of what industry might consider economically
feasible. The study used a 5-year payback period in the lower hurdle rate scenario as projects with that longer
payback period were often shortlisted but not implemented.

(**)  The participants to the survey have been asked which payback period they apply to investments into energy efficiency measures.
They had the choice between the following categories: 0-2 years; 2-5 years, 5-10 years, 10 years, ‘don’t know’.
(*)  Study delivered by ICF Consulting Limited, December 2015, in the framework of Contract No. ENER/C3/2012-439/S12.666002,

p. 6.
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(61) Finally, Germany has made a survey among CHP project owners. This survey shows that projects with a short
payback period of 2 to 3 years (corresponding to a 50 % to 33 % rate of return) are realised while projects with
payback periods above 4 years (25 % rate of return) tend to be abandoned — as shown below in Table 19.

Table 19

Analysis of CHP projects in the industry

Was the project

Industrial sector Type of CHP Electricity capacity | Thermal capacity implemented? Pay-back period
kw kw Years
Manufacturing Natural gas motor [...] [...] Yes 2.0
Research Natural gas motor [...] [...] Yes 2.2
Logistics Centre Natural gas motor [...] [...] No 2.3
Reserach and development Natural gas motor [...] [...] Yes 2.6
Manufacturing Natural gas motor [...] [...] Yes 2.7
Motor vehicle manufacturers Natural gas motor [...] [...] Yes 3.0
Manufacturing Natural gas motor [...] [...] Yes 3.5
Automotive component manu- | Natural gas motor [...] [.-.] Yes 3.5
facturers
Pharma Natural gas motor [...] [...] Yes 4.0
Automotive component manu- | Natural gas motor [...] [...] No 4.5
facturers
Chemistry Natural gas motor [...] [...] Yes 4.5
Manufacturing Natural gas motor [...] [...] Possibly 4.5
Chemistry Natural gas motor [...] [...] No 5.0
Pharma Gas turbine [...] [...] No 5.1
Pharma Natural gas motor [...] [...] No 5.7
Food Natural gas motor [...] [...] Yes 6.0
Food Gas turbine [...] [...] Yes 8.0
Electroplating Natural gas motor [...] [...] No 8.0
Pharma Natural gas motor [...] [...] No 8.0
Manufacturing Natural gas motor [..] [..] No 8.5
Chemistry Gas turbine [...] [...] No 9.0

Source: non-public information by several planners
[...]: Business secret; the information concerns concrete individual projects and the combination of the sector, the electrical capacity and thermal capacity could allow
identification of the projects and give insight into production costs of companies.

(62) Germany has also observed that CHP projects of more than 100 kWel implemented in the non-electro-intensive
industry and used 100 % for self-consumption generally yield rates of return of more than 30 % without support.

Those categories are excluded from support under the KWKG.

(63) Finally, Germany has explained that, in the case of contracting, the LCOE calculations have made use of the same
discount rate as if the project had been implemented by the consumer directly. The reason for this is that contractors
themselves require lower rates of return because energy production and supply to third parties is their main
business. However, a consumer will engage into energy contracting only if this yields certain savings for him. If the
savings are too low, he will abandon the project altogether or implement it himself directly (without resorting to the
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Kontraktor). This means that the project itself must yield both savings for the consumer and a reasonable rate of
return for the contractor. In other terms the rate of return of the project is spread between the contractor and the
consumer.

2.4. Monitoring of production costs

(64) Production costs will be examined on a yearly basis. Thereby, the Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy
will verify that the support level is adequate and does not exceed the difference between production costs of CHP
electricity and the market price for the electricity. Should there be indications that the support level would exceed
that difference, the Federal Ministry for Economic will inform the Parliament by 31 August of the relevant year and
introduce an amendment to the law if need be (§ 34(1) KWKG 2016).

2.5. Granting procedure, entry into force of the KWKG 2016 and duration

(65) Under the KWKG, support is paid out by network operators to operators of CHP installations, district heating/
cooling networks and heat/cooling storage systems. In the case of CHP installations the payment responsibility rests
on the distribution or transmission network operator to which the CHP installation is connected. In the case of
district heating/cooling networks and storage facilities the responsibility rests on the transmission system operator to
which the main CHP installation that feeds heat/cooling into the district heating/cooling network or the storage
facility concerned is connected. The aid is paid out once the eligible installation or network enters into operation.

(66) The beneficiaries are automatically entitled to support under the KWKG once all eligibility requirements of the
KWKG are fulfilled. If they are fulfilled, the network operator concerned is obliged to pay out the support. Eligibility
is verified by the Federal Office of Economics and Export Control (BAFA) upon request of the beneficiary. If all
eligibility conditions are satisfied, the BAFA has to deliver a document confirming the eligibility (called a “Zulassung).

(67) The request submitted to the BAFA must contain the name and address of the operator, the description of the
installation (installed capacity or size of the network/storage facility, fuel used, energy efficiency, costs), whether the
electricity is injected into a public grid, date at which the installation entered into operation and more generally all
information demonstrating that all eligibility conditions are met (including proof of compliance with high energy
efficiency requirement).

(68) In addition, in the case of district heating/cooling networks and storage facilities, Germany committed to verifying
the incentive effect of the aid by requesting that the project owner also presents the counterfactual situation in the
absence of aid.

(69) The request is in principle introduced only after the start of operation as eligibility conditions are easier to verify
when the installation is already in operation. Germany explained, however, that in case of complex projects, project
owners would contact the BAFA in the planning phase and ask the BAFA to already provide a view on whether
eligibility criteria are met before engaging into the project. Also operators can request a preliminary confirmation
‘Vorbescheid’ for CHP installations of more than 10 MW before they start building the installation. This will already
confirm towards the operator the amount of the subsidy and its duration (§ 12 KWKG). A Vorbescheid can also be
requested for district heating/cooling networks and heat/cooling storage facilities when project costs exceed EUR
5 million (§ 20(6) and § 24(6) KWKG 2016).

(70)  CHP projects are characterised by significant lead times between conception and starting of operations (*'). Germany
has explained that after a preparation and planning phase, projects will start once investors have verified that with
the help of the support the project makes economic sense. They will then start the procedures to obtain building and
environmental permits and will order the installation. For these reasons, while the KWKG 2016 entered into force on
1 January 2016 new projects entering into operation as of 1 January 2016 remain subject to the previous KWKG
when it is demonstrated that certain parts of the project (for instance the ordering of the installation) were
undertaken before 1 January 2016 given that those projects were undertaken based on the provisions of the previous
KWKG (§ 35 KWKG 2016).

(71) The KWKG 2016 will remain applicable to projects entering into operation at the latest by 31 December 2022.
Germany indicated that the tender segment may require a longer applicability.

(*")  The normal lead time goes from around 2 years for installations between 1 to 10 MW to 6 years for installations of more than 50
MW. Normally project conception takes 0.5 to 1 year, project planning can take up to 0.5 for smaller installations and 1 year for
larger installations, ordering of the installation can take up to 0.5 for smaller installations and 1 year for larger installations,
construction can take up to 0.5 for smaller installations and 2 years for larger installations, and starting of operations can take up to
0.5 for smaller installations and 1 year for larger installations.
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(72)

(73)

(74)

(75)

(76)

&

Certain provisions of the KWKG 2016 are subject to a standstill clause: no “Zulassung’ will be delivered for the
projects listed below as long as the Commission has not approved the support scheme. Once it is approved,
Germany indicated that payments would also relate to the CHP electricity produced since 1 January 2016 by the
installation obtaining the ‘Zulassung’. The projects concerned by the standstill clause are:

(a) new, modernised and retrofitted CHP installations under § 10 KWKG 2016;

(b) construction or expansion of district/heating networks under § § 20-21 KWKG 2016;
(c) new or retrofitted heat/cooling facilities under § § 24-25 KWKG; and

(d) existing CHP installations requesting ai under § 13 KWKG 2016.

In addition, when the project owner of district heating/cooling network project is allocated more than EUR
15 million, the authorisation is issued only after Commission approval of the project (individual notification). The
same applies when the CHP installation for which support is requested has an electric CHP capacity of more than
300 MW.

2.6. The financing mechanism and the budget
2.6.1. The CHP-surcharge (KWK-Umlage)

The measure is financed by a levy imposed on electricity consumption collected as a supplement to network charges
(the so-called ‘KWKG-Umlage'). Network operators have to keep separate accounts in respect of the collected CHP-
surcharge (§ 26 (1) KWKG).

The amount of the CHP-surcharge is calculated each year by the transmission system operators as a uniform rate per
kWh consumed. Some categories of users benefit however from a reduced rate established in accordance with the
CHP law. For consumers with a yearly consumption of more than 1 GWh (also called Category B consumers), the
KWKG establishes a maximum CHP-surcharge of 0.04 € cent/kWh. The other category of consumers benefitting
from a reduced CHP rate are consumers active in the manufacturing sector consuming more than 1 GWh and for
which the electricity cost represents more than 4 % of turnover (also called Category C consumers). For the latter
category of consumers, the KWKG establishes a maximum CHP-surcharge of 0.03 € cent/kWh (§ 26(2) KWKG).
Consumers paying the full CHP-surcharge are called Category A consumers.

The current CHP-surcharge rates (in € cent/kWh) (*?) are set out in Table 20 below

Table 20

Current CHP-surcharge rates

Category A Category B Category C

0.445 0.04 0.03

Based on the forecasts made by transmission network operators to determine the CHP-surcharge in 2016 (*%),
Germany has provided the following figures showing the relative size of each category and the importance of the
reductions:

Table 21

Relative share in consumption and in the CHP funding by each consumer category

Total Cat. A Cat. B Cat. C

Forecasted consumption in GWh 485149 259748 143 883 81518

Share of total consumption 100.00 % 53.54 % 29.66 % 16.80 %

CHP-surcharge 2016 (€ cent/kWh), rounded 0.445 0.04 0.03

Forecasted CHP-surcharge (total in million €) 1239 1157 58 24

See https:/[www.netztransparenz.de/de/file KWKG-Aufschlaege_2016_V01.pdf.
Forecasts available under: https:/[www.netztransparenz.de/de/fileKWKG Prognose 2016 nach KWKG 2016 Internet.pdf.
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Total Cat. A Cat. B Cat. C
Share of total revenue 100.00 % 93 % 5% 2%
Notional CHP-surcharge 2016 (€ cent/kWh), 0.255
rounded
Difference compared to notional CHP-surcharge -0.19 0.215 0.225
Advantage (in million €) — rounded - 494 310 184

(78) In order to make sure that each network operator is compensated for the extra costs resulting from his
compensation obligation, the CHP law organizes a system by which the burden resulting from the purchase and
compensation obligations is spread evenly between network operators in proportion to the consumption of
consumers connected to their network and then compensated in the same way through the CHP-surcharge (which is
proportionate to the consumption in their respective network, as well) (§ 28 KWKG). This system can be
summarized as follows:

(a) all distribution network operators can require full compensation of their extra-costs from their respective
transmission network operator;

(b) transmission network operators balance the financial burden out between themselves in such a way that each of
them bears the same burden in proportion to the consumption of end consumers (directly or indirectly)
connected to their grid; then

(c) transmission network operators transfer part of the financial burden back to distribution network operators in
such a way that each network operator (be it distribution or transmission) bears the same financial burden in
respect of the consumption of the consumers directly connected to their grid.

(79)  § 27 KWKG 2016 establishes the methodology to be used by transmission network operators to calculate the CHP-
surcharge. The level of the CHP-surcharge is on the one hand a function of the projected aid amount (this projection
is based on the estimates made by each network operator regarding the volume of CHP electricity eligible for support
that would be produced in their network area and on the estimates made by the BNetzA on the subsidies to be paid
out for storage and district heating/cooling networks) and the projected consumption by each category of
consumers. On the other hand it will take into account corrections for preceding years. As the CHP-surcharge is
calculated based on estimates, there could be a deviation between the forecasted aid amount and the aid amount
actually paid out as well as a deviation between the forecasted consumption and the actual consumption. In year X,
transmission network operators verify whether the estimated aid amount and consumption for year X-1
corresponded to the aid actually paid out and electricity consumed in year X-1 (see § 28(6) KWKG). If there are
mismatches, it is corrected by a higher or lower CHP-surcharge in year X+1 (see § 27(3) KWKG, second part of the
sentence).

2.6.2. The maximum budget

(80) The KWKG sets a yearly limit to the budget of the scheme and hence the total CHP-surcharge (§ 29 KWKG
‘Begrenzung der Hohe der KWKG-Umlage und der Zuschlagzahlungen’). The yearly amount of support paid to CHP
installations, storage facilities and district heating/cooling networks under the KWKG may not exceed EUR 1.5
billion. Of this amount, the yearly support for storage and district heating/cooling networks may not exceed EUR
150 million, except if estimates indicate that the total budget of 1.5 billion will not be exhausted. Once the
maximum budget has been reached, further storage or district heating/cooling projects will obtain authorisation in
the following year.

(81) If on the basis of the estimates used to determine the level of the CHP-surcharge, it is established that the EUR 1.5
billion budget will be exceeded in year X+1, the support for all CHP installations of more than 2 MW of installed
capacity will be reduced in the same proportion. This reduction will be compensated in the following years.
Transmission system operators will have to warn the BAFA when they observe a risk of the budget being exceeded.
The BAFA will then determine the reduced support rates and publish them (§ 29 (4) KWKG).
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(82)

2.6.3. Arguments presented by the Member State on reduced CHP-levies

Germany has indicated that reductions from the CHP-surcharge were needed to ensure the international
competitiveness of the companies concerned. It has also explained that previously reductions were granted already as
of 100000 kWh of consumption. This was however putting too heavy a burden on houscholds and small
undertakings and the threshold was therefore increased. Finally, it has explained that the reductions are needed in
order to maintain the support as the support is only possible if the levies do not jeopardize the competitiveness of
the companies concerned. Germany fears that the full surcharge could in the medium term lead to a
deindustrialisation of Germany and possibly also Europe and adds that without the reductions the support as such as
well as the objective of reduced CO, emissions would not be accepted anymore.

Germany has further indicated that it had no data available on the beneficiaries and the impact on their production
costs and gross value added.

However, as to Category C beneficiaries, Germany has indicated that most of them are likely to qualify as electro-
intensive within the meaning of the ‘Besondere Ausgleichregelung’ under the EEG (BesAR). In that connection, Germany
has indicated that companies benefitting from reduced EEG levies under the EEG were mainly active in the sectors set
out in Table 22 below.

Table 22
Overview of the sectors of the BesAR (Source: BAFA, May 2016)

Number of Privileged

Economic activities [WZ 2008] delivery points | electricity [GWh]

0800 Mining and quarrying except energy producing materials 171 516
1000 Manufacture of food products 414 3754
1100 Manufacture of beverages [...] [...]
1300 Manufacture of textiles [...] [...]
1600 Manufacture of wood and of products of wood and cork, except furniture; 142 3038
etc.

1700 Manufacture of pulp, paper and paper products 118 11843
1800 Manufacture of paper and paper products etc. [...] [...]
1900 Manufacture of coke and refined petroleum products [...] [...]
2000 Manufacture of chemicals and chemical products 283 28 421
2200 Manufacture of rubber and plastic products 351 3984
2300 Manufacture of glass and glass products, ceramic, etc. 285 7550
2400 Manufacture of basic metals 280 24351
2500 Manufacture of fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment 205 1453
2600 Manufacturing of computers, etc. [...] [...]
2700 Manufacture of electrical equipment [...] [...]
2800 Machinery [...] [...]
2900 Manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers [...] [...]
3100 Manufacture of furniture [...] [...]
3800 Waste collection, treatment and disposal activities; etc. [...] [...]
4900 Land transport and transport via pipeline services 130 12443
Aid to other sectors 61 1624
Total 2777 105935

[...]: business secrets: due to the low number of delivery points, the data would enable identification of the company and give insights into its
production costs. One undertaking might have more than one delivery point.
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(85) Also, based on the data available for companies eligible to reduced EEG levies, Germany could simulate that the full
CHP-surcharge (amounting to 0.255 € cent/KWh if no reductions were to apply) would represent between 1 and 9 %
of GVA for a sample of around 100 companies eligible to reduced EEG levies and having a consumption above
1 GWh.
(86) Germany submitted that it had no exact information on the sectors in which beneficiaries of Category B would be
active but has indicated that companies of the manufacturing sectors generally had consumption above 1 GWh with
the exception of the following sectors in which average consumption is below 1 GWh/a:
Table 23
Overview of manufacturing sectors with average consumption below 1 GWh/a
CPA 2008 Sectors
9.1 Support services to petroleum and natural gas extraction
10.7 Manufacture of bakery and farinaceous products
14.1 Manufacture of wearing apparel, except fur apparel
15.2 Manufacture of footwear
23.6 Manufacture of articles of concrete, cement and plaster
23.7 Cut, shaped and finished stone
25.1 Steel and light alloys
253 Manufacture of steam generators, except central heating hot water boilers
26.2 Manufacture of computers and peripheral equipment
26.4 Manufacture of consumer electronics
28.9 Manufacture of machinery for other sectors
32.1 Manufacture of jewellery, bijouterie and related articles
322 Manufacture of musical instruments
323 Manufacture of sports goods
32.5 Manufacture of medical and dental instruments and supplies
33.1 Repair of fabricated metal products, machinery and equipment
33.2 Installation services of industrial machinery and equipment
(87) It also submitted the following simulation to illustrate the possible impact of a full surcharge on companies:
Table 24
Simulation of the impact of a full surcharge
Notional _ | Surcharge under . Burden under .
otional CHP the CHP law End consumer Consumption B'ur'den w/out the CHP law | Increase in burden
surcharge 2016 (GWh) privilege (GWh) | KWKG 2016 by factor
(EUR)
Cat B 0.255 0.04 Industry 1 10 0.0255 8050 3.17
Industry 2 100 0.255 44050 5.79
Cat C 0.255 0.03 Industry 3 1000 2.55 304150 8.38
(88)  Germany finally stressed that the burden of the CHP-surcharge adds to the burden already resulting from the EEG

surcharge.
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(89)

(90)

2.7. Commitments
2.7.1. Imported CHP

Germany has committed to opening the CHP-support to imported CHP electricity by allowing the participation of
foreign operators in the CHP-support tenders (1-50 MW) described in section 2.7.2 as of Winter 2017/2018 on the
basis of the following principles:

(a) Foreign installations can be selected up to 5% of the capacity of the 1-50 MW tender;

(b) The payment of the premium will be subject to physical imports of the electricity; physical imports can be
demonstrated similarly to the way physical imports of renewable electricity can be demonstrated when foreign
operators take part in tenders for the support of renewable electricity (see also § 5 (2), sentence 2, number 3 of
the draft EEG 2016 of 8 June 2016);

(c) The support scheme will be opened to installations located abroad in a non-discriminatory way;

(d) As regards local specifications and conditions (e.g. site restrictions, permission, grid connection etc.), the
conditions of the country in which the installation will be located will apply (unless both countries agree

differently);

(e) The participation of an installation in another country in the opened tender will be subject to a cooperation
agreement being concluded with the Member State in which the foreign installation is located; the following
elements will be covered in that cooperation agreement:

i. Allocation of CO, emission reductions between the Member State who pays the support for the installation
and the Member State where the generation takes place;

ii. The other Member State’s agreement on technical issues regarding the installations built on its territory; such
technical issues can be linked to grid connection and grid congestion management as well as requirements
regarding the system integration of the power plants (e.g., market responsiveness — no must-run —, flexible
operation, heat storage, remote control for flexible redispatch);

iii. The other Member State’s agreement on the opening of the CHP-support scheme as such and on its scope.

Germany has further indicated that the necessary legal basis to empower the Government to open CHP-support
would be adopted in 2016. The adoption of the necessary ordinance to implement the scheme, and thus the
commencement of the opening up of funding, depend on the negotiations with the neighbouring countries.
Germany committed to working towards a swift entry into force of such cooperation agreements.

2.7.2. Tenders

Germany has committed that as of Winter 2017/2018 support to installations with an installed capacity between 1
and 50 MWel will be granted to operators selected in tenders. Operators of installations with installed capacity
between 1 and 50 MWel will continue to obtain the premium upon request directly on the basis of the KWKG,
provided they have obtained authorisation under the Federal Act of Germany for Emission Control (Bundes-
Immissionsschutzgesetz ‘BimSchG’) or have made a binding order of the CHP installation by 31 December 2016 at
the latest. Germany also indicated that in case of modernisation, the binding order should refer to essential parts for
efficiency of the installation. In addition, the installations concerned must be in operation by end of 2018. If all these
requirements are fulfilled, this category of operators would have a choice to claim premium directly under KWKG or
take part in tenders (opt-out solution).

The following CHP plants will not be subject to the tender requirement and will obtain the premium upon request
directly on the basis of the KWKG:

(a) CHP plants with an installed capacity equal to or smaller than 1 MWel;
(b) CHP plants with an installed capacity larger than 50 MWel;
(c) Retrofitted CHP plants; and

(d) Existing CHP plants (support under § 13 KWKG 2016).
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(93) As to the scope of the beneficiaries, Germany submitted that participation in the tender will be subject to the
condition that the entire electricity produced in the CHP installation is injected into the public grid. Thus, if the
electricity produced by the CHP installation is directly consumed by the owner of the CHP installation or is injected
into a private grid without being first injected into the public grid, the installation concerned will not be eligible to
participate in the tender. Germany explained that self-consumed CHP electricity is eligible for a reduced EEG-
surcharge and that the exclusion aims at ensuring a level playing field between the different groups of CHP
producers.

(94) Concerning installations with an installed capacity of more than 50 MWel, Germany has explained that while
support was needed to further incentivise the construction of that kind of installations which are indispensable to
reach its CHP and energy efficiency targets, allowing their participation in the tenders risks undermining the
competitiveness of the tenders; it also risks increasing the level of support as a result of possible strategic behaviour
in the tender by operators of very large installations.

(95)  The study of Prognos et al (2014) (**) has estimated the German CHP potential to include around 356 projects above
1 MW for a total of 3450 MWel and 14 100 GWh/a between 2017 and 2022, based on historical data (projects
<50 MWel) and information from project owners (projects >50 MWel). This would include only eight projects bigger
than 50 MW totalling 2 100 MWel and 8 250 GWh/a, i.e. around 60 % of capacity and production. Of those eight
projects, four are still in planning phase and expected to concern installations between 100 and 300 MWel, the
others are more advanced and would in any event not be subject to the tender requirements (see recital (91) above).

Table 25
Number, capacity and consumption of additional CHP plants (2017-2022)

Number of projects | Additional CHP ggzp 2g&?§2t§2;t‘; CHP generation eligible
(2017-2022) | capacity (2017-2022) | 55007 FEO® | for support in 2022
MWel GWh/a GWh

Total (above 1 MW) 356 3450 14100 12300
District heating 128 2700 10 350 10 350
— More than 50 MW 8 2100 8250 8250
— 1to 50 MW 120 600 2100 2100
Industry/GHD 228 750 3750 1950
— More than 50 MW 0 0 0 0
— 1to 50 MW 228 750 3750 1950

(96) The eight projects above 50 MW of installed capacity in the district heating sector, mentioned in the table above, are
the following:

Table 26
Projects above 50 MW in the district heating sector planned for the period 2017-2022

Electrical CHP
. Planned CHP
C ) Planned entry | capacity — net- L .
ompany Plant Location . . . generation in | Status of project
into service nominal GWh/year
capacity Y
Total 2100 8250
[...] [...] [...] 2017 [...] [...] under con-
struction
[...] [...] [...] 2018 [...] [...] project
launched

(**  See above in footnote 7.
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Company

Plant

Location

Planned entry
into service

Electrical CHP
capacity — net-
nominal
capacity

Planned CHP
generation in
GWh/year

Status of project

2019

2019
2020
2020 or later

2020 or later

project
launched

planned
approved
planned

planned

...] 2020 or later [...] [...] planned

[...]: business secrets: the information relate to concrete projects and would give competitors insights into expected production.

(97)  Germany has further submitted information showing that installations of more than 50 MW benefit from economies
of scales leading to lower LCOE. For instance, for the same type of installation (GuD), the LCOE of a 20 MW
installation is more than double the LCOE of 450 MW installations. Germany is concerned that if only a limited
number of larger installations participate in a tender, such installations may bid strategically slightly below the LCOE
costs of smaller installations (instead of submitting a bid reflective of their costs). This would result in the larger
projects winning the tender and making windfall profits.

(98) The following graph illustrates a hypothetical scenario in which all CHP plants above 1 MW are taken into
consideration and the tendered capacity amounts to 500 MW, out of an estimated annual potential of around
575 MW (including larger projects). In that scenario, several smaller projects take part in the tender and bid at the
level of their LCOE. However, it is likely that those small projects alone would not be sufficient to deliver the whole
tendered capacity. Therefore, the only larger project taking part in the bid will be needed to reach the tendered

capacity.
Graph 3
Hypothetical scenario for tenders for all CHP plants larger than 1 MW with only one larger project bidding

in the tender.
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(99) If the large project is aware of the situation, it will be able to bid at a level that corresponds to costs of smaller

projects, which is higher than its own costs, and nevertheless be selected.
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(100) Germany has explained that larger project owners are in general better informed about other larger projects coming
online soon (i.e., they have an asymmetric information advantage). First, part of the larger projects are developed by
the same utilities, second given their limited number and their knowledge of the sector, they are able to perceive
more easily in which tender another larger project might participate or not. As a result, they would likely be aware
that they will be the only larger project to participate in the tender. They might also know that their large project will
be needed to fill the capacity tendered out.

(101) Germany has further submitted that even if in a given year several larger projects participate, they would have an
incentive to bid just slightly below the costs of the smaller projects. Short of eliminating all the smaller projects, this
will result in windfall profits for the larger projects.

Graph 4

Hypothetical Scenario for tenders for all CHP plants larger than 1 MW with two larger project bidding in
the tender.

Possible bid curve for CHP installations
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(102) Germany has explained that tendering out a more limited capacity does not solve the issue in the sense that it would
have to be very limited to create sufficient competitive pressure on the larger installations to make them bid at their
LCOE. But in that case, a likely outcome would be that the larger project decides not to take part in the tender in a
given year (preferring to wait for a larger tender), resulting in an undersubscribed and thus uncompetitive tender. In
addition, if Germany organises too small tenders, it will not reach its environmental objective of 110 TWh/a by
2020 and 120 TWh/a by 2025.

(103) Also, organising separate tenders depending on the capacity of the installations would imply the risk that the tender
for larger installations is not competitive enough due to the very small number of projects and the information
advantage that project owners of larger project have (capacity to estimate in which tender they are likely to be the

only bidder).

(104) Over the years, this could also discourage smaller projects to take part in tenders, as they will have experienced that
they are likely to be eliminated if larger projects take part in the tender. This would further reduce the competitive
tension in tenders, including in those years in which larger installations would not bid (which other participants
would not know in advance).

(105) As to retrofitted CHP installations, Germany has explained that those installations are not comparable to new and
modernised CHP installations. Retrofitted installations get support for upgrading an existing uncoupled installation
into a CHP one. This covers installations that previously were not CHP installations but have so far produced
electricity or heat without combining the two processes.
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(106) In practice, the CHP-upgrade is an exceptional case. So far, there has only been one case in this category (*°). There is
thus not enough competition for organising specific tenders for retrofitted CHP installations. If retrofitted
installations were to be bound to participate in tenders along with new installations, it is likely that these installations
would gain significant windfall profits as the CHP-upgrade is in general far less costly than a new installation.

(107) Germany has further committed to organize test tenders for innovative CHP systems. This tender would concern
particularly innovative CHP systems that are going beyond CHP usual standards and which are developing because of
higher production costs (combination of CHP installations with geothermal/PV thermal/heat pumps. The legislation
would be adopted in 2016 (empowering act) and in 2017 (implementing act). The tenders would start in Winter
2017/2018.

2.7.3. Other commitments

(108) Germany has committed to implementing all transparency requirements laid down in section 3.2.7 of the EEAG
(publication on a comprehensive website of the text of the approved scheme, the identity of the granting authority
and — except if the individual aid remains below EUR 500 000 — the identity of the beneficiaries, the form and
amount of the aid, the date of granting, the type of undertaking, the region in which the beneficiaries are located and
the principal economic sector in which beneficiaries have their activities).

(109) Germany has further committed not to circumvent the waste hierarchy through the support to CHP installations.
The waste hierarchy prioritizes the ways in which waste should be treated and consists of a) prevention, b)
preparation for re-use, ¢) recycling, d) other recovery, for instance energy recovery and e) disposal.

2.8. Evaluation of the scheme

(110) Germany has submitted an evaluation plan for the measure. The main elements of the evaluation plan are described
below.

(111) The evaluation plan notified by Germany envisages 23 evaluation questions in order to assess the scheme’s outputs,
its direct effects, its indirect effects (both positive and negative), as well as the proportionality of the aid and the
appropriateness of the chosen aid instrument.

(112) The evaluation will provide general information, in particular, on whether the scheme achieves its objectives, on the
number and type of beneficiaries, on the tenders to be organised, and on the participation of operators located in
other EU Member States under the opening of the tenders (see section 2.7.1 above).

(113) The direct effects of the scheme will be evaluated, in particular, by assessing developments in the production of
energy from cogeneration installations, in the construction or modernisation of eligible CHP installations and in
investments in heat/cooling storage installations.

(114) The main indirect effects of the scheme that will be evaluated are its contribution to the reduction of CO, emissions,
as well as its potential negative effects on the electricity market and on other electricity producers.

(115) The appropriateness of the aid instrument will be evaluated by comparing the scheme with alternative approaches
used in other EU Member States. The proportionality of the aid will be evaluated in particular by assessing the
economic viability of the assisted projects.

(116) Evaluation questions related to the general outputs of the scheme will be mostly answered by providing quantitative
statistical evidence, whereas questions related to the scheme’s indirect effects and appropriateness of the aid
instrument will be addressed through qualitative assessments supported where appropriate by quantitative analysis.
To evaluate the direct effects of the scheme, Germany has committed to further extending the methodology used so
far in the evaluation reports by employing, to the extent possible given data availability, counterfactual impact
evaluation methods in line with the Commission Staff Working Document on Common methodology for State aid
evaluation (*°). In particular, where appropriate, the identification of suitable ‘control groups’ of similar non-assisted
projects will be pursued in order to rigorously estimate the causal impact of the aid on its beneficiaries.

(**)  See p. 161 of cost benefit analysis referred to in Footnote 7.
(*)  Commission Staff Working Document on Common methodology for State aid evaluation, Brussels, 28.5.2014, SWD(2014) 179
final.
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(117) In order to perform the evaluation, Germany has committed to making available the detailed data collected
throughout the scheme’s implementation by the BAFA. General energy statistics will also be used, as well as some
targeted qualitative information and ad hoc studies. The usual data protection rules apply.

(118) Germany has committed to submitting the evaluation report to the Commission in 2021.

(119) The evaluation will be conducted by an external independent evaluator to be selected through an open tender
procedure. Germany has committed to duly considering the relevant experience of the tender applicants notably in
the field of quantitative evaluation methods.

(120) The evaluation report will be published on the website of the Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy (*/).
According to Germany, the evaluation results will be an important basis for optimising or refocusing the scheme in
the future.

3. ASSESSMENT
3.1. Existence of aid

(121) Article 107 (1) TFEU provides that ‘any aid granted by a Member State or through State resources in any form whatsoever
which distorts or threatens to distort competition by favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods, shall, in
so far as it affects trade between Member States, be incompatible with the common market’.

(122) The Commission has identified the following measures and has found that each of them constituted an aid measure
within the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU for the reasons set out in sections 3.1.1 to 3.1.3 below:

(a) the support to the production of CHP electricity in new, modernised and retrofitted highly efficient CHP
installations;

(b) the support to energy-efficient district heating/cooling networks;
(c) the support to heat/cooling storage facilities;

(d) the support to the production of CHP electricity in existing highly efficient gas-fired CHP installations of the
district heating sector; and

(e) the reduced CHP-levies.
3.1.1. Selective advantage

(123) For CHP installations, the aid takes the form of a premium that producers of CHP electricity obtain either in addition
to the market price of the electricity they sell on the market or for the electricity they have used for their own
consumption. It constitutes an advantage that operators would not have obtained under normal market conditions.
It is also selective given that it is granted only to a certain sub-sector (CHP electricity production) or for the
autogeneration of CHP electricity in certain sectors only (autogeneration in CHP installations of not more than
100 kW and autogeneration in certain electro-intensive manufacturing sectors, see recital (22) above).

(124) In the case of heat/cooling storage installations and district heating/cooling networks, the aid takes the form of a
direct grant covering part of the investment costs, which constitutes an advantage that the operators would not have
obtained on the market. It is also selective as it favours only certain sectors (i.e., the district heating and/or district
cooling sector and, for the aid to storage facilities, which are meant to be connected to CHP installations, the same
companies/sectors as the aid for CHP electricity itself; in addition, the latter could also favour the development of a
new sector, viz. providers of storage services).

(125) As far as the reduced CHP-surcharge is concerned, by limiting the CHP-surcharge respectively to 0.04 € cent/kWh
and to 0.03 € cent/kWh, the KWKG reduces the burden that companies qualifying as Category B or C consumers
would normally have to bear without the reductions (see recital (75) for the description of the categories A, B and C).
This constitutes an advantage (**).

(*’)  Currently http:/fwww.bmwi.de/.
(*®)  Case T-251/11 Austria v Commission ECLLEU:T:2014:1060, paragraph 112, Case T-47/15 Germany v Commission (EEG 2012) ECLI:
EU:T:2016:281, paragraph 55.
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(126) This can be further illustrated as follows: out of a yearly electricity consumption of 485 TWh, the end consumer
group A (no privilege) accounts for around 54 %, and the privileged end consumer groups B (electricity consumers
with a consumption above 1 GWh/a) and C (electricity consumers in the manufacturing industry with a high
electricity cost share and with a consumption above 1 GWh/a) account for approximately 30% and 17 %
respectively; however due to the reductions they enjoy, the two last-named groups contribute only to respectively
5% and 3 % of the total CHP-surcharge’s revenue (compared to 93 % for end consumer group A (see recital (77)
above).

(127) The advantage is also selective. Indeed, as far as Category C is concerned, the reduction is limited to the
manufacturing sector only. Within this sector, the reduction is further granted only to companies having an annual
consumption of more than 1 GWh and having electricity costs that represent more than 4 % of their turnover. Such
companies are typically found in certain manufacturing sectors where electricity costs represent a larger share of
production costs (metal industry, paper and chemical sector, glass making industry, refineries, wood industry, food
and feed sector). This reduction therefore favours manufacturing sectors over other sectors, companies reaching a
certain electro-intensity over others, and larger companies over smaller companies. This is further confirmed by the
data submitted by Germany showing that beneficiaries of reduced CHP-surcharge under Category C are concentrated
in certain sectors (see Table 22, showing a concentration of beneficiaries in sectors 800, 1000, 1600, 1700, 2000,
2200, 2300, 2400, 2500) and that there are manufacturing sectors with average consumption below 1 GWh/a (see
Table 23). As to Category B, it can include companies of all sectors in theory but will favour larger companies,
consuming more than 1 GWh a year, over smaller companies and will in any event favour companies active in
sectors in which electricity consumption is traditionally important. On the one hand, Germany indicated that
reductions under Category B were likely to concern rather the manufacturing sector (see recital (86) above) as
consumption above 1 GWh/a was more common in the manufacturing sector. Indeed, the data provided by
Germany on consumption patterns show that the typical consumption for several service sectors is below or equal to
1 GWh/a (see in Table 6 and Table 7 the categories ‘Trade and services’). However, even within the manufacturing
sector, there are groups of industrial companies with typical consumption below that level (see in Table 7 the
category ‘Industry 1’ with typical consumption below 277 MWh, as well as Table 23). The reduction for Category B
consumers is therefore selective as well.

3.1.2. State resources and imputability

(128) For all the types of aid at hand, the advantage is granted by law (KWKG 2016). Therefore, it is imputable to the State.
In addition, the Commission observes that the BAFA (i.e. the Federal Office for Economic Affairs and Export Control,
a superior federal authority subordinated to the Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy (BMW1i)) is in
charge of verifying that only eligible operators obtain the support.

(129) According to settled case-law, only advantages which are granted directly or indirectly through State resources are to
be regarded as aid within the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU. The distinction between aid granted by the State and
aid granted through State resources serves to bring within the definition of aid not only aid granted directly by the
State, but also aid granted by public or private bodies designated or established by the State (*°). Thus, resources do
not need to transit through the State budget to be considered as State resources. It is sufficient that they remain under
public control (*°).

(130) As explained more in detail below, the Commission observes that in order to finance the CHP-support, Germany
introduced a special surcharge, the CHP-surcharge, and defined its purpose (i.e., the financing of the CHP-support
and the investment subsidies for storage and district heating/cooling networks) and the methodology to determine its
amount, which for some categories of consumers is set directly by the State. Also, deficits and surpluses of the
collected CHP-surcharge (in comparison to the support needed) are corrected in the following year, thereby ensuring
that network operators are entirely compensated for the extra costs resulting from their obligation to pay the
support, but also implying that they cannot use the revenue from the surcharge for anything else than the financing
of the support of CHP electricity, heating and cooling storage, and district heating/cooling. On that basis, the
Commission concludes that, like in the case giving rise to the judgment of 19 December 2013 in Association Vent de
Colere! (*"), the State has, within the framework of the CHP law, created a system where the costs incurred by the
network operators in connection to the support of CHP electricity, storage facilities and district heating/cooling
networks are fully compensated by the CHP-surcharge imposed on electricity consumers. This distinguishes this case
from the case giving rise to the judgment of 13 March 2001 in PreussenElektra (*%), as in that case the electricity
suppliers had to finance the additional costs from their own means.

(**)  To this effect, see case C-78/76 March 1977 Steinike & Weinlig EU:C:1977:52, paragraph 21, joined cases C-72/91 and C-73/91
Sloman Neptun EU:C:1993:97, paragraph 19, and the case-law cited in the EEG 2014 Decision, paragraph 81.

(30) See case C-482/99 France v Commission EU:C:2002:294, paragraph 37, and the case-law cited, in the EEG 2012 Decision,
paragraph 83.

(') Case C-262/12 Vent De Colére and Others ECLLEU:C:2013:851.

(%) Case C-379/98 — PreussenElektra ECLI:EU:C:2001:160.
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(131) The CHP-surcharge is established by law (see § 26 of the KWKG establishing the CHP-surcharge and giving the right
to network operators to impose the CHP-surcharge on consumers). It serves to finance State policies, namely
cogeneration and district heating and cooling support, which is not disputed by Germany. Germany itself has
described the CHP-support as based on a guaranteed premium that is covered by a surcharge on electricity
consumption and raised by network operators. In addition, neither the CHP-support granted to generators of CHP
electricity nor the investment subsidies granted to operators of district heating and cooling networks and of storage
facilities constitute prices or fees for goods or services. Indeed, the CHP-support is paid by the network operators to
operators of CHP installations although the electricity is not sold to the network operators but to third parties; in
certain cases, it is even consumed by the operator of the CHP installation itself. Also, as far as the district heating/
cooling networks and the storage facilities are concerned, they remain in the ownership of the operator asking for
the subsidy and the payment of the subsidy does not entitle the electricity network operators to any right in respect
of the district heating/cooling networks and storage facilities concerned. Both the CHP-support and the CHP-
surcharge are based on an initiative of the State and not on an initiative of the network operators. Paying out
complementary revenues to producers of cogenerated electricity that the network operators have not even purchased
or to owners of district heating/cooling networks or heat/cooling storage facilities does not correspond to the
normal task of electricity grid operators. The CHP-surcharge serves to finance support for the deployment of CHP
installations, storage facilities, and district heating and cooling networks, in order to reach the environmental and
climate goals of the State (see § 1 of the KWKG setting out the purpose of the CHP-support).

(132) The surcharge is calculated on the basis of the methodology determined by the law (see recital (79) above). The law
also defines three categories of consumers and the respective level of the CHP-surcharge for each category: a
maximum of 0.03 € cent/kWh for Category C consumers; a maximum of 0.04 € cent/kWh for Category B
consumers; and for Category A consumers, an amount corresponding to the total CHP-support needed, minus the
expected CHP-surcharge revenue from the other two categories of consumers, divided by the estimated consumption
of Category A consumers.

(133) The KWKG provides for a correction mechanism ensuring that any surpluses resulting from the CHP-surcharge are
used to reduce the CHP-surcharge of the following year(s). As a result, network operators are not allowed to keep any
additional revenues resulting from the CHP-surcharge. The CHP-surcharge is not at their free disposal. Conversely,
the correction mechanism also ensures that deficits are recouped through the CHP-surcharge of the following year(s)
with the result that the CHP-surcharge offsets in full the additional costs imposed on network operators because of
an obligation to pay out premiums and grants to operators of CHP installations, storage facilities and district heating/
cooling networks.

(134) Transmission network operators play a special role in the system. They have been entrusted with the calculation of
the CHP-surcharge based on the methodology set out in the KWKG and have to ensure that the financial burden and
hence the compensation is equally spread between all network operators. They also have to warn the BAFA in case
the budget would be exceeded. In that regard they display similarities with the situation of the Samenwerkende
Elektriciteits-Produktiebedrijven NV in the case giving rise to the judgment of 17 July 2008 in Essent Network
Noord (**) and with that of the Transmission System Operators in the case giving rise to the judgment of 10 May
2016 in EEG 2012 (*%.

(135) Furthermore, the Commission finds that the following elements confirm that the CHP-surcharge is under State
control: it is calculated and allocated as provided for by the law, it is collected by network operators, and has to be
placed on a separate account so that the regulator can verify the absence of cross-subsidies between the various
activities of the network operators. In addition, the law requires that the invoicing between transmission network
operators be controlled by an auditor or a chartered accountant.

(136) Finally, the law also limits the total budget of the measure and the total amount of the surcharge (see recital (80)
above). When there is a risk that the budget would be exceeded, transmission network operators have to warn the
BAFA which will then calculate new but reduced support rates to ensure that the budget is not exceeded. This is a
further confirmation that the CHP-surcharge constitutes a resource under the control of the State.

(137) Based on those elements, the Commission concludes that the support scheme for cogenerated electricity, district
heating/cooling networks and heat/cooling storage facilities is financed from State resources.

(**)  Case C-206/06 Essent Netwerk Noord and Others ECLI:EU:C:2008:413.
(Y Case T-47/15 Germany v Commission (EEG 2012) ECLL:EU:T:2016:281
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(138)

(139)

(140)

(141)

(142)

(143)

(144)

)

As to the reduced CHP-surcharge rates, they are also financed from State resources. Those reductions constitute an
additional burden for the State. Any reduction in the amount of the CHP-surcharge has the effect of reducing the
amounts collected from the consumers concerned (categories B and C). They have to be regarded as leading to losses
in revenues that subsequently have to be recovered from other consumers (Category A) via an increased CHP-
surcharge. Thus, Category A consumers are involved in the subsidising of large (Category B) and electro-intensive
(Category CS) consumers. Therefore, also the reduced CHP-surcharge must be considered as financed from State
resources (°°).

3.1.3. Effect on trade and impact on competition

As regards support to CHP installations, the granting of aid to German producers of CHP electricity strengthens their
position on the relevant market vis-a-vis other electricity producers, including from other countries of the European
Economic Area (EEA). On a liberalised electricity market, producers of cogenerated electricity that is injected into the
grid compete with other electricity producers. The measure has therefore the potential to distort competition
between electricity producers. As there is cross-border trade of electricity, the measure also affects trade on electricity
markets across the EEA. The support can further have an impact on the heat market given that by triggering or
increasing electricity production from CHP installations, the support concomitantly increases production of heat
from the CHP installations.

As to the aid to CHP installations used for self-consumption, it can distort competition between undertakings within
the same sector as not all undertakings are eligible (depending on the size of the installation and whether the
undertaking is electro-intensive or not) and is also likely to affect trade between Member States. In particular, sectors
like the chemical sector, the paper industry, automobile manufacturing and automotive supply that are likely to
benefit from CHP-support are in competition with undertakings located in other Member States.

As regards aid to district heating/cooling networks, it can have an impact in particular on the heat market.
Construction or expansion of district heating/cooling networks enables district heating/cooling companies to
connect more consumers to the network and is likely to increase the number of consumers switching from
decentralised heat/cooling generation to district heating/cooling. There is trade between Member States in the
production of heat boilers. As the utilities have to use the district heating/cooling networks in combination with CHP
installations, investment aid for the network can reinforce their position on the heat and on the electricity market.
The measure has therefore also the potential to distort competition between electricity producers. As there is cross-
border trade of electricity, the measure also affects trade on electricity markets across the EEA.

As regards aid to storage facilities, it can distort competition and affect trade between Member States in a similar way
to the support for CHP installations, given that the storage facility will increase the number of operating hours of the
CHP installations connected to the storage facility.

As regards reductions from CHP levies, they can distort competition between undertakings within the same sector as
not all undertakings are eligible (depending on their consumption level and the respective importance of electricity
costs compared to turnover) and are also likely to affect trade between Member States and competition with
undertakings in other Member States. In particular, sectors like the chemical sector, the paper industry, automobile
manufacturing and automotive supply that are likely to benefit from reductions are in competition with
undertakings located in other Member States.

3.1.4. Conclusion

For the reasons set out in sections 3.1.1 to 3.1.3 above, the Commission concludes that:

(a) the support to the production of CHP electricity in new, modernised and retrofitted highly efficient CHP
installations;

(b) the support to energy-efficient district heating/cooling networks;
(c) the support to heat/cooling storage facilities;

(d) the support to the production of CHP electricity in existing highly efficient gas-fired CHP installations of the
district heating sector; and

(e) the reduced CHP-levies

constitute State aid within the meaning of Article 107 (1) TFEU

See also Case T-47/15 Germany v Commission (EEG 2012) ECLLEU:T:2016:281, paragraph 112, and Case T-251/11 Austria v
Commission ECLLEU:T:2014:1060, paragraph 76.
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3.2. Legality

(145) Germany has notified the aid scheme and has subjected its application in respect of CHP installations, storage
facilities and district heating/cooling networks to the approval by the Commission (§ 35 (12) KWKG). Germany has
thus fulfilled its obligations under Article 108(3) TFEU.

(146) The Commission notes however that the reductions from the CHP-surcharge for Category B and Category C
consumers described under recital (75) above have not been subject to the standstill clause and are already in force.
In this respect, Germany has not complied with its obligations under Article 108(3) TFEU.

3.3. Compatibility

(147) As the notified scheme relates to measures aimed at the support of energy efficiency measures, including
cogeneration and district heating and cooling, the Commission has assessed the aid measures listed in recital (144)
(b) to (c) on the basis of the EEAG, in particular section 3.4 thereof. The measures listed in recital (144) (d) and (e)
have been assessed directly under Article 107(3)(c) TFEU.

3.3.1. Support to the production of CHP electricity in new, modernised and retrofitted highly efficient CHP installations (aid
measure mentioned under recital (144)(a))

3.3.1.1. Contribution to an objective of common interest

(148) Germany has explained that the notified scheme is aimed at incentivising production of electricity in high-efficiency
heat and power cogeneration installations, which contributes to energy efficiency and CO2 reductions, having thus
an environmental objective.

(149) High-efficiency cogeneration has been recognised by the Energy Efficiency Directive (EED) (*°) as having significant
potential for saving primary energy and thus for energy efficiency.

(150) In line with point 139 of the EEAG, Germany limits the support to CHP electricity satisfying the definition of high-
efficiency cogeneration pursuant to Annex II EED.

(151) State aid for cogeneration using waste as input fuel can make a positive contribution to environmental protection,
provided that it does not circumvent the waste hierarchy principle as established under the Waste Framework
Directive (*’). The notified scheme will not create incentives to circumvent the waste hierarchy. First, Germany has
shown that gas-fired CHP installations have lower LCOE than waste-burning CHP installations. As the support levels
are determined based on the costs of gas-fired CHP installations, the support measure will not create any incentive to
burn waste instead of recycling it. Second, the Commission observes that Germany is recycling 62 % of its waste, i.c.
more than 50 % as required by the Waste Framework Directive by 2020. Finally, Germany has committed that it will
not circumvent the waste hierarchy with the support measure (see recital (109) above).

(152) The scheme is therefore directed at an increased level of environmental protection through promoting electricity
from high energy-efficient cogeneration and thus, contributes to the objective of common interest in the form of
energy efficiency.

3.3.1.2. Need for State intervention

(153) Member States need to demonstrate that State aid is necessary to remedy a market failure that otherwise would
remain unaddressed (cf. point 37 of the EEAG). In the case of cogeneration, the Commission presumes that energy
efficiency measures target negative externalities by creating individual incentives to attain environmental targets for
energy efficiency and for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions (cf. points 35 and 142 of the EEAG). The
information provided by Germany shows that the market alone and the ETS system would not by themselves trigger
investments in CHP installations. A residual market failure exists, as shown in particular by the extra costs borne by
high-efficiency CHP plants (see Table 10 to Table 15 above showing that LCOE are higher than market price, with the
exception of projects in which the electricity is 100 % self-consumed, which are not eligible for aid). This market
failure can be addressed through aid to promote energy efficiency.

(*%)  Directive 2012/27/EU of the European Parliament and the Council of 25 October 2012 on energy efficiency, amending Directives
2009/125/EC and 2010/30/EU and repealing Directives 2004/8/EC and 2006/32/EC, O] L 315, 14.11.2012, p. 1.

(*7)  Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 November 2008 on waste and repealing certain
Directives, O] L 312, 22.11.2008, p. 3.
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(155)
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(159)

(160)
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(163)

3.3.1.3. Incentive effect

According to point 49 of the EEAG, the Member State must demonstrate that the aid has the effect of incentivising
the beneficiaries to change their behaviour in line with the objective of common interest pursued.

The calculations provided by Germany (see Table 10 to Table 15) show that the production costs of electricity from
high-efficiency CHP (LCOE) are higher than the electricity market price and that this will remain the case in the
coming years as market conditions are projected to remain similar in the next years (see Table 9 showing that slight
increases in electricity prices are compensated by increases in natural gas prices and CO, emission certificate prices;
see also the updated market information under recital (51) above). The calculations further show that the notified aid
improves the rate of return of the projects and creates the incentives to undertake or carry on cogeneration of
electricity in CHP plants in most of the sectors and situations covered by the notified measure and that, conversely,
without support such activity would unlikely be economically viable.

For CHP installations above 100 kW by non-electro intensive companies with a rate of 100 % of self-consumption of
electricity, Table 12 shows that no additional support under the KWKG is needed to trigger the investment, as the
savings resulting from the self-production and consumption of electricity compensate for the higher costs of the
CHP installation given the level of the retail electricity prices for those users (see also Table 8). Consequently, these
installations are not eligible for support under the KWKG.

Finally, the Commission notes that the aid is granted under the KWKG automatically when all eligibility conditions
are fulfilled. The BAFA has no discretion in delivering the ‘Zulassung’. It will verify on the basis of an application
form and the needed evidence that all eligibility conditions are needed. If it is the case, it has the obligation to deliver
the “Zulassung'.

Based on those elements and in particular the automatic character of the aid when all conditions are fulfilled and the
fact that Germany demonstrated that without the aid the CHP projects supported under the KWKG 2016 would not
be implemented, the Commission concludes that the aid scheme has an incentive effect.

3.3.1.4. Appropriateness of the aid, proportionality and avoidance of undue distortion of competition

In line with point 145 of the EEAG, State aid may be considered an appropriate instrument to finance energy
efficiency measures, independent of the form in which it is granted. Premiums on top of market price are
appropriate aid instruments to compensate CHP plants for the higher production costs of electricity from highly
efficient cogeneration as they target the additional cost element that is not covered by the market price.

The notified measure consists of operating aid for the production of electricity in highly energy-efficient CHP
installations, thus point 151 of the EEAG is applicable for the assessment of proportionality.

The CHP plants benefiting from the measure fall into both categories defined in point 151 (a) and (b) of the EEAG:
they either partly or entirely sell electricity to the public and their output partly serves for industrial use.

For the assessment of proportionality, point 151 of the EEAG makes reference to the conditions applying to
operating aid for electricity from renewable energy sources as established in section 3.3.2.1 of the EEAG.

According to point 124 of the EEAG, in order to incentivise the market integration of electricity generators, it is
important that beneficiaries sell their electricity directly on the market and are subject to market obligations. The
following cumulative conditions apply from 1 January 2016 to all new aid schemes and measures:

(a) The aid is granted as a premium in addition to the market price whereby the generators sell their electricity
directly on the market;

(b) The beneficiaries are subject to standard balancing responsibilities, unless no liquid intra-day balancing markets
exist;

(c) The scheme ensures that generators have no incentive to generate electricity when market prices are negative.
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(164) The aid scheme complies with point 124 (a) of the EEAG given that the aid is paid out as a premium on top of the
market price and the operator of the CHP installation has to sell the electricity on the market (see recital (17) above).
The operator is also subject to normal balancing responsibilities (see recital (17) above). Finally, the scheme does not
create any incentives to produce at time of negative prices. First the aid is paid out as a fixed premium and for a
limited amount of full load hours. This increases the incentives to sell the electricity at times of higher demand, as
this will maximise the revenues and conversely reduces incentives to produce at times of negative prices. In addition,
Germany suspends the support at times of negative prices (see recital (31) above).

(165) The operator can also self-consume the electricity produced in line with point 151 (b) of the EEAG. The aid is paid in
the form of a premium obtained in addition to the benefits resulting from the fact that the operators of the CHP
installations do not need to pay the market price for the electricity they are self-consuming.

(166) As set out in recital (17) above, CHP installations up to 100 kW have the possibility to request the network operators
to purchase the electricity from them at an agreed price or at the average market price. This is in line with point 125
of the EEAG, which provides that smaller installations are exempted from the market integration obligations listed
under point 124 of the EEAG.

(167) Point 126 of the EEAG requires that, from 1 January 2017, aid is granted in a competitive bidding process.

(168) As described under section 2.7.2 above, Germany committed to granting the aid for the production of electricity in
highly efficient new or modernized CHP installations with a cogeneration electricity capacity between 1 and 50 MW
on the basis of a competitive bidding process as of the Winter 2017/2018.

(169) Installations with the same capacity having obtained their emission authorisation or having ordered the installation
no later than 31 December 2016 will not be subject to competitive tender. The Commission considers that
beneficiaries having obtained their emission authorisation or having ordered the installation no later than
31 December 2016 can be considered as having been granted aid before 1 January 2017 and are therefore not
subject to the tender requirement under Point 126 EEAG. Indeed, under the KWKG 2016, aid is granted
automatically when all eligibility conditions are met (see recital (66) above). Given the long lead times of CHP
projects (see recital (70) above), the granting moment of the aid corresponds to the moment when all cost
information is available to the project owners so as to enable them to estimate whether the aid amount is sufficient
to undertake the project (final investment decision). After that point in time, the project owners will introduce the
request for an emission authorisation and will order the installation. The Commission therefore concludes that
Germany can continue granting the aid without competitive bidding process to beneficiaries having obtained their
emission authorisation or having ordered their installations no later than 31 December 2016.

(170) When the support is granted to beneficiaries selected in a tender and is cumulated with investment aid, Germany
committed to deducting the investment aid from the operating aid in line with point 151, read in conjunction with
point 129 of the EEAG (see recital (32) above).

(171) As described under recital (92)(a) above, installations with a capacity of not more than 1 MWel will obtain aid
without having to be selected in a competitive bidding process. This is in line with point 151 read in conjunction
with point 127 of the EEAG.

(172) As described under recital (92)(b) above, Germany will grant aid to installations with an installed capacity above
50 MWel without tender. The information submitted by Germany in this connection shows that in the relevant
period (Winter 2017/2018 — 2022) only 4 larger projects are likely to participate in the tenders (see Table 26).
Given their size (300 MW, see Table 26) compared to the probable size of the tender (500 MW, see recital (98)), the
economies of scale and LCOE of those installations compared to smaller installations and the knowledge of the
market by the utilities carrying out those projects (see recitals (97) to (100) above), the Commission concludes that it
is very likely that owners of those large projects would be able to strategically bid in the tenders with the result that
they would be largely overcompensated. Their participation in the tenders could also discourage participation of
smaller projects and make the tenders uncompetitive, as also illustrated by the scenarios described under recitals (97)
to (100) and (104) above. The Commission further notes that Germany has examined alternative tender designs
which, however, do not solve the issue (see recitals (102) to (103) above).

(173) Based on those elements, the Commission concludes that including installations of more than 50 MWel in the
tenders would render the tenders uncompetitive and would lead to higher support levels and that the exclusion from
tenders of those larger projects is needed to avoid strategic bidding. The aid can therefore be granted to those
installations without their participation in a competitive bidding process (as per point 126, third indent, letter b of
the EEAG).
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(174) The Commission further notes that Germany committed to complying with the obligation of individual notification
for detailed assessment, in line with point 20(d) of the EEAG, when the aid is to be granted to installations with
installed capacity of more than 300 MWel.

(175) Retrofitted installations are also exempt from the tender requirement (see recital (92)(c) above). Their production
costs being lower than production costs of new or modernised CHP installations, those installations would be able to
obtain windfall profits if they were to participate to the same tenders as modernised and new installations. A separate
tender cannot be envisaged as the number of retrofitted installations would be too small to ensure a competitive
tender (see recital (106) above). The aid can therefore be granted to those installations without their participation in a
competitive bidding process (as per point 126 third indent, a and b of the EEAG).

(176) Point 128 of the EEAG stipulates that, in the absence of a competitive bidding process, the proportionality of the aid
and distortion of competitions have to be assessed on the basis of the conditions of points 124, 125 and 131 of the
EEAG. Compatibility with points 124 and 125 of the EEAG has already been examined above. The Commission will
thus examine compatibility with point 131 of the EEAG as far as concerns the aid to installations listed under recitals
(92)(a), (92)(b) and (92)(c) as well as to installations with a capacity between 1 and 50 MWel having obtained
authorisation under the Federal Act of Germany for Emission Control or having made a binding order of the CHP
installation by 31 December 2016.

(177) Point 131 (a) and (b) of the EEAG provides that the aid per unit of energy shall not exceed the difference between the
total levelized cost of producing energy (LCOE) from the particular technology in question and the market price of
the form of energy concerned. The total LCOE may include the plant’s normal return on capital but any investment
aid should be deducted from the total investment amount in calculating the costs.

(178) The Commission has verified that the support, which is paid out as a fixed premium for a determined number of
full-load hours, does not exceed the difference between the LCOE and the market price in those cases where support
is given.

(179) The Commission first observes that when it calculated the LCOE used to determine the level of the premium (see
section 2.3 above), Germany correctly deducted from the production costs revenues generated by heat production
(either in the form of price obtained for the heat or in the form of savings made due to the fact that the heat does not
need to be purchased on the market or produced in a gas boiler) and other advantages (as for instance reduced
energy tax for highly efficient CHP). The calculations take also into account the reduced EEG surcharge paid by
autogenerators.

(180) Second, concerning the market price used to determine the level of the premium, Germany correctly used the base-
load market price as a reference given that CHP installations produce base-load electricity and in case of self-
consumption of the electricity, it correctly used the market price that this category of consumer would have had to
pay for the electricity concerned if he had to purchase it (see Table 8) above).

(181) Third, for modernised and retrofitted CHP installations, the support is set in proportion to the importance of the
investment costs compared to a new installation. Only when the investment costs reach 50 % of the costs of a new
installation is the support level the same. This is justified by the fact that when the investment costs reach 50 % of
investment costs of a new installation, the difference in investment costs is not sufficient anymore to outbalance the
higher operating costs of modernised or retrofitted CHP installations (see also recital (25) above).

(182) Fourth, as discount rate for the calculation of levelized cost, Germany has used 8 % in the district heating sector,
10 % for households, 20 % in the service industry and 30 % in the industry.

(183) The information described under recital (54) above confirms that 8 % corresponds to the normal rate of return of the
district heating sector. As to the discount rate used for households, it is in line with rates of return accepted as
reasonable in other cases (**), reflects also the higher risk resulting from the form of the aid (fixed premium instead
of floating premium or feed-in tariff). In addition, the support provided under the KWKG is not sufficient to lead to a
project return of that level (see Table 10 showing a negative project return even with the support).

(*®)  See for instance Commission decision of 15 June 2009 in case N354/2009 — Slovenia — Support for production of electricity
from renewableenergy sources and in co-generation installations: the rate of return used was 12 %, the aid was granted as feed-in
tariff or floating premium; Commission decision of 14 July 2015 in case SA.35486 — Denmark — Aid for electricity generation in
industrial combined heat and power plants: the rate of return used was 10 % and the aid was in the form of a premium adapted on
the basis of electricity price evolution.
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(184) The discount rates used for the service sector and the industry are higher than what has been considered as
reasonable in previous cases (*%). However, the evidence submitted by Germany confirms that in the industry in
Germany, CHP projects with a short payback period of 2 to 3 years (corresponding to a 50 % to 33 % rate of return)
are realised, while projects with a payback period above 4 years (25 % rate of return) tend to be abandoned (see
studies presented under recitals (58) to (61) above). Those rather short payback periods in those sectors can be
explained by two factors: first, those sectors are not energy companies and choosing a CHP installation to cover their
energy needs (instead of using a heat boiler and purchasing electricity from the grid) will have an impact on their
core production process and costs. Investors in the service sector and industry will thus be more risk advert than
energy utilities when they make the decision to invest into a CHP installation; they will require a shorter payback
period. Second, the form of the subsidy (fixed premium) involves higher risks for the investor compared to floating
premiums that are generally used for instance in renewable support schemes or to support CHP projects in other
Member States (*°). This in itself increases the rate of return that investors will want to obtain in order to make the
investment decision.

(185) The Commission further notes that for several categories of projects, the support will actually not yield 20 % or 30 %
of rate of return. In particular in the electro-intensive industry, rates of return obtained with the support are much
lower than 30 %. Also, since the moment when the data used to set the level of support was gathered, market
conditions have further deteriorated (see recital (51)) and the rate of return of the projects will be lower than
depicted in Table 10 to Table 14 above. The support will thus yield projects for which the project owner has accepted
a longer payback period (and thus a lower rate of return).

(186) Finally, the Commission notes that as of Winter 2017/2018 projects between 1 MW and 50 MW will be selected in a
tender; the rate of return will thus be set by the market under competitive terms.

(187) Based on those elements, the Commission considers that the rate of return of supported projects can be considered
as reasonable. This conclusion is valid also for projects under contracting as the rate of return of the project must be
sufficient to remunerate both the contractor and the consumer (see recital (63) above).

(188) The calculations provided by Germany (see Table 10 to Table 16) which are based on the methodology assessed
under recitals (179) to (187) show that the production costs of electricity from high-efficiency CHP (LCOE) are
higher than the electricity market price and that the CHP-premium paid does not exceed the difference between the
LCOE and the market price of electricity. This is also the case in situations where the beneficiaries obtain the fuel
switch bonus and/or the additional § 7(5) premium to compensate for ETS costs (see in particular Table 16). Hence,
the Commission concludes that, in line with point 151, read in conjunction with points 128 and 131 (a) and (b) of
the EEAG, the aid is limited to the difference between the LCOE and the market price, including a reasonable rate of
return on capital.

(189) The Commission also notes that the aid can be cumulated with investment aid, but in that case the investment aid
and the operating aid together may not exceed the difference between the LCOE of the CHP installation and the
market price of the energy produced, in line with point 151, read in conjunction with points 128 and 131(b) of the
EEAG.

(190) The aid is limited to 30 000 hours or 60 000 hours, for smaller installations. As results from the elements set out in
recital (20), aid granted for this amount of full-load hours does not exceed the normal depreciation period of CHP
installations. Therefore, the notified scheme meets the criteria set out in points 131 (b) — 2nd sentence and 131 (d)
of the EEAG.

(191) Costs are also updated regularly, at least once a year (see recital (64) above). The notified scheme therefore meets the
criterion set out in point of the 131 (c) of the EEAG.

(192) Finally, the Commission notes that the scheme has a duration of less than 10 years, as it is limited to 2022.

3.3.2. Aid to the production of CHP electricity in existing highly efficient gas-fired CHP installations in the district heating
sector (aid measure mentioned under recital (144) (d))

(193) Under the EEAG, the proportionality of operating aid to CHP installations is examined on the same compatibility
criteria than for installations producing electricity from renewable energy sources (RES installations’). The EEAG
provide that in principle operating aid for CHP installations should be limited to the duration of their depreciation.
The only exception from this rule has been made for biomass installations (Chapter 3.3.2.3.), which face higher
production costs due to the additional cost element of the input fuel (i.e. biomass), which is not present for other RES

(**)  See the examples referred to under Footnote 38; see also Commission decision of 9 August 2016 in case SA.43719 — France —
CHP-support scheme: the rate of return was between 7 and 8 % and the aid had the form of feed-in tariffs or floating premiums.
(*%)  See cases referred to under Footnotes 38 and 39.



C 406/64

Utedni véstnik Evropské unie 4.11.2016

(194)

(195)

(196)

(197)

(198)

¢
)

technologies (wind, solar, etc.). While CHP installations other than biomass CHP installations also have fuel costs
contrary to RES installations using solar, wind of hydro power, it was in the past possible to operate those
installations on economically viable terms once the investment had been depreciated. The main hurdle being higher
investment costs for CHP installations compared to separate production of heat and electricity. For this reason, the
aid was considered proportionate if limited to the depreciation of the investment, in the same way as for RES
installations like wind, solar and hydro installations.

However, as it will be explained more in details below, Germany has shown that under current market conditions,
existing gas-fired CHP installations in the district heating sector cannot operate economically anymore without
support after the investment has been depreciated. Given the capacity of the installations involved, Germany also
showed that the stop of activities of existing highly efficient gas-fired CHP installations would have damaging
repercussions on climate protection in Germany (higher CO, emissions), and by consequence in the EU given that
the electricity and heat produced therein would be replaced by separate production of heat and electricity (see recital
(12)). All the CO, emission savings made by the gas-fired highly energy-efficient cogeneration would be lost. In
addition, given the form of the aid (fixed premium limited to 1.5 € cent/kWh incentivizing the use of cogeneration at
times of higher electricity demand), the cogenerated electricity production concerned would mainly be replaced by
electricity produced from coal or lignite (see also recital (211) below).

For those reasons, the Commission considers it appropriate to examine the aid measure planned by Germany for
existing gas-fired CHP installations in the district heating sector directly under the Treaty. In this respect the
Commission notes that the EEAG provide for compatibility criteria for aid to existing biomass plants after
depreciation. The criteria set out in Section 3.3.2.3 of the EEAG aim in particular at ensuring the proportionality of
the aid. The Commission finds it appropriate to use those criteria as guidance for the assessment of the
proportionality of the notified aid to depreciated gas-fired highly efficient CHP installations. Moreover, the
Commission intends to amend the EEAG in order to expressly provide for the possibility to approve operating aid to
depreciated CHP installations in a comparable factual and economic situation as the installations examined under
this section and under the conditions examined in sections 3.3.2.1 to 3.3.2.5 below. Pending the amendment of the
Guidelines, the Commission will apply the same criteria as in the present decision to any similar case.

The Commission may declare an aid measure compatible directly under Article 107(3)(c) TFEU if it is necessary and
proportionate and if the positive effects for the common objective outweigh the negative effects on competition and
trade.

In this regard, the Commission considers it appropriate to assess the following questions:
() Is the aid measure aimed at a well-defined objective of common interest (*!)?

(b) Is it targeted towards a situation where aid can bring about a material improvement that the market alone cannot
deliver (for example because it addresses a market failure)?

(c) Is the aid well designed to deliver the objective of common interest (necessity of the aid) (**)? In particular:
i. Is the aid measure an appropriate and necessary instrument, i.e. are there other, better-placed instruments?
ii. Is there an incentive effect, i.e. does the aid change the behaviour of firms?
iii. Is the aid measure proportional, i.e. could the same change in behaviour be obtained with less aid?
(d) Are the distortions of competition and the effect on trade limited, so that the overall balance is positive?
3.3.2.1. Contribution to an objective of common interest

German authorities have explained that due to the rise in fuel prices and taxes there is a risk that the CHP plants will
go out of operation or significantly reduce their operating hours, although technically they could still produce or
cogenerate during a higher number of hours.

Case T-162/06 Kronoply v Commission ECLIEU:T:2009:2, especially paragraphs 65, 66, 74 and 75.
Case T-187/99 Agrana Zucker und Stirke v Commission ECLIEU:T:2001:149, paragraph 74; Case T-126/99 Graphischer Maschinenbau
v Commission ECLLEU:T:2002:116, paragraphs 41-43; Case C-390/06 Nuova Agricast ECLLEU:C:2008:224, paragraphs 68-69.
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(199) The aid to existing gas-fired cogeneration installations in the district heating sector thus aims at maintaining and
even slightly increasing energy efficiency as compared to the current situation and further aims at keeping CO,
emission reductions at their current level and even increasing the reductions. Germany has further limited the aid to
highly efficient cogeneration installations and to installations using gas (instead of coal, lignite and oil) as this
maximizes the reductions of CO, emissions that can be achieved in the district heating sector with cogeneration
installations (see also recital (8)).

(200) The aid for existing gas-fired cogeneration installation is only available to highly efficient installations. High-
efficiency cogeneration has been recognised by the Energy Efficiency Directive as having significant potential for
saving primary energy and thus, for energy efficiency. The importance of reducing CO, emission for climate
protection has also been recognized.

(201) The Commission therefore concludes that this aid measure aims at the same well-defined objectives of common
interest as aid to new, modernized or retrofitted CHP installations (improvement of energy efficiency and climate
protection, see section 3.4.1 of the EEAG).

3.3.2.2. Need for State intervention

(202) The Commission has further examined whether the aid measure is necessary to remedy a market failure that
otherwise would remain unaddressed. The studies and information provided by Germany show that the market
alone and the ETS system would not, in the coming 4 years, deliver sufficient incentives to keep existing gas-fired
highly efficient CHP installations in operation in the district heating sector or to keep the same level of CHP
production (see Recitals (12) and (30), Footnote 10 and Table 17). There is thus a residual market failure that the aid
measure concerned aims at addressing.

3.3.2.3. Incentive effect

(203) An aid must have the effect of incentivising the beneficiaries to change their behaviour in line with the objective of
common interest pursued.

(204) The calculations provided by Germany (see Table 17, see also Footnote 10) show that the production costs of
electricity from gas-fired high-efficiency CHP installations in the district heating sector are higher than the electricity
market price even after depreciation of the investment. That is likely to remain so in the coming 4 years as shown by
the projected LCOE of Table 17 and the data referred to under Footnote 10. The calculations further show that the
notified aid improves the rate of return of the projects and creates the incentives to maintain the installations in
operation or at least significantly increase the number of operating hours (see also recital (30) above on the number
of operating hours with and without the aid). It follows that without support the existing CHP plants would not be
operated anymore or the number of operating hours would drastically decrease.

(205) Therefore, the Commission concludes that the notified measure has an incentive effect.
3.3.2.4. Appropriateness of the aid

(206) The Commission further finds that the aid is appropriate to address the residual market failure. In particular, other
forms of aid like investment aid or research aid cannot impact the decision of existing and already depreciated
installations to continue operating after depreciation.

(207) Also, had Germany tried to reach the same aim (maintain at least the same level of CHP production of 15 TWh) with
new investments, it would have had to significantly increase the level of the subsidy.

(208) The Commission therefore concludes that the notified aid measure is an appropriate and necessary instrument.
3.3.2.5. Proportionality, avoidance of undue distortion and balancing test

(209) The aid is also proportionate to the aim. First the aid is only granted for the production of cogenerated electricity (see
point 133 (a) of the EEAG by analogy) limited to the difference between the operating costs and the market price of
electricity as the LCOE calculations show (see also point 133 (b) of the EEAG). The Commission observes in
particular that the calculations include all types of revenues that the CHP installation can obtain and exclude any
investment costs. Second, the evolution of costs is monitored on an annual basis to verify that the operating costs are
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still higher than the market price of energy (see also point 133 (c) of the EEAG). Should market conditions improve
and the aid not be needed anymore, Germany would immediately inform the Parliament in order to adopt the
needed amendment to the support (see section 2.4 above). Also, the scheme is limited to 16 000 full load hours and
in time (2019) as it is expected that after 2019 the market situation might improve.

(210) The distortions of competition on the heat market will remain limited given that in the district heating sector, it is
most of the time the same company that operates the CHP installations and the heat boilers and determines the mix
based on which production is the less costly for the company. The subsidy will thus essentially impact the type of
installation that is used rather than influencing the company that will provide the heat.

(211) The distortion of competition on the electricity market remains limited in comparison to the positive effects for the
environment. In fact the distortion of competition resulting from the measure corresponds exactly to the
environmental purpose of the measure. The support is rather limited and is not sufficient to enable CHP installations
in the district heating sector to continuously run, but improves their economic conditions so as to produce
electricity during a certain number of full load hours, in particular at times of higher electricity prices, i.e. of higher
electricity demand. In those production hours the CHP installation will displace electricity produced from coal-fired
plants and thus significantly reduce the CO, emission resulting from the electricity production, which is exactly the
environmental purpose pursued by the measure.

3.3.3. Compliance with other provisions of EU law of the measures examined under sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2

(212) As the support for CHP electricity is financed by a charge levied on all electricity consumption, the Commission has
examined its compliance with Articles 30 and 110 of the Treaty (see also point 29 of the EEAG).

(213) According to the case-law, a charge which is imposed on domestic and imported products according to the same
criteria may nevertheless be prohibited by the Treaty if the revenue from such a charge is intended to support
activities which specifically benefit the taxed domestic products. If the advantages which those products enjoy
wholly offset the burden imposed on them, the effects of that charge are apparent only with regard to imported
products and that charge constitutes a charge having equivalent effect to custom duties, contrary to Article 30 of the
Treaty. If, on the other hand, those advantages only partly offset the burden borne by domestic products, the charge
in question constitutes discriminatory taxation for the purposes of Article 110 of the Treaty and will be contrary to
that provision as regards the proportion used to offset the burden borne by the domestic products (*).

(214) If domestic electricity production is supported by aid that is financed through a charge on all electricity consumption
(including consumption of imported electricity), then the method of financing — which imposes a burden on
imported electricity not benefitting from this financing — risks having a discriminatory effect on imported CHP
electricity and thereby violating Article 30 or 110 of the Treaty (**).

(215) As described under section 2.6.1 above the scheme will be financed by a surcharge on electricity consumption
(KWK-Umlage). In this respect, therefore, the Commission notes that:

— the notified aid scheme is financed through a charge imposed on electricity consumed in Germany, irrespective
of whether domestically produced or imported;

— the charge is calculated on the amount of electricity consumed (and thereby imposed on the product itself).

(216) Where a Member State finances aid for domestic producers through a charge that is levied on imported and domestic
products alike, the charge may have the effect of further exacerbating the distortion on the product market caused by
the aid as such. For that matter, it is not necessary that the charge exclusively finances the aid, since the additional
distortive effect can already be present if a sizable share of the revenue from the charge is used to finance the aid
(here the largest part of the budget of the scheme is reserved to the support of the production of CHP electricity
while only a small part is used for the other support measures).

(*})  Joined Cases C-128/03 and C-129/03 AEM, EU:C:2005:224, paragraphs 44 to 47; Case C-206/06 Essent, EU:C:2008:413,
paragraph 42.

(*Y  Case 47/69 France v Commission, EU:C:1970:60, paragraph 20. See also Case SA.38632 (2014/N) Germany — EEG 2014 — Reform
of the Renewable Energy Law.
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(217) In order to alleviate any concern regarding compliance with Articles 30 and 110 TFEU, Germany, as set out in
section 2.7.1 above, ensures that producers located in other European Member States will be allowed to bid for 5 %
of the capacity allocated within the tenders. This corresponds to the percentage also used to allow participation of
foreign producers in tenders for the support for renewable electricity (*).

(218) The participation of producers from other Member States in the support scheme is subject to an agreement with the
relevant Member State having the content described under recital (89)(e) above. The Commission considers that this
type of technical agreement is necessary for practical reasons in order to determine the allocation of CO, emission
reductions resulting from the CHP generation and also in order to obtain the agreement of the other Member State as
to the conditions under which support can be given to a CHP installation located on its territory. The Commission
therefore concludes that opening the scheme in this manner reduces the risk of possible discrimination against
producers of CHP electricity in other Member States.

(219) In light of the above, the Commission considers that the financing mechanism of the notified aid measure does not
infringe Article 30 or Article 110 TFEU.

3.3.4. District heating infrastructure (Section 3.4 of the EEAG)
3.3.4.1. Common objective

(220) The Union set an objective of saving 20 % of its primary energy consumption by 2020. In particular, the Union
adopted the Energy Efficiency Directive, which establishes a common framework to promote energy efficiency
within the Union. District heating/cooling networks can make an important contribution to energy efficiency when
they are used to transport waste heat, renewable heat or cogenerated heat. Aid for district heating/cooling networks
will therefore be considered as aiming at a common objective when it is granted to energy-efficient district heating|
cooling networks. Efficient district heating and cooling within the meaning of Article 2(41) and 2(42) of the Energy
Efficiency Directive is defined as a district heating or cooling system using at least 50 % renewable energy, 50 %
waste heat, 75 % cogenerated heat or 50 % of a combination of such energy and heat.

(221) As set out in recital (43) above, investment aid under the KWKG is granted to district heating networks only if at least
60 % of the transported heat stems from a combination of CHP installations, renewable heat or industrial waste heat
with a minimum of 25 % stemming from cogenerated heat. When the heat does not result from a combination of
those sources, Germany committed to verifying that it would stem from at least 75 % CHP heat. This complies with
the definition of the energy-efficient district heating under point 19(14) of the EEAG).

(222) The aid measure thus aims at a well-defined objective of common interest, viz. improvement of energy efficiency.
3.3.4.2. Need for State intervention and appropriateness of aid

(223) The investment aid for energy-efficient district heating aims at covering positive externalities linked to the use of
efficient district heating network but which are not priced in. Energy-efficient district heating/cooling is more
energy-efficient than the separate use of individual boilers. These positive externalities are however not priced in. On
the one hand, negative externalities of individual boilers are only very partially priced in. Most of those boilers are
not subject to the ETS or a similar system. In addition, Germany has explained that the use of the district heating
network is not remunerated separately. The district heating network generally belongs to the owner of the main heat
generating facility feeding heat into the district heating network (generally a CHP installation). The network costs
have to be recouped with the heat revenues (and as the case may be with electricity revenues linked to the
coproduced electricity), which, however, are not sufficient to cover infrastructure costs. On the heat market, owners
of district heating facilities will be in competition with individual boiler solutions but also in competition with other
heat sources injecting heat into the district heating network, including waste heat and heat from waste incineration.
An aid measure is therefore necessary to trigger the investment.

(224) The Commission considers that State aid can be considered an appropriate instrument to finance an energy-
efficiency measure, independently of the form in which it is granted (point 145 of the EEAG).

3.3.4.3. Incentive effect

(225) As set out in recital (45) above, Germany has demonstrated that without support district heating or cooling
networks could not be deployed as they typically have a funding gap of between 30 % and 40 % of investment costs.
Also, in order to obtain the confirmation that the project is eligible for aid, the project owner has to submit the
information requested under point 51 of the EEAG. In addition, Germany has committed to carrying out a credibility
check of the counterfactual scenario as requested under point 52 of the EEAG (see recital (68) above). Based on those
elements, the Commission concludes that the aid scheme has an incentive effect.

(*)  This percentage has been established as a function of the total capacity of interconnectors connecting Germany to other Member
States and EEA countries divided by the total electricity consumption in Germany and multiplied by the yearly new installed
renewable capacity (expressed in production volumes). The Commission has considered that this was in line with Articles 30/110
TFEU given that the cumulated capacity of interconnectors in turn determines how much electricity can be imported (see
Commission decision of 23 July 2014 in file SA.38632 (2014/N) — Germany — EEG 2014 — Reform of the Renewable Energy
Law, recital 335).
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(226)

(227)

(228)

(229)

(230)

(231)

(232)

(233)

(234)

(*)

3.3.4.4. Proportionality (investment aid for energy-efficiency measures)

Point 148 of the EEAG, read in conjunction with point 73, defines the eligible costs as the extra investment costs in
tangible and/or intangible assets which are directly linked to the achievement of the common objective. Where the
costs of achieving the common interest objective can be identified in the total investment costs as a separate
investment, the costs of the separate investment constitute the eligible costs. In the case of district heating
infrastructure, the entire investment constitutes the eligible costs given that the entire infrastructure is needed to
achieve the energy efficiency and also the entire investment concerned would not have been made without the aid
(see also Article 46(5) of the GBER (*%)). However, the eligible costs will be limited to the funding gap (as per point
76 of the EEAG). The aid intensity can reach 100 % of eligible costs (see Annex 1 to the EEAG, for district heating
infrastructure).

Point 19(32) of the EEAG defines the funding gap as the difference between the positive and negative cash flows over
the lifetime of the investment, discounted to their current value (typically using the cost of capital).

Germany has submitted a detailed funding gap calculation that shows that the funding gap of district heating/cooling
networks projects corresponded to between 30 % and 40 % of the investment costs, depending on the diameter of
the pipes, and that aid limited to those rates will thus not exceed the funding gap (see Table 5).

In addition, as set out in recital (46) above, in cases where aid under the KWKG would be cumulated with aid from
the Lander and local authorities or other federal aid schemes, Germany committed to limiting the aid to the funding
gap within the meaning of point 19(32) of the EEAG.

3.3.4.5. Distortion of competition

As described under recital (141) above, the main impact on competition of the investment aid for district heating/
cooling networks is that it enables district heating/cooling companies to connect more heat consumers to the district
heating network. Also, larger district heating/cooling networks and larger consumer basis can help increasing the
number of operating hours of the CHP installations feeding the heat into the network and thus also help increasing
CHP electricity production. The investment aid can thus have the effect of reducing the number of consumers using
individual heat boilers and of displacing coal-fired electricity. This impact, however, corresponds exactly to the
environmental purpose of the aid.

As the support is limited to the funding gap and available only to highly efficient networks, the Commission
concludes that the negative effects of the aid on competition are sufficiently limited so that the overall balance of the
measure is positive.

3.3.5. Storage
3.3.5.1. Common objective:

For the reasons set out in recitals (35)-(36) above, heat storage can make an important contribution to energy
efficiency when used as required by the notified support scheme to store cogenerated heat, waste heat and renewable
heat. In the case of the German support scheme, it will in particular help increasing the energy efficiency of district
heating and CHP installations and reduce CO, emissions from heat and electricity production in Germany.

The Union set an objective of saving 20 % of its primary energy consumption by 2020. The importance of reducing
CO; emission for climate protection has also been recognized.

The Commission therefore concludes that this aid measure aims at two well-defined objectives of common interest
(improvement of energy efficiency and climate protection).

Commission Regulation (EU) No 615/2014 of 17 June 2014 declaring certain categories of aid compatible with the internal market
in application of Articles 107 and 108 of the Treaty, O] L 187 of 26.6.2014, p. 1.
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3.3.5.2. Need for State intervention and appropriateness of aid

(235) The investment aid for heat/cooling storage facilities aims at covering positive externalities linked to the use of
storage facilities but which are not priced in. Storage facilities increase the energy efficiency of CHP installations and
district heating/cooling systems but are not remunerated by separate fees. In addition, while they enable a more
flexible use of CHP installations, the additional flexibility improves the economics of those installations only to a
very limited extent, yielding a small surplus not sufficient to pay back the investment. Aid is therefore needed to
achieve the objective pursued.

(236) Germany has explained that investment subsidies were the most suitable to trigger investment in storage facilities as
they do not cover the entire investment costs and therefore incentivise the operators to maximise the use of their
storage facilities by running the connected CHP plants in line with the demand for electricity. This yields the best
results in terms of energy efficiency and integration of the CHP plants into the electricity market. In addition, the
Commission considers that State aid can be considered an appropriate instrument to finance an energy-efficiency
measure, independently of the form in which it is granted (as per point 145 of the EEAG).

3.3.5.3. Incentive effect

(237) The information provided by Germany described under recitals (34) and (40) above shows that without support
storage facilities are not deployed as the investment costs cannot be recouped through higher revenues from a more
flexible use of the CHP installation. In addition, in order to obtain the confirmation that the project is eligible for aid,
the project owner has to submit the information requested under point 51 of the EEAG. Finally, Germany has
committed to carrying out a credibility check of the counterfactual scenario as requested under point 52 of the EEAG
(see recital (68) above). Based on those elements, the Commission concludes that the aid measure has an incentive
effect.

3.3.5.4. Proportionality

(238) Point 148 of the EEAG, read in conjunction with point 73, defines the eligible costs as the extra investment costs in
tangible and/or intangible assets which are directly linked to the achievement of the common objective. Where the
costs of achieving the common interest objective can be identified in the total investment costs as a separate
investment, the costs of the separate investment constitute the eligible costs.

(239) In the case of heat/cooling storage facilities used in connection with CHP installations, the entire investment
constitutes the eligible costs given that the entire infrastructure is needed to achieve the energy efficiency and also the
entire investment concerned would not have been made without the aid. As the storage facility has to be linked to a
CHP installation, the Commission will examine the proportionality of the investment aid in line with aid intensities
for CHP installations. When the concerned CHP installations are used in the district heating sector, the maximum aid
intensities for district heating production plants should be used.

(240) Under the KWKG, aid for storage facilities is limited to 30 % of the eligible investment costs. In addition, eligible
costs exclude administrative fees, internal costs for the construction and planning, imputed costs (‘kalkulatorische
Kosten’), costs related to insurances, financing and land acquisition. The aid amount under the KWKG is thus below
the maximum aid intensities allowed under the Annex 1 of the EEAG and also the eligible costs are stricter than
under the EEAG (see point 19(23), which under certain circumstances also considers investments in land as eligible
costs when strictly necessary to meet environmental objectives).

(241) For small storage facilities the aid is limited to EUR 12 500 (see recital (38) above), which is well below the de minimis
ceiling.

(242) Aid for storage under the KWKG can be cumulated with aid from the Linder, local authorities or other federal
support schemes. As set out in recital (41) above, Germany has committed to limiting the aid to the aid intensities set
out in Annex 1 to the EEAG for CHP installations.

3.3.5.5. Distortion of competition

(243) As described under recital (142) above, storage facilities can impact competition in the sense that they increase the
flexibility of CHP installations and help increasing their number of operating hours.
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(244) Distortion of competition on the heat market will remain limited given that in the district heating sector, it is most of
the time the same company that operates the storage facility, the CHP installation and the heat boilers. The subsidy
will thus essentially impact the type of installation that is used rather than influence the company that will provide
the heat.

(245) The distortion of competition on the electricity market remains limited in comparison to the positive effects for the
environment. In fact, it corresponds exactly to the environmental purpose of the measure. The storage facility
enables CHP installations to produce at times of higher electricity demand, when they will displace electricity
produced from coal-fired electricity plants in Germany. This will significantly reduce the CO, emission resulting
from electricity production, which is exactly the environmental purpose pursued by the measure.

(246) As, the support is limited to the aid intensities set out in Annex 1 to the EEAG, the Commission concludes that the
negative effects of the aid on competition are sufficiently limited so that the overall balance of the measure is
positive.

3.3.6. Transparency

(247) As set out in recital (108) above, Germany has committed to implementing all conditions laid down in section 3.2.7
of the EEAG, thus the measures comply with the transparency provision for all aids granted as of 1 July 2016.

3.3.7. Evaluation plan

(248) The EEAG (paragraph 28 and Chapter 4) state that the Commission may require that certain aid schemes be subject
to an evaluation, where the potential distortion of competition is particularly high, that is to say when the measure
may risk significantly restricting or distorting competition if their implementation is not reviewed in due time. Given
its objectives, evaluation only applies for aid schemes with large aid budgets, containing novel characteristics or
when significant market, technology or regulatory changes are foreseen.

(249) The present scheme fulfils the criteria of being a scheme with a large aid budget and containing novel characteristics;
therefore it will be subject to an evaluation.

(250) The scope and modalities of the evaluation have been defined, taking into account the Commission Staff Working
Document on Common methodology for State aid evaluation, in an evaluation plan that Germany has notified
together with the aid scheme and whose main elements are described in section 2.8 above.

(251) The Commission considers that the notified evaluation plan contains the necessary elements: the objectives of the
aid scheme to be evaluated, the evaluation questions, the result indicators, the envisaged methodology to conduct the
evaluation, the data collection requirements, the proposed timing of the evaluation including the date of submission
of the final evaluation report, the description of the independent body conducting the evaluation or the criteria that
will be used for its selection and the modalities for ensuring the publicity of the evaluation.

(252) The Commission notes that the scope of the evaluation is defined in an appropriate way. It comprises a list of
evaluation questions with matched result indicators. Data sources are individually defined for each question.
Moreover, the evaluation plan sets out and explains the main methods that will be used in order to identify the
impacts of the scheme, and discusses why these methods are likely to be appropriate for the scheme in question.

(253) The Commission acknowledges the commitments made by Germany (see recital (119) above) that the evaluation will
be conducted according to the notified evaluation plan by an independent evaluation body. The procedures
envisaged for selecting such evaluation body are appropriate in terms of independence and skills. Moreover, the
proposed modalities for the publication of the evaluation results are adequate to ensure transparency.

(254) The Commission notes the commitment made by Germany to submit the final evaluation report at the latest in
2021 (see recital (118) above).

3.3.8. Reduced CHP-surcharges

(255) Taking into account the conclusion that the capped CHP-surcharge constitutes State aid, the Commission assessed
the possible compatibility of such a measure with State aid rules.
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(256) The capped surcharge relieves Category B and Category C consumers (see recital (75) above) from a part of the CHP-
surcharge that they would normally have had to bear in their day-to-day operations as part of their electricity costs; it
thus reduces operating costs for the companies concerned.

(257) Article 107(1) TFEU provides for the general principle of prohibition of State aid within the Union. Article 107(2)
and 107(3) TFEU provide for exemptions to the general incompatibility set out in Article 107(1).

(258) According to settled case-law, it is for the Member State to put forward any grounds of compatibility and to
demonstrate that the conditions thereof are met (*).

(259) The aid measure under assessment does not fall within the scope of the EEAG. Those Guidelines contain provisions
on aid in the form of reductions in the funding of support for energy from renewable sources but do not contain
provisions on aid in the form of reductions in the funding of support for other energy policy objectives. In particular,
they do not apply to aid in the form of reductions in the funding of support for cogeneration.

(260) No other Guidelines are applicable to the notified measure. However, the Commission may declare an aid measure
compatible directly under Article 107(3)(c) TFEU if it is necessary and proportionate and if the positive effects for the
common objective outweigh the negative effects on competition and trade.

(261) The above conditions can be considered as fulfilled if the following questions can be positively replied:
a) Is the aid measure aimed at a well-defined objective of common interest (**)?

b) Is it targeted towards a situation where aid can bring about a material improvement that the market alone cannot
deliver (for example because it addresses a market failure)?

¢) Is the aid well designed to deliver the objective of common interest (necessity of the aid) (*)? In particular:
i. Is the aid measure an appropriate and necessary instrument, i.e. are there other, better-placed instruments?
ii. Is there an incentive effect, i.e. does the aid change the behaviour of firms?
iii. Is the aid measure proportional, i.e. could the same change in behaviour be obtained with less aid?
d) Are the distortions of competition and the effect on trade limited, so that the overall balance is positive?
3.3.8.1. Objective of Common Interest

(262) The Commission has examined whether the reductions from the CHP-surcharge aim at a well-defined objective of
common interest.

(263) Germany has submitted that the reductions aimed at preserving the competitiveness of German companies subject
to CHP-surcharge and that this ultimately helped increasing the acceptance for the support measures financed from
the CHP-surcharge, i.c. support to highly efficient cogeneration, highly efficient district heating infrastructure and
heating/cooling storage.

(264) While reductions from surcharges dedicated to support aid measures do not directly contribute to the objective
pursued by the support measures (here energy efficiency), the Commission has however recognized that in certain
cases reductions can indirectly contribute to the objective of the support measures because they help securing a
sufficient financing base for the support measures themselves. This is for instance the case for reductions in the
funding of support for energy from renewable sources (see section 3.7.2 of the EEAG and in particular point 182 of
the EEAG).

() Case C-364/90 Italy v Commission ECLLEU:C:1993:157, paragraph 20; Joined Cases T-132/96 and T-143/96 Freistaat Sachsen and
Others v Commission ECLIEU:T:1999:326, paragraph 140.

(**)  Case T-162/06 Kronoply v Commission ECLLEU:T:2009:2,especially paragraphs 65, 66, 74 and 75.

(*)  Case T-187/99 Agrana Zucker und Stirke v Commission ECLLEU:T:2001:149, paragraph 74; Case T-126/99 Graphischer Maschinenbau
v Commission ECLLEU:T:2002:116, paragraphs 41-43; Case C-390/06 Nuova Agricast ECLLEU:C:2008:224, paragraphs 68-69.
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(265) With regard to the support of highly efficient CHP, the Union has not established mandatory targets per Member
State for the production of highly efficient CHP electricity, and the funding needs for supporting CHP installations
are generally lower than funding needs for the support to renewable energy, which makes it less imperative to
finance the support measures from a levy on electricity consumption. However, the Energy Efficiency Directive has
set a 20 % headline target on energy efficiency and provided for indicative national efficiency targets to which highly
efficient CHP installations can make an important contribution. In addition Member States are under the obligation
to assess their potential for the implementation of energy efficiency measures, including CHP installations, district
heating and storage facilities and to deploy the identified potential. As a result, financing needs for energy efficiency
support measures could also potentially become significant, thereby increasing the need for Member States to be able
to finance the measures from energy consumption levies.

(266) To avoid that electricity consumers particularly affected by the financing costs of the promotion of highly efficient
CHP and of the other energy efficiency measures financed from the CHP-surcharge can be put at a significant
competitive disadvantage, Member States may wish to grant partial reductions. In fact, bankruptcy or delocalisation
of too many undertakings might erode the financing basis: instead of paying a reduced surcharge, the relevant
companies would not contribute at all to the financing implying an even higher financial effort from other
consumers to finance the support of CHP, again reducing acceptability of the surcharge and hence of the support of
CHP as such.

(267) The CHP-surcharge does not in itself have an environmental objective (it does not aim at changing the behaviour of
the surcharge payers itself) but is dedicated to the funding of the support measures examined under sections 3.3.1,
3.3.2, 3.3.4 and 3.3.5 above. It therefore indirectly contributes to the achievement of the objectives pursued by those
support measures, which the Commission found to correspond to objectives of common interest. If reductions are
needed to secure the financing of those support measures, they would also indirectly contribute to the objectives
pursued by the support measures examined under sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.4 and 3.3.5 above.

(268) Based on those elements, the Commission considers that it could be argued that the reduced CHP-surcharges
contribute to a common objective.

(269) However if such reductions are too high or awarded to too many sectors or electricity consumers, the overall funding
of CHP-support might be threatened as well and the public acceptance for CHP, district heating and heat storage
support may be equally hampered. At the same time, distortions of competition and trade may be particularly
significant. In addition, while the CHP-surcharge is not aimed at creating incentives to reduce energy consumption
but only at financing energy efficiency measures, it should be avoided that the magnitude of the reductions induce
companies to be less energy-efficient, as this would run counter to the objective of the supported energy efficiency
measures. For that reason as well, the scope of the reductions should not be too broad and their amount should not
be too high.

3.3.8.2. Need for State intervention, appropriateness of aid and incentive effect

(270) Under sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.4 and 3.3.5 above, the Commission has concluded that the promotion of highly
efficient cogeneration installations, energy-efficient district heating networks and heating/cooling storage
installations would not be delivered by the market alone and that the aid measures (and their financing) are
needed to incentivise the investments into and/or operation of those installations and facilities.

(271) The aid measures examined under sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.4 and 3.3.5 above are all directed at reducing energy
consumption and the carbon footprint of energy production and consumption. While the CHP-surcharge is not the
only conceivable financing mean, it can be argued that it is appropriate to finance aid measures for the production of
cogenerated electricity, district heating networks and heat storage facilities on the basis of a levy on electricity
consumption, because of the close link between the aided measures and energy consumption. Also, a consumption
levy provides a relatively stable financing stream and does not impair budgetary discipline. Those are the reasons
why this financing system is often used to finance support for the production of renewable electricity. As already
mentioned in recital (265) above, financing needs for energy efficiency support measures could become significant,
thereby increasing the need for Member States to be able to finance the measures from energy consumption levies.
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(272) The Commission considers therefore that a reduced CHP-surcharge could be deemed necessary to reach the
objectives of energy efficiency and environmental protection pursued by the measures examined under sections 3.3.1,
3.3.2, 3.3.4 and 3.3.5 if in the absence of reductions the CHP-surcharge financing those measures (and hence the
measures themselves) would be put at risk.

(273) This could be the case if the payment of the full CHP-surcharge would imply the delocalisation or bankruptcy of too
many undertakings or sectors. This would on its turn significantly reduce the acceptability of the CHP-surcharge as
well as the number of surcharge payers and would risk jeopardizing the aid measures as such.

(274) The Commission has set out criteria under section 3.7.2 of the EEAG according to which such risk can be considered
as demonstrated in the case of reduced renewable surcharges. In particular, points 185 to 187 of the EEAG establish
the criteria on the basis of which sectors exposed to the risks described above can be identified. The Commission
considers it appropriate to use those criteria as guidance in the present assessment.

(275) The German authorities have explained that the reduced CHP-surcharges were needed to ensure the competitiveness
of the companies (energy users) concerned and that ultimately they would be needed to secure the financing for the
support measures.

(276) However, Germany has not provided sufficient information to show that the reduced CHP-surcharges are needed for
all types of undertakings or sectors included within categories C and B consumers to secure the financing of aid
measures laid down in KWKG 2016. In particular, it has not demonstrated that the full CHP-surcharge would put the
various sectors or beneficiaries benefitting from the reductions at risk of bankruptcy or delocalisation.

(277) No information was provided for beneficiaries of Category B (in particular, no information was provided on the
sectors concerned, on the impact of the CHP-surcharge on GVA and on the market position of companies, on price
elasticity, on exposure to international trade, etc.).

(278) For beneficiaries of Category C, no conclusive data could be provided either. Germany merely indicated that it
assumed that a large part of the beneficiaries in Category C would be the same as companies eligible also for
reductions from the EEG-surcharge. Assuming that the beneficiaries would be companies eligible for EEG-surcharge
reductions, Germany simulated that a full CHP-surcharge could represent up to between 1 and 9 % of the GVA for a
significant number of companies.

(279) The Commission has accepted that some sectors with high electro-intensity and high exposure to international trade
were very likely to be significantly affected by the full EEG-surcharge and that this threat to their competitiveness and
viability would be sufficiently material to jeopardize support for renewable energies (*°). Assuming that beneficiaries
would correspond to companies eligible for support under the EEG, the full CHP-surcharge would seem to represent
for a significant number of those companies between 1% and 9 % of GVA. This would constitute indeed a sizable
burden.

(280) However, Germany did not provide information allowing the Commission to verify which share of the beneficiaries
would indeed correspond to undertakings eligible for reduced EEG-surcharges or for reductions under Section 3.7.2
of the EEAG. As Category B does not contain any criteria of electro-intensity and exposure to trade, and as Category
C does not contain any requirement linked to trade exposure, there is no guarantee that beneficiaries would all or in
most cases qualify as electro-intensive within the meaning of section 3.7.2 of the EEAG. The reductions granted by
Germany thus seem to go beyond what the Commission had accepted in the EEG 2014 decision as constituting a
significant risk that justifies reductions from EEG-surcharge, on the basis of Section 3.7.2 of the EEAG.

(281) The Commission therefore has at this juncture doubts as to the need, appropriateness and incentive effect of the
scope of beneficiaries of the reduced CHP-surcharge granted under the KWKG to secure the financing of the CHP-
support.

3.3.8.3. Proportionality

(282) Even under the assumption that reductions were demonstrated to be necessary and appropriate for all beneficiaries,
they cannot correspond to full exemptions or be so significant as to jeopardize the purpose of the support measure
because they result in too heavy a burden on the other energy consumers. Also, too significant reductions increase
the distortion of competition resulting from them. This is why under the EEAG, as far as reductions in the funding of
support for energy from renewable sources are concerned, undertakings eligible for reductions should pay a
minimum contribution corresponding in principle to 15 % of the normal levy (see point 188 of the EEAG), with
additional reductions possible when the levy represents more than a certain share of the GVA of the company (point
189 of the EEAG).

(*%  See Decision of 24 July 2014 SA.38632 (EEG 2014 decision).
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(283) Germany has not shown that the caps of 0.04 and 0.03 € cent/kWh were limited to the necessary minimum.

(284) The Commission first notes that the minimum contribution paid by the beneficiaries did not always represent 15 %
of the normal surcharge. In particular, for Category C companies in 2016, the minimum contribution was limited to
7 % of the normal CHP-surcharge.

(285) Germany did not show that less significant reductions would not have been acceptable. It has insisted on the
cumulation effect with the EEG but did not provide concrete information related to the beneficiaries of the
reductions that would show the ratio between the reduced CHP-surcharge and the GVA and compared it with slightly
higher CHP-surcharges (for instance 15 %) or with the applicable EEG-surcharge.

(286) The reductions granted by Germany thus go beyond what the Commission had accepted as proportionate under the
EEAG for renewable surcharges. At this juncture, in the absence of any additional information, the Commission
therefore has doubts as to the proportionality of the CHP-surcharge reductions.

3.3.8.4. Distortion of competition

(287) Germany has not submitted any element that would enable the Commission to assess the overall balance of the
potential distortion of competition and trade between Member States. Moreover, as the necessity, appropriateness,
incentive effect and the proportionality of the aid have not yet been demonstrated, the Commission doubts at this
stage that the aid measure ensures that the distortion of competition resulting from the relief of companies from part
of their operating costs are limited and that the overall balance of the measure would be positive.

3.3.8.5. Commission decision of 2002

(288) The reduced CHP-surcharges were introduced in 2002, in the 2002 Law for the Safeguarding, modernisation and the
deployment of combined heat and power. Germany has in this respect mentioned that in 2002 the Commission
found that the then applicable CHP law did not contain State aid (*"). The decision, however, was based on the 2000
Law for the protection of electricity generation on the basis of combined heat and power (‘Gesetz zum Schutz der
Stromerzeugung aus Kraft-Wirme-Kopplung'), which entered into force on 18 May 2000. It was then replaced in 2002
by the ‘Gesetz fiir die Erhaltung, die Modernisierung und den Ausbau der Kraft-Wirme-Kopplung' of 19 March 2002 that
entered into force on 1 April 2002. However, if relevant, the Commission will examine to what extent the
conclusions made by the Commission on the basis of the 2000 law could create legitimate expectations.

3.3.9. Conclusions

(289) Based on the reasons set out in sections 3.3.1, 3.3.3, 3.3.6 and 3.3.7, the Commission concludes that the support to
new, modernised and retrofitted highly efficient CHP installations is in line with the EEAG, in particular section 3.4
thereof and is therefore compatible with Article 107(3)(c) of the TFUE.

(290) Based on the reasons set out in sections 3.3.4, 3.3.6 and 3.3.7, the Commission concludes that the support to
energy-efficient district heating and/or cooling networks is in line with the EEAG, in particular section 3.4 thereof
and is therefore compatible with Article 107(3)(c) of the TFUE.

(291) Based on the reasons set out in sections 3.3.5, 3.3.6 and 3.3.7, the Commission concludes that the support to heat/
cooling storage facilities is in line with the EEAG, in particular section 3.4 thereof and is therefore compatible with
Article 107(3)(c) of the TFUE.

(292) Based on the reasons set out in sections 3.3.2, 3.3.3 and 3.3.7, the Commission concludes that the support to
existing highly efficient gas-fired CHP installations in the district heating sector is compatible with Article 107(3)(c)
of the TFUE.

(293) At this stage, based on the information submitted and the reasons set out in section 3.3.8, the Commission does not
have sufficient elements to conclude whether the conditions for the compatibility of the reduced CHP-levies with the
internal market in accordance with Article 107(3)(c) TFEU are met, in particular whether the aid is necessary.
Furthermore, the Commission has also doubts that the notified measure is proportionate and does not unduly
distort competition.

(")  Commission decision of 22 May 2002 in case NN 68/2000 — Germany — Law for the protection of electricity generation on the
basis of combined heat and power
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(294) The Commission has therefore, at this stage, doubts as to the compatibility with the internal market and, in
accordance with Article 4(4) of Council Regulation (EU) No 2015/1589 (*?), it has decided to open the formal
investigation procedure, thereby inviting Germany to submit its comments as well as the requested information. The
formal investigation procedure will also give the opportunity to third parties whose interests may be affected by the
granting of the aid to comment on the measure.

(295) In light of both the information notified by the Member State concerned and that provided by any third parties, the
Commission will re-assess the measure and will take its final decision on the reduced CHP levies.

4. AUTHENTIC LANGUAGE

(296) As mentioned under section 1 above, Germany has accepted to have the decision adopted and notified in English.
The authentic language will therefore be English.

5. DECISION

The Commission has accordingly decided not to raise objections to the following aid measures on the grounds that
they are compatible with the internal market pursuant to Article 107(3)(c) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union:

— the support to new, modernised and retrofitted highly efficient CHP installations;

— the support to energy-efficient district heating/cooling networks;

— the support to heat/cooling storage facilities; and

— the support to existing highly efficient gas-fired CHP installations in the district heating sector.

The Commission reminds the German authorities that, in accordance with article 108 (3) TFEU, any plans to
refinance, alter or change this aid have to be notified to the Commission pursuant to provisions of the Commission
Regulation (EC) No 794/2004 implementing Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 laying down detailed rules for
the application of Article 93 of the EC Treaty (now Article 108 TFEU) (*°).

The Commission further reminds Germany that individual aid granted on the basis of the scheme remains subject to
the notification obligation pursuant to Article 108(3) of the Treaty if the aid exceeds the notification thresholds set in
point 20 of the EEAG and is not granted on the basis of a competitive bidding process.

The Commission also reminds the German authorities that the evaluation report must be submitted by December
2021 at the latest.

In addition, in the light of the considerations set out under sections 3.3.8 and 0 above, the Commission, acting under
the procedure laid down in Article 108(2) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, requests
Germany to submit its comments and to provide all such information as may help to assess the reduced CHP-
surcharge, within one month of the date of receipt of this letter. It requests your authorities to forward a copy of this
letter to the potential recipient of the aid immediately.

The Commission wishes to remind Germany that Article 108(3) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union has suspensory effect, and would draw your attention to Article 16 of Council Regulation (EU) No 2015/
1589, which provides that all unlawful and incompatible aid must be recovered from the recipients.

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

(*»)  Council Regulation (EU) 2015/1589 of 13 July 2015 laying down detailed rules for the application of Article 108 of the Treaty on
the Functioning of the European Union, OJ L 248, 24.9.2015, p. 9.
(’ O] L 140, 30.4.2004, p. 1.
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STATNI PODPORA - POLSKO
Stdtni podpora SA.44351 (2016/C) (ex 2016/NN) — Polskd daii pro maloobchodni odvétvi
Vyzva k podani pfipominek podle ¢l. 108 odst. 2 Smlouvy o fungovini Evropské unie
(Text s vyznamem pro EHP)
(2016/C 406/04)

Dopisem ze dne 19. zdf{ 2016, ktery je v zdvazném jazykovém znéni pfiloZen k tomuto shrnuti, ozndmila
Komise Polsku své rozhodnuti zahdjit ve véci vyse uvedené podpory/uvedeného opatieni fizeni podle ¢l. 108
odst. 2 Smlouvy o fungovéni Evropské unie.

Zicastnéné strany mohou podat své pripominky do jednoho mésice ode dne zvefejnéni tohoto shrnuti
a pfiloZeného dopisu na adresu Evropské komise, Generdlniho feditelstvi pro hospodaiskou soutéz:

Commission européenne/Europese Commissie
Direction générale de la concurrence

Greffe des aides d’Etat

B-1049 Bruxelles/Brussel

Fax: + 32 22961242
Stateaidgreffe@ec.europa.eu

Tyto pfipominky budou sdéleny Polsku. Zacastnéné strany podavajici pfipominky mohou pisemné
a s uvedenim diivodt pozddat o zachovani diivérnosti ohledné své totoznosti.

POPIS OPATRENI, KVULI KTEREMU KOMISE ZAHAJUJE RIZEN{

Dne 6. Cervence 2016 piijal polsky parlament zdkon o maloobchodni dani (USTAWA z dnia 6 lipca 2016 r. o podatku od
sprzedazy detalicznej (), déle jen ,zdkon®), ktery vstoupil v platnost dnem 1. zaif 2016.

Opatieni spociva v zavedeni nové dané pro maloobchodni odvétvi v Polsku. Hlavnim cilem dané je zvysit danové pifjmy
sttniho rozpoctu. Dani podléhaji podniky piisobici v Polsku v oblasti maloobchodniho prodeje zbozi vieho druhu.
Zékladem pro vypocet dané je mési¢ni obrat podniku z maloobchodniho prodeje.

Dan vychdzi z progresivni struktury sazeb se tfemi riiznymi pdsmy a sazbami:

— 0% z mésicniho obratu podniku z maloobchodniho prodeje nedosahujictho 17 miliond PLN (piiblizné 3,84 milionu

EUR),

— 0,8 % z mésicniho obratu podniku z maloobchodniho prodeje pohybujiciho se mezi 17 miliony PLN a 170 miliony

PLN a

— 1,4 % z mési¢niho obratu podniku z maloobchodntho prodeje ptesahujictho 170 miliont PLN.

Dati je splatnd mési¢né do 25. dne mésice nésledujictho po mésici, za ktery je dan splatna.

()

Dz. U. z 2016 r. poz. 1155.
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POSOUZENI OPATRENI

Prestoze dail z obratu jako takovd nepfedstavuje z hlediska statni podpory zadny problém, Komise se v této fizi domniva,
7e progresivnost danovych sazeb stitni podporu pfedstavuje.

Komise je toho ndzoru, ze progresivni dafiové sazby rozlisuji mezi podniky ptisobicimi v maloobchodnim prodeji, které
jsou vSechny z hlediska pfedmétu dané ve srovnatelné pravni a skutkové situaci, na zdkladé¢ jejich obratu a velikosti a Ze
poskytuje selektivni vyhodu podnikiim s niz$im obratem. Podniky s nizkym obratem jsou zdanény podstatné nizsi
pramérnou sazbou nez podniky s vysokym obratem, coz sniZuje ndklady, které podniky s nizkym obratem musi ve
srovnani s podniky s vysokym obratem nést.

Progresivni dané z obratu jsou opodstatnéné v piipadé, kdy je k dosazeni konkrétniho cile, ktery dan sleduje, zapotiebi
progresivnich sazeb. Polsko viak neprokédzalo, ze progresivnost danovych sazeb by byla odivodnéna ticelem a logikou
dang, tedy ziskdnim finan¢nich prosttedkt do souhrnného rozpoctu.

Komise tudiz v této fazi povazuje progresivni povahu dafiovych sazeb za statni podporu, protoze se zdd, Ze vSechna ostatni
kritéria jsou pro takovou kvalifikaci splnéna.

Na zdkladé piedbézného posouzeni se zdd, ze opatfeni nejsou oditivodnénd povahou nebo obecnym reZimem systému
a nejsou ani v souladu s vnitinim trhem.

Protoze maloobchodni dan v¢etné své progresivni sazby vstoupila neddvno v platnost a k datu rozhodnutf se stdle pouziva,
povazuje Komise za nutné vydat pitkaz k pozastaveni podpory podle ¢l. 13 odst. 1 nafizeni Rady (EU) 2015/1589 (*).

Prikaz k pozastaveni podpory predstavuje pFedbézné opatieni, které Komise muze pfijmout a kterym po ¢lenském stétu
pozaduje, aby pozastavil veskerou protipravni podporu do doby, nez Komise ptijme konecné rozhodnuti.

() Viz nafizeni Rady (EU) 2015/1589 ze dne 13. cervence 2015, kterym se stanovi provadéci pravidla k ¢ldnku 108 Smlouvy
o fungovani Evropské unie (UF. vést. L 248, 24.9.2015, s. 19.
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TEXT DOPISU
1. PROCEDURA

Z informacji prasowych opublikowanych w lutym 2016 r. Komisja dowiedziala si¢, ze Polska rozwaza przyjecie
ustawy wprowadzajacej podatek obrotowy od sprzedazy detalicznej obejmujacy progresywne stawki podatku.

W dniach 11 lutego i 30 maja 2016 r. stuzby Komisji wystosowaly do wladz polskich dwa pisma, w ktérych
zwrocily si¢ o wigcej informacji na temat planowanej ustawy i wezwaly wiladze polskie do skonsultowania si¢ ze
stuzbami Komisji przed jej przyjeciem. Stluzby Komisji podkreslity podobiefistwa migdzy planowana ustawg
a wegierskg oplatg z tytutu kontroli faficucha zywnosciowego i zwrécily uwage wladz polskich na przeprowadzong
przez Komisje wstepng oceng pomocy pafistwa w zwiazku z ta oplatg (*). Stuzby Komisji powiadomily tez Polske, ze
w przypadku wprowadzenia $rodka stanowigcego pomoc panstwa bez uprzedniej zgody Komisji Komisja moze by¢
zmuszona do wydania nakazu zawieszenia.

Wiadze polskie udzielity odpowiedzi na pisma Komisji odpowiednio w dniach 2 marca i 27 czerwca 2016
r. W piSmie z dnia 2 marca 2016 r. wladze polskie zobowigzaly si¢, ze przekaza Komisji projekt ustawy, kiedy bedzie
on gotowy. W piSmie z dnia 27 czerwca 2016 r. wladze polskie powiadomily Komisje, Ze projekt ustawy zostat juz
ztozony w Sejmie i wkrotce zostanie przyjety. Przekazaly tez stuzbom Komisji tekst projektu ustawy.

W dniu 6 lipca 2016 r. Sejm RP przyjat ustawe o podatku od sprzedazy detalicznej (°) (zwana dalej ,ustawa”). Ustawa
weszla w zycie w dniu 1 wrze$nia 2016 r.

Pismem z dnia 8 lipca 2016 r. Komisja poinformowala Polske o wstepnej opinii w sprawie ustawy i zwrocila si¢ do
polskich wladz o wyrazenie opinii na temat ewentualnego wydania przez Komisj¢ nakazu zawieszenia. Odpowiedz
wladz polskich otrzymano w dniu 22 lipca.

W dniu 4 sierpnia 2016 r. Komisja otrzymata skarge dotyczaca pomocy panstwa w sprawie tego samego Srodka.
2. OPIS SRODKA

Ustawa wprowadza nowy podatek dla sektora detalicznego w Polsce (zwany dalej ,podatkiem od sprzedazy
detalicznej”). Deklarowanym celem podatku od sprzedazy detalicznej jest zwigkszenie dochodéw podatkowych
budzetu panstwa. Zdaniem Polski dodatkowe Srodki pochodzace z podatku od sprzedazy detalicznej sa niezbedne
do sfinansowania programu S$wiadczefi wychowawczych ,Rodzina 500+". Podatkiem objete s3 wszystkie
przedsiebiorstwa prowadzace w Polsce dziatalno$¢ w zakresie sprzedazy detalicznej dowolnych towaréw. Podstawe
opodatkowania stosowang przy pobieraniu podatku od sprzedazy detalicznej stanowi miesieczny przychdd
przedsigbiorstwa ze sprzedazy detalicznej.

Ustawa okresla progresywny charakter podatku od sprzedazy detalicznej i obejmuje trzy rézne progi podatkowe
i stawki podatku:

— w przypadku miesiecznego przychodu przedsigbiorstwa ze sprzedazy detalicznej wynoszacego ponizej 17 min
PLN (ok. 3,84 mln EUR) stosowany jest podatek 0 %;

— w przypadku miesiecznego przychodu przedsiebiorstwa ze sprzedazy detalicznej wynoszacego od 17 mln PLN
do 170 mlIn PLN stosowany jest podatek 0,8 %;

— w przypadku miesigcznego przychodu przedsigbiorstwa ze sprzedazy detalicznej przekraczajacego 170 min PLN
stosowany jest podatek 1,4 %.

Podatnicy sa zobowiazani wplaca¢ podatek od sprzedazy detalicznej w miesigcznych okresach rozliczeniowych
w terminie do dwudziestego pigtego dnia miesigca nastepujgcego po miesiacu, w ktérym powstal obowigzek
podatkowy.

Zob. decyzja Komisji w sprawie poprawki w wegierskiej oplacie z tytulu kontroli aicucha zywnosciowego, Dz.U. C 277
z 21.8.2015; zob. tez decyzje Komisji w sprawach: SA.39235 — Wegry — Podatek od reklam, Dz.U. C 136 z 24.4.2015; oraz
SA.41187 — Wegry — Skladka na cele zdrowotne wnoszona przez sektor tytoniowy, Dz.U. C 277 z 21.8.2015.

Dz. U. z 2016 r. poz. 1155.
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3. STANOWISKO STRONY POLSKIE]

(9)  Polskie wladze twierdza, ze poniewaz podatek od sprzedazy detalicznej stanowi podatek bezposredni z tytutu
odplatnego zbycia towaréw konsumentom, wchodzi on w zakres polskiej autonomii fiskalnej, Polska ma wigc
swobode w zakresie decydowania o jego ksztalcie, tak aby zapewnié jak najskuteczniejsze osiagnigcie zakladanych
celow $rodka. Strona polska twierdzi, ze podatek zostanie wprowadzony w sposéb, ktéry zapewni, aby byl prosty do
zastosowania i oparty na obiektywnym kryterium — czyli na wielkosci obrotéw przedsigbiorstwa. Strona polska
uwaza ponadto, ze podatek od sprzedazy detalicznej nie prowadzi do dyskryminacji ze wzgledu na branze, forme
prawng, sposéb organizacji dziatalnoci, zyskownos$¢ i pochodzenie kapitatu.

(10) Wrladze polskie sg tez zdania, ze sprawy wegierskie przywotane w pismach Komisji (zob. pkt (2) powyzej) nie sa
wlasciwym punktem odniesienia w przedmiotowej sprawie, poniewaz podatek od sprzedazy detalicznej
charakteryzuje si¢ mniejsza progresywnoscig stawki podatkowej niz oplaty badane w zwigzku ze sprawami
wegierskimi (ktére zakladaja od 4 do 8 stawek o ogromnym zréznicowaniu ('), ze wzgledu na strukture rynku
w Polsce nie prowadzi do dyskryminacji miedzy przedsigbiorstwami zagranicznymi i krajowymi, nie zaklada
zroznicowania ze wzgledu na strukture udzialowsg/kapitalows, a ponadto ma inny cel (dochéd z podatku w Polsce
ma trafia¢ do budzetu panistwa i — zdaniem Polski — jest konieczny do pokrycia kosztéw programu $wiadczen
wychowawczych ,Rodzina 500+”). Strona polska twierdzi réwniez, ze progresywny charakter podatku jest spdjny
z 0g6lng logika krajowego systemu podatkowego.

(11) Ponadto Polska dokonuje rozréznienia miedzy szczeblowa i globalng progresja podatkowa. W przypadku progresji
szczeblowej wyzsza stawka stosowana jest jedynie do nadwyzki podstawy opodatkowania ponad prog, ktéra
wyznacza nowg stawke, podczas gdy w przypadku globalnej progresji podatkowej wyzsze stawki stosuje si¢ do
catego przychodu. Strona polska twierdzi, ze polski system podatkowy charakteryzuje si¢ progresja szczeblows, co
dotyczy réwniez badanego S$rodka. Argumentuje, Ze progresja szczeblowa nie prowadzi do zréznicowanego
opodatkowania podmiotéw bedacych w poréwnywalnej sytuacji, a zatem przedmiotowy $rodek nie jest selektywny.
Strona polska twierdzi tez, ze progresja szczeblowa badanego $rodka ma uzasadnienie wynikajace z redystrybucji
i wigkszej zdolnosci placenia przedsigbiorstw o duzych przychodach. Dodaje, ze takie przedsigbiorstwa czesto
stosuja strategie optymalizacyjne i korzystaja z ekonomii skali (im wigcej sprzedaja, tym mniejsze sg koszty
jednostkowe).

(12) Polskie wladze nie zgadzaja si¢ z wnioskami przedstawionymi przez Komisj¢ w decyzjach dotyczacych wegierskich
podatkéw progresywnych. Ich zdaniem progresywne podatki nie rdéznicuja podatnikéw znajdujacych sig
w poréwnywalnej sytuacji (nie ma de facto roznicy miedzy stosowaniem progresywnego a liniowego podatku
obrotowego, poniewaz zaden z nich nie uwzglednia kosztownego charakteru danej dzialalnosci). Dyskryminacje
wyklucza tez konstrukcja podatku, zakladajaca kwote wolng od podatku. Wyzsze stawki podatku maja de facto
zastosowanie do przedsi¢biorstw, ktére maja wigksze mozliwosci rozwoju. Zdaniem wladz polskich podatek od
sprzedazy detalicznej nie prowadzi wigc do réznego traktowania przedsigbiorstw znajdujacych si¢ w podobnej
sytuacji. W zwiazku z tym podatek od sprzedazy detalicznej nie ma selektywnego charakteru i nie stanowi pomocy
panstwa.

4. OCENA

13) Niniejsza decyzja dotyczy progresywnej struktury stawek $rodka i pozostaje bez uszczerbku dla prowadzonego
) yZ) yezy progresywnej ry p ) p g
przez Komisje dochodzenia w sprawie zgodnosci innych elementéw $rodka z zasadami pomocy panstwa.

4.1. Istnienie pomocy pafistwa w rozumieniu art. 107 ust. 1 Traktatu

(14) Zgodnie z art. 107 ust. 1 Traktatu, ,wszelka pomoc przyznawana przez panstwo cztonkowskie lub przy uzyciu
zasobow panstwowych w jakiejkolwiek formie, ktéra zaktoca lub grozi zakldceniem konkurencji poprzez sprzyjanie
niektérym przedsigbiorstwom lub produkcji niektérych towaréw, jest niezgodna z rynkiem wewnetrznym
w zakresie, w jakim wplywa na wymiane¢ handlowa miedzy panstwami cztonkowskimi”.

(15)  Aby Srodek zostal uznany za pomoc w rozumieniu przytoczonego przepisu, musi on spelnia¢ wszystkie nastgpujace
warunki: (i) Srodek mozna przypisa¢ panstwu i musi on by¢ finansowany z zasobéw panstwowych; (i) $rodek musi
zapewnia¢ korzy$¢ przedsigbiorstwu; (iii) korzy$¢ ta musi by¢ selektywna; oraz (iv) Srodek musi zaklocaé
konkurencje lub grozi¢ zakléceniem konkurencji i wplywaé na wymiang handlowg migdzy panstwami
cztonkowskimi.

4.1.1. Zasoby paristwowe i mozliwos¢ przypisania Srodka paristwu

(16) Aby $rodek stanowil pomoc paristwa, musi on by¢ zaréwno przypisany panstwu, jak i finansowany z zasobow
panstwowych.

(17) Poniewaz podatek od sprzedazy detalicznej zostal ustanowiony ustawa przyjeta przez Sejm, ewidentnie mozna go
przypisaé pafistwu polskiemu.

() 0d0,1%do 6% (x 60) na Wegrzech, natomiast w Polsce — od 0,8 % do 1,4 % (x 1,75).
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(22)

Jezeli chodzi o finansowanie $rodka z zasobéw panstwowych, to w przypadku gdy w rezultacie zastosowania rodka
panstwo zrzeka si¢ dochodéw, ktére w normalnych okolicznosciach musiatoby pobraé od przedsigbiorstwa,
warunek ten jest réwniez spetniony (). W obecnym przypadku Komisja zajmuje wstepnie stanowisko, ze przez
natozenie na przedsigbiorstwa w Polsce progresywnego podatku obrotowego od sprzedazy detalicznej Polska zrzeka
si¢ zasob6w, ktére bylaby uprawniona pobra¢ od przedsigbiorstw o nizszych przychodach (a wigc mniejszych
przedsigbiorstw), gdyby zostaly one objete takim samym ogdlnym podatkiem od sprzedazy detalicznej, jak
przedsigbiorstwa o wyzszych przychodach (a wiec wigksze przedsigbiorstwa).

4.1.2. Korzys¢

Zgodnie z orzecznictwem unijnych sgdéw pojecie pomocy obejmuje nie tylko $wiadczenia pozytywne, ale réwniez
rozne postacie srodkéw interwencyjnych, ktére zmniejszaja koszty obcigzajace zwykle budzet przedsiebiorstwa ().
Korzy§¢ moze zostal przyznana przez réznego rodzaju obnizki obcigzen podatkowych przedsigbiorstwa,
a w szczegblnosci przez obnizenie majgcej zastosowanie stawki podatku, podstawy opodatkowania lub kwoty
naleznego podatku (*). Srodek polegajacy na obnizeniu podatku lub optaty nie obejmuje wprawdzie przekazania
zasob6w panstwowych, ale powoduje powstanie korzysci, gdyz stawia przedsigbiorstwo, do ktérego ma
zastosowanie, w korzystniejszej sytuacji finansowej niz innych podatnikéw oraz powoduje zmniejszenie dochodéw
budzetu panstwa ().

Ustawa okre$la progresywng skale podatkowg majacg zastosowanie do wszystkich przedsigbiorstw objetych
podatkiem od sprzedazy detalicznej w zaleznosci od progu podatkowego, do ktérego zalicza si¢ przychdd danego
przedsigbiorstwa. Progresywny charakter podatku skutkuje tym, ze $rednia stawka podatku pobieranego od
przychodu danego przedsi¢biorstwa ze sprzedazy detalicznej ro$nie, gdy wzrasta przychdd przedsigbiorstwa i osigga
kolejny prég podatkowy. W rezultacie oznacza to, ze przedsigbiorstwa o niskich przychodach (mniejsze
przedsigbiorstwa) nie sa objete podatkiem lub sa objete znacznie nizszymi $rednimi stawkami podatkowymi niz
przedsigbiorstwa o wysokich przychodach (wigksze przedsigbiorstwa), co obniza koszty, jakie przedsigbiorstwa
o niskich przychodach musza ponosi¢ w poréwnaniu z przedsi¢biorstwami o wysokich przychodach. Dlatego
Komisja zajmuje wstepnie stanowisko, zZe w rozumieniu art. 107 ust. 1 Traktatu ustawa przyznaje korzy$é
gospodarczg mniejszym przedsigbiorstwom kosztem wigkszych przedsigbiorstw.

4.1.3. Selektywnos¢

Srodek jest selektywny, jezeli sprzyja niektorym przedsigbiorstwom lub produkgji niektérych towaréw w rozumieniu
art. 107 ust. 1 Traktatu. Zgodnie z orzecznictwem Trybunatu Sprawiedliwo$ci w przypadku programéw fiskalnych
selektywnos¢ srodka zasadniczo nalezy oceniaé, stosujac trzyetapowsg analize (°). Najpierw nalezy okresli¢ majaca
zastosowanie w danym panstwie czlonkowskim powszechny lub normalny system podatkowy — ,system
odniesienia”. System odniesienia obejmuje spdjny zbidr zasad, ktore zwykle majg zastosowanie — na podstawie
obiektywnych kryteriéw — do wszystkich przedsigbiorstw wchodzacych w jego zakres, jak okreslono w celu tego
systemu. Nastepnie nalezy ustali¢, czy dany Srodek obejmuje odstepstwo od tego systemu w zakresie, w jakim
wprowadza zréznicowanie podmiotéw gospodarczych, ktére w $wietle zasadniczych celéw tego systemu znajduja
si¢ w poréwnywalnej sytuacji faktycznej i prawnej. Jezeli dany Srodek nie stanowi odstepstwa od systemu
odniesienia, nie jest Srodkiem selektywnym. Jezeli jednak stanowi odstgpstwo (a tym samym jest selektywny na
pierwszy rzut oka), nadal nalezy ustali¢, na trzecim etapie badania, czy $rodek stanowiacy odstepstwo jest
uzasadniony charakterem lub ogdlng strukturg systemu podatkowego (odniesienia). Jezeli Srodek selektywny na
pierwszy rzut oka jest uzasadniony charakterem lub ogdlna strukturg systemu, nie zostanie uznany za selektywny
i w zwigzku z tym nie bedzie objety zakresem art. 107 ust. 1 Traktatu.

a) System odniesienia

W niniejszym przypadku Komisja uwaza, ze systemem odniesienia jest podatek od sprzedazy detalicznej stosowany
do przedsigbiorstw dzialajacych na terenie Polski w sektorze sprzedazy detalicznej wszystkich rodzajow towaréw.
Komisja nie uwaza jednak, ze progresywna skala podatkowa okreslona w ustawie stanowi czg$¢ tego systemu
odniesienia.

Sprawa Francja przeciwko Ladbroke Racing Ltd i Komisji, C-83/98 P, ECLL:EU:C:2000:248 i ECLLEU:C:1999:577, pkt 48-51.
Podobnie $rodek umozliwiajacy niektérym przedsigbiorstwom redukej¢ podatku lub odroczenie platnosci naleznego w normalnych
okolicznosciach podatku moze stanowi¢ pomoc panstwa, zob. sprawy polaczone: C-78/08 do C-80/08 Paint Graphos i inni, pkt 46.
Sprawa Adria-Wien Pipeline, C-143/99, ECLLEU:C:2001:598, pkt 38.

Zob. sprawa Wlochy przeciwko Komisji, C-66/02, ECLLEU:C:2005:768, pkt 78; sprawa Cassa di Risparmio di Firenze i inni, C-222/
04, ECLLEU:C:2006:8, pkt 132; sprawa Ministerio de Defensa i Navantia, C-522/13, ECLLEU:C:2014:2262, pkt 21-31. Zob.
réwniez pkt 9 obwieszczenia Komisji w sprawie stosowania regul pomocy publicznej do Srodkéw zwigzanych z bezposrednim
opodatkowaniem dzialalnosci gospodarczej, Dz.U. C 384 z 10.12.1998, s. 3.

Sprawy polaczone Air Liquide Industries Belgium, C-393/04 oraz C-41/05, ECLLEU:C:2006:403, pkt 30, a takze sprawa Banco
Exterior de Espafia, C-387/92, ECLLEU:C:1994:100, pkt 14.

Zob. na przyklad sprawa Komisja przeciwko Niderlandom (NOx), C-279/08 P, ECLLEU:C:2011:551; sprawa Adria-Wien Pipeline, C-
143/99, ECLLEU:C:2001:598, pkt 38; sprawy polaczone Paint Graphos i inni, od C-78/08 do C-80/08, ECLL:EU:C:2011:550;
sprawa GIL Insurance, C—308/01, ECLL:EU:C:2004:252.
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(23)  Zgodnie z orzecznictwem Trybunatu Sprawiedliwosci () analiza selektywnosci nie moze ograniczac si¢ do zbadania,
czy dany Srodek stanowi odstepstwo od zasad systemu odniesienia zdefiniowanych przez dane panstwo
czlonkowskie. Nalezy réwniez ocenié, czy panstwo czlonkowskie okreslito granice systemu odniesienia w sposob
spojny, czy wrecz przeciwnie — w sposob wyraznie arbitralny lub stronniczy, tak aby uprzywilejowal niektdre
przedsiebiorstwa. W przeciwnym wypadku, zamiast ustanawia¢ obowiazujace og6t przedsigbiorstw przepisy ogdlne,
od ktorych ustanawia si¢ odstepstwa na rzecz pewnych przedsigbiorstw, panstwo cztonkowskie mogloby osiagnaé
ten sam skutek (i obej$¢ zasady pomocy panstwa), dostosowujac i taczac przepisy podatkowe w taki sposéb, ze ich
zastosowanie w praktyce pociggaloby za soba zréznicowane obcigzenie podatkowe réznych przedsigbiorstw (%).
W tym kontekscie nalezy w szczegdlnosci przypomnieé, ze Trybunat Sprawiedliwosci konsekwentnie utrzymuje, ze
w art. 107 ust. 1 Traktatu nie rozrdznia si¢ Srodkéw interwencji pafistwa pod wzgledem ich przyczyn lub celow, lecz
definiuje si¢ je ze wzgledu na ich skutki, niezaleznie od stosowanych technik ().

(24)  Progresywna skala podatku okreslona w ustawie wydaje si¢ by¢ $wiadomie zaprojektowana celem uprzywilejowania
mniejszych przedsigbiorstw w stosunku do przedsigbiorstw wigkszych, mimo iz s3 one zaangazowane w takg sama
dzialalno$¢. Ponadto, zgodnie z informacjami dostarczonymi przez skarzacego lub zebranymi przez Komisje ze
zrodel  publicznych, wydaje si¢, ze najwigksza czg$¢ przedmiotowego podatku bylaby Placona przez
przedsiebiorstwa zagraniczne (*) i ze taki podatek bytby nieproporcjonalny do ich udziatu w rynku (°). Jednoczesnie
wiele tysiecy lokalnych sklepéw detalicznych bedzie calkowicie zwolnionych z podatku, gdyz ich miesigczny
przychdd z tej dziatalno$ci wynosi ponizej 17 mln PLN.

(25) Jak wspomniano w pkt (8) powyzej, przedsigbiorstwa podlegajace podatkowi moga zostal objete jedng z trzech
réznych stawek podatku (0 %, 0,8 % lub 1,4 %) w zaleznosci od wielkoSci miesigcznych przychodéw. W rezultacie,
poniewaz w przypadku wyzszych przychodéw krancowa stawka podatku wzrasta, Srednia stawka podatku
placonego przez przedsigbiorstwa objete podatkiem réwniez ro$nie wraz z ich przychodami.

(26) Poniewaz kazde przedsigbiorstwo placi inng $rednig stawke podatku, Komisja nie moze okresli¢ jednej stawki
referencyjnej dla podatku od sprzedazy detalicznej. Polska nie podata ponadto Zadnej konkretnej stawki jako stawki
referencyjnej czy ,normalnej”. Nie wyjasnila tez, jakie to szczegdlne okolicznosci mialyby uzasadniaé wyzsza stawke
podatku dla podmiotéw gospodarczych osiggajacych wyzsze przychody i stawke nizsza dla podmiotéw o nizszych
przychodach.

(27) W rezultacie progresywnej skali podatkowej przedmiotowego podatku rézne przedsigbiorstwa podlegaja zatem
réznym stawkom podatku uzaleznionym od ich miesigcznych przychodéw oraz od wielkosci przedsigbiorstwa —
gdyz wysoko$¢ przychodéw przedsigbiorstwa jest do pewnego stopnia skorelowana z jego wielkoscia.

(28)  Polska twierdzi jednak, ze celem podatku jest uzyskanie wplywéw do budzetu panstwa. W Swietle tego celu Komisja
uwaza, ze wszystkie podmioty dzialajace w sektorze handlu detalicznego znajduja si¢ w poréwnywalnej sytuacji
prawnej i faktycznej, bez wzgledu na ich dzialalno$¢ i poziom przychodéw. Polska nie przedstawila zadnych
przekonywujacych wyjasnien, dlaczego w kontekscie pobierania podatku od sprzedazy detalicznej wigksze
i mniejsze podmioty gospodarcze sg w innej sytuacji faktycznej i prawnej. Jesli chodzi o rozrdznienie, jakie polskie
wladze przyjmuja pomiedzy szczeblowa i globalng progresja podatkowsa, Komisja pragnie zaznaczy¢, ze oba typy
opodatkowania progresywnego wydaja si¢ prowadzi¢ do réinych Srednich stawek stosowanych do réznych
przedsiebiorstw na podstawie ich przychodéw i wielkosci. Nalezy réowniez podkresli¢, ze podanego przez polskie
wiadze celu podatku — pokrycia kosztéw programu §wiadczen wychowawczych ,Rodzina 500+” — nie mozna uznaé
za zasadniczy cel podatku. W istocie Polska nie wykazala, ze dochody z podatku beda obowigzkowo przeznaczane
na program ,Rodzina 500+” — a nawet gdyby tak bylo, nie wyjasniono, co opieka nad dzie¢mi ma wspélnego ze
sprzedaza detaliczna, ani tym bardziej, jaki jest zwiazek miedzy kosztami programu $wiadczen wychowawczych
a wielkoscig przychodu sprzedawcow detalicznych.

(")  Sprawy polaczone Komisja i Hiszpania przeciwko Government of Gibraltar i Zjednoczonemu Krélestwu, C-106/09 P i C-107/09
P, ECLLEU:C:2011:732.

() Ibid., pkt 92.

() Sprawa British Aggregates przeciwko Komisji, C-487/06 P, ECLLEU:C:2008:757, pkt 85 i 89 oraz przytoczone tam orzecznictwo;
a takze sprawa Komisja przeciwko Niderlandom (NOx), C-279/08, ECLLEU:C:2011:551, pkt 51.

() Przykladowo, wydaje si¢, ze na polskim rynku ,towaréw szybko zbywalnych” 9 z 10 najwigkszych przedsiebiorstw (wedlug obrotéw
w 2014 r.) to przedsigbiorstwa z innych pafstw cztonkowskich, mianowicie z Danii, Francji, Niemiec, Portugalii i Zjednoczonego
Krélestwa. Zob. prezentacja dziennikarza ze specjalistycznego magazynu dlahandlu.pl w kontekscie Targéw Zywnosci w Warszawie
w 2015 r. http://polen.nlambassade.org/binaries/content/assets/postenweb/p/polen/nederlandse-ambassade-in-warschau/import/
nieuws/dlahandlu.pdf
Zob. réwniez poswigcone temu tematowi artykuly prasowe: Financial Times, 29 maja 2016 r.: http://www.ft.com/cms[s/5¢7¢224c-
23fe-11e6-9d4d-c11776a5124d,Authorised=false.html?siteedition=intl&_i_location=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ft.com%2Fcms%2Fs%
2F0%2F5e7e224c-23fe-11e6-9d4d-c11776a5124d.html%3Fsiteedition%3Dintl&_i_referer=http%3A%2F%2Fsearch.ft.com%
2Fsearch%3FqueryText%3Dretailers%2Bbrace%2Bpoland&classification=conditional_standard&iab=barrier-app#axzz4ThUU8F5z;
Bloomberg, 25 stycznia 2016 r.: http://[www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-01-25/poland-to-help-local-shops-as-new-tax-
targets-bigger-retailers.

() Wedtug skarzacego 79 % podatku, ktéry ma wynies¢ ogétem 1,9 mld PLN, zaplacone zostanie przez 20 dziatajacych w polskim
sektorze detalicznym miedzynarodowych przedsigbiorstw (majacych 67 % udzialéw w rynku). Skarzacy podaje, ze w sektorze
handlu detalicznego produktami spozywczymi okolo 94 % podatku zaplaca miedzynarodowe sieci sklepéw spozywczych, podczas
gdy zaledwie okolo 6 % podatku zaplacg krajowe sklepy spozywcze (majace 22 % udzialéw w rynku).


http://polen.nlambassade.org/binaries/content/assets/postenweb/p/polen/nederlandse-ambassade-in-warschau/import/nieuws/dlahandlu.pdf
http://polen.nlambassade.org/binaries/content/assets/postenweb/p/polen/nederlandse-ambassade-in-warschau/import/nieuws/dlahandlu.pdf
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/5e7e224c-23fe-11e6-9d4d-c11776a5124d,Authorised=false.html?siteedition=intl&_i_location=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ft.com%2Fcms%2Fs%2F0%2F5e7e224c-23fe-11e6-9d4d-c11776a5124d.html%3Fsiteedition%3Dintl&_i_referer=http%3A%2F%2Fsearch.ft.com%2Fsearch%3FqueryText%3Dretailers%2Bbrace%2Bpoland&classification=conditional_standard&iab=barrier-app
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/5e7e224c-23fe-11e6-9d4d-c11776a5124d,Authorised=false.html?siteedition=intl&_i_location=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ft.com%2Fcms%2Fs%2F0%2F5e7e224c-23fe-11e6-9d4d-c11776a5124d.html%3Fsiteedition%3Dintl&_i_referer=http%3A%2F%2Fsearch.ft.com%2Fsearch%3FqueryText%3Dretailers%2Bbrace%2Bpoland&classification=conditional_standard&iab=barrier-app
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/5e7e224c-23fe-11e6-9d4d-c11776a5124d,Authorised=false.html?siteedition=intl&_i_location=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ft.com%2Fcms%2Fs%2F0%2F5e7e224c-23fe-11e6-9d4d-c11776a5124d.html%3Fsiteedition%3Dintl&_i_referer=http%3A%2F%2Fsearch.ft.com%2Fsearch%3FqueryText%3Dretailers%2Bbrace%2Bpoland&classification=conditional_standard&iab=barrier-app
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/5e7e224c-23fe-11e6-9d4d-c11776a5124d,Authorised=false.html?siteedition=intl&_i_location=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ft.com%2Fcms%2Fs%2F0%2F5e7e224c-23fe-11e6-9d4d-c11776a5124d.html%3Fsiteedition%3Dintl&_i_referer=http%3A%2F%2Fsearch.ft.com%2Fsearch%3FqueryText%3Dretailers%2Bbrace%2Bpoland&classification=conditional_standard&iab=barrier-app
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-01-25/poland-to-help-local-shops-as-new-tax-targets-bigger-retailers
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-01-25/poland-to-help-local-shops-as-new-tax-targets-bigger-retailers
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(30)

(34)

(35)

(37)

()
5]

Wydaje si¢ zatem, ze Polska celowo zaprojektowala ten podatek w taki sposéb, aby uznaniowo przyznaé korzysé
okreslonym przedsigbiorstwom, a mianowicie podmiotom o nizszym poziomie przychodéw (a wigc mniejszym
przedsigbiorstwom), ze szkoda dla innych przedsigbiorstw, a mianowicie wigkszych przedsigbiorstw, ktore zwykle sa
whasnoscia kapitatu zagranicznego (*). System odniesienia jest zatem z zasady selektywny w sposob, ktérego nie
mozna uzasadni¢ celem podatku, jakim jest uzyskanie wplywéw do budzetu panstwa. W rezultacie, na obecnym
etapie, Komisja uwaza, ze odpowiednim systemem odniesienia w przedmiotowej sprawie jest opodatkowanie
miesi¢cznych przychodéw ze sprzedazy detalicznej bez progresywnej skali podatkowej bedacej czgscia tego systemu.

b) Odstepstwo od systemu odniesienia

Na drugim etapie analizy konieczne jest ustalenie, czy przedmiotowy Srodek obejmuje odstgpstwo od stosowania
zasad odniesienia na korzy$¢ okreslonych przedsigbiorstw, ktére w $wietle zasadniczego celu systemu odniesienia
znajduja si¢ w podobnej sytuacji faktycznej i prawnej.

Zgodnie z pkt (28) oraz (29) powyzej celem podatku ma by¢ uzyskanie wplywéw do budzetu panstwa. Jak
dokladniej wyjasniono powyzej, w swietle tego celu nalezy uznaé, ze wszystkie podmioty gospodarcze prowadzace
sprzedaz detaliczng w Polsce znajdujg si¢ w podobnej sytuacji prawnej i faktycznej, niezaleznie od rodzaju
dzialalnosci i wielkosci przychodéw.

Progresywnos¢ skali podatkowej przedmiotowego podatku prowadzi do réznego traktowania — w zaleznosci od ich
wielkosci — przedsigbiorstw prowadzacych sprzedaz detaliczng, ktére w $wietle celu tego podatku znajduja sie
w podobnej sytuacji prawnej i faktycznej. Ze wzgledu na okreSlony w ustawie progresywny charakter stawek
podatku przedsigbiorstwa o wysokim poziomie przychodéw sa objete zaréwno znacznie wyzszymi stawkami
krancowymi, jak i znacznie wyzszymi Srednimi stawkami podatku w poréwnaniu do podmiotéw o niskim poziomie
przychodéw. Komisja uwaza zatem, ze progresywnos¢ skali podatkowej wprowadzona ustawa stanowi odstepstwo
od systemu odniesienia, ktory zaklada opodatkowanie sprzedazy detalicznej wszystkich przedsigbiorstw
prowadzacych w Polsce dzialalno$¢ w zakresie sprzedazy detalicznej jednolita stawka podatku (podatkiem
liniowym). Odstgpstwo to stanowi korzy$¢ dla przedsigbiorstw o nizszych przychodach (a zatem mniejszych
przedsigbiorstw).

Na obecnym etapie Komisja jest zatem zdania, ze $rodek jest na pierwszy rzut oka selektywny.
¢) Uzasadnienie

Srodek, ktéry stanowi odstepstwo od systemu odniesienia, nie jest selektywny, jezeli jest on uzasadniony
charakterem lub ogélng strukturg tego systemu. Tak jest w przypadku, gdy selektywne traktowanie wynika
z mechanizméw stanowiacych nieodlaczna czgsé¢ systemu, ktére sg niezbedne do zapewnienia jego funkcjonowania
i skutecznosci (3.

Uzasadni¢ musi to pafstwo czlonkowskie, czyli w niniejszej sprawie wladze polskie. Do tego celu panstwa
czlonkowskie nie moga liczy¢ na to, ze cele polityki zewnetrznej, takie jak cele polityki regionalnej, Srodowiskowej
lub przemystowej, bedg uzasadnieniem dla zréznicowanego traktowania przedsigbiorstw w ramach okreslonego
systemu.

Wiladze polskie twierdza, ze progresywna skala podatkowa przedmiotowego $rodka ma uzasadnienie wynikajace
z celéw redystrybucji i wigkszej zdolnosci placenia przedsigbiorstw o wysokich przychodach. Twierdzg réwniez, ze
przedsiebiorstwa o wysokich przychodach czesto stosujg praktyki optymalizacyjne i korzystaja z ekonomii skali (im
wigcej sprzedajg, tym mniejsze sa koszty jednostkowe).

Wprowadzona ustawa progresywna skala podatku dokonuje zréznicowania przedsigbiorstw w zaleznosci od
wielkosci ich przychoddéw i przyznaje selektywna korzy$¢ przedsigbiorstwom o niskich przychodach, ktére sg
catkowicie zwolnione z podatku lub placa go znacznie mniej w stosunku do swoich przychodéw, niz
przedsigbiorstwa o wyzszych przychodach. Wobec braku konkretnych dowodéw wskazujacych na inny stan rzeczy
mozna stwierdzi¢, ze podatki obrotowe nie uwzgledniaja struktury kosztéw podmiotéw gospodarczych ani ich
rentownosci. Progresywne podatki obrotowe uderzaja w przedsigbiorstwa wedlug ich wielkosci, a nie zyskownosci
czy wyplacalnosci. Prowadzg one do dyskryminacji miedzy przedsigbiorstwami ze wzgledu na ich przychody i moga
by¢ przyczyng powaznych zaklécen na rynku.

Sprawy polaczone Komisja i Hiszpania przeciwko Government of Gibraltar i Zjednoczonemu Krélestwu, C-106/09 P i C-107/09
P, ECLLLEU:C:2011:732.
Zob. na przyklad sprawy polaczone Paint Graphos i inni, C-78/08 do C-80/08, ECLL:EU:C:2011:550, pkt 69.
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(38) Progresywne podatki obrotowe moga by¢ uzasadnione wylacznie ze wzgledu na charakter systemu podatkowego
i jego og6lng strukture — czyli wewnetrzng logike — jezeli progresywne stawki podatku sa niezbedne ze wzgledu na
cel podatku. Pewien stopie progresywnosci moglby by¢ na przyklad uzasadniony, gdyby wykazano, ze efekty
zewnetrzne wywolywane przez dzialalno$¢ objeta podatkiem — przyjmujac, ze podatek ma ograniczaé takie efekty
zewnegtrzne — rosng rowniez stopniowo wraz ze zwickszaniem si¢ przychodéw (lub wielkosci) podatnika. Whadze
polskie nie przedstawily takich wyjasnieni. Ponadto strona polska nie wykazala wystepowania ekonomii skali, nie
przedstawila jej wielkosci ani nie wykazala, ze taka ekonomia skali nieuchronnie prowadzitaby do wigkszej
zyskownosci czy wyplacalnosci. Whadze polskie nie przedstawily ponadto zadnych szczegélowych argumentéw na
temat rzekomych strategii optymalizacyjnych stosowanych przez wigksze lub wielonarodowe korporacje, ani
powigzania miedzy takim rzekomym postepowaniem a strukturg podatku.

(39) Dlatego na obecnym etapie Komisja nie uwaza, by $rodek byt uzasadniony charakterem i ogdlng struktura systemu
odniesienia.

4.1.4. Potencjalne zaktGcenie konkurencji oraz wplyw na handel wewngtrzunijny

(40)  Zgodnie z art. 107 ust. 1 Traktatu, aby Srodek mozna bylo uzna¢ za pomoc panstwa, musi on zaktécaé konkurencje
lub grozi¢ jej zakléceniem oraz wplywaé na wymiang handlowa wewnatrz Unii. Przedmiotowy $rodek ma
zastosowanie do wszystkich przedsigbiorstw osiagajacych przychdd ze sprzedazy detalicznej w Polsce. Sprzedaz
detaliczna w Polsce jest otwarta na konkurencje i charakteryzuje si¢ obecnoscia podmiotéw z innych panstw
cztonkowskich. W zwigzku z tym wszelka pomoc na korzy$¢ okreslonych podmiotéw gospodarczych bedzie miata
wplyw na handel wewnatrz UE.

(41) W zakresie, w jakim $rodek zwalnia przedsigbiorstwa o nizszych przychodach z podatku, ktéry musialyby placic,
gdyby byly objete taka sama stawka podatku, jak przedsigbiorstwa o wysokich przychodach, pomoc przyznana
w ramach tego $rodka stanowi pomoc operacyjng. Trybunal Sprawiedliwosci konsekwentnie utrzymuje, ze pomoc
operacyjna zakloca konkurencje. Nalezy wigc uzna¢, ze wszelka pomoc przyznana przedsigbiorstwom o niskich
przychodach zakldéca konkurencje lub grozi jej zakl6ceniem, umacniajac pozycje finansows tych przedsigbiorstw na
polskim rynku sprzedazy detaliczne;.

(42) W zwigzku z tym na tym etapie Komisja uwaza, ze przedmiotowy Srodek zakloca konkurencje lub grozi jej
zakloceniem oraz wplywa na wymiane handlowa wewnatrz Unii.

4.1.5. Wniosek

(43) W $wietle powyzszego Komisja zajmuje wstepnie stanowisko, Ze ustawa stanowi pomoc pafistwa w rozumieniu art.
107 ust. 1 Traktatu.

4.2. Zgodno$¢ pomocy z rynkiem wewnetrznym

(44) Srodki stanowiace pomoc pafistwa mozna uznaé za zgodne z rynkiem wewnetrznym na podstawie wyjatkéw
okreslonych w Traktacie, w szczegdlnosci w art. 107 ust. 2 i 3 oraz art. 106 ust. 2 TFUE. Cigzar udowodnienia, Ze
przyznana pomoc panstwa jest zgodna z rynkiem wewnetrznym zgodnie z art. 107 ust. 2 lub 3 Traktatu, spoczywa
na panstwie cztonkowskim przyznajacym pomoc.

(45) Komisja pragnie zauwazy¢, ze polskie wladze nie przedstawily zadnych argumentéw uzasadniajacych, dlaczego
przedmiotowa ustawa mialaby by¢ zgodna z rynkiem wewnetrznym.

(46) Na obecnym etapie Komisja jest zdania, ze zastosowania nie ma zaden z wyjatkow przewidzianych w powyzszych
przepisach, gdyz wydaje si¢, ze celem $rodka nie jest Zaden z celéw wymienionych w tych przepisach.

(47) Komisja przypomina réwniez, ze Srodek pomocy panstwa, ktory narusza inne przepisy europejskiego prawa, takie
jak swobody podstawowe gwarantowane przez Traktat lub prawodawstwo wtérne UE, nie moze zosta¢ uznany za
zgodny z rynkiem wewngtrznym. Na obecnym etapie Komisja nie moze wykluczy¢, ze $rodek jest wymierzony
glownie w przedsigbiorstwa z kapitalem Zalgranicznym, co stanowitoby naruszenie art. 49 Traktatu ustanawiajacego
podstawowg swobode przedsigbiorczosci (7)

() Zob. tez, przez analogie, sprawa Hervis Sport- és Divatkereskedelmi Kft., C-385/12, ECLLEU:C:2014:47, w ktérym to wyroku
Trybunal Sprawiedliwosci stwierdzil, ze ,art. 49 TFUE i 54 TFUE nalezy interpretowaé w ten sposob, ze stojg one na przeszkodzie
przepisom panstwa czlonkowskiego dotyczacym podatku od obrotu handlu detalicznego w sklepach, ktéry zobowigzuje
podatnikow stanowigcych w ramach grupy spotek »przedsigbiorstwa powigzane« w rozumieniu tych przepiséw, do dodania swoich
obrotéw w celu zastosowania silnie progresywnej stawki, a nastgpnie podzielenia uzyskanej w ten sposéb kwoty podatku pomigdzy
sicbie proporcjonalnie do ich rzeczywistych obrotéw, jezeli — czego zbadanie nalezy do sadu odsylajacego — podatnicy nalezacy do
grupy spélek i objeci najwyzszym przedzialem podatku szczegblnego sa »powiazani, w wigkszosci wypadkéw, ze spétkami
majgcymi siedzib¢ w innym panstwie cztonkowskim”.
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(50)

(1)

(52)

(54)

Komisja ma w zwigzku z tym powazne watpliwosci, czy $rodek moze zostal uznany za zgodny z rynkiem
wewnetrznym.

5. NIEZGODNOSC POMOCY Z PRAWEM I EWENTUALNE ODZYSKANIE POMOCY

Ustawa nie zostala zgloszona Komisji zgodnie z art. 108 ust. 3 Traktatu ani nie zostala uznana za zgodna z rynkiem
wewnetrznym przez Komisje. Na podstawie wstepnej oceny przeprowadzonej przez Komisje ustawe nalezy uznac za
stanowigca pomoc pafistwa w rozumieniu art. 107 ust. 1 Traktatu i nowg pomoc w rozumieniu art. 1
lit. ¢) rozporzadzenia Rady (UE) 2015/1589 ('). Jako ze $rodek zostal wdrozony z naruszeniem klauzuli
zawieszajacej ustanowionej w art. 108 ust. 3 Traktatu, na pierwszy rzut oka stanowi on réwniez pomoc niezgodng
z prawem w rozumieniu art. 1 lit. f) rozporzadzenia (UE) 2015/1589.

Jezeli formalne postgpowanie wyjasniajace potwierdzi, ze Srodek stanowi pomoc pafistwa niezgodng z prawem
i z rynkiem wewnetrznym, pomoc trzeba bedzie odzyskac od beneficjentéw zgodnie z art. 16 rozporzadzenia (UE)
2015/1589.

Zakladajac, ze progresywnos¢ skali podatkowej przedmiotowego podatku zostanie uznana za pomoc pafnstwa,
ewentualng kwote przyznanej pomocy, ktéra bedzie podlegata windykacji od beneficjentéw, trzeba bedzie okresli¢
osobno dla kazdego beneficjenta przez poréwnanie kwoty podatku faktycznie zaplaconego przez dany podmiot
gospodarczy (jezeli podatek ten zaptacono) oraz podatku, ktéry ten sam podmiot gospodarczy musialby zaplacic,
gdyby do jego przychodu ze sprzedazy detalicznej zastosowano jednolita stawke podatku (podatek liniowy). Ze
wzgledu na brak lepszego punktu odniesienia za referencyjng jednolita stawke podatku mozna uznaé najwyzsza
stawke kranicowa (1,4 %) lub najwyzsza Srednig stawke placong przez podmioty gospodarcze objete podatkiem. Do
kompetengji Polski nalezy podjecie decyzji w sprawie wysokosci tej stalej stawki, ktéra powinna zostaé zastosowana
z mocg wsteczng od dnia wejscia w Zycie przedmiotowego podatku. Nastepnie Polska bedzie musiata pobraé nalezne
kwoty od przedsi¢biorstw, ktdre zaplacity mniej niz musialyby zaptacié¢, gdyby od poczatku stosowano stalg stawke
podatku, oraz zwrdci¢ nadptacone kwoty przedsigbiorstwom, ktére zaplacily wigcej niz musiatyby zaplacié, gdyby
od poczatku stosowano stalg stawke podatku. Kwoty odzyskane od beneficjentéw pomocy powinny réwniez
obejmowa¢ odsetki naliczane od dnia przyznania pomocy.

6. NAKAZ ZAWIESZENIA

Pismem z dnia 8 lipca 2016 r. powiadomiono wiladze polskie, ze Komisja rozwazy wydanie nakazu zawieszenia
zgodnie z art. 13 ust. 1 rozporzadzenia Rady (UE) nr 20151589 (*). Wiadze polskie udzielily na to pismo
odpowiedzi pismem z dnia 22 lipca 2016 r. Nie przedstawily jednak konkretnych uwag na temat wydania nakazu
zawieszenia, twierdzac, ze przedmiotowy $rodek nie stanowi pomocy parnistwa.

Ze wzgledow przedstawionych w sekcji 4 powyzej Komisja na obecnym etapie uwaza, ze $rodek przyznaje
selektywna korzy$¢ okreslonym przedsigbiorstwom, ze zostal przyznany przy uzyciu zasobéw panstwowych oraz ze
mozna go przypisaé panstwu polskiemu; Srodek moze tez zakl6caé konkurencje oraz wplywad na wymiang
handlowg wewnatrz Unii. Z tego powodu na obecnym etapie Komisja uznaje, Ze przedmiotowy Srodek stanowi
pomoc panstwa w rozumieniu art. 107 ust. 1 Traktatu. Ponadto ze wzgledéw okreslonych w pkt (49) powyzej
Komisja uwaza, ze pomoc ta jest niezgodna z prawem, gdyz przed jej wdrozeniem przez Polske nie zostala
zgloszona Komisji zgodnie z wymogami art. 108 ust. 3 Traktatu.

Nakaz zawieszenia jest Srodkiem tymczasowym, ktory Komisja moze przyja¢ na podstawie art. 13 ust. 1
rozporzadzenia Rady (UE) 2015/1589, zobowigzujacym panstwo czlonkowskie do zawieszenia wszelkiej
niezgodnej z prawem pomocy do momentu przyjecia ostatecznej decyzji przez Komisje. Nakaz zawieszenia jest
wlasciwym instrumentem w szczeg6lnosci w sytuacji, gdy panstwo czlonkowskie nadal przyznaje niezgodna
z prawem pomoc, a jej wplyw na konkurencje jest istotny — tak jak w przedmiotowej sprawie.

Rozporzadzenie Rady (UE) 2015/1589 z dnia 13 lipca 2015 r. ustanawiajace szczeg6lowe zasady stosowania art. 108 Traktatu
o funkcjonowaniu Unii Europejskiej (tekst jednolity), (Dz.U. L 248 z 24.9.2015, s. 9).

Zob. rozporzadzenie Rady (UE) 2015/1589 z dnia 13 lipca 2015 r. ustanawiajace szczegdlowe zasady stosowania art. 108 Traktatu
o funkcjonowaniu Unii Europejskiej, Dz.U. L 248 z 24.9.2015, s. 19.
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(55) Poniewaz na dziefi wydania niniejszej decyzji wszystkie przedsi¢biorstwa prowadzace sprzedaz detaliczna sa przez
polskie wladze objete progresywna skala podatkowsa, Komisja jest zdania, ze — z uwagi na skutki przedstawione
powyzej w ocenie pomocy panstwa — nalezy niezwlocznie zawiesi¢ stosowanie progresywnej skali tego podatku.
W zwigzku z tym Komisja uwaza, ze niezbedne jest wydanie nakazu zawieszenia zgodnie z art. 13 ust. 1
rozporzadzenia Rady (UE) 2015/1589.

7. WNIOSEK

W $wietle powyzszych ustaleit Komisja podjeta decyzje o wszczeciu w sprawie przedmiotowego Srodka formalnego
postepowania wyjasniajacego przewidzianego w art. 108 ust. 2 Traktatu.

W zwiazku z tym wzywa si¢ wladze polskie i zainteresowane strony trzecie do udzielenia w swoich uwagach na
temat decyzji o wszczeciu postgpowania wszelkich informacji niezbednych do przeprowadzenia pelnej oceny oraz
do przedlozenia Komisji odpowiednich informacji.

W $wietle powyzszych rozwazan Komisja, dzialajac w ramach procedury okreslonej w art. 108 ust. 2 Traktatu,
zwraca si¢ do Polski o przedstawienie uwag i dostarczenie wszelkich informacji, ktére moga poméc w ocenie
przedmiotowego $rodka, w terminie jednego miesigca od daty otrzymania niniejszego pisma. Komisja wzywa
polskie wladze do niezwlocznego przekazania kopii niniejszej decyzji wszystkim (potencjalnym) beneficjentom
pomocy lub co najmniej poinformowania ich w odpowiedni sposéb o tej decyzji.

Komisja pragnie przypomnie¢ Polsce, Ze art. 108 ust. 3 Traktatu ma skutek zawieszajacy (4. Zadne przedsigbiorstwo
nie powinno otrzymywaé pomocy panstwa w ramach przedmiotowego $rodka, dopdki Komisja nie zamknie
formalnego postgpowania wyjasniajacego). Komisja chciataby tez zwrdci¢ uwage wiladz polskich na art. 14
rozporzadzenia (WE) nr 659/1999, zgodnie z ktérym ,[w] przypadku gdy podjete zostaly decyzje negatywne
w sprawach pomocy przyznanej bezprawnie, Komisja podejmuje decyzje, ze zainteresowane panstwo czlonkowskie
podejmie wszelkie konieczne $rodki w celu windykacji pomocy od beneficjenta”.

Zgodnie z art. 13 ust. 1 rozporzadzenia Rady (UE) nr 2015/1589 Komisja nakazuje Polsce zawieszenie stosowania
progresywnych stawek w przedmiotowym podatku do czasu podjecia przez Komisje decyzji w sprawie zgodnosci
ustawy z rynkiem wewnetrznym (nakaz zawieszenia).

Postepowanie wyjasniajace w sprawie pomocy panstwa odbywa si¢ bez uszczerbku dla postgpowan dotyczacych
zgodnosci $rodkéw z podstawowymi swobodami gwarantowanymi przez Traktat.

Komisja uprzedza polskie wladze, Ze udostepni zainteresowanym stronom odpowiednie informacje, publikujac
niniejsze pismo wraz z jego streszczeniem w Dzienniku Urz¢dowym Unii Europejskiej. Poinformuje réwniez
zainteresowane strony z pafstw nalezacych do EFTA, bedacych sygnatariuszami Porozumienia EOG, publikujac
ogloszenie w Suplemencie EOG do Dziennika Urzedowego Unii Europejskiej, jak réwniez powiadomi Urzad
Nadzoru EFTA, przesylajac mu kopie niniejszego pisma. Wszystkie zainteresowane strony zostang poproszone
o przedstawienie uwag w ciaggu miesigca od dnia takiej publikacji.
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STATNI PODPORA - POLSKO
Stdtni podpora SA.45447 (2016/C) (ex 2016/N) - rezim podpory pro producenty mléka
Vyzva k podani pfipominek podle ¢l. 108 odst. 2 Smlouvy o fungovini Evropské unie

(2016/C 406/05)

Dopisem ze dne 16. zaff 2016 uvedenym v zdvazném znéni na strankdch nésledujicich po tomto shrnuti

/////

odst. 2 Smlouvy o fungovani Evropské unie.

Zucastnéné strany mohou do jednoho mésice ode dne zvefejnéni tohoto shrnuti a dopisu, ktery za nim
nasleduje, zaslat své pfipominky k podpote, ohledné niz Komise fizeni zahajuje, na adresu Generdlniho

feditelstvi pro zemédélstvi a rozvoj venkova Evropské komise:

Commission européenne/Europese Commissie

Direction générale de l'agriculture et du développement rural
Direction I. Législation agricole et procédures

Unité 1.2 — Conditions de concurrence

Bureau: Loi 130 5/114

B-1049 Bruxelles/Brussel

E-mail: Agri-State-Aids@ec.curopa.eu

Fax: + 32 22967672

Tyto pfipominky budou sdéleny Polsku. Zacastnéné strany podavajici pfipominky mohou pisemné

a s uvedenim divodt pozddat o zachovdni davérnosti ohledné své totoznosti.

SHRNUTI

POPIS

Usneseni vlddy ze dne 19. kvétna 2016, kterym se zfizuje rezim podpory pro producenty mléka stanovi, Ze ministr
zemédélstvi a rozvoje venkova muize producentim mléka odepsat nesplacené dluzné davky, které jim byly ulozeny za
piekroceni individudlnich kvt v kvdtovém roce 2014/2015. Zpiisobili jsou producenti mléka, ktefi:

1) za kvotovy rok 2014/2015 uvedli na trh mnoZstvi mléka ¢i mléénych vyrobka, které piesdhlo individudlni kvétu, jez
byla pro dany den v roce k dispozici (podle stavu ke dni 31. bfezna 2015), a byli povinni zaplatit ddvku stanovenou
v nafizeni Rady (ES) ¢. 1234/2007 ze dne 22. fjna 2007, kterym se stanovi spolecnd organizace zemédélskych trht

a zvlastni ustanoveni pro nékteré zemédélské produkty (,jednotné nafizeni o spole¢né organizaci trhi) (');

2) zaplatili prvni splatku dévky, kterou méli producenti mléka zaplatit za prekroceni individudlnich kvét v kvotovém roce

2014/2015 a

3) spliwji podminky pro odepsdni pohleddvek rozpoétu stanovené v ¢lancich 56 a 57 zdkona o vefejnych financich ze dne

27. srpna 2009.

Podle usneseni vlady lze podporu poskytnout ode dne, kdy ji schvali Komise, az do 31. fjna 2017.

()

UF. vést. L 299, 16.11.2007, s. 1.
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POSOUZENI

V této fazi ma Komise pochybnosti o slucitelnosti tohoto rezimu podpory, nebot se zdd, Ze neodpovidd zadnému z druht
podpory, které stanovi pravidla statni podpory platnd pro odvétvi zemédélstvi: natizeni Komise (EU) ¢. 702/2014 ze dne
25. ¢ervna 2014, kterym se prohlasup urcité kategorie podpory v odvétvich zemédélstvi a lesnictvi a ve venkovskych
oblastech za slucitelné s vnitinfm trhem podle ¢ldnkd 107 a 108 Smlouvy o fungovan{ Evropské unie ('); pokyng Evropske
unie ke statni podpore v odvétvich zemédélstvi a lesnictvi a ve Venkovskych oblastech na obdobi 2014 az 2020 (°); nafizen{
Komise (EU) ¢. 14082013 ze dne 18. prosmce 2013 o pouziti ¢lanka 107 a 108 Smlouvy o fungovani Evropske unie
na podporu de minimis v odvétvi zemédélstvi (°). Kromé toho se nezdd, ze by tento rezim podpory usnadiioval rozvoj
odvétvi mléka ve smyslu ¢l. 107 odst. 3 pism. ¢) Smlouvy o fungovéni Evropské unie.

Rovnéz se zdd, Ze tento rezim podpory porusuje prav1dla spolecné organlzace trhu (nafizeni Komise (ES) ¢. 595/2004 (),
ve znénf provadéciho nafizeni Komise (EU) 2015/517 (°)), kterd upravujf vypldceni ddvky v odvétvi mléka.

ZAVER
S ohledem na vyse uvedené skutecnosti se Komise rozhodla v souvislosti s popsanym rezimem podpory zahdjit formdlni
vySetfovaci fizeni podle ¢l. 108 odst. 2 SFEU.

() Uk vést. L 193, 1.7.2014, s. 1.

Ur. vést. C 204, 1.7.2014, s. 1, ve znéni sdéleni Komise, kterym se méni pokyny Evropské unie ke stdtn{ podpote v odvétvich

zemédélstvi a lesnictvi a ve venkovskych oblastech na obdobi 2014 az 2020 (Uf. vést. C 390, 24.11.2015, s. 4).

Ur. vést. L 352, 24.12.2013, 5. 9.

(% Naiizeni Komise (ES) ¢. 595/2004 ze dne 30. biezna 2004, kterym se stanovi provadéci pravidla k nafizeni Rady (ES) ¢. 1788/2003,
kterym se stanovi ddvka v odvétvi mléka a mléénych vyrobka (Ut. vést. L 94, 31.3.2004, s. 22).

() Provadéci nafizeni Komise (EU) 2015/517 ze dne 26. biezna 2015 , kterym se méni nafizeni (ES) ¢. 595/2004, kterym se stanovi
provadéci pravidla k nafizenf Rady (ES) ¢. 1788/2003, kterym se stanovi ddvka v odvétvi mléka a mléenych vyrobka (Uk. vést. L 82,
27.3.2015, 5. 73).

— o~
= D
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ZNENI DOPISU
1. PROCEDURA

(1) W piSmie z dnia 23 maja 2016 r., zarejestrowanym przez Komisj¢ tego samego dnia, Polska zglosila wyzej
wymieniony program pomocy zgodnie z art. 108 ust. 3 TFUE.

(2)  Polskie wladze przekazaly dodatkowe informacje w piSmie z dnia 1 czerwca 2016 r., zarejestrowanym przez
Komisj¢ z tg samg datg. Pismem z dnia 11 lipca 2016 r. Komisja zwrdcita si¢ o udzielenie dodatkowych informacji,
ktore whadze polskie przekazaly pismem z dnia 15 lipca 2016 r., zarejestrowanym przez Komisje z datg 18 lipca
2016 r.

2. SZCZEGOLOWY OPIS SRODKOW POMOCY
2.1. Nazwa $rodka pomocy
(3)  Program pomocy producentom mleka
2.2. Cel pomocy

(4) W swoim powiadomieniu wiladze Polski informuja, Ze pragng wprowadzi¢ program pomocy w celu wsparcia
producentéw mleka, ktorzy sa zobowiazani do uiszczenia oplaty za przekroczenie indywidualnych kwot w roku
kwotowym 2014/2015.

2.3. Podstawa prawna

(5)  Uchwata Rady Ministrow z dnia 19 maja 2016 r. w sprawie ustanowienia programu pomocy producentom mleka
(zwana dalej ,uchwala Rady Ministrow”).

(6)  Ustawa z dnia 27 sierpnia 2009 r. o finansach publicznych (Dz.U. z 2013 r., poz. 885, z p6zn. zm.) (zwana dalej
,ustawg o finansach publicznych”).

2.4. Budzet

(7)  Pomoc zostanie sfinansowana z budzetu paristwa, a catkowita kwota pomocy w ramach zgloszonego programu nie
przekroczy 395 mln PLN (ok. 91,35 min EUR (*)).

2.5. Intensywno$¢ pomocy
(8)  Maksymalnie 100 %.
2.6. Czas trwania pomocy

(9)  Wedlug krajowej podstawy prawnej pomoc moze by¢ przyznawana poczawszy od daty wystosowania przez Komisje
pozytywnej decyzji o zgodnosci pomocy panstwa z rynkiem wewnetrznym. Pomoc moze by¢ przyznawana do dnia
31 pazdziernika 2017 .

2.7. Beneficjenci

(10) Beneficjenci to gospodarstwa rolne zajmujace si¢ produkcja mleka, ktore sa zobowigzane do uiszczenia oplaty za
przekroczenie kwot indywidualnych w roku kwotowym 2014/2015.

(11) Beneficjentami s3 male i $rednie przedsigbiorstwa. Liczbe beneficjentéw szacuje si¢ na ponad 1 000.

(12) Wiladze polskie o$wiadczyly, ze pomoc nie bedzie przyznawana przedsigbiorstwom znajdujacym si¢ w trudnej
sytuacji w rozumieniu pkt 35 ppkt 15 wytycznych Unii Europejskiej w sprawie pomocy pafstwa w sektorach
rolnym i le$nym oraz na obszarach wiejskich w latach 20142020 (*) (zwanych dalej ,wytycznymi”).

() Kurs wymiany z dnia 2 sierpnia 2016 r.
() Dz.U. C 204z 1.7.2014, s. 1, zmienione zawiadomieniem Komisji zmieniajacym wytyczne Unii Europejskiej w sprawie pomocy
panstwa w sektorach rolnym i leSnym oraz na obszarach wiejskich w latach 2014-2020 (Dz.U. C 390 z 24.11.2015, s. 4).
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(13) Wladze polskie zobowiazaly si¢ do zawieszenia wyplaty pomocy, jezeli beneficjent nadal dysponuje wezesniejsza
pomoca niezgodng z prawem, ktora na podstawie decyzji Komisji zostala uznana na niezgodng ze wspélnym
rynkiem (w odniesieniu do pomocy indywidualnej lub programu pomocy), az do momentu zwrotu lub wplaty na
zablokowany rachunek bankowy calej kwoty pomocy niezgodnej z prawem i ze wspdlnym rynkiem wraz
z odpowiednimi odsetkami.

2.8. Kontekst programu pomocy

(14) Wladze polskie wyjasnily, ze w roku kwotowym 2014/2015 kwota krajowa przeznaczona dla dostawcéw
hurtowych (producentéw mleka) w Polsce zostala przekroczona o 580,3 miln kg, co spowodowalo konieczno$é
whiesienia do budzetu UE oplaty w wysokosci 659,8 mln PLN. Producenci mleka zostali zobowigzani do wniesienia
oplaty za przekroczenie kwoty mlecznej, tj. 90,89 PLN za 100 kilograméw przekroczenia.

(15) Art. 15 ust. 1 rozporzadzenia Komisji (WE) nr 595/2004 z dnia 30 marca 2004 r. ustanawiajgcego szczegblowe
zasady stosowania rozporzqdzema Rady (WE) nr 1788/2003 ustanawiajgcego oplate wyréwnawcza w sektorze
mleka i przetworow mlecznych ('), zmieniony dnia 29 lutego 2015 r. rozporzadzeniem wykonawczym Komisji (UE)
2015/517 (%), stanowi, co nastepuje:

JPrzed dniem 1 pazdziernika kazdego roku podmioty nabywajace i, w przypadku sprzedazy bezposredniej,
producenci odpowiedzialni za oplaty wyréwnawcze wplacaja do wilasciwego organu nalezna kwote zgodnie
z zasadami ustanowionymi przez panstwo cztonkowskie; podmioty nabywajace s3 odpowiedzialne za pobieranie
oplat z tytulu nadwyzek w dostawach uiszczanych przez producentéw na podstawie art. 79 rozporzadzenia (WE)
nr 1234/2007, zgodnie z art. 81 ust. 1 tego rozporzadzenia.

Bez uszczerbku dla stosowania art. 107-109 Traktatu o funkcjonowaniu Unii Europejskiej pafistwa cztonkowskie
moga zdecydowad, ze platno$¢ naleznej kwoty zwigzanej z 12-miesigcznym okresem rozpoczynajacym si¢ w dniu
1 kwietnia 2014 r. jest dokonywana w trzech rocznych, nieoprocentowanych ratach.

Pierwsza roczna op{ata stanowigca co najmniej 1/3 lacznej naleznej kwoty, wp}acana est do dnia 30 wrze$nia 2015
r. Do dnia 30 wrze$nia 2016 r. wplacana jest kwota stanowigca co najmniej 2/3 lacznej naleznej kwoty. Laczna
nalezna kwota zostaje uregulowana do dnia 30 wrze$nia 2017 r.

Panistwa czlonkowskie zapewniaja, by producenci byli beneficjentami takiego systemu platnosci ratalnych”.

(16) Wladze polskie wyjasnily, co nastgpuje: Na podstawie wyzej wymienionego rozporzadzenia wykonawczego Komisji
(UE) 2015/517 Rada Ministréw w dniu 29 lipca 2015 r. przyjela rozporzadzenie w sprawie realizacji przez Agencje
Rynku Rolnego zadania polegajacego na rozkladaniu na raty op}aty naleznej od producentéw mleka za
przekroczenie kwot indywidualnych w roku kwotowym 2014/2015 (*), ktére weszlo w zycie w dniu 6 sierpnia
2015 r. Umozliwilo to producentom mleka uiszczenie oplaty za przekroczenie kwot mlecznych w trzech ratach.
Pierwsza rata oplaty, stanowiaca co najmniej 1/3 lacznej naleznej kwoty wplacona zostala przez podmioty
nabywajace do dnia 30 wrze$nia 2015 r., natomiast do dnia 30 wrze$nia 2016 r. nalezy wplaci¢ kwote stanowigca
co najmniej 1/3 lacznej naleznej kwoty oplaty. Calkowita nalezna kwota oplaty powinna zosta¢ uregulowana do
dnia 30 wrze$nia 2017 r. Systemy platnosci ratalnych zastosowano na warunkach okreslonych w rozporzadzeniu
Komisji (UE) nr 1408/2013 z dnia 18 grudnia 2013 r. w sprawie stosowania art. 107 i 108 Traktatu
o funkcjonowaniu Unii Europejskiej do pomocy de minimis w sektorze rolnym (,,rozporzqdzeme w sprawie pomocy
de minimis”) (*). Do dnia 15 lutego 2016 r. producenci mleka wplacili do budzetu panistwa kwote ok. 264,8 mln PLN.

(17) Zdaniem wladz polskich niekorzystna sytuacja na rynku mleka, w tym drastyczny spadek cen mleka, powoduje
konieczno$¢ wprowadzenia przedmiotowego programu pomocy.

2.9. Opis programu pomocy

(18) Uchwata Rady Ministréw okresla zakres pomocy, ktéra moze by¢ przyznana producentom mleka, ktérzy w roku
kwotowym 2014/2015 wprowadzili do obrotu mleko lub przetwory mleczne w ilodci przekraczajacej kwote
indywidualna przystugujaca na dany dzien roku, wedlug stanu na dziefi 31 marca 2015 r., i zostali zobowigzani do
uiszczenia oplaty okreslonej w rozporzqdzeniu Rady (WE) nr 1234/2007 z dnia 22 pazdziernika 2007 r.
ustanawiajgcym wsp6lna organizacje rynkéw rolnych oraz przepisy szczego}owe dotyczgce niektorych produktéw
rolnych (,rozporzadzenie o jednolitej wspélnej organizacji rynku”) ().

() DzU.L 94 z 31.3.2004, s. 22.

() Rozporzadzenie wykonawcze Komisji (UE) 2015/517 z dnia 26 marca 2015 r. zmieniajace rozporzadzenie (WE) nr 595/2004
ustanawiajgce szczegdlowe zasady stosowania rozporzadzenia Rady (WE) nr 1788/2003 ustanawiajacego oplate wyréwnawcza
w sektorze mleka i przetworéw mlecznych (Dz.U. L 82 z 27.3.2015, s. 73).

() DzU.z 2015 r, poz. 1105.

()  DzU.L 352z 24.12.2013,s. 9.

()  DzU.L 299 z 16.11.2007, s. 1. Obowigzywato do dnia 30 czerwca 2015 r.
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(19) Pomoc bedzie wyplacana producentom mleka, ktorzy uiscili pierwszg rate oplaty naleznej od producentéw mleka za
przekroczenie indywidualnych kwot w roku kwotowym 2014/2015.

(20) Pomoc pocigga za soba umorzenie w calosci albo w czesci pozostalej do uiszczenia oplaty naleznej od producentéw
mleka za przekroczenie indywidualnych kwot w roku kwotowym 2014/2015 (zwanej dalej ,nalezng oplatg”).

(21) Uchwata Rady Ministrow odwotuje si¢ do ogélnych mozliwosci umorzenia niepodatkowych naleznosci
budzetowych o charakterze publicznoprawnym, co jest okreSlone w ustawie o finansach publicznych; uchwala ta
stanowi, co nastepuje:

(22) Na podstawie art. 56-61 w zwigzku z art. 64 ustawy o finansach publicznych Minister Rolnictwa i Rozwoju Wsi
moze — na wniosek producenta mleka — wyda¢ decyzje o umorzeniu naleznej oplaty w calosci lub w czesci.

(23)  Przy rozpatrywaniu wniosku o umorzenie w calosci albo w czesci splaty naleznej oplaty nalezy bra¢ pod uwage
przestanki dotyczace umarzania naleznosci okreslone w art. 56 i 57 ustawy o finansach publicznych; innymi stowy,
umorzenie bedzie miato zastosowanie, jezeli:

(a) osoba fizyczna zmarla, nie pozostawiajac zadnego majgtku albo pozostawita majatek niepodlegajacy egzekucji
na podstawie odre¢bnych przepiséw, albo pozostawila przedmioty codziennego uzytku domowego, ktérych
faczna warto$¢ nie przekracza kwoty 6 000 PLN;

(b) osoba prawna zostala wykreslona z wlasciwego rejestru oséb prawnych przy jednoczesnym braku majatku,
z ktérego mozna by egzekwowac naleznosé, a odpowiedzialno$¢ z tytulu tej naleznosci nie przechodzi z mocy
prawa na osoby trzecie;

(c) zachodzi uzasadnione przypuszczenie, Ze w postgpowaniu egzekucyjnym nie uzyska si¢ kwoty wyzszej od
kosztéw dochodzenia i egzekucji tej naleznej oplaty lub postgpowanie egzekucyjne okazalo si¢ nieskuteczne;

(d) jednostka organizacyjna nieposiadajaca osobowosci prawnej ulegta likwidacji;

(e) zachodzi wazny interes dluznika lub interes publiczny;

(f) jest to uzasadnione wzgledami spolecznymi lub gospodarczymi, w szczegdlnosci mozliwosciami platniczymi
dluznika oraz uzasadnionym interesem Skarbu Panstwa.

(24)  We wniosku o umorzenie w calosci albo w czgsci splaty pozostatych do uiszczenia naleznych oplat producent mleka
bedzie obowigzany do przedstawienia swojej sytuacji materialnej i spolecznej, aby podjecie decyzji miato
uzasadnienie wzgledami spolecznymi lub gospodarczymi, w szczegdlnosci mozliwosciami platniczymi dluznika,
oraz bylo uzasadnione interesem Skarbu Panstwa.

(25) Na podstawie art. 61 ust. 1 pkt 1) ustawy o finansach publicznych decyzje o ewentualnym umorzeniu, w calosci lub
w czeSci, kwoty naleznej oplaty bedzie wydawa¢ Minister Rolnictwa i Rozwoju Wsi. Strona, ktéra jest
niezadowolona z decyzji, moze zwrdci¢ si¢ do Ministra Rolnictwa i Rozwoju Wsi z wnioskiem o ponowne
rozpatrzenie sprawy, a nastepnie wnie$¢ odwolanie do wojewddzkiego sadu administracyjnego.

2.10. Kumulacja pomocy

(26) Wladze polskie wyjasnily, ze pomoc moze by¢ taczona z pomoca de minimis, o ktorej mowa w motywie (16).

2.11. Przejrzysto$é

(27) Wladze polskie zobowigzujg si¢ spelniaé wymagania dotyczace przejrzystosci okreSlone w pkt 128-132
wytycznych.
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3. OCENA POMOCY
3.1. Istnienie pomocy panstwa — zastosowanie art. 107 ust. 1 TFUE

(28) Zgodnie z art. 107 ust. 1 Traktatu ,z zastrzezeniem innych postanowien przewidzianych w traktatach, wszelka
pomoc przyznawana przez panstwo cztonkowskie lub przy uzyciu zasobéw panstwowych w jakiejkolwiek formie,
ktora zakloca lub grozi zaktdceniem konkurencji poprzez sprzyjanie niektérym przedsigbiorstwom lub produkcji
niektérych towaréw, jest niezgodna z rynkiem wewnetrznym w zakresie, w jakim wplywa na wymian¢ handlowg
miedzy panstwami cztonkowskimi”.

(29)  Aby srodek zostal uznany za pomoc w rozumieniu przytoczonego przepisu, musi spetnial wszystkie nastepujace
warunki: (i) Srodek mozna przypisa¢ panstwu i musi by¢ finansowany z zasobéw panistwa; (i) musi on przynosi¢
korzy$¢ beneficjentowi; (iii) korzys¢ ta musi by¢ selektywna; oraz (iv) Srodek musi zakl6caé konkurencje lub grozié
zaktoceniem konkurencji i wplywaé na handel migdzy panistwami czlonkowskimi.

(30)  Przedmiotowy program pomocy, ktéry przewiduje umorzenie naleznej oplaty, mozna przypisa panstwu, poniewaz
wynika z prawa krajowego i jest finansowany z budzetu panstwa (motyw (7)), jako ze Polska wniosta juz oplate do
Europejskiego Funduszu Rolniczego Gwarangji (EFRG), a teraz — umarzajac rolnikom nalezng oplate — rezygnuje
z dochodu, ktéry moglaby wykorzysta¢ na inne potrzeby.

(31) Wspomniany Srodek przynosi korzy$¢ wybranym beneficjentom, poniewaz sprzyja niektérym gospodarstwom
rolnym zajmujacym si¢ produkcja mleka (motyw (10)) (V).

(32) Zgodnie z orzecznictwem Trybunatu Sprawiedliwosci sam fakt, ze pozycja konkurencyjna przedsigbiorstwa jest
wzmocniona w pordwnaniu z innymi konkurujacymi przedsigbiorstwami poprzez przyznanie mu korzysci
gospodarczej, ktéra nie miataby miejsca w normalnej dziatalnosci firmy, wskazuje na potencjalne zaklécenie
konkurengji (*). Zgodnie z orzecznictwem Trybunatu Sprawiedliwosci pomoc przyznana przedsigbiorstwu moze
wplynaé na wymiang handlowa miedzy panstwami cztonkowskimi w przypadku, gdy przedsigbiorstwo to prowadzi
dziatalnoé¢ na rynku, ktéry jest otwarty na wymiane handlowa wewnatrz UE (). Beneficjenci przedmiotowego
programu pomocy prowadza dziatalnos¢ w wysoce konkurencyjnych warunkach rynku miedzynarodowego ().
Sektor mleczarski jest otwarty na konkurencj¢ na poziomie UE, a zatem wplywa na niego kazdy Srodek sprzyjajacy
produkcji w jednym panstwie cztonkowskim lub w wigkszej ich liczbie. W zwigzku z tym przedmiotowy program
pomocy moze zaklcaé konkurencje i wywieral wplyw na wymiang handlowsg miedzy pafnstwami czlonkowskimi.

(33) W Swietle powyzszego warunki art. 107 ust. 1 TFUE zostaly spelnione. Mozna zatem stwierdzi¢, Ze proponowany
program pomocy wigze si¢ z pomocg panstwa w rozumieniu wspomnianego artykulu. Pomoc moze zosta¢ uznana
za zgodna z rynkiem wewnetrznym jedynie wtedy, gdy istnieje mozliwo$¢ objecia jej jednym z odstepstw
przewidzianych w TFUE.

3.2. Zgodno$¢ pomocy z prawem — zastosowanie art. 108 ust. 3 TFUE

(34) Program pomocy zostal zgloszony Komisji w dniu 23 maja 2016 r. (motyw (1)). Nie zostal on jeszcze wdrazany.
Polska spelnita zatem swdj obowiazek wynikajacy z art. 108 ust. 3 TFUE.

3.3. Zgodno$¢ pomocy

(35) Ustaliwszy, ze wspomniany program stanowi pomoc panstwa w rozumieniu art. 107 ust. 1 TFUE, nalezy rozwazy¢,
czy mozna uznad, ze pomoc jest zgodna z rynkiem wewnetrznym zgodnie z odstgpstwami przewidzianymi w art.
107 ust. 2 lub 3 TFUE.

(36) Komisja jest zdania, ze pomoc ta nie kwalifikuje si¢ do objecia odstepstwem przewidzianym w art. 107 ust. 2
lit. a) TFUE, jako ze nie ma charakteru socjalnego. Nie stanowi ona rowniez pomocy majacej na celu naprawienie
szkod spowodowanych kleskami zywiotowymi lub innymi zdarzeniami nadzwyczajnymi (art. 107 ust. 2 lit. b)), ani
nie stanowi pomocy objetej art. 107 ust. 2 lit. ¢) TFUE. Podobnie jest w przypadku odstepstw przewidzianych
w art. 107 ust. 3 lit. a), b) i d) TFUE, biorac pod uwage fakt, ze przedmiotowa pomoc nie byla przeznaczona na
sprzyjanie rozwojowi gospodarczemu regionéw, w ktérych poziom zycia jest nienormalnie niski, lub regionéw,
w ktérych istnieje powazny stan niedostatecznego zatrudnienia, ani na wspieranie realizacji waznych projektow
stanowigcych przedmiot wspdlnego europejskiego zainteresowania, ani tez nie miala na celu zaradzenia powaznym
zaburzeniom w gospodarce, ani nie byla przeznaczona na wspieranie kultury czy zachowanie dziedzictwa
kulturowego.

(")  Dotyczy to zwhaszcza przypadkéw wymienionych w motywie (23) lit. ¢)-f), w ktérych mozna stwierdzi¢, ze pomoc przyniosta
rzeczywistg korzy$¢ przedsigbiorstwom.

() Wyrok Trybunalu z dnia 17 wrzesnia 1980 r. w sprawie 730/79, Philip Morris Holland BV przeciwko Komisji Wspdlnot
Europejskich, ECLIEU:C:1980:209.

() Zob. w szczegdlnosci wyrok Trybunatu z dnia 13 lipca 1988 r. w sprawie C-102/87 Republika Francuska przeciwko Komisji
Wspélnot Europejskich, ECLEEU:C:1988:391.

(% W 2014 r. Polska byla széstym najwigkszym producentem mleka krowiego w UE, wytwarzajac 10 581000 t. Jesli za$ chodzi
o handel wewnatrzunijny, w 2014 r. Polska importowala 307 175 t przetworéw mlecznych, a eksportowala 576 213,4 t takich
produktéw. Zrédlo: dane Eurostatu.
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(37)

(39)

(41)

(42)

(43)

W analizowanym przypadku, uwzgledniajac charakter przedmiotowego programu, jedyne odstgpstwo, na jakie
mozna si¢ powolaé, to odstepstwo przewidziane w art. 107 ust. 3 lit. ¢) TFUE, ktory przewiduje, Ze za zgodng ze
rynkiem wewnetrznym moze zosta¢ uznana pomoc przeznaczona na ulatwianie rozwoju niektorych dziatan
gospodarczych lub niektdrych regionéw gospodarczych, o ile nie zmienia warunkéw wymiany handlowej w zakresie
sprzecznym ze wspolnym interesem.

Biorgc pod uwage, ze program dotyczy sektora rolnego, odstepstwo na podstawie art. 107 ust. 3 lit. ¢) TFUE mozna
przyznaé, jezeli planowany program pomocy spelnia warunki rozporzadzenia Komisji (UE) nr 702/2014
(,rozporzadzenie w sprawie wylaczen grupowych w sektorze rolnictwa”) (') lub warunki wytycznych.

Na obecnym etapie Komisja ma watpliwosci co do zgodnosci tego programu z rynkiem wewngtrznym
z nastepujacych powodow:

— koszty kwalifikowalne ocenianego programu pomocy (zalegla oplata nalezna od producentéw mleka za
przekroczenie indywidualnych kwot w roku kwotowym 2014/2015) nie wydaja si¢ odpowiada¢ zadnemu
z kosztéw przewidzianych w poszczegblnych przepisach rozporzadzenia w sprawie wylaczen grupowych
w sektorze rolnictwa, zgodnie z ktérym niektdre rodzaje pomocy moglyby by¢ zgodne z rynkiem wewnetrznym
w zastosowaniu art.107 i 108 TFUE;

— koszty kwalifikowalne ocenianego programu pomocy nie wydaja si¢ odpowiadaé réwniez zadnym kosztom
przewidzianym w wytycznych;

— podobnie informacje przekazane przez polskie wladze nie pozwalaja Komisji w zaden sposéb stwierdzié, ze
przedmiotowe umorzenie mogloby jednak zosta¢ uzasadnione, jak wskazano w pkt 30 wytycznych,
bezposrednio na podstawie art. 107 ust. 3 lit. ¢) TFUE;

— przeciwnie — umorzenie oplaty wydaje si¢ na tym etapie zwyklym instrumentem stuzgcym zmniejszeniu
obcigzenia finansowego beneficjentow, ktére normalnie musieliby ponie$¢ sami. Zgodnie z pkt 67 wytycznych
jednostronne $rodki pomocy pafistwa, ktérych celem jest po prostu poprawa sytuacji finansowej producentdw,
a ktére w zadnym stopniu nie przyczyniaja si¢ do rozwoju sektora, stanowig pomoc operacyjna, ktora jest
niezgodna z rynkiem wewnetrznym. Jak stwierdzono réwniez w pkt 67 wytycznych, taka pomoc operacyjna
niesie ryzyko zakl6cenia mechanizméw regulujacych organizacje rynku wewnetrznego.

Ponadto zgodnie z pkt 44 wytycznych pomoc w sektorze rolnym powinna by¢ zgodna z przepisami dotyczacymi
wspélnej organizacji rynkéw produktéw rolnych. W przedmiotowym sektorze (mleko i przetwory mleczne)
odnosne przepisy zostaly ustanowione w rozporzadzeniu o jednolitej wspélnej organizacji rynku (motyw (18)) oraz
rozporzadzeniu Komisji (WE) nr 595/2004 (motyw (15)).

W sektorze mleka i przetworéw mlecznych ilosciowe ograniczanie produkeji (system kwot mlecznych) bylo od
wielu lat istotnym instrumentem polityki rynkowej. Byl on stosowany do dnia 31 marca 2015 r. (ostatnim rokiem
kwotowym byl zatem 2014/2015). Nadrzednym celem wprowadzenia systemu kwot mlecznych bylo zmniejszenie
zachwian réwnowagi miedzy podazg a popytem na rynku mleka i przetworéw mlecznych oraz wynikajacych z nich
nadwyzek strukturalnych, a tym samym zapewnianie wigkszej rownowagi rynkowej.

Oplata miala zastosowanie do ilosci mleka skupionego lub sprzedanego do bezposredniej konsumpcij,
przekraczajacej pewien gwarantowany prog. Oplata miala by¢ uiszczana przez pafistwa czlonkowskie niezwlocznie
po przekroczeniu kwoty krajowej. Panstwa czlonkowskie musialy wnie$¢ do Europejskiego Funduszu Rolniczego
Gwarancji (EFRG) oplate odpowiadajaca wysokosci przekroczenia ich krajowej kwoty obnizona o zryczaltowang
sume w wysokosci 1% w celu uwzglednienia przypadkéw upadiosci lub definitywnej niezdolnosci niektérych
producentéw do zaplacenia naleznej czesci oplaty. Panstwo cztonkowskie dzielito nastepnie cigzar platnosci miedzy
podmioty skupujace, ktérzy przyczynili si¢ do tego przekroczenia. Podmioty te odpowiadaly przed danym
panstwem czlonkowskim za zaplacenie swojej czgsci oplaty, z tytutu przekroczenia dostgpnej im ilosci.

Rozporzadzenie Komisji (WE) nr 595/2004 (motyw (15)) okresla szczegblowe zasady stosowania oplaty w sektorze
mleka i przetworéw mlecznych w odniesieniu, migdzy innymi, do uiszczenia oplaty. Zmiana wprowadzona
rozporzadzeniem wykonawczym Komisji (UE) 2015/517 zezwolita panstwom czlonkowskim na podjecie decyzji,
by kwota naleznej oplaty zwiazanej z 12-miesigcznym okresem rozpoczynajacym si¢ w dniu 1 kwietnia 2014 r. byla
splacona do dnia 30 wrze$nia 2017 r. w trzech rocznych, nieoprocentowanych ratach (motyw (15)).

Rozporzadzenie Komisji (UE) nr 702/2014 z dnia 25 czerwca 2014 r. uznajace niektére kategorie pomocy w sektorach rolnym
ilesnym oraz na obszarach wiejskich za zgodne z rynkiem wewnetrznym w zastosowaniu art. 107 i 108 Traktatu o funkcjonowaniu
Unii Europejskiej (Dz.U. L 193 z 1.7.2014, s. 1).
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(44) Polska skorzystala z tego zezwolenia poprzez wykorzystanie pomocy de minimis (motyw (16)).

(45) Omawiany program pomocy wykracza jednak poza wyzej wymienione zezwolenie. Przewiduje on umorzenie czgsci
naleznej kwoty oplaty (drugiej i trzeciej transzy). Rozporzadzenie Komisji (WE) nr 595/2004 nie przewiduje takiej
mozliwosci.

(46) Na tej podstawie przedmiotowe umorzenie wydaje si¢ stanowi¢ réwniez naruszenie rozporzadzenia Komisji (WE)
nr 595/2004, a wigc przepiséw dotyczacych wspélnej organizacji rynku ().

(47)  Jezeli Srodek pomocy panistwa lub warunki z nim zwigzane $cisle wigza si¢ z naruszeniem prawa Unii, pomoc nie
moze zosta¢ uznana za zgodng z rynkiem wewnetrznym (pkt 41 wytycznych).

(48) Ponadto na podstawie opisu mozliwych sytuacji beneficjentéw w motywie (23) nie mozna wykluczy¢, ze odnosne
przedsigbiorstwa mozna zaliczy¢ do przedsigbiorstw znajdujacych si¢ w trudnej sytuacji (zob. zwlaszcza motyw (23)
lit. ¢)-f)). W tym kontekscie wladze polskie nie przedstawily zadnych informacji na podstawie definicji
przedsigbiorstw w trudnej sytuacji zawartej w Wytycznych dotyczacych pomocy paistwa na ratowanie
i restrukturyzacje przedsi¢biorstw niefinansowych znajdujacych si¢ w trudnej sytuacji (,wytyczne w sprawie
ratowania i restrukturyzacji przedsiebiorstw”) (*); a w powiadomieniu nic nie wskazuje, ze pomoc zostanie zwrécona
ani ze powstang plany restrukturyzacji. W odniesieniu do wniosku zawartego w motywie (46) nalezy tutaj zauwazy¢,
ze zgodnie z pkt 41 wytycznych w sprawie ratowania i restrukturyzacji przedsigbiorstw pomoc nie moze zostaé
uznana za zgodng z rynkiem wewnetrznym, jezeli sSrodek pomocy panstwa lub warunki z nim zwigzane Scisle wigza
si¢ z naruszeniem prawa Unii.

(49) Ponadto na podstawie dostepnych obecnie informacji Komisja nie jest w stanie stwierdzi¢, czy przedmiotowa pomoc
moze podlega¢ rozporzadzeniu w sprawie pomocy de minimis, a zwlaszcza czy kumulacja tej pomocy z pomocs,
o ktérej mowa w motywie (16), bylaby mozliwa w $wietle ograniczen i przepiséw okreslonych w art. 3 ust. 2, 317
wspomnianego rozporzadzenia.

(50) W takiej sytuacji Komisja moze jedynie na obecnym etapie wyrazi¢ watpliwosci co do zgodnosci programu pomocy
z rynkiem wewnetrznym.

4. WNIOSEK

W $wietle powyzszych ustalen Komisja, stanowigc zgodnie z procedura ustanowiong w art. 108 ust. 2 Traktatu
o funkcjonowaniu Unii Europejskiej, zobowigzuje Polske do przedstawienia uwag oraz wszystkich informacji, ktére
moga pomdc w ocenie przedmiotowej pomocy, w terminie jednego miesigca od dnia otrzymania niniejszego pisma.
Komisja prosi wladze polskie o niezwloczne przestanie kopii niniejszego pisma do potencjalnych beneficjentéw
pomocy.

Komisja pragnie przypomnie¢ wladzom polskim, ze art. 108 ust. 3 Traktatu o funkcjonowaniu Unii Europejskiej ma
skutek zawieszajacy, jak rowniez chciataby zwréci¢ uwage na art. 16 rozporzadzenia Rady (UE) 2015/1589 (%), ktory
stanowi, ze cala bezprawnie przyznana pomoc moze zosta¢ odzyskana od beneficjenta.

Komisja uprzedza wiadze polskie, ze poinformuje zainteresowane strony, publikujgc niniejsze pismo i jego
streszczenie w Dzienniku Urzgdowym Unii Europejskiej. Wszystkie takie zainteresowane strony zostana poproszone
o przedstawienie uwag w terminie jednego miesigca od dnia ukazania si¢ takiej publikacji.

(") Obecnie przeciwko Wlochom toczy si¢ postgpowanie w sprawie uchybienia zobowigzaniom pafistwa cztonkowskiego, poniewaz

panistwo to nie wyegzekwowalo od wloskich producentéw oplat wyréwnawczych za mleko (sprawa C-433/15).

Dz.U. C 249 z 31.7.2014, s. 1.

’)  Rozporzadzenie Rady (UE) 2015/1589 z dnia 13 lipca 2015 r. ustanawiajace szczeg6towe zasady stosowania art. 108 Traktatu
o funkcjonowaniu Unii Europejskiej (Dz.U. L 248 z 24.9.2015, s. 9).

—_—
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