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Euro-Wechselkurs (1)

16. April 2008

(2008/C 96/01)

1 Euro =

Währung Kurs

USD US-Dollar 1,5928

JPY Japanischer Yen 161,41

DKK Dänische Krone 7,4603

GBP Pfund Sterling 0,80610

SEK Schwedische Krone 9,4038

CHF Schweizer Franken 1,5896

ISK Isländische Krone 117,81

NOK Norwegische Krone 7,8985

BGN Bulgarischer Lew 1,9558

CZK Tschechische Krone 24,848

EEK Estnische Krone 15,6466

HUF Ungarischer Forint 254,26

LTL Litauischer Litas 3,4528

LVL Lettischer Lat 0,6972

PLN Polnischer Zloty 3,4213

RON Rumänischer Leu 3,6278

SKK Slowakische Krone 32,355

Währung Kurs

TRY Türkische Lira 2,1189

AUD Australischer Dollar 1,7069

CAD Kanadischer Dollar 1,6073

HKD Hongkong-Dollar 12,4135

NZD Neuseeländischer Dollar 2,0223

SGD Singapur-Dollar 2,1551

KRW Südkoreanischer Won 1 576,39

ZAR Südafrikanischer Rand 12,7100

CNY Chinesischer Renminbi Yuan 11,1365

HRK Kroatische Kuna 7,2570

IDR Indonesische Rupiah 14 639,42

MYR Malaysischer Ringgit 5,0229

PHP Philippinischer Peso 66,778

RUB Russischer Rubel 37,2390

THB Thailändischer Baht 50,149

BRL Brasilianischer Real 2,6641

MXN Mexikanischer Peso 16,6417
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(1) Quelle: Von der Europäischen Zentralbank veröffentlichter Referenz-Wechselkurs.



DEN EUROPÄISCHEN WIRTSCHAFTSRAUM BETREFFENDE INFORMATIONEN

EFTA-ÜBERWACHUNGSBEHÖRDE

Anmeldung der „Nyvekst“-Regelung über Regionalbeihilfen für neu gegründete kleine Unternehmen
durch die norwegischen Behörden

Die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde hat beschlossen, keine Einwände gegen die angemeldete
Maßnahme zu erheben

(2008/C 96/02)

Datum der Annahme des Beschlusses: 12. Dezember 2007

EFTA-Staat: Norwegen
Beihilfe-Nr.: 63186
Titel: „Nyvekst“-Regelung über staatliche Beihilfen für neu gegründete kleine Unternehmen

Zielsetzung: Regionalbeihilfen
Rechtsgrundlage: Staatshaushalt für 2008
Laufzeit: 2008-2013

Die rechtsverbindliche Sprachfassung des Beschlusses, aus der alle vertraulichen Angaben gestrichen wurden,
finden Sie unter folgender Internet-Adresse:

http://www.eftasurv.int/fieldsofwork/fieldstateaid/stateaidregistry/

17.4.2008C 96/2 Amtsblatt der Europäischen UnionDE



Aufforderung zur Abgabe einer Stellungnahme gemäß Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2 des Protokolls 3
zum Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen zur staatlichen Beihilfe in Bezug auf das

isländische Hafengesetz

(2008/C 96/03)

Mit Beschluss Nr. 658/07/KOL vom 12. Dezember 2007, der nachstehend in der verbindlichen Sprachfas-
sung wiedergegeben wird, hat die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde ein Verfahren nach Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2
des Protokolls 3 zum Abkommen zwischen den EFTA-Staaten zur Errichtung einer Überwachungsbehörde
und eines Gerichtshofes (Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen) eingeleitet. Die isländischen
Behörden wurden durch Übersendung einer Kopie von dem Beschluss unterrichtet.

Die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde fordert hiermit die EFTA-Staaten, die EU-Mitgliedstaaten und alle Interes-
sierten auf, ihre Bemerkungen zu der fraglichen Maßnahme innerhalb eines Monats nach Veröffentlichung
dieser Bekanntmachung an folgende Anschrift zu richten:

EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde
Registratur
Rue Belliard 35
B-1040 Brüssel

Die Bemerkungen werden den isländischen Behörden übermittelt. Jeder, der eine Stellungnahme abgibt, kann
unter Angabe von Gründen schriftlich beantragen, dass seine Identität nicht bekanntgegeben wird.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

VERFAHREN

Mit Schreiben des isländischen Finanzministeriums vom 7. Mai 2007 meldeten die isländischen Behörden
gemäß Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 3 des Protokolls 3 zum Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen
Änderungen des Gesetzes über isländische Häfen an, um Schadenersatz für Schiffslifte darin aufzunehmen.
Sie meldeten außerdem die Anwendung dieser neuen Vorschrift auf die Reparatur der Schiffslifteinrichtung
des Hafens der Westman-Inseln an. Der letztgenannte Teil der Anmeldung wurde mit Schreiben der isländi-
schen Behörden vom 11. Dezember 2007 zurückgezogen.

Der isländische Arbeitgeberverband (Samtök atvinnulífsins) reichte mit Schreiben vom 31. August 2007 eine
Beschwerde bei der Überwachungsbehörde ein, wonach es sich bei der zusätzlichen Finanzhilfe für den
Hafenausbaufonds angeblich um eine staatliche Beihilfe handelt. Die Beschwerde wurde an die isländischen
Behörden mit der Bitte um Stellungnahme weitergeleitet.

Nach einem Schriftwechsel mit den isländischen Behörden hat die Überwachungsbehörde beschlossen,
wegen der Änderungen des isländischen Hafengesetzes von 2007 und bestimmter Aspekte des Hafengesetzes
von 2003, deren Verabschiedung der Überwachungsbehörde nicht mitgeteilt wurde, ein förmliches Prüfver-
fahren einzuleiten.

WÜRDIGUNG DER MASSNAHME

Die Änderungen des Hafengesetzes von 2007

Das isländische Hafengesetz ist ein allgemeines Rahmengesetz, das unter anderem Vorschriften für die Koor-
dinierung der Hafenangelegenheiten durch die Zentralbehörden, die Definition, was ein Hafen ist, Verwaltung
und Betrieb der Häfen, staatliche Beiträge zu Hafenbauten und den sogenannten Hafenausbaufonds enthält.

Durch diese Anmeldung informieren die isländischen Behörden die Überwachungsbehörde über Gesetz
Nr. 28/2007 zur Änderung des Hafengesetzes von 2003. Aus der Änderung ergibt sich, dass Schiffslifte nun
gemäß Artikel 26 Absatz 3 Unterabsatz 3 des Hafengesetzes Schadenersatz aus dem Hafenausbaufonds
erhalten können, was zuvor auf sonstige Hafenbauten beschränkt war. Die Bestimmung gilt nur für Schäden
an Häfen, die sich im Besitz von Gemeinden befinden. Häfen im Privatbesitz oder Schiffswerften können
nach dem Hafengesetz von 2007 keinen Schadenersatz erhalten.

Nach Ansicht der Überwachungsbehörde wird die Beihilfe aus staatlichen Mitteln gewährt, die wiederum
über den Hafenausbaufonds vergeben werden. Bei dem Hafenausbaufonds handelt es sich um eine Einrich-
tung öffentlichen Rechts, die teilweise unmittelbar aus dem Staatshaushalt finanziert wird und öffentliche
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Aufgaben wahrnimmt. Die Überwachungsbehörde betrachtet den Betrieb eines Schiffslifts für Schiffreparatu-
ren als eine wirtschaftliche Tätigkeit. Bei der Regelung handelt es sich daher um eine staatliche Beihilfe im
Sinne von Artikel 61 Absatz 1 des EWR-Abkommens. Die Maßnahme ist selektiv, da sie nur Unternehmen
eines bestimmten Wirtschaftszweigs (Häfen) begünstigt und innerhalb dieses Wirtschaftszweigs nur be-
stimmte Häfen. Nach Ansicht der Überwachungsbehörde stehen Schiffslifte, Schiffshebewerke und Trocken-
docks im internationalen Wettbewerb. Folglich verfälscht die Beihilfe den Wettbewerb oder droht, ihn zu ver-
fälschen, und beeinträchtigt den Handel zwischen den Vertragsparteien des EWR-Abkommens.

Da das Hafengesetz im März 2007, d. h. bevor es bei der Überwachungsbehörde angemeldet wurde, in Kraft
getreten ist, wurde die Stillhalteverpflichtung in Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2 des Protokolls 3 zum Überwa-
chungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen verletzt, und die Maßnahme ist als rechtswidrige Beihilfe im
Sinne von Teil II Artikel 1 Buchstabe f des Protokolls 3 zu diesem Abkommen anzusehen. Im Rahmen der
untersuchten Regelung ausgezahlte Beihilfen, die mit den Vorschriften des EWR-Abkommens für staatliche
Beihilfen unvereinbar sind, werden Gegenstand einer Einziehungsanordnung der Überwachungsbehörde sein.

Nach vorläufiger Einschätzung der Überwachungsbehörde ist die Beihilfe nicht mit dem EWR-Abkommen
vereinbar, da sie die Voraussetzungen für eine Ausnahme gemäß Artikel 61 Absatz 2 Buchstabe b oder
Absatz 3 des EWR-Abkommens nicht erfüllt. Die Schadenersatzklausel beschränkt sich nicht auf Fälle, in
denen Schäden durch Naturkatastrophen oder außergewöhnliche Ereignisse entstanden sind, und ist daher
nicht durch Artikel 61 Absatz 2 Buchstabe b des EWR-Abkommens zu rechtfertigen. Artikel 61 Absatz 3
Buchstabe c in Verbindung mit den Schiffsbauleitlinien erlaubt keine Betriebsbeihilfen, sondern nur Investi-
tionsbeihilfen, wenn sie mit der Verbesserung oder Modernisierung bestehender Werften zur Steigerung der
Wettbewerbsfähigkeit verbunden sind. Dies ist hier nicht der Fall, da die isländischen Behörden ausdrücklich
erklären, dass mit der fraglichen Unterstützung keine Modernisierung erreicht werden soll. Schadenersatz ist
in jedem Fall als Betriebsbeihilfe einzustufen.

Die Überwachungsbehörde weist auch darauf hin, dass Schadenersatz nur Häfen in öffentlichem Besitz
gewährt wird. Die Überwachungsbehörde sieht derzeit keine Rechtfertigung für die offensichtliche Diskri-
minierung von Häfen in Privatbesitz.

Die Überwachungsbehörde hat daher Zweifel, ob die Änderungen des Hafengesetzes von 2007 als mit dem
EWR-Abkommen vereinbar angesehen werden können.

Das Hafengesetz von 2003

2003 änderte ein neues Hafengesetz die Regelungen für die staatliche Finanzierung von Hafenbauten. Darin
ist die Möglichkeit vorgesehen, dass bestimmte Hafenbauten aus der Staatskasse bezahlt werden (Artikel 24),
sowie die Möglichkeit, dass der Hafenausbaufonds Schadenersatz für einige davon leistet (Artikel 26 des
Rechtsakts).

Nach Ansicht der Überwachungsbehörde kommen einige der in Artikel 24 Absatz 2 genannten Vorhaben
— in Einklang mit der Mitteilung der Europäischen Kommission zur Verbesserung der Dienstequalität in See-
häfen — als allgemeine Infrastrukturmaßnahmen in Betracht und sind daher keine staatlichen Beihilfen im
Sinne von Artikel 61 Absatz 1 des EWR-Abkommens. Dies betrifft die Förderung von Hafendammkonstruk-
tionen, die Markierung von Zufahrtskanälen, Vertiefungen, Schutzeinrichtungen und das Ausbaggern. Die
Überwachungsbehörde wird jedoch weiter prüfen, ob diese Einstufung auch für den Einsatz von Lotsenschif-
fen in Häfen mit schwierigen natürlichen Verhältnissen und für die Förderung von Kaianlagen gilt.

Die Unterstützung im Rahmen der Schadenersatzklausel in Artikel 26 Absatz 3 Unterabsatz 3 des Hafenge-
setzes von 2003 enthält Elemente staatlicher Beihilfen, soweit sie Vorhaben betreffen, bei denen es sich nicht
um allgemeine Infrastruktur handelt.

Die Überwachungsbehörde betrachtet das Hafengesetz von 2003, das nicht bei ihr angemeldet wurde, als
rechtswidrige Beihilfe im Sinne von Teil II Artikel 1 Buchstabe f des Protokolls 3 zum Überwachungs-
behörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen. Im Rahmen dieser Regelung ausgezahlte Beihilfen, die nicht mit den
Vorschriften für staatliche Beihilfen des EWR-Abkommens vereinbar sind, können Gegenstand einer Einzie-
hungsanordnung der Überwachungsbehörde sein.

Die Überwachungsbehörde wird prüfen, ob die Beihilfemaßnahmen durch Artikel 61 Absatz 3 Buchstabe c
des EWR-Abkommens, entweder in Verbindung mit den Leitlinien für den Schiffbau oder Regionalbeihilfen
oder in direkter Anwendung, zu rechtfertigen sind. Es ist darauf hinzuweisen, dass alle genannten Maßnah-
men nur Häfen im öffentlichen Besitz gewährt werden. Die Überwachungsbehörde sieht keine Rechtferti-
gung für eine solche Unterscheidung. Die Überwachungsbehörde hat daher Zweifel, ob die Beihilfen mit den
Vorschriften des EWR-Abkommens für staatliche Beihilfen vereinbar sind.

FAZIT

Aus den vorgenannten Gründen hat die Überwachungsbehörde beschlossen, das förmliche Prüfverfahren
gemäß Artikel 1 Absatz 2 des EWR-Abkommens bezüglich der Änderungen des Hafengesetzes von 2007
und der Änderungen des Hafensgesetzes von 2003 einzuleiten.
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EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION

No 658/07/COL

of 12 December 2007

to initiate the procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and
Court Agreement with regard to the Icelandic Harbour Act

(Iceland)

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY (1),

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic
Area (2), in particular Articles 61 to 63 and Protocol 26 thereof,

Having regard to the Agreement between the EFTA States on
the Establishment of a Surveillance Authority and a Court of
Justice (3), in particular Article 24 thereof,

Having regard to Article 1(2) of Part I and Articles 4(4) and 6
of Part II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agree-
ment,

Having regard to the Authority's Guidelines (4) on the applica-
tion and interpretation of Articles 61 and 62 of the EEA Agree-
ment, in particular the Chapter on State aid to Shipbuilding and
the Chapter on National Regional Aid,

Having regard to the Authority's Decision of 14 July 2004 on
the implementing provisions referred to under Article 27 of Part
II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement,

Whereas:

I. FACTS

1. Procedure

By letter dated 7 May 2007 from the Icelandic Ministry of
Finance, forwarded by the Icelandic Mission to the EU, received
and registered by the Authority on the same date (Event
No 420581), the Icelandic authorities notified, pursuant to
Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court
Agreement, amendments to the Icelandic Harbour Act, with a
view to including damage compensation for ship lifts. They also
notified an envisaged application of that new provision in sup-
port of the repair of the Westman Islands Port ship lift facility.

By letter dated 14 May 2007 (Event No 421158), the Authority
informed the Icelandic authorities that it considered the notifica-
tion to be incomplete as, in particular, the notification form had
not been submitted.

On 19 June 2007, the Icelandic Mission to the EU forwarded a
letter from the Icelandic Ministry of Finance, received and regis-
tered by the Authority on the same date (Event No 425880), by
which the Icelandic authorities submitted the notification form
and provided further information on the notified measures.

By letter dated 4 July 2007 (Event No 427442), the Authority
requested additional information, which the Icelandic authorities
provided on 10 August 2007 (Event No 433162).

The Confederation of Icelandic Employers (Samtök atvinnulífsins)
filed a complaint with the Authority by way of a letter dated
31 August 2007, claiming that the additional funding for the
Harbour Improvement Fund constitutes State aid which cannot
be justified under the EEA State aid provisions. The Association
refers, in particular, to the fact that aid under the Harbour Act is
only available to publicly owned, but not to privately owned,
harbours.

By letter dated 19 September 2007 (Event No 441678), the
Authority forwarded the above complaint to the Icelandic
authorities for comment and requested further information,
which was provided by the Icelandic authorities in a letter from
the Icelandic Ministry of Finance dated 16 October 2007 (Event
No 447362). The case was discussed with the Icelandic authori-
ties during the package meeting between the Icelandic authori-
ties and the Authority of 29 October 2007.

By letter dated 11 December 2007 (Event No 456952), the Ice-
landic authorities withdrew the notification relating to the pro-
posed application of the Harbour Act in support of the repair
of the Westman Islands Port ship lift facility.

2. Description of the proposed measures

In order to deal with the amendments to the Harbour Act as
notified in 2007, which provide, for the first time, for damage
compensation in favour of ship lifts, the Authority finds it
appropriate to set the Harbour Act in its historical context.

2.1. History of the Icelandic Harbour Act

The Icelandic Harbour Act is a general framework legislation
containing inter alia provisions on the coordination of harbour
affairs by central authorities, the definition of what constitutes a
harbour, the management and operation of harbours, State con-
tributions to harbour constructions and the so-called Harbour
Improvement Fund.

The 1984 Harbour Act

The Harbour Act No 69/1984 contained a provision authorising
damage compensation for harbour facilities in Article 32(2).
That provision stipulated that a so-called Harbour Improvement
Fund was authorised to indemnify loss to harbour constructions
which had sustained damage caused by ‘acts of God or natural
catastrophes or force majeure, including loss which is not fully indem-
nified on account of provisions of Section IX of the Maritime Act on
limited liability of operators of vessels’.
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(1) Hereinafter referred to as ‘the Authority’.
(2) Hereinafter referred to as ‘the EEA Agreement’.
(3) Hereinafter referred to as ‘the Surveillance and Court Agreement’.
(4) Guidelines on the application and interpretation of Articles 61 and 62

of the EEA Agreement and Article 1 of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance
and Court Agreement, adopted and issued by the EFTA Surveillance
Authority on 19 January 1994, published in OJ L 231, 3.9.1994, EEA
Supplement No 32, 3 September 1994. The Guidelines were last amen-
ded on 31 May 2007. Hereinafter referred to as ‘the State Aid Guideli-
nes’.



According to its Article 8, the Act only covered municipal har-
bours, so public aid in the form of damage compensation under
Article 32(2) was only given to harbours owned by municipali-
ties.

The 1994 Harbour Act

In 1994, a new Harbour Act No 23/1994 was adopted, which
was subsequently amended by Act No 7/1996. Article 19 of the
1994 Harbour Act listed seven categories of harbour construc-
tion project which could receive State support (e.g. construc-
tions at wharfs, piers, berths, traffic lanes within the limits of
harbour constructions, etc.). That support would come directly
from the State Treasury. The State would pay up to 100 % for
the costs of primary research, up to 90 % of investment costs
for the constructions of quays, dredging of harbours and ent-
rance, navigation signals and special outfits for ro-ro vessels and
ferries, and up to 60 % in relation to the remaining categories.

In addition, Article 28(2) of the 1994 Harbour Act contained
the same damage compensation for harbour constructions,
granted by the Harbour Improvement Fund, as had been inclu-
ded in the 1984 Act. As before, the 1994 Harbour Act only
covered municipal harbours, cf. Article 3 of the Act, and there-
fore State support was still limited to harbours owned by muni-
cipalities.

Some provisions of the 1994 Harbour Act, namely the
provisions on State grants for the financing of harbour const-
ructions for ships (1), were the subject of a decision of the EFTA
Surveillance Authority dated 19 March 1997 (Decision
No 51/97/COL). In line with that Decision, the Icelandic autho-
rities had agreed not to apply the provisions in question without
prior notification to and approval by the EFTA Surveillance
Authority.

The 2003 Harbour Act

In 2003, a new Harbour Act No 61/2003 was adopted. This
Harbour Act, which was not notified to the Authority, contained
changes in particular with regard to the permissible operating
forms of harbours and, hence, which harbours come within the
Act. Article 8 provided that:

‘A harbour may be operated as:

1. A harbour that is owned by a municipality without any special
board of directors.

2. A harbour owned by a municipality and governed by a special
board of directors.

3. A public limited liability company, irrespective of whether or
not it is owned by a public body, a private limited liability
company, a partnership or as a private party operating inde-
pendently. Harbours operated under this paragraph are not
regarded being a public operation.’

In other words, the Harbour Act now applied to harbours other
than those owned by the municipalities and specifically envisa-
ged the existence of privately owned harbours, although a dis-
tinction was maintained in that the latter would not be consi-
dered as a ‘public operation’ under the Act.

According to Article 24(1) of the Harbour Act, contributions
from the Treasury could be granted to projects relating to har-
bour constructions carried out by harbours which are operated
under subparagraph 1 or 2 of Article 8. In other words, privat-
ely owned harbours could not receive any State support under
the Harbour Act. Public entities (including municipalities) would
also not be entitled to any support if they organised their har-
bour as a limited liability company or any other form of organi-
sation listed in subparagraph 3 of Article 8.

Article 24(2) now contained only three (instead of the former
seven) categories of project for which direct aid can be given:

(a) For the reconstruction, improvement and repair of
breakwaters in harbours where difficult natural conditions
mean that there is little protection from ocean waves, for
dredging in harbour approaches where regular dredging is
needed (i.e. at least every five years), and for initial costs for
pilot vessels in places where conditions in and near the har-
bour require such safety equipment. The level of State fund-
ing is determined in the National Transport Plan and may
not exceed 75 %.

(b) Projects undertaken by small harbour funds within a region
defined pursuant to the regional aid map for Iceland (2),
with an income under ISK 20 million and where the value
of the average catch over the past three years is under
ISK 600 million. The projects to be supported should be
limited to the marking of approach channels, depth, protec-
tive installations and quays. The level of State funding is
determined in the National Transport Plan and may not
exceed 90 %.

(c) Projects undertaken by a harbour fund within a region defi-
ned pursuant to the regional aid map for Iceland, with an
income under ISK 40 million and where the value of the
average catch over the past three years is under
ISK 1 500 million and goods transportation through the
harbour is less than 50 000 tonnes per year. State contribu-
tions pursuant to this subparagraph may never exceed 60 %
for dredging and 40 % for quay installations on which work
is performed in 2007 or later.

Article 26(3), subparagraph 3, of the Harbour Act contained a
damage compensation clause which stipulated that the Harbour
Improvement Fund is authorised to indemnify loss to harbour
constructions which qualify for support under subparagraphs (a)
or (b) of Article 24(2) or loss to dry harbour constructions, inc-
luding loss which will not be fully indemnified from the Emer-
gency Fund (Viðlagasjóði) (3) or due to the provisions of Section
IX of the Maritime Act on limited liability of operators of ves-
sels.
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(1) The investments concerned in particular docking facilities for ship
repair contained in Article 24(6) of the 1994 Act.

(2) EFTA Surveillance Authority Decision of 8 August 2001 on the map of
assisted areas and levels of aid in Iceland (Aid No 00-002).

(3) A fund different from the Icelandic Harbour Improvement Fund and
responsible for covering damage from natural catastrophes.



Compared to the 1994 Harbour Act, the provision
limits the number of aid beneficiaries by linking the support to
categories (a) and (b) in Article 24(2). On the other hand, while
still referring to the Emergency Fund, the text no longer refers
to compensation limited to damage caused by natural disasters
or acts of God.

According to information provided by the Icelandic authorities,
no State support has been paid out under this measure so far.
This would appear to be as a result of interim provision II of
the 2003 Harbour Act, as amended by Act No 11/2006, under
which State aid might still be provided, until the end of 2008,
in accordance with the rules in the 1994 Harbour Act.

The 2007 amendment Act

By the present notification, the Icelandic authorities inform the
Authority of Act No 28/2007, amending the 2003 Harbour
Act, and in particular Article 26(3), subparagraph 3 thereof.
According to that Article, as now amended, ship lifts can now
also receive damage compensation from the Harbour Improve-
ment Fund. The wording ‘eða tjón á upptökumannvirkjum’ is added
after the reference to Article 24. As explained by the Icelandic
authorities, ‘upptökumannvirki’ includes dry docks, ship lifts and
ship hoists.

According to information provided by the Icelandic authorities,
the ship lifts are to be used mainly for ship repair and conver-
sion works, not for the construction of ships.

There are currently 15 ship lifts spread around the country,
12 of which are owned by municipalities. The ship lift owner-
ship does not imply that the concrete repair works are also car-
ried out by the harbours. Normally, the repair works on the
ships are carried out by a company which pays the harbour for
the use of the ship lift.

2.2. The objective of the measures

The above-mentioned amendment to Article 26 of the Harbour
Act was not in the bill as originally submitted to Alþingi but
was added by the Transport Committee. In the opinion of the
Committee, it was considered logical that damage to ship lifts
could be compensated on the same basis as other harbour
constructions that had benefited from State contributions by
way of damage compensation. As stated in a translation submit-
ted by the Icelandic authorities on the Committee bill, ‘the
authorisation only applies to damage compensation to shipyard
facilities (1) which were constructed with State aid’. The Com-
mittee further emphasised that the provision only covered
damage to facilities owned by public bodies. The amount of the
compensation was to be limited to the reconstruction value.
Consequently, it would not be permissible to grant compensa-
tion to build a lift with more capacity than that of the damaged
facility (2).

As indicated by the complainant and confirmed by the Icelandic
authorities, the clause is no longer limited to compensation for
damage caused by natural disasters or other special occurrences.

2.3. National legal basis for the measure/recipients of the sup-
port

The national legal basis for the measure is Article 26(3), subpa-
ragraph 3, of the Harbour Act, as amended by Article 7 of Act
No 28/2007, which entered into force on 29 March 2007. That
provision covers damage compensation for ship lifts, dry docks
and ship hoists in addition to what was already covered. Iceland
has not indicated how many ship lifts, etc. could potentially
receive support under that provision. But as can be seen from
above, currently there are 15 ship lifts in the country, 12 of
which are owned by municipalities.

2.4. Budget and duration

The Icelandic authorities stated that Parliament decided to inc-
rease the funding of the Harbour Improvement Fund for the
year 2008 by ISK 200 million.

3. Comments by the Icelandic authorities

The Icelandic authorities only notify the amendment for legal
certainty as they consider the measure not to constitute State
aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.
According to the notification form, the Icelandic authorities do
not consider that the measure confers any advantages on the aid
recipient(s) or distorts competition or affects trade between the
Contracting Parties.

II. ASSESSMENT

1. The presence of State aid

State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the
EEA Agreement

Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement reads as follows:

‘Save as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any aid granted by
EC Member States, EFTA States or through State resources in any
form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competition
by favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain
goods shall, in so far as it affects trade between Contracting Par-
ties, be incompatible with the functioning of this Agreement.’

The criteria will be assessed below, first in relation to the noti-
fied amendments to the Harbour Act and second in relation to
the 2003 Harbour Act, which was never notified to the Autho-
rity.

1.1. The notified amendments made to the Harbour Act in
2007

1.1.1. Presence of State resources

The aid measure must be granted by the State or through State
resources. The damage compensation for ship lifts in
Article 26(3) subparagraph 3 of the Harbour Act, as amended
by Act No 28/2007, is granted by the Harbour Improvement
Fund, which for that purpose received a budgetary allocation of
ISK 200 million from the Treasury. The budgetary allocation
constitutes State resources.
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(1) To be understood as ship lifts and hoists.
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á hafnalögum, nr. 61/2003, þskj. 997-366. mál).



This classification as State resources is not altered by the fact
that the money is channelled through the Harbour Improvement
Fund.

Article 26(1) of the Harbour Act states that the Harbour Impro-
vement Fund is owned by the State and that the Harbour Coun-
cil (hafnaráð) acts as its board of directors on behalf of the
Minister of Transport. The Harbour Council is appointed by the
Minister of Transport pursuant to Article 4 of Act No 7/1996
on the Maritime Agency (lög um Siglingastofnun Íslands). Accor-
dingly, the Harbour Improvement Fund is a public law body.
Part of the financing of the Fund comes directly from the State
budget as decided by Parliament. According to Article 26(3) the
Harbour Council disposes of the income of the Fund, following
recommendations from the Maritime Agency and subject to the
approval of the Minister of Transport, as further laid down in
subparagraphs 1 to 3. The Maritime Agency is responsible for
the administration of the Fund according to paragraph 4 of that
Article. The Harbour Improvement Fund carries out public tasks
as laid down in the Harbour Act. The Authority therefore takes
the preliminary view that support granted by the Harbour
Improvement Fund is imputable to the State (1) and constitutes
State resources within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA
Agreement.

1.1.2. Favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain
goods

The Authority considers the ownership of a ship lift which is
rented out for ship repairs by a publicly owned harbour to con-
stitute an economic activity and therefore that the municipal
owners act as undertakings within the meaning of Article 61(1)
of the EEA Agreement.

Further, the aid measure must confer on the recipients advanta-
ges that relieve them of charges that are normally borne from
their budget. Such advantages exist as the owners of ship lifts,
etc. can receive State support for repair of damage to facilities.
Normally such costs would have to be borne by the ship lift
owners from their own budget. The aid measure must be selec-
tive in that it favours ‘certain undertakings or the production of cer-
tain goods’. The measure is selective as it applies only to underta-
kings owning ship lifts, etc. falling within the definition of Arti-
cle 26(3) subparagraph 3 of the Act. In this regard it cannot be
argued that no selectivity exists because the owners of other har-
bour constructions are likewise entitled to receive State support
under Article 26(3) subparagraph 3 of the Act. Even if the circle
of beneficiaries is wider than owners of ship lifts, the advantages
are only conferred to a certain, limited, group of undertakings,
as will be demonstrated below.

Firstly, the damage compensation in Article 26(3) subpara-
graph 3 is limited to those projects which were constructed with
State aid as outlined in the opinion of the Committee as referred
to above (Section I-2.2). Hence, the provision on the damage
compensation does not apply to all undertakings owning har-
bour constructions.

Secondly, an advantage also exists with regard to undertakings
in other sectors which have to cover damages to their produc-
tion facilities from their own budget. In this regard it is irrele-
vant that the support is only granted to compensate for the
damage caused, without leading to a modernisation or an inc-
rease in capacity. Since owners of harbour facilities not having
received State support before or in other sectors would not
receive any damage compensation, the recipients of the support
measure are in a better position with regard to repair than those
undertakings having to finance the repair work from their own
budget.

The Authority takes the preliminary view that support for ship
lifts does not qualify as general infrastructure, the financing of
which would not constitute State aid within the meaning of
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. As stated in the Commis-
sion's Communication on Reinforcing the Quality in Sea
Ports (2), shipyards are considered as user-specific infrastructure
and not as a general infrastructure measure. In the Authority's
view the same applies to ship lifts used by or rented out by shi-
pyards and harbours for repair work, which is normally a com-
mercial activity and therefore benefits specific undertakings.

1.1.3. Distortion of competition and effect on trade between Contrac-
ting Parties

For a measure to qualify as aid it must distort competition and
affect trade between the Contracting Parties. Ship lifts, ship
hoists and dry docks as ship repair facilities are in international
competition. In addition, the market for port services has been
gradually opened to competition (3). The Commission pointed
out in its LeaderSHIP 2015 programme that commercial ship-
building and ship repair operate in a truly global market with
exposure to world-wide competition (4). As the measure will
strengthen the recipients' position in relation to other competi-
tors within the area of the EEA, the damage compensation dist-
orts or threatens to distort competition and affects trade bet-
ween the Contracting Parties.

1.2. The 2003 Harbour Act

In 2003, Act No 61/2003 replaced Act No 23/1994. In the
new Harbour Act, the provisions on State funding of harbour
constructions were changed. As outlined above, the current pro-
visions provide for two distinct measures, namely payments by
the Treasury in relation to certain harbour constructions (Article
24) and damage compensation granted by the Harbour Impro-
vement Fund (Article 26 of the Act) for facilities covered by
Article 24(2)(a) and (b) of the Act.
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European Transport, COM(2001) 35 final, Section 3.3. Hereinafter
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1.2.1. Presence of State resources

Support directly from the Treasury, as referred to in Article 24
of the 2003 Harbour Act, constitutes budgetary allocations
which qualify as State resources within the meaning of
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

As outlined above, the support by the Harbour Improvement
Fund for damage compensation to harbour constructions consti-
tutes State resources (see above, Section II-1.1.1 of this Deci-
sion).

1.2.2. Favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain
goods

While an advantage is conferred on the recipients by relieving
them of costs which they would otherwise have to bear, it needs
to be examined whether all the support measures under the Act
are selective.

This would not be the case, if certain of the support measures
can be classified as financing general infrastructure. Investments
in such infrastructure are normally general measures, being
expenditure incurred by the State in the framework of its res-
ponsibilities for planning and developing a transport system in
the interest of the general public, provided the infrastructure is
de jure and de facto open to all users. According to the Port Com-
munication, public (general) infrastructure is characterised as
being open to all users on a non-discriminatory basis. General
infrastructure includes maritime access and maintenance, cove-
ring dikes, breakwater, locks and other high water protection
measures, navigable channels, dredging and ice breaking naviga-
tion aid, lights, buoys, beacons, floating pontoon ramps in tidal
areas, etc. Further, it includes public land transport facilities wit-
hin the port area, short connecting links to the national trans-
port networks or TENs and infrastructure up to the terminal
site (1).

Article 24(2)(a), (b) and (c) of the 2003 Harbour Act are limited
to the support of breakwater constructions, marking of
approach channels, depth, protective installations and dredging.
In line with the above examples given in the Communication,
the Authority considers these measures to be general infrastruc-
ture which do not confer an advantage on the harbours, but are
open to all users.

The use of pi lot vesse ls in Ar t ic le 24(2) (a ) of the
2003 Harbour Act

The Authority, however, questions whether the use of pilot ves-
sels in places where conditions require safety equipment, see
Article 24(2)(a) of the Harbour Act, can be considered as infra-
structure and will investigate that further during the formal
investigation procedure. As the Port Communication cited above
states ‘public support to investments in mobile assets and operational
services, e.g. those of individual port service providers, generally favour
certain undertakings and it is difficult to foresee a situation where this
is not the case’ (2). On the basis of the information available to it,
the Authority cannot exclude that pilot vessels do not qualify as
general infrastructure.

Suppor t for quay insta l la t ions in Ar t ic le 24(2) (b )
and (c ) of the 2003 Harbour Act

On the basis of the information available to it, the Authority
cannot judge whether support to quay installations qualifies as
State aid or concerns a general infrastructure measure. In this
regard, reference is made to Section 3.3 of the Port Communica-
tion which states that no general conclusions can be drawn for
quay walls. The Icelandic authorities are requested to provide
more information in this regard.

The damage compensat ion clause in Ar t ic le 26(3)
subparagraph 3 of the 2003 Harbour Act

The Authority considers that the damage compensation provi-
ded for in Article 26(3) subparagraph 3 of the Harbour Act is a
measure conferring an advantage on the recipient, as normally
such damage would have to be made good using funds from
the undertaking's own budget.

However, as far as the damage compensation clause, which
refers to Article 24(2)(a) and (b) of the Act, concerns infrastruc-
ture projects, it does not constitute State aid within the meaning
of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. Where projects men-
tioned in Article 24(2)(a) and (b) might be considered as selec-
tive measures, the damage compensation clause would also be
judged as selective in this regard. Based on the above considera-
tions, it would appear that only damage compensation in res-
pect of pilot vessels and quay installations may be caught.

1.2.3. Distortion of competition and effect on trade between Contrac-
ting Parties

The support strengthens the position of the recipients in rela-
tion to other EEA competitors, who compete with them on an
international market. The support under the 2003 Harbour Act
therefore distorts or threatens to distort competition and affects
trade between the Contracting Parties.

1.3. Conclusion

The Authority takes the preliminary view that the notified
amendments made to the Harbour Act in 2007 to include ship
lifts in the damage compensation clause in Article 26(3) subpa-
ragraph 3 of the Act constitutes State aid within the meaning of
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

Under the 2003 Harbour Act, the support for breakwater const-
ructions, dredging, the marking of approach channels, depth,
and protective installations do not constitute State aid within
the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

On the basis of the information available to it, support for the
use of pilot vessels referred to in Article 24(2)(a) and support
for quay installations provided for in Article 24(2)(b) and (c)
would appear not to fall clearly into the category of general inf-
rastructure and must therefore be regarded as State aid within
the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

The damage compensation clause in Article 26(3) subpara-
graph 3 constitute State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1)
of the EEA Agreement, in so far as it applies to projects which
do not qualify as general infrastructure.
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2. Procedural requirements

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

Where the final decision of the Authority is negative, i.e. the aid
is found to be incompatible with the functioning of the EEA
Agreement, any aid paid out in breach of the standstill obliga-
tion in Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance
and Court Agreement will be subject to a recovery order by the
Authority.

2.1. Act No 28/2007 amending the Harbour Act

The amendment to the Harbour Act is already law as Act
No 28/2007 entered into force on 29 March 2007, thereby
enabling the Harbour Improvement Fund to use State funds for
damage compensation in favour of ship lifts. The Authority the-
refore concludes that in relation to this measure the standstill
obligation has not been respected. The measure is consequently
to be regarded as unlawful aid within the meaning of Article 1(f)
of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement
and any aid paid out under that provision could be subject to
recovery.

2.2. The 2003 Harbour Act

The 2003 Harbour Act has not been notified to the Authority.
The 1994 Harbour Act, which that Act replaced, was the subject
of an appropriate measures proposal by the Authority in its
Decision No 51/97/COL and was authorised on the condition
that individual projects would be notified. It will now have to
be assessed whether the amendments in the 2003 Harbour Act,
in so far as they constitute State aid within the meaning of Arti-
cle 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, must be treated as new aid wit-
hin the meaning of Article 1(c) of Part II of Protocol 3 to the
Surveillance and Court Agreement.

In this respect, the support for the use of pilot vessels and for
quay installations, together with the damage compensation for
those facilities, must be examined.

According to Article 4 of the Authority's Decision
No 195/04/COL, a purely formal or administrative change does
not affect the status of existing aid. However, a tightening of the
criteria for the application of an authorised aid scheme, a reduc-
tion in aid intensity or a reduction of eligible expenses, qualify
as new aid (Article 4(2)(c)). In its ruling in Namur-Les Assurances,
the Court of Justice held that ‘[…] the emergence of new aid or the
alteration of existing aid cannot be assessed according to the scale of
the aid or, in particular, its amount in financial terms at any moment
in the life of the undertaking if the aid is provided under earlier statu-
tory provisions which remain unaltered. Whether aid may be classified
as new aid or as alteration of existing aid must be determined by refe-
rence to the provisions providing for it’ (1).

The use of pilot vessels referred to in Article 24(2)(a) of the 2003
Harbour Act

Article 24(2)(a) of the 2003 Harbour Act introduces a new sup-
port category, namely support for pilot vessels in places where
conditions in and near the harbour require such safety equip-
ment. The introduction of a new aid category constitutes new
aid within the meaning of Article 1(c) of Part II of Protocol 3 to
the Surveillance and Court Agreement. The Authority therefore
concludes that in relation to this measure the standstill obliga-
tion has not been respected. The measure is consequently to be
regarded as unlawful aid within the meaning of Article 1(f) of
Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement
and any aid paid out under that provision would be subject to
recovery.

Quay installations referred to in Article 24(2)(b) and (c) of the 2003
Harbour Act

The support for quay installations was already contained in the
1994 Harbour Act (Article 19(1), number 2, provided for the
support of wharfs, piers and berths. The support for quays and
quay installations in Article 24(2)(b) and (c) of the 2003 Har-
bour Act is now limited to projects of a certain dimension and
within certain defined regions. This indicates that the
possibilities for granting aid have been reduced. However, as can
be seen from Article 4 of the Authority's Decision
No 195/04/COL, a tightening of aid criteria is to be considered
as new aid. The Authority therefore concludes that in relation to
this measure the standstill obligation has not been respected.
The measure is consequently to be regarded as unlawful aid wit-
hin the meaning of Article 1(f) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the
Surveillance and Court Agreement and any aid paid out under
that provision would be subject to recovery.

Damage compensation under Article 26(3), subparagraph 3, of the
2003 Harbour Act

The Authority notes that the damage compensation in the 2003
Harbour Act differs from the damage clauses in the 1984 and
1994 Acts in so far as it is no longer limited to support for
damages caused by acts of God or natural catastrophes. With
respect to this change, the Icelandic authorities have confirmed
that, indeed, it was not the intention of the legislator to limit
damage compensation to natural disasters or exceptional occur-
rences. The Authority finds that the extension of the damage
compensation clause to cover a broader range of circumstances
constitutes new aid within the meaning of Article 1(c) of Part II
of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement. The
Authority therefore concludes that in relation to this measure
the standstill obligation has not been respected. The measure is
consequently to be regarded as unlawful aid within the meaning
of Article 1(f) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and
Court Agreement and any aid paid out under that provision
would be subject to recovery.

3. Compatibility of the aid

3.1. Act No 28/2007 amending the Harbour Act

Support measures caught by Article 61(1) of the EEA Agree-
ment are generally incompatible with the functioning of the
EEA Agreement, unless they qualify for a derogation under Arti-
cle 61(2) or (3) of the EEA Agreement.
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The derogation in Article 61(2) of the EEA Agreement is not
applicable to the aid in question, which is not designed to
achieve any of the aims listed in this provision. The Authority
notes, in particular, that the damage compensation to ship lifts
provided for in Article 26(3), subparagraph 3, of the 2007 Har-
bour Act is no longer limited to natural disaster or
exceptional occurrence. It therefore cannot be based on Arti-
cle 61(2)(b) of the EEA Agreement.

The aid is not given to promote the execution of an important
project of common European interest or to remedy a serious
disturbance in the economy of Iceland, therefore Article 61(3)(b)
of the EEA Agreement does not apply.

The aid in question is not linked to any investment, but com-
pensates recipients for a given damage. It reduces the costs
which companies would normally have to bear in the course of
pursuing their day-to-day business activities and is consequently
to be classified as operating aid. Operating aid is normally not
considered suitable to facilitate the development of certain eco-
nomic activities or of certain regions as provided for in Article
61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement, unless it is specifically envisaged
by the Authority's Guidelines, which is not the case here.

An application of the Regional Aid Guidelines in this regard
does not appear possible. It would appear that the notified mea-
sure falls to be assessed under the Authority's Guidelines on
Shipbuilding which, as a lex specialis, preclude the application of
the regional aid chapter of the Guidelines (1). The Shipbuilding
Guidelines cover aid to ‘any shipyard, related entity, ship owner and
third party, which is granted, whether directly or indirectly, for building,
repair or conversion of ships’. As can be seen from the Commis-
sion's case practice, aid for the construction or extension of ship
lifts is considered to be a measure falling under the Shipbuilding
Guidelines (2). According to point 26 of the Guidelines invest-
ment aid — not operating aid — can only be granted if it is lin-
ked to upgrading or modernising existing yards with a view to
improving productivity and is limited to 22,5 % or 12,5 % aid
intensity thresholds. The Icelandic authorities explicitly state, in
any event, that no modernisation is allowed. They also aim for
higher aid intensities than the specified thresholds.

Only if the Shipbuilding Guidelines do not apply, can the
possibility of support under the Authority's Regional Aid
Guidelines be assessed. The aid qualifies as operating aid (3),
which would have to be assessed under Section 5 of the
Guidelines. Such aid must normally be temporary and reduced
over time (Section 5(68) of the Regional Aid Guidelines), or
granted for least populated regions (Section 5(69) of the
Regional Aid Guidelines) or granted for offsetting additional

transport costs (Section 5(70) of the Regional Aid Guidelines).
On the basis of the information available, the Authority cannot
see that envisaged support for damage compensation for ship
lifts is limited in that respect.

Given that on the basis of the available information, one or the
other of these chapters applies to the measures under examina-
tion, a direct application of Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agree-
ment is precluded.

The Icelandic authorities do not argue that the harbour services
constitute a public service under Article 59(2) of the EEA Agree-
ment.

Even if the aid could be authorised under the EEA State aid pro-
visions, the Authority still is in doubt of the compatibility of the
measures with the functioning of the EEA Agreement. The
damage compensation is only granted to publicly owned har-
bours. The Icelandic authorities state that the Harbour Act
allows for different operating forms of harbours and therefore
different rules apply to the different harbour types. This was
one of the primary purposes of the 2003 Harbour Act and the
Icelandic authorities do not consider this distinction to be
incompatible with the State aid provisions. The Authority has
doubts as to how such a difference in treatment between pub-
licly and privately owned harbours can be justified.

On the basis of the foregoing considerations, the Authority has
doubts as to whether the amendments to the Harbour Act made
in 2007 can be regarded as compatible with the functioning of
the EEA Agreement.

3.2. The 2003 Harbour Act

During the formal investigation procedure, the Authority will
investigate whether the newly introduced support for pilot ves-
sels and for quay installations can, to the extent that it is found
to constitute aid, be justified under Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA
Agreement.

Pilot vessels

The support for pilot vessels would qualify as operating aid, falls
to be assessed under Section 5 of the Authority's Regional Aid
Guidelines. As noted above, such aid would normally be tempo-
rary and reduced over time (Section 5(68) of the Regional Aid
Guidelines), or granted for least populated regions (Section 5(69)
of the Regional Aid Guidelines) or granted for offsetting additio-
nal transport costs (Section 5(70) of the Regional Aid Guideli-
nes). On the basis of the information available, the support for
pilot vessels provided for Article 26(3), subparagraph 3, of the
Harbour Act would not appear to be limited in this way.
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(1) See the Authority's State Aid Guidelines on national regional aid
2007-2013, point 2(8), fn. 8.

(2) State aid N 554/06 — Germany, Rolandswerft which concerned the
adaptation of a ship lift to lift heavier ships and State aid C-6/06— Ger-
many, Volkswerft Stralsund (OJ L 151, 13.6.2007, p. 33) also for the
extension of a ship lift.

(3) See the definition of investment aid in Section 4.1.1 of the Regional
Aid Guidelines which limit investment aid to initial investment projects,
i.e. the setting up or extension of a new establishment, diversification of
output of the establishment into new, additional products and a funda-
mental change in the overall production process. Replacement invest-
ment is excluded from that concept, but might qualify as operating aid,
see Section 4.1.1(26), last paragraph of the Regional Aid Guidelines.



The Authority will also examine any possibilities to justify this
aid granted for safety purposes by virtue of a direct application
of Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement. In this respect, the
Icelandic authorities are invited to provide information as to the
incentive effect, necessity and proportionality of the support.

Quay installations

The Authority does not exclude that these support measures are
not related to ship building, repair and conversion and therefore
might not fall under the Shipbuilding Guidelines. However,
more information is required in this respect. Again, the aid
intensity thresholds laid down in those Guidelines would have
to be observed and aid would only be allowed if it can be quali-
fied as investment upgrading or modernisation of existing yards
with a view of improving the productivity of existing facilities.

In the event that the Shipbuilding Guidelines do not apply, the
measures will be examined under other Guidelines, in particular
the Authority's Regional Aid Guidelines in the version applicable
at each point in time (1).

The Authority doubts whether the support for quay installations
can be justified under the Regional Aid Guidelines 1999 or
2007-2013 which in both cases provide for lower aid intensities
than those foreseen in the Harbour Act.

Damage compensation

The damage compensation provided for in Article 26(3) subpa-
ragraph 3 of the 2003 Harbour Act would not be able to be jus-
tified under Article 61(2) as it is no longer limited to natural
disaster compensation.

It would therefore have to be assessed under Article 61(3)(c) of
the EEA Agreement, in conjunction with the Shipbuilding Gui-
delines, as far as it concerns measures which fall under the
scope of these Guidelines. Again, only if the Shipbuilding Guide-
lines do not apply, can the support be assessed under the Regio-
nal Aid Guidelines. As stated before, the criteria for granting
operating aid, as set out in Section 5 thereof (see argumentation
above), need to be fulfilled.

Finally, it should be noted that all of the above measures are
only granted to publicly owned harbours. The Authority does
not see any justification for such a differentiation (see above,
Section II-3.1 of this Decision).

With reference to the above assessment, the Authority conse-
quently has doubts as to whether the 2003 Harbour Act can be
regarded as compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agree-
ment.

The Authority is therefore in doubt as to whether these measu-
res are compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

4. Conclusion

Based on the information submitted by the Icelandic authorities,
the Authority cannot exclude the possibility that the 2007
amendments to the Harbour Act and certain aspects of the
2003 Harbour Act constitute aid within the meaning of
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

Furthermore, the Authority has doubts that these measures can
be regarded as complying with Article 61(2)(b) or 61(3)(c) of
the EEA Agreement, possibly in combination with the require-
ments laid down in the Shipbuilding Guidelines or the Regional
Aid Guidelines or by way of direct application. The Authority
thus doubts that the above measures are compatible with the
functioning of the EEA Agreement.

Consequently, and in accordance Article 4(4) of Part II of Proto-
col 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement, the Authority is
obliged to open the procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of
Part I of Protocol 3 of the Surveillance and Court Agreement.
The decision to open proceedings is without prejudice to the
final decision of the Authority, which may conclude that the
measures in question do not constitute aid or are compatible
with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

The Authority notes that were the measures to be identified as
new aid within the meaning of Article 1(c) in Part II to Proto-
col 3 of the Surveillance and Court Agreement, any breach of
the standstill operation leads to the classification of the aid as
unlawful within the meaning of Article 1(f) of Part II of Proto-
col 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement. Unlawful aid
which is not compatible with the EEA State aid provisions is
subject to recovery.

In light of the foregoing considerations, the Authority, acting
under the procedure laid down in Article 1(2) of Part I of Proto-
col 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement, invites the Ice-
landic authorities to submit their comments on this Decision
within one month of the date of receipt thereof.

In light of the foregoing considerations, the Authority invites
the Icelandic authorities within one month of receipt of this
decision, to provide all documents, information and data needed
for assessment of the compatibility of the above measures,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The EFTA Surveillance Authority finds that as far as
breakwater constructions, marking of approach channels, depth,
protective installations and dredging are concerned, no State aid
is involved as regards support for these projects under
Article 24(2)(a), (b) and (c) of the 2003 Harbour Act. The
damage compensation clause in 26(3), subparagraph 3, of the
2003 Harbour Act therefore does not involve any State aid wit-
hin the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, in so
far as it relates to these projects.
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(1) Section 8(90) of the National Regional Aid Guidelines 2007-2013,
published on the Authority's webpage, state that regional aid awarded
or to be granted before 2007 will be assessed in accordance with the
1999 Guidelines on national regional aid. The 1999 Guidelines on
Regional Aid can be found in OJ L 111, 29.4.1999, p. 46.



Article 2

The EFTA Surveillance Authority has decided to open the formal
investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of
Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement against Ice-
land regarding the 2007 amendments to the Harbour Act and
certain aspects of the 2003 Harbour Act, namely in relation to
support for pilot vessels and quay installations.

Article 3

The Icelandic authorities are invited, pursuant to Article 6(1) of
Part II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement,
to submit their comments on the opening of the formal investi-
gation procedure within one month from the notification of this
Decision.

Article 4

The Icelandic authorities are invited to provide within one
month from notification of this Decision, all documents, infor-

mation and data needed for assessment of the compatibility of
the aid measure.

Article 5

This Decision is addressed to the Republic of Iceland.

Article 6

Only the English version is authentic.

Done at Brussels, 12 December 2007.

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority

Per SANDERUD

President

Kristján Andri STEFÁNSSON

College Member
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Aufforderung zur Abgabe von Stellungnahmen gemäß Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2 des Protokolls 3
zum Abkommen zwischen den EFTA-Staaten zur Errichtung einer Überwachungsbehörde und eines
Gerichtshofs zu der staatlichen Beihilfe in Bezug auf die norwegische Regelung zur Förderung alter-

nativer erneuerbarer Heiz- und Stromsparmaßnahmen in privaten Haushalten

(2008/C 96/04)

Mit Beschluss Nr. 716/07/KOL vom 19. Dezember 2007, der nachstehend in der verbindlichen Sprachfas-
sung wiedergegeben wird, hat die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde ein Verfahren nach Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2
des Protokolls 3 zum Abkommen zwischen den EFTA-Staaten zur Errichtung einer Überwachungsbehörde
und eines Gerichtshofs (nachstehend „das Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen“) eingeleitet.
Die norwegischen Behörden wurden durch Übersendung einer Kopie von dem Beschluss unterrichtet.

Die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde fordert die EFTA-Staaten, die EU-Mitgliedstaaten und alle Interessierten auf,
ihre Bemerkungen zu der fraglichen Maßnahme innerhalb eines Monats nach Veröffentlichung dieser
Bekanntmachung an folgende Anschrift zu richten:

EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde
Registratur
Rue Belliard 35
B-1040 Brüssel

Die Bemerkungen werden den norwegischen Behörden übermittelt. Eine vertrauliche Behandlung des
Namens der Bemerkungen abgebenden Interessierten kann schriftlich unter Angabe von Gründen beantragt
werden.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

VERFAHREN

Mit Schreiben vom 13. Oktober 2006 reichte die Varmeprodusentenes Forening (Verband der Wärmeerzeu-
ger) eine Beschwerde gegen das Königreich Norwegen (Erdöl- und Energieministerium) wegen der norwegi-
schen Regelung zur Förderung alternativer erneuerbarer Heiz- und Stromsparmaßnahmen in privaten Haus-
halten ein.

Zusätzliche Informationen wurden mit Schreiben der Varmeprodusentenes Forening vom 19. Oktober 2006
vorgelegt.

Mit Schreiben vom 9. November 2006 leitete die Überwachungsbehörde die Beschwerde an die norwegi-
schen Behörden mit Bitte um Stellungnahme weiter. Die norwegischen Behörden antworteten mit Schreiben
vom 15. Januar 2007.

Mit Schreiben vom 21. Februar 2007 gab Varmeprodusentenes Forening Bemerkungen zum Schreiben der
norwegischen Behörden ab. Zusätzliche Informationen einschließlich eines Berichts des Beratungsunterneh-
mens ECON und eines Schreibens wurden von der Varmeprodusentenes Forening mit Datum vom 2. Mai
2007 vorgelegt.

Mit E-Mail vom 14. November 2007 wurden die vom Beschwerdeführer vorgelegten zusätzlichen Informa-
tionen an die norwegischen Behörden weitergeleitet. Die norwegischen Behörden haben keine Bemerkungen
zu den zusätzlichen Angaben des Beschwerdeführers abgegeben.

WÜRDIGUNG DER MASSNAHMEN

Die Regelung zur Förderung alternativer erneuerbarer Heiz- und Stromsparmaßnahmen in privaten Haus-
halten wurde von den norwegischen Behörden 2006 eingeführt und wird aus dem Staatshaushalt für 2006
mit 46 Mio. NOK finanziert. Die Haushaltsmittel für die Förderregelung wurden später bei der letzten Revi-
sion des Staatshaushalts für 2006 um 25 Mio. NOK erhöht. Die Regelung wird von dem öffentlichen Unter-
nehmen Enova SF verwaltet und wird weiter angewendet.
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Unter die Regelung fallen folgende Technologien: Pelletsöfen, Pelletskessel, Wärmepumpen in Wasserkreis-
lauf-Heizsystemen und elektronische Steuerungssysteme für elektrische Heizsysteme. Die Förderregelung
wendet sich an private Haushalte (Endverbraucher), die die Erstattung von bis zu 20 % ihrer belegten und
beihilfefähigen Kosten beantragen können, begrenzt auf 4 000 NOK für Pelletsöfen und elektronische Steue-
rungssysteme bzw. 10 000 NOK für Wärmepumpen und Pelletskessel. Die Regelung soll den Haushalten
Anreize für Investitionen in neue umweltfreundliche Heiztechnologien geben, die vorhandene direkte elektri-
sche Heizsysteme umrüsten oder ersetzen und so zur Senkung des Stromverbrauchs in privaten Haushalten
beitragen. Andere Heiztechnologien/-methoden wie umweltfreundliche Holzverbrennungsöfen fallen nicht
unter die Regelung.

Durch die Gewährung eines Ausgleichs/Zuschusses für private Haushalte, die bestimmte Heiztechnologien
kaufen, können die norwegischen Behörden den Absatz dieser Erzeugnisse fördern, indem den Verbrauchern
ein Anreiz gegeben wird, diese zu kaufen. Dadurch könnte den Herstellern und Importeuren der unter die
Regelung fallenden Technologien die Möglichkeit gegeben werden, ihren Absatz zu erhöhen, ohne den Preis
zu senken, zu dem sie die Produkte verkaufen. Die Hersteller und Importeure der Technologien können
daher einen indirekten wirtschaftlichen Vorteil durch die Finanzhilfe für den Endverbraucher erlangen.

Die Überwachungsbehörde ist daher vorläufig der Ansicht, dass die Förderungsregelung eine staatliche Bei-
hilfe im Sinne von Artikel 61 Absatz 1 des EWR-Abkommens darstellen könnte.

Die Überwachungsbehörde hat des weiteren Zweifel, ob die fragliche Maßnahme entweder unter das Kapitel
über Forschung und Entwicklung und Innovation oder das Kapitel über den Umweltschutz der Leitlinien für
staatliche Beihilfen und somit unter Artikel 61 Absatz 3 des EWR-Abkommens fällt.

Begünstigte wären die Hersteller und Importeure bestimmter umweltfreundlicher Technologien, die anschei-
nend nicht in den Anwendungsbereich des Kapitels der Leitlinien für Umweltschutzbeihilfen Abschnitt B Zif-
fer 7 fallen.

Schließlich ist fraglich, ob die unter die Regelung fallenden Technologien zu einer der Forschungskategorien
zählen, die im Kapitel über Forschung und Entwicklung und Innovation der Leitlinien Abschnitt 5.1.1 Zif-
fer 71 (Grundlagenforschung, industrielle Innovation oder experimentelle Entwicklung) aufgeführt sind.

FAZIT

Aus den genannten Gründen hat die Überwachungsbehörde beschlossen, das förmliche Prüfverfahren gemäß
Artikel 1 Absatz 2 des Protokolls 3 zum Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen einzuleiten.
Interessierte werden aufgefordert, ihre Bemerkungen zu der Maßnahme innerhalb eines Monats nach Veröf-
fentlichung dieser Bekanntmachung im Amtsblatt der Europäischen Union zu übermitteln.
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EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION

No 716/07/COL

of 19 December 2007

to initiate the procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and
Court Agreement with regard to the Norwegian scheme on support for alternative, renewable hea-

ting and electricity savings in private households

(Norway)

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY (1),

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic
Area (2), in particular to Articles 61 to 63 and Protocol 26 the-
reof,

Having regard to the Agreement between the EFTA States on
the Establishment of a Surveillance Authority and a Court of
Justice (3), in particular to Article 24 thereof,

Having regard to Article 1(2) of Part I and Articles 4(4) and 6
of Part II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agree-
ment,

Having regard to the Authority's Guidelines (4) on the applica-
tion and interpretation of Articles 61 and 62 of the EEA Agree-
ment, in particular the chapters on aid for environmental pro-
tection and aid for research and development and innovation,

Whereas:

I. FACTS

1. Procedure

By letter dated 13 October 2006, Varmeprodusentenes Fore-
ning (5) (the Association of heat producers) filed a complaint
against The Kingdom of Norway (Ministry of Petroleum and
Energy). The letter was received and registered by the Authority
on 16 October 2006 (Event No 393383). Supplementary infor-
mation was submitted by letter from the Complainant dated 19
October 2006. The letter was received and registered by the
Authority on 26 October 2006 (Event No 395451).

By letter dated 9 November 2006, the Authority forwarded the
complaint to the Norwegian authorities for comments. The Nor-
wegian authorities responded by letter, dated 15 January 2007,
enclosed in a letter from the Norwegian Mission to the Euro-
pean Union, dated 17 January 2007, both received and regis-
tered by the Authority on 17 January 2007 (Event No 406849).

By a letter dated 21 February 2007, the Complainant commen-
ted on the letter supplied by the Norwegian authorities. The let-
ter was received and registered by the Authority on 23 February
2007 (Event No 411186). Supplementary information which
included a report from ECON and a letter was submitted by the
Complainant dated 2 May 2007. The letter and the report were
received and registered by the Authority on 3 May 2007 (Event
No 419979 and Event No 419977).

By email dated 14 November 2007, the supplementary informa-
tion submitted by the Complainant was forwarded to the Nor-
wegian authorities. The Norwegian authorities have not presen-
ted any comments as regards the Complainant's supplementary
information.

2. Description of the contested measures

2.1. Aid for alternative and renewable heating systems in private
households

The alleged State aid concerns the implementation of an aid
scheme for alternative, renewable heating and electricity saving
measures in private households.

The scheme covers the following technologies: pellets stoves,
pellets boilers, heat pumps in waterborne heating systems and
electronic control systems for electric heating systems.

Wood-burning stoves are not covered by the aid scheme. Accor-
ding to the Norwegian authorities, wood-burning stoves are
environmentally friendly heating systems. They are, however,
not covered by the scheme because they do not have the ability
to run continuously and thus reduce the consumption of electri-
city for heating to the same extent as the technologies entitled
to support (6).

A further specification of the criteria under which the products
in question will be eligible for aid is given on Enova SF's web-
site (7). Enova SF is a public company owned by the Ministry of
Petroleum and Energy.
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(1) Hereinafter referred to as ‘the Authority’.
(2) Hereinafter referred to as ‘the EEA Agreement’.
(3) Hereinafter referred to as ‘the Surveillance and Court Agreement’.
(4) Guidelines on the application and interpretation of Articles 61 and 62

of the EEA Agreement and Article 1 of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance
and Court Agreement, adopted and issued by the EFTA Surveillance
Authority on 19 January 1994, published in OJ L 231, 3.9.1994, EEA
Supplement No 32, 3 September 1994. The Guidelines were last amen-
ded on 3 May 2007, by College Decision No 154/07/COL. Hereinafter
referred to as ‘the State Aid Guidelines’.

(5) Hereinafter referred to as ‘the Complainant’.

(6) Letter from the Norwegian Ministry of Petroleum and Energy dated
15 January 2007 (Event No 406849).

(7) http://minenergi.enova.no/sitepageview.aspx?sitePageID=1062



2.2. The objective of the scheme

The scheme is aimed at giving households an incentive to invest
in new environmentally friendly heating technologies which will
convert or replace existing direct electric heating systems, and
thus to contribute to the reduction of the use of electricity in
private households (1).

2.3. National legal basis for the scheme

The legal basis for the scheme is the State budget (2). The
scheme was proposed to the Parliament on 15 September 2006
with a budget of NOK 46 million. The scheme's budget was
later increased by NOK 25 million in the last revision of the
State budget for 2006. The aid scheme will be administered by
Enova SF.

2.4. Recipients

The scheme is targeted at private households (final consumers),
which can apply for refunding of maximum 20 % of documen-
ted and eligible costs, limited to NOK 4 000 for pellets stoves
and electronic control systems, and NOK 10 000 for heat
pumps and pellets boilers.

2.5. Possible effects of the aid scheme

The complainant alleges that the support to private households
may be regarded as constituting an indirect advantage for the
producers and/or the importers of the heating technologies
covered by the scheme. According to the complainant the sup-
port scheme will lead to an increase in demand for these pro-
ducts. Thus, the support scheme gives the producers and/or
importers the opportunity to increase sales and profits. The
complainant also alleges that the price for these products, due
to the indirect advantage, may be increased.

The scheme will, according to the complainant, due to the rea-
sons mentioned above, distort competition and affect trade bet-
ween the EEA States.

3. Comments by the Norwegian authorities

The Norwegian authorities, in their comments on the com-
plaint, have argued that the recipients of the support scheme are
private households and not undertakings within the meaning of
Article 61(1) EEA. Thus, for this reason the measure cannot be
considered to constitute State aid. To support their view, the
authorities refer to the Authority's decision of 3 May 2006,
regarding the Norwegian Energy Fund, Commission Decision
No 158/02 and Commission Decision No 369/05.

Furthermore, the Norwegian authorities argue that the
scheme does not distort or threaten to distort competition since
wood-burning stoves and the technologies entitled to support
cannot be regarded as substitutable products and thus not wit-
hin the same relevant product market. The Norwegian authori-
ties define the market as ‘those technologies which can replace electric
heating and provide the same level of heating comfort as electric hea-
ting during day and night, or in a more technical language, base load
heating systems’ (3). Wood-burning stoves are by the
Government classified as a supplementary heat source used in
addition to the base load source. According to the Government,
wood-burning stoves can therefore be characterised as peak-load
heating systems.

On these grounds, the Norwegian authorities argue that the aid
in question will not distort or threaten to distort competition,
since there is no direct competition between the technologies
covered by the scheme and wood-burning stoves.

II. APPRECIATION

1. The presence of State aid

1.1. State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) EEA Agreement

Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement reads as follows:

‘Save as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any aid granted by
EC Member States, EFTA States or through State resources in any
form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competition
by favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain
goods shall, in so far as it affects trade between Contracting Par-
ties, be incompatible with the functioning of this Agreement.’

To be termed State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of
the EEA Agreement, the following four cumulative conditions
must be meet: The measure must (i) be granted by the State or
through State resources; (ii) confer a selective economic advan-
tage on the recipients; (iii) distort or threaten to distort competi-
tion; and (iv) be liable to affect trade between the Contracting
Parties to the EEA Agreement.

1.2. Presence of State resources

The support scheme is financed by the Norwegian State over
the State budget. The measures in question are therefore granted
by the State through State resources.

1.3. Selective economic advantage

For State support to constitute State aid within the meaning of
Article 61(1) it must first grant an economic advantage on the
recipients. Second, the aid measure must be selective in that it
favours ‘certain undertakings or the production of certain goods’.
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(1) St. prp. No 82 (2005-2006), press release from the Ministry of Petro-
leum and Energy of 25 August 2006 and of 14 September 2006.

(2) It is not clear from the information available to the Authority whether
the scheme is of limited duration.

(3) Letter from the Norwegian Ministry of Petroleum and Energy dated
15 January 2007 (Event No 406849) on page 5.



The first question to be analysed is therefore whether the
scheme in question confers an economic advantage on underta-
kings (1).

The direct beneficiaries of the aid scheme in question are final
consumers (Norwegian households), and not undertakings fal-
ling within the scope of Article 61(1). However, the scheme is
aimed at promoting the sale of specific heating technologies (2).
It can therefore be asked whether the producers and/or import-
ers of the technologies covered by the scheme benefit from an
indirect economic advantage which may fall within the scope of
Article 61(1).

It has been established through case-law and practice of the
European Commission that State aid may be granted indirectly
through a third party, even where the direct beneficiary does
not constitute an undertaking for the purposes of Article 61(1)
EEA (3). In Case C-156/98, Germany v Commission, the European
Court of Justice held that a tax relief granted to individuals for
profit made by sale of shares, provided that the profit was then
used to acquire new shares in companies seated in Berlin or the
new German Länder, constituted State aid within the meaning
of Article 87(1) EC (4). The Court of Justice found that the tax
renunciation enabled the investors to take holdings in those
undertakings on conditions that in tax terms were more advan-
tageous. Similarly, in a recent decision the Commission held that
aid granted to final consumers amounted to State aid within the
meaning of Article 87(1) EC (5). According to Article 4(1) of the
2004 Italian Finance Act, purchasers of TV decoders capable of
receiving signals transmitted using terrestrial technology were
entitled to a public grant of EUR 150. The Commission found
that the measure indirectly conferred an economic advantage
upon television broadcasters operating on digital terrestrial and
cable platforms and operators of the networks that carry the
signal.

In accordance with the case law cited above, the question is
whether the producers and/or importers of the heating techno-
logies covered by the scheme are given an indirect economic
advantage, i.e. whether the scheme has lead to an increase in
their sales and profit margins which they would not have had if
the measure had not been put into effect.

By granting private households which purchase specific heating
technologies a compensation/subsidy, the Norwegian Govern-
ment may stimulate the sale of these products by giving the
consumers an economic incentive to do so. As expressed in
St. prp. No 82 (2005-2006) Section 2 (‘Tiltak rettet mot hus-
holdninger’) the scheme is inter alia aimed at contributing to the
spread of mature technologies that have limited spread in the
market. The same is also expressed on the Enova website (6).

This may allow the producers and/or importers to increase their
sales without lowering the price at which they sell their pro-
ducts. According to the complainant, it can also be observed
that the demand for the products in question has risen after the
scheme was put into effect.

The Authority therefore takes the preliminary view that the pro-
ducers and/or importers of the heating technologies covered by
the scheme may have obtained an economic advantage within
the meaning of Article 61(1) EEA.

The next question to be analysed is whether the measure is
selective, i.e. favours ‘certain’ undertakings or the production of
certain goods.

The scheme in question does not apply generally to all underta-
kings in Norway. It is targeted at undertakings operating in the
market for heating methods/technologies, and thus limited to
one specific economic sector. The measure is therefore selective
within the meaning of Article 61(1) EEA.

1.4. Distortion of competition and effect on trade between contracting
parties

To constitute State aid a measure must also distort or threaten
to distort competition and effect trade between the Contracting
Parties to the EEA Agreement.

The producers of the heating technologies covered by the
scheme seem to operate in an European market.

Regarding one of the products covered by the scheme, pellets
stoves, all but one producer is non-Norwegian and hence opera-
tes in more than one EEA State. The Norwegian producer, Bio-
nordic, states on its homepage that ‘Bionordic AS is developing
high-efficient bioenergy products for the European market’ (7). When
State aid strengthens the position of an undertaking compared
with other undertakings competing in intra-community trade
the latter must be regarded as affected by that aid (8).

In addition to intra-EEA competition between pellets stove pro-
ducers and/or importers, there may be intra-EEA competition
between pellets stove producers and/or importers and producers
of other products. The aid scheme in question excludes from
support, for example, other environmentally friendly heating
technologies, such as traditional wood-burning stoves, even
though the latter seem to fulfil similar needs for the consumers
as the technologies covered by the scheme. Wood-burning sto-
ves are for instance comparable to pellets stoves when it comes
to size and design.
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(1) Undertakings are for the purpose of Community competition law defi-
ned as entities engaged in economic activity, regardless of their legal sta-
tus, see for instance the Court of Justice judgment in Case C-41/90, Höf-
ner, [1991] ECR I-01979 at paragraph 21.

(2) St. prp. No 82 (2005-2006) page 1.
(3) Case C-382/99,Netherlands v Commission, [2002] ECR I-5163.
(4) Case C-156/98, Germany v Commission, [2000] ECR I-6857.
(5) Commission Decision of 24 January 2007 — Only the Italian version

is authentic.
(6) http://minenergi.enova.no/sitepageview.aspx?sitePageID=1013&over-

rideArticleID=149 — ‘Støtten er en bonus til dem som går foran og viser
ansvar for egen energibruk ved å ta i bruk teknologier som er tilgjengelige, men
så langt ikke spesielt vanlige i allmenn bruk.’.

(7) See:
http://www.bionordic.no/index.php?NyheitNr=47&cat1=0&cat2=0&
artrangering=Rangering&artrantype=ASC&la=EN

(8) Case 730/79, Philip Morris v Commission, [1980] ECR 2671, para-
graph 11.



According to the complainant the cost savings due to less use of
electricity is almost identical for wood-burning stoves and pel-
lets stoves. The complainant also argues that the two
technologies produce comparable heating effect, that the sale of
pellets-stoves has increased significantly and that the sale of
wood-burning stoves has declined after the scheme was put into
effect. To support its view, the complainant inter alia refers to an
evaluation report made by Nord Trøndelagforskning regarding a
similar aid scheme put into effect by the Norwegian authorities
in 2003 (1). Furthermore, the complainant has engaged the con-
sultancy, ECON (2) to assess the economic effects of the scheme.
ECON concludes that there is a degree of substitution between
pellets stoves and wood-burning stoves. It also finds that the
payments to consumers may have the same effects as payments
made directly to the producers. This information indicates that
the measure in question sets the producers covered by the
scheme in a more favourable position to the detriment of other
producers of environmentally friendly heating systems such as
wood-burning stoves.

The Norwegian authorities dispute this analysis by the complai-
nant. In their opinion, wood-burning stoves do not compete
with the products covered by the scheme since they do not have
the ability to run continuously and thus to reduce consumption
of electricity for heating to the same extent. According to the
Norwegian authorities, wood-burning stoves can be regarded as
a supplementary heating source, while the technologies covered
by the scheme can be classified as base load heating systems
which give the same heating comfort as electric heating.

Regardless of the competition between these two products, the
producers of pellets stoves seem, as mentioned above, to com-
pete in an European market and it may therefore distort compe-
tition and affect trade between contracting parties.

Furthermore, the other products covered by the scheme also
seem to be produced by undertakings operating in the EEA mar-
ket. Leading producers of for instance heat pumps are interna-
tional companies like Panasonic, Mitsubishi Electric, Toshiba,
Sanyo and Daikin.

The Authority therefore takes the preliminary view that the
scheme distorts or threatens to distort competition and effect
trade between the Contracting Parties to the EEA Agreement.

2. Procedural requirements

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

The Norwegian authorities have not notified the Authority of
any measures taken in relation to the support granted to house-

holds' purchase of pellets stoves, heat pumps in water-born hea-
ting systems and control systems for electricity saving. There-
fore, in the event that the Authority comes to the conclusion
that the contributions given to households constitutes State aid
within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, the
Norwegian Authorities will be considered not to have respected
the notification and stand still obligation pursuant to Article 1
(3) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agree-
ment.

The grant of State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of
the EEA Agreement, which has not been notified, constitutes
unlawful State aid within the meaning of Article 1(f) in Part II
of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement. It fol-
lows from Article 14 in Part II of Protocol 3 the Surveillance
and Court Agreement that the Authority shall decide that
unlawful aid which is incompatible with the State aid rules
under the EEA Agreement must be recovered from the benefi-
ciaries unless it would be contrary to a general principle of law.

3. Compatibility of the aid

Supposing that the contested funding constitutes State aid wit-
hin the meaning of Article 61(1) EEA, it must be assessed whe-
ther it can be declared compatible with the functioning of the
EEA Agreement.

In the Authority's view, the support scheme does not seem to
comply with any of the exemptions provided for in Article 61(2)
or (3)(a) or (b) of the EEA Agreement. The question is therefore
whether the aid can be justified under Article 61(3)(c). Accor-
ding to this provision aid may be declared compatible with the
common market if it ‘… facilitates the development of certain econo-
mic activities or of certain economic areas, where such aid does not
adversely affect trading conditions to an extent contrary to the common
interest’.

The Authority will assess the support scheme according to Arti-
cle 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement in conjunction with the
Authority's State Aid Guidelines, in particular the chapters on
aid for environmental protection and aid for research and deve-
lopment and innovation (3).

It is to be noted that the Norwegian authorities have not specifi-
cally invoked this provision, nor have they provided any expla-
nation of how the contested aid measure ‘does not adversely affect
trading conditions to an extent contrary to the common interest’.

However, in their comments on the complaint the Norwegian
authorities refer to Commission Decision No 369/05, where the
Commission, inter alia held that aid granted to owners of dwel-
ling houses for the conversion from direct-acting electro heat
into district heating or heat pumps, could be authorised on the
basis of point 30 of the Commission's Environmental Aid Gui-
delines (4).
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(1) NTF-report 2005:2.
(2) ECON report 2007-040.

(3) An element in the assessment of the compatibility of the scheme would
also be whether the scheme is of a limited duration. The Authority
would normally not approve schemes with a duration exceeding
10 years. As mentioned in footnote 9 above, it is not clear from the
information available to the Authority whether the scheme is of limited
or unlimited duration.

(4) See point 30 of Commission Decision No 369/05.



According to the Authority's State Aid Guidelines on environ-
mental protection, investments in energy savings may qualify
for an exemption from the general prohibition laid down in
Article 61(1) (1). What is meant by ‘energy savings’ is further
explained in the Guidelines Section B (Definitions and scope). It
follows from Section B point 7 that energy-saving measures
should be understood as meaning, among other things, action
which enables companies to reduce the amount of energy used
in their production cycle. The design and manufacture of machi-
nes which can be operated with fewer natural resources as such
are not covered by the Authority's guidelines.

The indirect aid to producers and/or importers of certain hea-
ting methods/technologies are not directly covered by the above
mentioned Section of the Authority's State Aid Guidelines on
environmental protection, since the aid will not contribute to
the reduction of the amount of energy used in the producers
and/or importers production cycle. In cases where the direct
beneficiary is an undertaking, the Commission and the Autho-
rity have not normally assessed the indirect benefit to producers
of environmentally friendly products or technologies, but asses-
sed the aid under the Environmental Guidelines due to the
application of the criteria therein on the direct beneficiary of
the aid (2). The Authority has doubts with regard to an applica-
tion of the Guidelines to a scheme such as the present.

Against this background the Authority has doubts as to whether
the Environmental Guidelines are applicable to the scheme.

For the same reasons, the Authority has doubts as to whether
the scheme may be exempted directly under Article 61(3)(c).

Finally, the Authority takes the preliminary view that the sup-
port scheme in question is not covered by the State Aid Guideli-
nes' chapter on aid for research and development and innova-
tion. The possible indirect aid to the producers of the heating
technologies covered by the scheme do not fall within the
research categories listed in the Guidelines Section 5.1.1 point
71 (fundamental research, industrial research or experimental
development), as the products covered by the aid scheme are
ready-developed technologies.

4. Conclusion

Based on the information submitted by the Norwegian authori-
ties, the Authority has doubts whether the aid measure(s) consti-
tute aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agree-
ment. Furthermore, the Authority has doubts whether these
measures can be regarded as complying with Article 61(3)(c) of
the EEA Agreement, in combination with the requirements laid
down in the Authority's State Aid Guidelines on environmental
protection and on aid for research and development. The
Authority thus doubts that the above measures are compatible
with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

Consequently, and in accordance Article 4(4) of Part II of Proto-
col 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement, the Authority is
obliged to open the procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of
Part I of Protocol 3 of the Surveillance and Court Agreement.
The decision to open proceedings is without prejudice to the

final decision of the Authority, which may conclude that the
measures in question are compatible with the functioning of the
EEA Agreement.

In light of the foregoing considerations, the Authority, acting
under the procedure laid down in Article 1(2) of Part I of Proto-
col 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement, requests the
Norwegian authorities to submit their comments within one
month of the date of receipt of this Decision.

In light of the foregoing consideration, the Authority requires
that, within one month of receipt of this decision, the
Norwegian authorities provide all documents, information and
data needed for assessment of the compatibility of the support
scheme. It requests the Norwegian authorities to forward a copy
of this letter to the potential aid recipients of the aid immedia-
tely,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The EFTA Surveillance Authority has decided to open the formal
investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of
Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement against
Norway regarding the support scheme for alterative, renewable
heating and electricity savings in private households.

Article 2

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

Article 3

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

Article 4

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Norway.

Article 5

Only the English version is authentic.

Done at Brussels, 19 December 2007.

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority

Per SANDERUD

President

Kristján Andri STEFÁNSSON

College Member
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(1) Section C point 25 of the Environmental guidelines.
(2) See for example Commission Decision No 369/05.



Aufforderung zur Abgabe von Stellungnahmen gemäß Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2 des Protokolls 3
zum Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen zur staatlichen Beihilfe im Zusammenhang
mit dem Verkauf von Strom durch die Gemeinde Notodden (Norwegen) an Becromal Norway AS

(2008/C 96/05)

Mit Beschluss Nr. 718/07/KOL vom 19. Dezember 2007, der nachstehend in der verbindlichen Sprachfas-
sung wiedergegeben wird, hat die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde ein Verfahren nach Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2
des Protokolls 3 zum Abkommen zwischen den EFTA-Staaten zur Errichtung einer Überwachungsbehörde
und eines Gerichtshofs (Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen) eingeleitet. Die norwegischen
Behörden wurden durch Übersendung einer Kopie von dem Beschluss unterrichtet.

Die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde fordert die EFTA-Staaten, die EU-Mitgliedstaaten und alle Interessierten auf,
ihre Bemerkungen zu der fraglichen Maßnahme innerhalb eines Monats nach Veröffentlichung dieser
Bekanntmachung an folgende Anschrift zu richten:

EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde
Registratur
Rue Belliard 35
B-1040 Brüssel

Die Bemerkungen werden den norwegischen Behörden übermittelt. Eine vertrauliche Behandlung des
Namens der Bemerkungen abgebenden Interessierten kann schriftlich unter Angabe von Gründen beantragt
werden.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

VERFAHREN

Gestützt auf Presseberichte richtete die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde (nachstehend „die Überwachungsbe-
hörde“) am 30. Mai 2007 ein Schreiben an Norwegen, in dem sie um weitere Auskünfte über den Verkauf
von elektrischem Strom durch die Gemeinde Notodden an den Aluminiumfolienhersteller Becromal Norway
AS mit Sitz in Notodden bat.

Nach der Antwort der norwegischen Behörden auf diese Anfrage und einem weiteren Schriftwechsel mit
den norwegischen Behörden hat die Überwachungsbehörde beschlossen, ein förmliches Prüfverfahren im
Hinblick auf die vom 14. Mai 2001 bis 31. März 2006 geltende und bis 31. März 2007 verlängerte Strom-
liefervereinbarung zwischen der Gemeinde Notodden (als Verkäufer) und Becromal Norway AS (als Käufer)
einzuleiten.

WÜRDIGUNG DES VERTRAGS

Der fragliche Vertrag wurde von den Parteien am 10. Mai 2002 rückwirkend zum 14. Mai 2001 geschlos-
sen. Die betreffenden Mengen wurden vom 14. Mai 2001 bis 31. Dezember 2001 auf 14,4794 GWh,
von 2002 bis 2005 auf 30 GWh jährlich und vom 1. Januar 2006 bis 31. März 2006 auf 7,397 GWh fest-
gesetzt. Schließlich enthielt der Vertrag eine Option für Becromal, vom 1. April 2006 bis 31. März 2007
bestimmte Strommengen zu beziehen, auf die die Gemeinde nach norwegischem Recht Anspruch hat (Kon-
zessionsstrom). Becromal hat von dieser Option offenbar Gebrauch gemacht.

Die fraglichen Strommengen entsprechen den Strommengen, auf die die Gemeinde nach ihrem Vertrag mit
Tinfos, einem örtlichen Kraftwerk, Anspruch hat. Der Hintergrund für den Tinfos-Vertrag war teilweise der
Anspruch der Gemeinde auf sogenannten Konzessionsstrom nach norwegischem Recht und teilweise ein
Ausgleich für die Rechte der Gemeinde an dem Wasserkraftwerk, das von Tinfos betrieben wurde. Unter die-
sen Umständen wurde der Preis auf 0,135 NOK pro kWh festgesetzt.

Die Preise in der Vereinbarung zwischen der Gemeinde Notodden und Becromal waren an den Preis des
Vertrags zwischen Tinfos und der Gemeinde Notodden geknüpft. Somit wurde der Preis vom 14. Mai 2001
bis 31. März 2006 auf 0,135 NOK pro kWh festgesetzt. Danach entsprach der Preis dem Preis von Konzes-
sionsstrom.

Wenn die Preise, zu denen Becromal elektrischen Strom von der Gemeinde bezogen hat, niedriger als der
Marktpreis waren, muss nach Ansicht der Überwachungsbehörde davon ausgegangen werden, dass staatliche
Mittel im Sinne von Artikel 61 Absatz 1 des EWR-Abkommens aufgewendet wurden, und Becromal ein
selektiver Vorteil gewährt wurde. Verschiedene Faktoren sprechen dafür, dass dies der Fall war:
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Erstens, die Tatsache, dass der von Becromal gezahlte Preis mit dem von der Gemeinde gezahlten Preis iden-
tisch war, deutet darauf hin, dass eine Beihilfe vorliegt, da dieser Preis die Sonderrechte der Gemeinde am
Wasserkraftwerk aufgrund der gesetzlichen und vertraglichen Bestimmungen widerspiegelt.

Zweitens erscheint der Preis im Vergleich zum allgemeinen Preisniveau zum Zeitpunkt des Vertragsabschlus-
ses niedrig.

Drittens räumt die Gemeinde in einem Schreiben vom April 2007 an Becromal schließlich offenbar ein, dass
Becromal durch den früheren Vertrag Kosten von 17,5 Mio. NOK gegenüber dem Marktpreis eingespart hat.

Wenn festgestellt wird, dass der Vertragspreis unter dem damaligen Marktpreis lag, hätte Becromal einen Vor-
teil erhalten, der seine Stellung im Vergleich zu seinen Wettbewerbern gestärkt hätte. Becromal ist auch im
internationalen Wettbewerb tätig. Somit könnten etwaige Beihilfen den Wettbewerb verfälschen und den
Handel zwischen den Vertragsparteien des EWR-Abkommens beeinträchtigen.

Etwaige staatliche Beihilfen müssten als Betriebsbeihilfen eingestuft werden. Da solche Beihilfen den Wettbe-
werb besonders stark verfälschen, ist die Überwachungsbehörde vorläufig der Ansicht, dass die Beihilfe nicht
mit dem EWR-Abkommen vereinbar ist.

Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 3 des Protokolls 3 zum Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen ist mit
einer Stillhaltepflicht verbunden, und Teil II Artikel 14 dieses Protokolls sieht vor, dass im Fall eines abschlä-
gigen Bescheids alle rechtswidrigen Beihilfen vom Empfänger zurückgefordert werden können.

FAZIT

Aus den genannten Gründen hat die Überwachungsbehörde beschlossen, in Bezug auf die vom 14. Mai
2001 bis 31. März 2006 geltende und bis 31. März 2007 verlängerte Stromliefervereinbarung zwischen der
Gemeinde Notodden und Becromal Norway AS das förmliche Prüfverfahren gemäß Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2
des Protokolls 3 zum Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofsabkommen einzuleiten.

17.4.2008C 96/22 Amtsblatt der Europäischen UnionDE



EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION
No 718/07/COL

of 19 December 2007

on the sale of power from Tinfos power plant by the municipality of Notodden to Becromal Nor-
way AS

(Norway)

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY,

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic
Area (1), in particular to Articles 61 to 63 and Protocol 26 the-
reof,

Having regard to the Agreement between the EFTA States on
the Establishment of a Surveillance Authority and a Court of
Justice (2), in particular to Article 24 thereof and Article 1(2)
and (3) in Part I and Articles 4(4) and 6(1) in Part II of Proto-
col 3 thereof,

Whereas:

I. FACTS

1. Procedure

According to an Article published in the regional Norwegian
newspaper named Telen on 26 March 2007, the municipality of
Notodden in Southern Norway had a power sales agreement,
which was about to expire, with Becromal, an aluminium manu-
facturing company having a plant at Notodden. According to
the Article, in order to safeguard Becromal's establishment at
Notodden, the prices under the expiring agreement were set
equal to the municipality's own costs in purchasing certain
amounts of power, see further below. However, the municipality
was considering selling the power volumes on the open market.
On the basis of that Article, the EFTA Surveillance Authority
(hereinafter ‘the Authority’), on 30 May this year, sent a letter to
Norway requesting additional information on the municipality's
sale of power to Becromal, (Event No 422613).

By letter dated 19 July 2007, received and registered by the
Authority on 10 July 2007 (Event No 428860), the Norwegian
authorities replied to the request.

By letter dated 21 September 2007 (Event No 442519), the
Authority requested additional information.

By letter dated 30 October 2007 from the Norwegian Ministry
of Government Administration and Reform, received and regis-
tered by the Authority on the same day (Event No 449660),
Norway replied to the information request.

2. Description of the measures

Notodden is a municipality in the County of Telemark in
South-Eastern Norway. Located where two rivers flow into the
lake Heddalsvatnet, the municipality has significant hydropower
resources within its borders.

In that capacity, the municipality is entitled to receive a certain
amount of so-called ‘concession power’ from concessionaires for

waterfall exploitation every year. The system of concession
power is laid down in Section 2(12) of the Industrial Licensing
Act and Section 12(15) of the Waterfalls Regulation Act (3).
According to these provisions, which are identical in wording,
counties and municipalities in which a power plant is located
are entitled to receive up to 10 per cent of a plant's yearly
production at a price determined by the State. With respect to
concessions granted prior to 1959, such as the concession in
the case at hand, the price is based on the so-called ‘individual
costs’ of the plant, unless a lower price is agreed on (4). Thus,
the price of concession power will normally be lower than the
market price.

Each municipality's entitlement to concession power is decided
on the basis of its ‘general electric power supply needs’. Accor-
ding to the Norwegian Water Resources and Energy Directorate,
this includes electric power for industry, agriculture and house-
holds, but not power for power intensive industries and wood
conversion (5). From 1988 Notodden municipality had been ent-
itled to approximately 3,9 GWh from the Tinfos power plant
located in Notodden, which appears to have been raised to
7,114 GWh in 2002 (6).

In addition to the concession power volumes that the
municipality was entitled to under the regulations on
concession power, Notodden municipality appears to have had
rights of use of the waterfall Sagafoss in Notodden. This right of
use was, however, exploited by Tinfos AS and not by the
municipality itself. In return, the municipality was entitled to
additional volumes of electric power from the plant. The
commercial relationship between Notodden and Tinfos is
currently governed by a contract entered into on 15 August
2001 (7). This contract stipulates that, until 31 March 2006, the
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(1) Hereinafter referred to as the EEA Agreement.
(2) Hereinafter referred to as the Surveillance and Court Agreement.

(3) These provisions read: ‘The licence shall stipulate that the licensee shall surr-
ender to the counties and municipalities in which the power plant is located up
to ten per cent of the increase in water power obtained for each waterfall, calcu-
lated according to the rules in Section 11, subsection 1, cf. Section 2,
third paragraph. The amount surrendered and its distribution shall be decided
by the Ministry concerned on the basis of the county's or municipality's general
electric power supply needs. The county or municipality may use the power pro-
vided as it sees fit. […]. The price of power [for the municipality] shall be set
on the basis of the average cost for a representative sample of hydroelectric power
stations throughout the country. Taxes calculated on the profit from power
generation in excess of a normal rate of return are not included in the calcula-
tion of this cost. Each year the Ministry shall set the price of power supplied at
the power station's transmission substation. The provisions of the first and third
sentences do not apply to licences valid prior to the entry into force of Act No 2
of 10 April 1959’. (Translation by the Norwegian Ministry of Petroleum
and Energy).

(4) The ‘individual costs’ of the plant are calculated in accordance with the
legal provisions applicable until 1959. Under these provisions, the indi-
vidual cost price would be calculated as the plant's production costs
including 6 per cent interest on the initial costs, plus a mark-up of
20 per cent, divided by average yearly production in the period
1970-1999. See the so-called KTV-Notat No 53/2001 of 24 August
2001, Event No 455241.

(5) KTV-Notat No 53/2001, cited above.
(6) See Norway's reply to question 4 in the second request for information,

Event No 449660.
(7) Annex to Event No 449660.



municipality was entitled to buy 30 GWh per year, including
3,9 GWh concession power, from Tinfos AS. The price was set
at NOK 0,135/kWh for concession power and the additional
volume alike. After 31 March 2006, the municipality has only
be entitled to buy the volume constituting the concession
power, and the prices established for the municipalities'
purchase of such power has been applicable since then.

The relevant legal basis for the municipalities' right to conces-
sion power, referred to above, expressly states that municipalities
may dispose of the concession power as they see fit, irrespective
of the fact that the amount to which they are entitled is calcula-
ted on the basis of their ‘general electric power supply needs’.
Thus, there is nothing to prevent municipalities from selling this
power to power intensive industries, or any other industry,
established within the municipality.

Against this background, the municipality, on 10 May 2002,
entered into an agreement (1) with the aluminium foil producer
Becromal concerning the resale of the power volumes to which
it was entitled under the agreement with Tinfos. The agreement
takes retroactive effect and, therefore, also governs the power
volumes sold to Becromal from 14 May 2001 until the date of
signature of the contract. The volumes covered appear to corre-
spond to the volumes under the municipality's contract with
Tinfos until 31 March 2007: i.e., 14,4794 GWh from 14 May
2001 to 31 December 2001, 30 GWh per year from 2002 to
2005, 7,397 GWh from 1 January 2006 to 31 March 2006,
and, finally, an option for Becromal to buy the municipality's
concession power from 1 April 2006 to 31 March 2007. The
prices also mirror those laid down in the municipality's contract
with Tinfos, i.e. NOK 0,135 per kWh until 31 March 2006,
and, from 1 April 2006 to 31 March 2007, ‘the conditions at
which Notodden municipality may, at that time, buy the power in
question’. It appears that Becromal did choose to buy the conces-
sion power on these conditions in the period from 1 April
2006 to 31 March 2007 (2).

By letter dated 4 March 2007 (1), Becromal requested a prolon-
gation of the power purchase agreement. It also asked whether
higher volumes could be included in the contract. On 30 April,
the municipality replied to the request, offering Becromal to buy
the municipality's concession power at NOK 0,2 per kWh
(which is said to correspond to the spot price at NordPool, the
Nordic power exchange, for May 2007) for the period from
1 April to 31 December 2007, and thereafter a three-year agree-
ment at the price of NOK 0,264 per kWh from 1 January 2008
to 31 December 2010. It is also stated that the concession
power volume, from 1 April 2007, is 7,113 GWh.

The municipality also explained the background for the signifi-
cantly higher prices offered by the municipality in 2007 compa-
red to the previous agreement. In this respect, it pointed to the
Municipal Executive Committee's requirement that ‘the agreement
to be entered into between Becromal AS and the municipality must not
infringe competition legislation or other legislation pertaining to com-
petition or State aid’. The letter then goes on to state:

‘During the years of application of the previous agreement, Becro-
mal AS has obtained power at prices which have saved the com-
pany for, in total, NOK 17,5 million compared to the market
price. The power price laid down in the previous agreement cannot
be upheld as it would as it involves a subsidy in breach of EEA
rules.’

On 30 June this year, Becromal replied that it accepted the pri-
ces offered for the last nine months of 2007. By contrast, it dec-
lined the offer for the period 2008-2010, as it was considered
to be too high. The municipality replied, by letter dated 4 July,
that in light of Becromal's letter, it considered that an agreement
had been reached concerning power volumes for 2007. Hence,
it would come back soon with a draft agreement. In respect of
the period from 2008 to 2010, it upheld its previous position
that the contract must be on market terms (3). The municipality
has later confirmed that no formal agreement has yet been
entered into. Nor have negotiations been held with respect to
the period after 1 January 2008 (4).

II. ASSESSMENT

1. The presence of State aid

State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) EEA

Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement reads as follows:

‘Save as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any aid granted by
EC Member States, EFTA States or through State resources in any
form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competition
by favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain
goods shall, in so far as it affects trade between Contracting Par-
ties, be incompatible with the functioning of this Agreement.’

It follows from this provision that, for State aid within the mea-
ning of the EEA to be present, the following conditions must be
met:

— the aid must be granted through State resources,

— the aid must favour certain undertakings or the production
of certain goods, i.e. the measure must confer an economic
advantage upon the recipient(s), which must be selective,

— the beneficiary must be an undertaking within the meaning
of the EEA Agreement,

— the aid must be capable of distorting competition and affect
trade between contracting parties.

The fulfilment of these conditions will be considered further
below.

1.1. Presence of State resources

The measure must be granted by the State or through State
resources. Municipal resources are State resources for the purpo-
ses of Article 61(1).
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(1) Annex to Norway's reply of 9 July 2007, Event No 428860.
(2) The Authority is not in possession of a copy of any such prolongation

agreement. However, by letter dated 4 March 2007 (Annex to Event
No 428860), Becromal requested the prolongation of the agreement
and referred in that respect to ‘the agreement which Becromal has with Not-
odden municipality concerning the purchase of the municipality's concession
power expires on 31 March 2007’. Thus, it appears that the option to buy
concession power for the period 1 April 2006-31 March 2007 was
exercised.

(3) See Annexes to Norway's reply of 9 July 2007, Event No 428860.
(4) See Norway's reply to the Authority's second request for information,

Event No 449660.



In the case at hand, there is no transfer of money from the
municipality to Becromal. However, it is settled case law that
when a public entity does not fix an energy tariff in the manner
of an ordinary economic agent but uses it to confer a pecuniary
advantage on energy consumers, it thereby forgoes the profit
which it could normally realise (1). Thus, if the price fixed in the
contract is lower than the market price, State resources within
the meaning of Article 61(1) EEA will be deemed to be involved.
The Authority will assess this question below under point 2.2.

1.2. Favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods

In order for this condition to be fulfilled, the measures must
confer on Becromal advantages that relieve it of charges that are
normally borne from its budget. Secondly, the measure must be
selective in that it favours ‘certain undertakings or the production of
certain goods’. In the case at hand, an advantage would be present
if the power price in the contract between Becromal and Notod-
den municipality is lower than the market price. In that case,
the measure would also be selective since it exclusively benefits
Becromal.

There are several indications that the price laid down in the con-
tract between Becromal and the municipality was below the
market price for equivalent contracts at the time of conclusion
of the agreement.

Firstly, the very method applied to arrive at the price of
NOK 0,135, applicable from 14 May 2001 until 31 March
2006, indicates that aid is involved. As stated above, the price
calculation methods for concession power entail that such
power prices are generally considerably lower than the market
price. Judging by the introduction to the agreement between
Notodden and Tinfos, the remaining power volumes covered
seem to be delivered in compensation for Tinfos' exploitation of
the municipality's rights to Sagafoss. The prices in the contract
between Notodden and Tinfos must, therefore, be presumed to
be below the market price. Since the price charged from Becro-
mal corresponds to the price payable by Notodden to Tinfos,
the same presumption applies to the price laid down in the Bec-
romal contract.

Secondly, the price seems low in comparison to the general
price level at the time of conclusion of the contract. For exam-
ple, the Authority's Decision No 142/00/COL of 26 July 2000,
concluding that the contracts under which certain energy inten-
sive undertakings leased power plants from Statkraft did not
involve State aid, refers to 20-year contracts being obtainable in
the open market at the time at a price of around NOK 0,19 per
kWh. Furthermore, an article published in the regional newspa-
per Telen on 7 November 2001 seems to indicate that the
municipality had estimated the price of an equivalent five-year
contract in the open market to be around NOK 0,1739 per
kWh (2).

Thirdly and finally, the municipality seems to acknowledge that
the price charged was lower than the market price. As referred
to above, the municipality, by letter dated 30 April 2007,
informed Becromal that a prolongation of the price in the 2002
agreement would be in breach of the State aid rules, and that
the former agreement had already saved Becromal costs of

NOK 17,5 million compared to the market price. In a
presentation to the board of the administration of 28 November
2005, the head of administration refers to a legal opinion
commissioned from Hjort Law Firm in 2001, i.e. prior to the
conclusion of the agreement, concluding that the price agreed
would constitute aid.

Against this background, the Authority has serious doubts that
the prices applicable under the agreement of 10 May 2002
reflected the market price of equivalent contracts at the time.

1.3. Distortion of competition and effect on trade between Contracting
Parties

The measures must distort competition and affect trade between
the Contracting Parties. Under settled case law, the mere fact
that an aid strengthens a firm's position compared with that of
other firms competing in intra-EEA trade, is enough to conclude
that the measure is likely to affect trade between the contracting
parties and distort competition between undertakings establis-
hed in other EEA States (3).

Provided that it is established that the price paid by Becromal
under the contract of May 2002 was below the market price for
similar contracts at the time, Becromal has received an advan-
tage which has strengthened its position compared with that of
its competitors. Thus the measure threatens to distort competi-
tion. Neither does the amount of aid referred to
(NOK 17,5 million) seem to be below the de minimis threshold
applicable at the material time (4).

According to Becromal's homepage, it is part of a group of
companies based in Italy and exports 100 per cent of its pro-
duction. The plant at Notodden therefore competes with under-
takings established in other EEA States. Insofar as the measure is
deemed to distort competition, it will, therefore, also be capable
of affecting trade between the Contracting Parties.

P rocedura l r equ i rements

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

The Norwegian authorities neither notified the power contract
of 10 May 2002, nor its prolongation in 2006, to the EFTA
Surveillance Authority. The Authority therefore concludes that,
should State aid be involved, the Norwegian Government has
not respected its obligations pursuant to Article 1(3) in Part I of
Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement.
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(1) See Joined Cases 67, 68 and 70/85, Kwekerij Gebroeders van der Kooy BV
and others v Commission, [1988] ECR 219, paragraph 28.

(2) http://www.telen.no/article/20011107/NYHET/11106002

(3) See Case 730/79, Philip Morris Holland BV v Commission, [1980]
ECR 2671, paragraphs 11-12.

(4) EUR 100 000 over a three-year period, see Article 2(2) of Commission
Regulation (EC) No 69/2001, incorporated into the EEA Agreement by
Joint Committee Decision No 88/2002 (OJ L 266, 3.10.2002, p. 56
and EEA Supplement No 49, 3 October 2002, p. 42), e.i.f. 1 February
2003, and paragraphs 12.1(2) and (3) of the EFTA Surveillance Autho-
rity Decision No 54/96/COL of 15 May 1996 on the ninth amendment
of the procedural and substantive rules in the field of State aid (OJ L
245, 26.9.1996, p. 28).



Compat ib i l i t y o f the a id

Exemptions from the general prohibition on State aid as provi-
ded for in Article 61(1) may be granted if the conditions of 61
(2) or (3) are fulfilled. The exemptions under Article 61(2) and
61(3)(a) and (b) seem to be applicable to the case at hand.

Under Article 61(3)(c) EEA, State aid to facilitate the develop-
ment of certain economic activities or of certain economic areas
may be considered to be compatible with the EEA Agreement
where such aid does not adversely affect trading conditions to
an extent contrary to the common interest.

As for the aid in question, it would seem to constitute operating
aid. As such aid is particularly distortive, it may only in very
limited circumstances be considered compatible with the func-
tioning of the EEA Agreement. The Authority has not been pre-
sented with any elements indicating the existence of such cir-
cumstances in the case at hand.

Against this background, the Authority takes the preliminary
view that the aid is not compatible with the functioning of the
EEA Agreement.

Conc lus ion

Based on the information submitted by the Norwegian Govern-
ment, the Authority cannot exclude the possibility that the con-
tract between the Municipality of Notodden and Becromal of 10
May 2002, as well as its prolongation until 31 March 2007,
involve State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA
Agreement. Furthermore, the Authority has doubts that these
measures may be considered compatible with Article 61(3)(c) of
the EEA Agreement. Consequently, the Authority has doubts
that the above measures are compatible with the functioning of
the EEA Agreement.

Consequently, and in accordance with Article 4(4) in Part II of
Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement, the Autho-
rity is obliged to open the procedure provided for in Article 1
(2) in Part I of Protocol 3 of the Surveillance and Court Agree-
ment. The decision to open proceedings is without prejudice to
the final decision of the Authority, which may conclude that the
measures in question are compatible with the functioning of the
EEA Agreement.

The Authority also draws the attention of the Norwegian autho-
rities to the fact that Article 1(3) in Part I of Protocol 3 to the
Surveillance and Court Agreement constitutes a standstill obliga-
tion and that Article 14 in Part III of that Protocol provides that,
in the event of a negative decision, all unlawful aid may be reco-
vered from the beneficiary, save in exceptional circumstances. At
this stage, the Authority has not been presented with any facts
indicating the existence of exceptional circumstances on the
basis of which the beneficiary may legitimately have assumed
the aid to be lawful.

In light of the foregoing considerations, the Authority requires,
within one month of receipt of this Decision, the Norwegian
Government to provide all documents, information and data
needed for assessment of the compatibility of the contract bet-
ween Notodden municipality and Becromal of 10 May 2002, as
well as the extension of the contract until 31 March 2007. It
requests the Norwegian authorities to forward a copy of this
Decision to the potential recipient of the aid immediately,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The Authority has decided to open the formal investigation pro-
cedure provided for in Article 1(2) in Part I of Protocol 3 to the
Surveillance and Court Agreement against Norway concerning
the contract between Becromal AS and the Municipality of Not-
odden in force from 14 May 2001 to 31 March 2006 and its
prolongation until 31 March 2007.

Article 2

The Norwegian Government is requested, pursuant to
Article 6(1) in Part II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and
Court Agreement, to submit its comments on the opening of
the formal investigation procedure within one month of the
notification of this Decision.

Article 3

The Norwegian Government is required to provide, within one
month from notification of this Decision all documents, infor-
mation and data needed for assessment of the compatibility of
the aid measure, in particular:

(a) any documents relating to the prolongation of the agree-
ment until 31 March 2007;

(b) the calculations underlying the assumption that the agree-
ment had saved Becromal for NOK 17,5 million, set out in
the municipality's letter to Becromal of 30 April 2007;

(c) any other information that would establish market prices
for the type of contract in question at the time of the conc-
lusion of the agreement.

Article 4

The Norwegian Government is requested to forward a copy of
this Decision to the potential recipient of aid immediately.

Article 5

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Norway.

Done at Brussels, 19 December 2007.

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority

Per SANDERUD

President

Kristján Andri STEFÁNSSON

College Member
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Aufforderung zur Abgabe von Stellungnahmen gemäß Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2 des Protokolls 3
zum Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen in Bezug auf staatliche Beihilfen im

Zusammenhang mit Steuervergünstigungen für bestimmte Genossenschaften in Norwegen

(2008/C 96/06)

Mit Beschluss Nr. 719/07/KOL vom 19. Dezember 2007, der nachstehend in der verbindlichen Sprachfas-
sung wiedergegeben wird, hat die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde ein Verfahren nach Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2
des Protokolls 3 zum Abkommen zwischen den EFTA-Staaten zur Errichtung einer Überwachungsbehörde
und eines Gerichtshofs (Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen) eingeleitet. Die norwegischen
Behörden wurden durch Übersendung einer Kopie von dem Beschluss unterrichtet.

Die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde fordert die EFTA-Staaten, die EU-Mitgliedstaaten und alle Interessierten auf,
ihre Bemerkungen zu der fraglichen Maßnahme innerhalb eines Monats nach Veröffentlichung dieser
Bekanntmachung an folgende Anschrift zu richten:

EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde
Registratur
Rue Belliard 35
B-1040 Brüssel

Die Bemerkungen werden den norwegischen Behörden übermittelt. Eine vertrauliche Behandlung des
Namens der Bemerkungen abgebenden Interessierten kann schriftlich unter Angabe von Gründen beantragt
werden.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

VERFAHREN

Mit Schreiben vom 28. Juni 2007 meldeten die norwegischen Behörden bei der Überwachungsbehörde
gemäß Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 3 des Protokolls 3 zum Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen
eine geplante Änderung des Steuergesetzes an. Die norwegischen Behörden beabsichtigten, das Steuergesetz
zu ändern, um eine bezüglich der Einkommensteuer günstige Behandlung bestimmter genossenschaftlicher
Unternehmen wiedereinzuführen. Gemäß der Anmeldung werden diese Genossenschaften berechtigt sein,
Eigenkapitalzuweisungen von ihrem Einkommen abzuziehen und so die Bemessungsgrundlage für die Ein-
kommensteuer zu senken.

Nach einem Schriftwechsel mit den norwegischen Behörden hat die Überwachungsbehörde beschlossen, ein
förmliches Prüfverfahren in Bezug auf den Steuerabzug für Genossenschaften einzuleiten.

WÜRDIGUNG DER MASSNAHME

Die allgemeine Einkommensteuer für Unternehmen beträgt in Norwegen 28 % und gilt auch, wenn das Ein-
kommen zum Eigenkapital des Unternehmens hinzugerechnet wird. Aktiendepots sind jedoch kein steuer-
pflichtiges Einkommen für das entgegennehmende Unternehmen, da davon ausgegangen wird, dass sie vom
Einbringenden versteuert werden. Folglich können als GmbH, Aktiengesellschaften usw. organisierte Unter-
nehmen durch die Annahme nichtsteuerpflichtiger Aktiendepots von ihren Gesellschaftern/Aktionären oder
der Öffentlichkeit ihr Eigenkapital erhöhen. Genossenschaften haben diese Möglichkeit jedoch nicht, da sie
nach dem norwegischen Genossenschaftsgesetz weder Aktien an die Öffentlichkeit noch andere Kapitalzerti-
fikate oder Wertpapiere ausgeben können. Außerdem wird davon ausgegangen, dass der Grundsatz der offe-
nen Mitgliedschaft den Umfang der Kapitalbeiträge begrenzt, den Genossenschaften von ihren Mitgliedern
fordern können.

Bei der Aufstellung des Staatshaushalts 2007 schlugen die norwegischen Behörden vor, eine Regelung in
Bezug auf besondere Steuerabzüge für Genossenschaften einzuführen. Gemäß der Regelung werden Genos-
senschaften im Bereich der Land- und Forstwirtschaft und der Fischerei sowie Verbrauchergenossenschaften
und genossenschaftliche Baugesellschaften berechtigt sein, Eigenkapitalzuweisungen von der Körperschafts-
steuer abzuziehen. Der Abzug ist auf höchstens 15 % des Jahresnettoeinkommens beschränkt und bezieht
sich ausschließlich auf den Teil des Einkommens, der sich aus dem Handel mit Mitgliedern der Genossen-
schaft ableitet. Durch die Regelung soll Genossenschaften ein Steuervorteil gewährt werden, da davon ausge-
gangen wird, dass Genossenschaften im Vergleich zu anderen Unternehmen mehr Schwierigkeiten beim
Zugang zu Eigenkapital haben.
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Nach vorläufiger Auffassung der Überwachungsbehörde, gestützt auf die Angaben der norwegischen Behör-
den, kann die Überwachungsbehörde die Möglichkeit nicht ausschließen, dass die Abzüge von der Einkom-
menssteuer als staatliche Beihilfen im Sinne von Artikel 61 Absatz 1 des EWR-Abkommens zu betrachten
sind.

Nach Ansicht der norwegischen Behörden wird den Genossenschaften durch die geplante Regelung kein Vor-
teil gewährt, da sie nur Nachteile ausgleicht, die ihnen durch das Gesetz auferlegt werden. Der Steuervorteil
für die Genossenschaften soll nach Auffassung der norwegischen Behörden die Zusatzkosten decken, die
durch das Verbot für Genossenschaften, Aktien oder andere Kapitalzertifikate oder Wertpapiere auszugeben,
entstehen. Außerdem überschreitet die geplante Beihilfe für die Genossenschaften nach Angaben der norwe-
gischen Behörden nicht den damit für den Staat verbundenen immateriellen Nutzen. Die norwegischen
Behörden verweisen in diesem Zusammenhang auf die Mitteilung der Kommission an den Rat und das Euro-
päische Parlament, den Europäischen Wirtschafts- und Sozialausschuss und den Ausschuss der Regionen
über die Förderung der Genossenschaften in Europa, KOM(2004) 18 vom 23. Februar 2004. Die Überwa-
chungsbehörde stellt fest, dass die norwegischen Behörden beim Stand des Verfahrens nicht in der Lage
waren, zu begründen, dass die Beihilfe lediglich die von den Genossenschaften erlittenen Nachteile ausgleicht.
Die Überwachungsbehörde hat daher Zweifel, dass die geplante Regelung den unter sie fallenden Unterneh-
men einen Vorteil gewähren könnte.

Die norwegischen Behörden führen des weiteren an, dass die Regelung nicht selektiv ist, da die Steuervorteile
für bestimmte Genossenschaften durch die Natur oder allgemeine Struktur des norwegischen Steuersystems
gerechtfertigt sind. Nach Angaben der norwegischen Behörden bedeutet die geplante Regelung, dass das all-
gemeine System der Eigenkapitalfinanzierung für Gesellschaften durch die Annahme nichtsteuerpflichtiger
Aktiendepots für Genossenschaften zugänglich gemacht wird. Gemäß der Anmeldung werden die unter die
geplante Regelung fallenden Genossenschaften Zugang zu einem besonderen Steuerabzug haben, der als AG,
GmbH usw. organisierten Unternehmen nicht zugänglich ist. Dieser Abzug wird durch den schwierigen
Zugang zu Eigenkapital gerechtfertigt. Es gibt jedoch keine Verbindung zwischen diesen beiden Bestandteilen.
Die Einkommensteuer wird auf das Einkommen eines Unternehmens aus der normalen Geschäftstätigkeit
erhoben, während Aktiendepots und andere Eigenkapitaldepots nach norwegischem Recht nicht als Einkom-
men gelten. Bereits aufgrund dieser Ausführungen hat die Überwachungsbehörde Zweifel, ob die Maßnahme
durch die Natur oder allgemeine Struktur des norwegischen Steuersystems gerechtfertigt ist. Außerdem soll
der geplante Steuerabzug nur für bestimmte Genossenschaften gelten, während die Überwachungsbehörde
aufgrund der ihr vorliegenden Informationen annimmt, dass die gleiche Schwierigkeit des Zugangs zu Eigen-
kapital auch für andere Genossenschaften gilt.

Überdies verweisen die norwegischen Behörden darauf, dass die Beihilfe den Wettbewerb nicht verfälscht
oder zu verfälschen droht, da sie nur bestehende Wettbewerbsnachteile für die Genossenschaften ausgleicht.
Angesichts der Tatsache, dass die Regelung die von den darunter fallenden Genossenschaften zu entrichtende
Einkommensteuer verringern wird, bezweifelt die Überwachungsbehörde, dass die Regelung den Wettbewerb
nicht verfälscht oder zu verfälschen droht.

Die Überwachungsbehörde hat Zweifel, dass die Maßnahme als unter eine der Befreiungen in Artikel 61 des
EWR-Abkommens fallend angesehen werden kann.

FAZIT

Aus den genannten Gründen hat die Überwachungsbehörde beschlossen, das förmliche Prüfverfahren gemäß
Artikel 1 Absatz 2 des Protokolls 3 zum EWR-Abkommen einzuleiten. Interessierte werden aufgefordert,
ihre Bemerkungen zu der Maßnahme innerhalb eines Monats nach Veröffentlichung dieser Bekanntmachung
im Amtsblatt der Europäischen Union zu übermitteln.
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EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION

No 719/07/COL

of 19 December 2007

to initiate the procedure provided for in Article 1(2) in Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and
Court Agreement with regard to the proposed scheme concerning tax benefits for cooperative

societies

(Norway)

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY (1),

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic
Area (2), in particular to Articles 61 to 63 and Protocol 26 the-
reof,

Having regard to the Agreement between the EFTA States on
the Establishment of a Surveillance Authority and a Court of
Justice (3), in particular to Article 24 thereof,

Having regard to Article 1(2) of Part I and Articles 4(4) and 6
of Part II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agree-
ment,

Having regard to the Authority's Guidelines (4) on the applica-
tion and interpretation of Articles 61 and 62 of the EEA Agree-
ment, and in particular the Guidelines on business taxation,

Whereas:

I. FACTS

1. Procedure

By letter dated 28 June 2007 from the Norwegian Ministry of
Government Administration and Reform, received and registered
by the Authority on 29 June 2007 (Event No 427327) and let-
ter from the Ministry of Finance dated 22 June 2007, received
and registered by the Authority on 4 July 2007 (Event
No 428135), the Norwegian authorities notified the proposed
amendments to the rules on taxation of cooperative companies
contained in Section 10-50 of the Tax Act, pursuant to
Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court
Agreement. As it was only the cover letter from the Ministry of
Government Administration and Reform that was received by
the Authority on 29 June 2007, the Authority considers the
notification to have been submitted on 4 July 2007. This was
communicated to and agreed upon by the Norwegian authori-
ties by an e-mail dated 10 August 2007 (Event No 433019).
According to the notification, the scheme is notified for reasons
of legal certainty.

By letter dated 4 September 2007 (Event No 433067), the
Authority requested additional information from the Norwegian
authorities.

By letter dated 28 September 2007 from the Norwegian
Ministry of Government Administration and Reform, forwarding

a letter from the Ministry of Finance of 28 September 2007,
received and registered by the Authority on the same day (Event
No 444538), the Norwegian authorities requested an extension
of the deadline to reply. By letter dated 1 October 2007 (Event
No 444790), the Authority met this request.

By letter dated 16 October 2007 from the Norwegian Ministry
of Government Administration and Reform, forwarding a letter
from the Ministry of Finance of 16 October 2007, received and
registered by the Authority on the same day (Event No 447272),
the Norwegian authorities replied to the Authority's information
request.

By letter dated 10 December 2007 (Event No 456448), the
Authority according to Article 4(5) in Part II of Protocol 3 to
the Surveillance and Court Agreement asked the Norwegian
authorities for an extension of 2 days of the deadline to take a
decision according to paragraphs 2-4 of the same Article. By let-
ter dated 12 December 2007 from the Norwegian Ministry of
Government Administration and Reform, received and registered
by the Authority on the same date (Event No 457226) the Nor-
wegian authorities met this request.

2. Description of the proposed measure

2.1. Background

In 1992, the Norwegian authorities introduced a scheme con-
cerning special tax deductions for cooperatives. According to
the scheme, cooperatives within the agricultural and fisheries
sectors as well as consumer cooperatives were entitled to incor-
porate tax deductions on the basis of allocations to equity capi-
tal. Other forms of cooperatives were not covered by the
scheme.

The deduction was limited to maximum 15 % of the annual net
income, and taken solely from the part of the income deriving
from trade with the members of the cooperative. A deduction
corresponding to the maximum allowed would imply a reduc-
tion from the normal corporate tax rate of 28 % to 23,8 % (5).
According to the Proposal by the Norwegian Government of
29 September 2006 (6), the aim of the scheme was to grant a
fiscal advantage to the cooperatives on the basis that the coope-
ratives were considered to have a more difficult access to equity
capital than other undertakings.
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(1) Hereinafter referred to as ‘the Authority’.
(2) Hereinafter referred to as ‘the EEA Agreement’.
(3) Hereinafter referred to as ‘the Surveillance and Court Agreement’.
(4) Guidelines on the application and interpretation of Articles 61 and 62

of the EEA Agreement and Article 1 of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance
and Court Agreement, adopted and issued by the EFTA Surveillance
Authority on 19 January 1994, published in OJ L 231, 3.9.1994, EEA
Supplement No 32, 3 September 1994. The Guidelines were last amen-
ded on 3 May 2007. Hereinafter referred to as ‘the State Aid Guideli-
nes’.

(5) Cf. Section 12.2 of the Proposal by the Norwegian Government of
29 September 2006 (Ot. prp. nr. 1 (2006-2007) Skatte- og avgiftsoppleg-
get 2007— lovendringer).

(6) Ot. prp. nr. 1 (2006-2007) Skatte- og avgiftsopplegget 2007 — lovendrin-
ger.



The scheme was abolished as of the fiscal year 2005. However,
in relation to the State Budget for 2007, the Norwegian authori-
ties proposed to reintroduce the scheme in a slightly amended
form.

2.2. The cooperative movement in Norway

According to the notification, the cooperatives in Norway are
described in the Article ‘Cooperative Law in Norway — Time for
Codification?’ (1). According to the Article, there are four big coo-
perative sectors in Norway, namely agriculture, fisheries, consu-
mer and housing. The cooperatives in the agricultural sector are
undertakings involved in activities such as processing, sale, pur-
chasing of agricultural products and goods used for agricultural
production (fertilisers, machines etc.), breeding, credit and insu-
rance. In the fisheries sector cooperatives have the exclusive
right to first-hand sale of all kinds of fish and shellfish, except
farmed fish. Furthermore, the consumer cooperatives in Norway
operate 1 300 stores (supermarkets, building materials dealers
etc.), and have more than 900 000 members. Finally, housing is
an important cooperative sector in Norway with more than
652 000 cooperative members and 256 000 dwellings owned
by cooperatives. In addition to these traditional cooperatives,
there are cooperatives in many other parts of the economy, such
as transport and energy supply, but also health care, schools,
media etc.

In the notification, the Norwegian authorities describe a
cooperative as a company which is owned by its members,
cf. Section 1 of the Act on cooperative societies (2). The mem-
bers' liabilities are limited to any membership fee or deposit that
may have to be paid according to the memorandum of associa-
tion. The surplus of the cooperative may only be allocated to
the members according to the members' transactions with the
company, cf. Sections 26-30 and 135 of the Act on cooperative
societies. The membership deposits may only be increased by a
return according to an interest rate set with a mandatory maxi-
mum, cf. Section 30 of the Act on cooperative societies.

2.3. Norwegian rules on corporation tax and the cooperatives

The general income tax for undertakings in Norway is 28 %.
The tax also applies when the income is added to the company's
equity capital. However, the Norwegian Supreme Court has
concluded that share deposits are not taxable income for the
receiving company (3). The reason is that the contributions are
deemed to have been previously taxed as the contributor's
income. Hence, whereas an undertaking has to pay 28 % tax on
equity financed through the undertaking's own income, no tax
is paid with regard to deposits from the shareholders or the
public. It follows from the above that undertakings which are
organised as limited companies etc. may increase their equity
capital by receiving non-taxable share deposits from their share-
holders or from the public.

Cooperatives, however, do not have this possibility as they,
according to the Norwegian law on cooperatives, cannot issue
shares to the public or issue other capital certificates or securi-
ties. Furthermore, it is considered that the principle of open
membership limits the size of capital contributions that the coo-
peratives can claim from their members.

According to the notification, the obligations and limitations
imposed on the cooperatives by law are seen by the Norwegian
authorities as essential and inherent in the cooperative princip-
les. Hence, the Norwegian authorities consider that the lifting of
these restrictions would violate fundamental cooperative prin-
ciples. The Norwegian authorities point out that the
Norwegian act on cooperative companies may be stricter at this
point than the legislation on cooperatives in other European
States. As an example, the Norwegian authorities refer to Arti-
cle 64 of the Council Regulation on the Statute for a
European Cooperative Society (4), according to which the
cooperative may provide for the issuing of securities other
than shares which may be subscribed both by members and
non-members.

2.4. Objective of the scheme

According to the notification, the cooperative societies must be
upheld due to the public interest of maintaining undertakings
based on principles such as democracy, self-help, responsibility,
equality, equity and solidarity as an alternative to limited compa-
nies. Thus, in order to ensure the public, intangible interest of
maintaining the cooperative societies as an alternative to the
limited companies, there is a need to compensate the cooperati-
ves for the disadvantage they otherwise suffer compared with
other companies. The objective of the proposed scheme is to
offset some of these disadvantages related to capital supply.

2.5. The proposed measure

The notified measure is laid down in a new Section 10-50 of
the Tax Act.

The first paragraph of the Tax Act reads as follows:

‘Cooperative societies may claim deduction in their income for
additional payments to the members according to Section 27 of
the Act on cooperative societies [(5)]. In addition, deduction may
be granted for allocations to equity capital up to 15 % of the
income. Deduction is only granted with regard to income deriving
from trade with the members. Trade with members and equivalent
trade must appear in the accounts and must be substantiated’ (6).

‘Equivalent trade’ is defined in paragraph 3 of Section 10-50 of
the Tax Act as fishermen's sales organisations purchase from
members of another fishermen's sales organisation provided that
certain conditions are fulfilled, purchase by an agricultural coo-
perative from a corresponding cooperative in the aim to regu-
late the market and purchase imposed by a State authority.
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(1) ‘Cooperative Law in Norway — Time for Codification?’ by Tore Fjørtoft and
Ole Gjems-Onstad, published in ‘Scandinativan Studies in Law’,
Volume 45— Company Law, 2003, pages 119-138.

(2) Act of 29 June 2007 No 81 Lov om samvirkeforetak (samvirkelova).
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It follows from the provision that deduction is only granted with
regard to income deriving from trade with members and equiva-
lent trade. Hence, no deduction is granted in income from trade
with others.

The Norwegian authorities estimate that the loss in tax revenue
resulting from the scheme will amount to between
NOK 35 million and NOK 40 million (approximately
EUR 4-5 million) for the fiscal year 2007.

2.6. Beneficiaries

The scheme is proposed to apply to the cooperative societies
indicated in paragraphs 2 and 4-6 of the proposed Sec-
tion 10-50 of the Tax Act.

It follows from the provisions referred to above that the notified
scheme mainly includes certain consumer cooperatives (1) and
cooperatives active within the agriculture, fisheries and forestry
industries. Furthermore, cooperative building societies which are
covered by the Act on cooperative building societies (2) may also
benefit from the tax deduction (3). Other forms of cooperatives
are not covered by the scheme.

3. Comments by the Norwegian authorities

The Norwegian authorities have stated that the scheme has been
notified to the Authority for reasons of legal certainty. The Nor-
wegian authorities claim that the scheme cannot be supposed to
constitute State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the
EEA Agreement. This seems to be based on three different lines
of argumentation.

Firstly, the Norwegian authorities argue that the scheme does
not confer any advantage on the cooperatives. In this regard, the
Norwegian authorities argue that the general principle laid down
in the Altmark doctrine (4), referred to by the Norwegian autho-
rities as the market investor principle, ‘must apply where the mea-
sure consists of advantages given to the recipient to cover the extra costs
for the undertaking to fulfil obligations imposed on it and by which
the State in return is given an intangible benefit of public interest’ (5).
According to the Norwegian authorities, this should in any case
apply where the obligation imposed is external to the interests
of the undertakings concerned. The Norwegian authorities claim
that the principle laid down in the Altmark judgement should
apply in this case even though ‘the Norwegian authorities are not
of the opinion that the notified scheme is in line with the Altmark jud-
gement or compatible with the Authority's Guidelines on State Aid in
the Form of Public Service Compensation’ (5).

The obligation imposed on the cooperatives is in this case the
prohibition for cooperatives to issue shares or other capital cer-

tificates or securities in order to strengthen their equity capital,
restrictions which the Norwegian authorities consider as essen-
tial. The intangible benefit is the public interest of keeping up
and safeguarding the cooperative companies as alternatives to
limited companies and other organisational forms.

The Norwegian authorities argue that the case law on which the
Authority's Public Service Compensation Guidelines is based
‘does not rule out that the market principle is applicable to payments
to compensate obligations imposed in order to ensure intangible
benefits for the public’ (5). The Norwegian authorities in this regard
refer to the Opinion of Advocate General Fennelly in
Case C-251/97 (6).

The Norwegian authorities go on to say that the obligation
imposed on the cooperatives is wholly external to the interest of
the cooperatives as it does not bring them any advantage as
regards their competitive or market position. The obligation
implies a loss in profit for the cooperatives as their equity may
not be optimal. The Norwegian authorities claim that the advan-
tage granted to the cooperatives by the scheme does not exceed
this loss, or at any rate does not exceed the intangible benefit
received by the State.

Secondly, the Norwegian authorities argue that the scheme is
not selective. The Norwegian authorities observe that all compa-
nies with limited liability may increase their equity by receiving
deposits and issue shares or other securities to the investors. Alt-
hough share deposits constitute an economic advantage for the
companies, the deposits are not subject to taxation for the recei-
ving company.

The cooperatives are not permitted to receive equity from exter-
nal investors or members by issuing shares or other kinds of
capital certificates or securities. According to the Norwegian
authorities, ‘the notified scheme is based on the same logic as the
general rule of regarding equity or share deposits as non-taxable
income. By the allocation as equity of an amount eligible under the
scheme, the amount is deemed as already taxed and not as taxable
income for the company’ (7). The Norwegian authorities further-
more point out that the tax deduction can only be made on
income deriving from trade with members and some other asso-
ciates.

In essence, the Norwegian authorities argue that the tax benefit
for the cooperatives is justified by the nature or general scheme
of the Norwegian tax system. In particular, the Norwegian
authorities claim that the proposed scheme implies that
‘the general system of equity financing for corporations by receiving
non-taxable deposits is made applicable also to the cooperative socie-
ties’ (8).

17.4.2008 C 96/31Amtsblatt der Europäischen UnionDE

(1) According to paragraph 2a of Section 10-50, the provision only applies
to cooperatives where more than 50 % of the regular turnover is related
to trade with the members.
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(3) This is an expansion of the scheme compared to the scheme in force

until 2005, cf. Section I.2.1 above.
(4) Case C-280/00, Altmark Trans GmbH, [2003] ECR I-7747.
(5) Section 1 of the letter from the Ministry of Finance dated 16 October

2007 (Event No 447272).

(6) Opinion of Advocate General Fennelly in Case C-251/97, French Repub-
lic v Commission, [1999] ECR I-6639.

(7) Section 4 of the letter from the Ministry of Finance dated 16 October
2007 (Event No 447272).

(8) Section VI of the letter from the Ministry of Finance dated 22 June
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Thirdly, the Norwegian authorities argue that the measure does
not distort or threaten to distort competition in a way contrary
to Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, as the scheme is aimed
at compensating the disadvantage for the cooperatives when it
comes to access to equity capital. The difficulty for cooperatives
with regard to capital supply, itself, according to the Norwegian
authorities, implies a distortion of competition at the expense of
the cooperatives. The objective of the scheme is to counter this
distortion and thereby presumably improve the efficiency of the
markets in question.

As an additional point, the Norwegian authorities refer to the
Communication from the Commission to the Council and the
European Parliament, the European Economic and Social Com-
mittee and the Committee of Regions on the promotion of coo-
perative societies in Europe (1). The Norwegian authorities in
particular refer to Section 3.2.6 of the Communication where
the Commission i.a. states:

‘Some Member States (such as Belgium, Italy and Portugal) consi-
der that the restrictions inherent in the specific nature of coopera-
tive capital merit specific tax treatment: for example, the fact that
cooperatives' shares are not listed, and therefore not widely avai-
lable for purchase, results almost in the impossibility to realise a
capital gain; the fact that shares are repaid at their par value (they
have no speculative value) and any yield (dividend) is normally
limited may dissuade new memberships. In addition it is to be
mentioned that cooperatives are often subject to strict requirements
in respect of allocations to reserves. Specific tax treatment may be
welcomed, but in all aspects of the regulation of cooperatives, the
principle should be observed that any protection or benefits affor-
ded to a particular type of entity should be proportionate to any
legal constraints, social added value or limitations inherent in that
form and should not lead to unfair competition.’

The Norwegian authorities claim that the notified scheme is in
accordance with the EEA State aid rules and the principles
expressed by the Commission in the Communication.

II. ASSESSMENT

1. Scope of the Decision

As set out in Section I.2.6 above, the potential beneficiaries
under the scheme are mainly certain consumer cooperatives,
cooperatives active within the agriculture, fisheries and forestry
industries and cooperative building societies.

Article 8 of the EEA Agreement defines the scope of the Agree-
ment. It follows from paragraph 3 of Article 8 that:

‘Unless otherwise specified, the provisions of this Agreement shall
apply only to:

(a) products falling within Chapters 25 to 97 of the Harmonized
Commodity Description and Coding System, excluding the
products listed in Protocol 2;

(b) products specified in Protocol 3, subject to the specific arrange-
ments set out in that Protocol.’

On this basis, the agriculture and fisheries sectors to a large
extent fall outside the scope of the State aid rules of the EEA
Agreement.

Hence, this Decision applies to the proposed tax concession for
cooperative societies, but it does not deal with cooperatives
active in the agriculture and fisheries sectors to the extent that
the activities of these cooperatives fall outside the scope of the
State aid rules of the EEA Agreement.

2. The presence of State aid

State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the
EEA Agreement

Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement reads as follows:

‘Save as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any aid granted by
EC Member States, EFTA States or through State resources in any
form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competition
by favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain
goods shall, in so far as it affects trade between Contracting Par-
ties, be incompatible with the functioning of this Agreement.’

The Authority will in the following examine whether the condi-
tions laid down in Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement are fulfil-
led in the present case and whether, consequently, the notified
measure constitutes State aid.

2.1. Presence of State resources

The aid measure must be granted by the State or through State
resources. According to the notified scheme, the cooperatives
mentioned in Section 10-50 of the Tax Act will be entitled to a
special form of tax deduction. Hence, these cooperatives may
deduct allocations to equity capital from their income. The tax
deduction implies that the tax payable by the cooperatives
covered by the scheme is reduced. Hence, the measure constitu-
tes a loss of tax revenues for the Norwegian State, estimated by
the Norwegian authorities to amount to between approximately
NOK 35 and 40 million (approximately EUR 4-5 million) for
the fiscal year 2007. Consequently, State resources are involved.

2.2. Favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods

2.2.1. Advantage

The aid measure must confer on the cooperatives advantages
that relieve them of charges that are normally borne from their
budgets.

As referred to above, the proposed tax deduction implies that
the tax payable by the cooperatives covered by the scheme is
reduced. Thereby, the measure relieves them of charges that are
normally borne from their budgets.
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However, the Norwegian authorities argue that the proposed tax
deduction does not confer an advantage on the cooperatives
because the tax deduction must be regarded as compensation
for the obligations imposed on the cooperatives by law, and in
particular the prohibition for cooperatives to issue shares or
other capital certificates or securities in order to strengthen their
equity capital. The Norwegian authorities go on to argue that
the said prohibition is inherent in the legal form of cooperatives.
Furthermore, the issue of safeguarding the cooperatives, with
the legal restrictions and obligations imposed on them, as an
alternative to companies organised as limited companies, etc., is
of public interest.

It is the Authority's understanding that the Norwegian authori-
ties consider that the proposed aid is a part of a bargain whe-
reby the State, on the one hand, achieves that the cooperatives
in their current form are safeguarded. The cooperatives, on the
other hand, obtain compensation for the disadvantages with
regard to equity capital imposed on them by law in the form of
a tax concession.

The Norwegian authorities refer to the Opinion of Advocate
General Fennelly in Case 251/97 (1) to justify their argumenta-
tion, and in particular argue that the obligations imposed on the
cooperatives are wholly external to the interests of the coopera-
tives themselves. The obligations are only advantageous for the
State, and the cooperatives should therefore be compensated for
their services.

The Norwegian authorities have referred to the market investor
principle as a justification for the scheme in the notification. It
is the opinion of the Authority that in this case the market
investor principle cannot be applied, simply because the notified
measure is a fiscal measure which, as the Authority sees it, has
nothing to do with the State's possible behaviour as a market
investor.

The question remains whether the State may grant compensa-
tion for disadvantage of the cooperatives with regard to equity
capital without this amounting to State aid within the meaning
of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement (2).

First, the Authority will examine whether the prohibition for
cooperative societies to issue shares or other capital certificates
or securities is a service of general economic interest and there-
fore whether the Altmark doctrine (3) may apply.

In the Altmark judgement, the European Court of Justice (4)
concluded that ‘where a State measure must be regarded as compen-
sation for the services provided by the recipient undertakings in order to
discharge public service obligations, so that those undertakings do not
enjoy a real financial advantage and the measure thus does not have
the effect of putting them in a more favourable competitive position
than the undertakings competing with them, such a measure is not
caught by Article 92(1) of the Treaty’ (5).

In the Altmark judgement the Court of Justice set up four condi-
tions which have to be complied with in order for such com-
pensation to escape classification as State aid in a particular
case (6). First, the recipient undertakings must actually have pub-
lic service obligations to discharge, and the obligations must be
clearly defined. Second, the parameters on the basis of which
the compensation is calculated must be established in advance
in an objective and transparent manner. Third, the compensa-
tion cannot exceed what is necessary to cover all or part of the
costs incurred in the discharge of public service obligations,
taking into account the relevant receipts and a reasonable profit
for discharging those obligations. Fourth, if the undertaking
which is to discharge public service obligations is not chosen
pursuant to a public procurement procedure which would allow
for the selection of the tenderer capable of providing those ser-
vices at the least cost for the community, the level of compensa-
tion needed must be determined on the basis of an analysis of
the costs which a typical undertaking, well run and adequately
provided with means of transport so as to be able to meet the
necessary public service requirements, would have incurred in
discharging those obligations, taking into account the relevant
receipts and a reasonable profit for discharging the obligations.

Based on the information available to it, the Authority is uncer-
tain whether the Norwegian authorities argue that the service of
general economic interest involved is the interest of safeguarding
the cooperatives with their present obligations and restrictions
or more specifically the prohibition for cooperative societies to
issue shares or other capital certificates or securities. At this
stage of the proceedings, the Authority has not been presented
with any argument that would permit it to conclude that any of
these alternative definitions can be classified as a service of
general economic interest. In this regard, the Authority notes
that for Article 59(2) of the EEA Agreement to apply, what
needs to constitute a public service is the actual activities perfor-
med by the undertakings concerned. In other words, that a
given company structure is seen as beneficial does not in itself
constitute a public service within the meaning of that provision.

In any event, even if the obligation for the cooperatives had
been considered to be a service of general economic interest,
the criteria for compensation set out in the judgment of the
Court of Justice in the Altmark case must apply if the measures
at hand were not to be covered by Article 61(1) of the EEA
Agreement.

However, the Norwegian authorities expressly state that they do
not consider the notified aid scheme to be in line with the Alt-
mark judgement. The Authority in this regard also refers to the
information submitted by the Norwegian authorities whereby
they have i.a. calculated neither the costs incurred on the coope-
ratives by offering the alleged public service nor the advantage
for the cooperatives resulting from the tax concession.

On this basis, the Authority has reached the preliminary conclu-
sion that the Altmark doctrine does not apply to the present
case.
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Second, the Authority will examine whether it can be concluded
that the proposed scheme does not involve an advantage for the
cooperatives covered by it on the basis that the aid is granted in
order to compensate the cooperative for structural disadvanta-
ges (1).

The Norwegian authorities claim that the cooperatives are disad-
vantaged in comparison to other undertakings, i.a. limited com-
panies, when it comes to access to equity capital. However, the
Norwegian authorities have not provided detailed information
describing the situation of cooperatives in relation to other
companies which demonstrates that the possible disadvantage
with regard to equity capital is not offset by other elements in
the regime on cooperatives in Norway. The Norwegian authori-
ties confine their argumentation to the situation of the coopera-
tives with regard to equity capital.

Furthermore, it has not been accepted, either in the case-law of
the European Courts or in the practise of the Commission, that
a measure does not confer an advantage on the undertaking in
question merely because it compensates a ‘disadvantage’ suffered
by the undertaking (2).

Against this background, and on the basis of the lack of justifi-
cation provided by the Norwegian authorities, the Authority
doubts that the aid proposed to be granted to the cooperatives
can be regarded not to constitute an advantage for them on the
basis that they suffer from a structural disadvantage.

Third, the Norwegian authorities claim that the notified scheme
is in accordance with the EEA State aid rules and the principles
expressed in Communication from the Commission to the
Council and the European Parliament, the European Economic
and Social Committee and the Committee of Regions on the
promotion of cooperative societies in Europe (3). The Norwegian
authorities in particular refer to Section 3.2.6 of the Communi-
cation, where the Commission i.a. states that specific tax treat-
ment of cooperatives may be welcomed.

At this stage of the proceedings, the Authority is in doubt as to
what extent the Communication can provide the legal basis for
concluding that the notified scheme does not confer an advan-
tage on the cooperatives covered by it. In this regard, the Autho-
rity in particular refers to Section 3.2.7 of the Communication,
which reads as follows:

‘Cooperatives that carry out economic activities are considered as
“undertakings” in the sense of Articles 81, 82 and 86 to 88 of
the European Community Treaty (EC). They are therefore subject
in full to European competition and State aid rules, and also to
the various exemptions, thresholds and de minimis rules. There are
no grounds for special treatment of cooperatives in the general
competition rules; however certain aspects of their legal form and
structure should be taken into account on a case-by-case basis, as
previous decisions and rulings have demonstrated.’

Against this background, the preliminary conclusion of the
Authority is that the proposed tax concession implies an advan-
tage for the cooperatives covered by the scheme.

2.2.2. Se lect iv i ty

The aid measure must be selective in that it favours ‘certain
undertakings or the production of certain goods’.

The proposed scheme only covers certain cooperatives as speci-
fied in the draft Section 10-50 of the Tax Act. These cooperative
societies are entitled to a deduction of up to 15 % in the part of
their income deriving from trade with their members. Thus, the
tax base of these undertakings is reduced, and thereby also their
income tax. This tax rule deviates from the normal rules on
income tax payable by undertakings in Norway. On this basis,
the proposed scheme appears to be selective in that it favours
certain undertakings.

However, the Norwegian authorities argue, in essence, that the
tax benefit for the cooperatives is justified by the nature or
general scheme of the Norwegian tax system (4). In particular,
the Norwegian authorities claim that the proposed scheme
implies that ‘the general system of equity financing for corporations by
receiving non-taxable deposits is made applicable also to the coopera-
tive societies’ (5).

According to Section 3.4 of the Authority's Guidelines on busi-
ness taxation (6), certain differential measures whose economic
rationale makes them necessary to the smooth functioning and
effectiveness of the tax system might not constitute State aid. In
such cases, the measure would no longer be considered selec-
tive (7).

Against this background, the Authority has to examine whether
the logic underlying the tax exemption could justify a differen-
tiation between the cooperatives covered by the proposed
scheme and other undertakings. As the exemption constitutes a
derogation from the income tax, this tax will be the general sys-
tem against which the logic of the derogation must be measu-
red. In other words, the Authority will examine whether the
logic of the tax exemption for cooperatives is in line with the
objectives of the income tax itself.

According to the proposed scheme, certain cooperatives will be
entitled to a deduction in their income whereas companies
which are organised as limited companies etc. will not be entit-
led to the same tax deduction. Thus, if a cooperative and a limi-
ted company use their own income to add to their equity capi-
tal, the cooperative covered by he proposed scheme will benefit
from a tax deduction which is not open to the limited company.
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The Norwegian authorities claim that the deduction on the part
of the cooperatives is justified on the basis of their difficult
access to equity capital. However, the there is no link between
the two components in the argumentation of the Norwegian
authorities. Income tax is a tax levied on a company's income
from normal trade whereas share deposits and other equity
deposits are not qualified as income according to Norwegian tax
law (1). Hence, at this stage of the procedure, the Authority is in
doubt as to whether the different rules applicable to cooperative
societies and other undertakings in relation to equity deposits
can justify discrimination with regard to the rules on income
tax.

Already on this basis, the Authority is in doubt as to whether
the measure can be regarded as justified by the nature or general
scheme of the Norwegian tax system. However, as an additional
point, the Authority notes that the notified tax deduction for
cooperatives is not proposed to cover all cooperatives in Nor-
way. On the contrary, the scheme is only proposed to cover cer-
tain cooperative societies as defined in the draft Section 10-50
of the Tax Act. On the basis of the information submitted by
the Norwegian authorities, the Authority assumes that the diffi-
culties concerning access to equity capital explained above are
valid also for other cooperatives than he ones proposed to be
covered by the scheme.

Against this background, the preliminary conclusion of the
Authority is that the tax deduction for cooperatives does not
seem to be justified by the nature or general scheme of the Nor-
wegian tax system. It is therefore the preliminary conclusion of
the Authority on the basis of the information available to it that
the measure notified by the Norwegian authorities is selective.

2.3. Distortion of competition and effect on trade between Contracting
Parties

The aid measure must distort competition and affect trade bet-
ween the Contracting Parties. The tax deduction strengthens the
position of the cooperatives in relation to their competitors
which are organised differently. The tax deduction applies to all
main forms of cooperatives, and at least some of them are also
active on markets within the EEA. In this regard, the Authority
mentions that the consumer cooperative Coop NKL BA is part
of the Coop Nordic Group, which is the largest market partici-
pant in the retail food industry in Scandinavia (2).

The Norwegian authorities argue that the aim of the scheme is
to counter the existing competitive disadvantage for the coope-
ratives when it comes to access to equity capital. On this basis
they maintain that the scheme does not distort or threaten to
distort competition.

The Authority notes that the effect of the scheme is to reduce
the income tax of the cooperatives covered by the scheme com-
pared to other companies. Thereby, the competitive position of
the cooperatives is strengthened. The fact that the cooperatives
have certain obligations according to Norwegian law which are
not imposed on i.a. limited companies is not decisive in this
regard.

Against this background, the preliminary conclusion of the
Authority is that the tax deduction is likely to distort competi-
tion and affect trade between the Contracting Parties.

2.4. Conclusion on the presence of State aid

On the basis on the information set out above, the Authority
has reached the preliminary conclusion that the notified scheme
concerning tax concessions for cooperative societies in Norway
constitutes State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the
EEA Agreement.

3. Procedural requirements

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

The Norwegian authorities have complied with the notification
requirement by submitting notification of the new Section 10-50
of the Tax Act by letters dated 28 June 2007 and 16 October
2007 and by not implementing the scheme until it possibly
would be approved by the Authority.

The Authority can therefore conclude that the Norwegian
authorities have respected their obligations pursuant to
Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court
Agreement.

4. Compatibility of the aid

Support measures caught by Article 6l(l) of the EEA Agreement
are generally incompatible with the functioning of the EEA
Agreement, unless they qualify for a derogation in Article 61(2)
or (3) of the EEA Agreement.

The derogation laid down in Article 6l(2) is not applicable to
the aid in question, which is not designed to achieve any of the
aims listed in this provision.

The aid can furthermore not be justified under Article 61(3)(b)
of the EEA Agreement, as the aid is not given to promote the
execution of an important project of common European interest
or to remedy a serious disturbance in the economy of Norway.

The aid in question is not linked to any investment. It simply
reduces the costs which companies would normally have to bear
in the course of pursuing their day-to-day business activities and
is consequently to be classified as operating aid. Operating aid is
normally not considered suitable to facilitate the development
of certain economic activities or of certain regions as provided
for in Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement.

On the basis of the information available to it, the Authority is
of the opinion that none of the Authority's Guidelines apply to
the scheme.
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In the notification, the Norwegian authorities claim that the
notified scheme is in accordance with the EEA State aid rules
and the principles expressed in Communication from the Com-
mission to the Council and the European Parliament, the Euro-
pean Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of
Regions on the promotion of cooperative societies in Europe (1).

At this stage of the proceedings, the Authority doubts that the
Communication can be understood as arguing that State aid
measures such as the notified scheme should be considered to
be compatible with the State aid rules of the EEA Agreement (2).

Against this background, the Authority is of the preliminary
opinion that the Communication does not provide a basis for
concluding that the scheme is compatible with the State aid pro-
visions laid down in the EEA Agreement.

On this basis, the preliminary conclusion of the Authority is
that the notified scheme does not qualify for derogation under
Article 61(2) or (3) of the EEA Agreement and is therefore not
compatible with the Agreement.

5. Conclusion

Based on the information submitted by the Norwegian authori-
ties, the Authority cannot exclude the possibility that the aid
measure constitutes aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of
the EEA Agreement. Furthermore, the Authority has doubts that
the measure can be regarded as complying with Article 61(3)(c)
of the EEA Agreement. The Authority thus doubts that the noti-
fied measure is compatible with the functioning of the EEA
Agreement.

Consequently, and in accordance Article 4(4) of Part II of Proto-
col 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement, the Authority is
obliged to open the procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of
Part I of Protocol 3 of the Surveillance and Court Agreement.
The decision to open proceedings is without prejudice to the
final decision of the Authority, which may conclude that the
measure in question is compatible with the functioning of the
EEA Agreement.

In light of the foregoing considerations, the Authority, acting
under the procedure laid down in Article 1(2) of Part I of Proto-
col 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement, requests the
Norwegian authorities to submit their comments within one
month of the date of receipt of this Decision.

In light of the foregoing consideration, the Authority requires
that, within one month of receipt of this Decision, the

Norwegian authorities provide all documents, information and
data needed for assessment of the compatibility of the notified
scheme concerning tax benefits for cooperative companies,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The EFTA Surveillance Authority has decided to open the formal
investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of
Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement against
Norway regarding the proposed scheme concerning tax benefits
for cooperative companies.

Article 2

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

Article 3

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

Article 4

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Norway.

Article 5

Only the English version is authentic.

Done at Brussels, 19 December 2007.

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority

Per SANDERUD

President

Kristján Andri STEFÁNSSON

College Member
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Aufforderung zur Abgabe von Stellungnahmen gemäß Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2 des Protokolls 3
zum Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen zur staatlichen Beihilfe für den Seeverkehr

in Form einer Tonnagesteuer und einer Rückerstattungsregelung für Seeleute

(2008/C 96/07)

Mit Beschluss Nr. 721/07/KOL vom 19. Dezember 2007, der nachstehend in der verbindlichen Sprachfas-
sung wiedergegeben wird, hat die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde ein Verfahren nach Teil I Artikel 1 Absatz 2
des Protokolls 3 zum Abkommen zwischen den EFTA-Staaten zur Errichtung einer Überwachungsbehörde
und eines Gerichtshofes (Überwachungsbehörde- und Gerichtshofabkommen) eingeleitet. Die isländischen
Behörden wurden durch Übersendung einer Kopie von dem Beschluss unterrichtet.

Die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde fordert hiermit die EFTA-Staaten, die EU-Mitgliedstaaten und alle Interes-
sierten auf, ihre Bemerkungen zu der fraglichen Maßnahme innerhalb eines Monats nach Veröffentlichung
dieser Bekanntmachung an folgende Anschrift zu richten:

EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde
Registratur
Rue Belliard 35
B-1040 Brüssel

Die Bemerkungen werden den isländischen Behörden übermittelt. Eine vertrauliche Behandlung des Namens
der Bemerkungen abgebenden Interessierten kann schriftlich unter Angabe von Gründen beantragt werden.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

1. VERFAHREN

Mit Schreiben vom 23. März 2007 meldeten die isländischen Behörden bei der Überwachungsbehörde
geplante Beihilfen für den Seeverkehr in Form einer Tonnagesteuer und einer Rückerstattungsregelung für
Seeleute an. Nach einem Schriftwechsel mit den isländischen Behörden hat die Überwachungsbehörde
beschlossen, wegen der angemeldeten Maßnahmen ein förmliches Prüfverfahren einzuleiten.

2. SACHVERHALT

2.1. Die Tonnagesteuer

In Island beträgt die normale Körperschaftssteuer 18 %. Durch das Gesetz Nr. 86/2007 über die Besteuerung
des Betriebs von Handelsschiffen, „Lög um skattlagningu kaupskipaútgerðar“ (nachstehend: „das Tonnagesteuerge-
setz“), führten die isländischen Behörden eine günstigere Tonnagesteuerregelung ein. Das Tonnagesteuergesetz
sieht vor, dass Schifffahrtsgesellschaften anstelle der normalen Körperschaftssteuer auf Gewinne von 18 %
eine günstigere Tonnagesteuer entrichten können, die es Schifffahrtsgesellschaften erlaubt, ihre Gewinne auf
der Grundlage eines fiktiven Gewinns pro Tag anhand der Tonnage des betreffenden Schiffs zu berechnen.
Die normale Körperschaftssteuer wird anschließend auf den so ermittelten Gewinn angewandt.

Die Regelung gilt für Schiffe des isländischen internationalen Schiffsregisters (IIS) von mindestens 100 BRZ,
die für die Beförderung von Personen oder Fracht im Ausland und die Beförderung von Fracht im Inland ver-
wendet werden. Sie gilt für Handelsschiffe im Besitz des Schiffsbetreibers, ohne Mannschaft geleaste Schiffe
(bareboat charter) und mit Mannschaft geleaste Schiffe (Zeitcharter).

Die Tonnagesteuer gilt auch für bestimmte Nebentätigkeiten wie die Verwendung von Containern bei der
Frachtbeförderung, das Be- und Entladen, die Wartung usw.

Um für das Tonnagesteuergesetz in Betracht zu kommen, müssen Schiffe im isländischen internationalen
Schiffsregister registriert sein und die Schifffahrtsgesellschaften müssen der vollen Steuerpflicht unterliegen.
Volle Steuerpflicht bedeutet, dass Unternehmen mit Sitz in Island dort der Steuer auf ihr gesamtes Einkom-
men unterliegen. Die Quellensteuer gemäß Artikel 3 des Einkommensteuergesetzes kommt für den Zugang
zur Tonnagesteuer nicht in Betracht.

Die Besteuerungsgrundlage (fiktiver Gewinn) wird wie folgt berechnet:

Bis einschließlich 25 000 NT — 30 ISK pro 100 NT (0,36 EUR)

Ab 25 001 NT — 10 ISK pro 100 NT (0,12 EUR).
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Verschiedene Regelungen des Tonnagesteuergesetzes sollen gewährleisten, dass die günstige Tonnagesteuer
nicht auf andere Tätigkeiten des Schiffseigentümers übergreift. Schiffseigentümer, die sich für die Tonnage-
steuer entscheiden, müssen drei Jahre bei dieser Regelung bleiben.

2.2. Rückerstattungsregelung für die Beschäftigung von Seeleuten

Die isländischen Behörden haben auch ein Bruttolohnförderungssystem für Seeleute angemeldet, wonach
Schiffseigentümern Finanzhilfen von 90 % der anhand der Bruttolöhne der beschäftigten Seeleute berechne-
ten Einkommensteuer gezahlt werden können. Um für die Finanzhilfen in Betracht zu kommen, muss der
Schiffseigentümer die gleichen Voraussetzungen wie für die Tonnagesteuer erfüllen (d. h. Registrierung und
volle Steuerpflicht) und Seeleute beschäftigen, die in Island steuerpflichtig sind.

Sowohl die Tonnagesteuerregelung als auch die Rückerstattungsregelung für Seeleute sind unbefristet.

3. WÜRDIGUNG

Nach Ansicht der Überwachungsbehörde sind alle Voraussetzungen des Artikels 61 Absatz 1 EWR-Abkom-
men erfüllt, so dass eine staatliche Beihilfe vorliegt.

Hinsichtlich der Vereinbarkeit der Beihilferegelung mit den Vorschriften des EWR-Abkommens für staatliche
Beihilfen hat die Überwachungsbehörde den Fall im Hinblick auf Artikel 61 Absatz 3 Buchstabe c des EWR-
Abkommens in Verbindung mit den Leitlinien der Überwachungsbehörde für Beihilfen im Seeverkehr (nach-
stehend „die Leitlinien“) geprüft.

3.1. Die Tonnagesteuer

Die Überwachungsbehörde hat aus folgenden Gründen Zweifel an der Vereinbarkeit der Tonnagesteuer mit
dem EWR-Abkommen:

Einbeziehung von Schiffsmanagementtätigkeiten

Die Überwachungsbehörde ist nicht sicher, ob Schiffe im Zeitcharter oder Schiffsmanagementtätigkeiten für
Frachtpools in das Tonnagesteuersystem einbezogen werden können. Nach Abschnitt 3.1(11) der Leitlinien
können Schiffsmanagementgesellschaften nur für die Schiffe Vergünstigungen erhalten, für die sie mit dem
gesamten technischen und personellen Management betraut wurden. Außerdem darf die Tonnage dieser
Schiffe nicht das Vierfache der Tonnage des Schiffes überschreiten, für das das Tonnagesteuerunternehmen
die uneingeschränkte Managementverantwortung einschließlich des kommerziellen Managements über-
nimmt.

Die Anforderungen der Schiffsregistrierung im IIS und der vollen Steuerpflicht

Die Anforderung, dass Schiffe im IIS registriert sein müssen, um Zugang zur Tonnagesteuerregelung zu
haben, führt zum Ausschluss von nicht in Island registrierten Schiffen. Grundsätzlich fällt die direkte
Besteuerung in die Zuständigkeit der EWR-Staaten, aber sie müssen diese Zuständigkeit in Einklang mit dem
EWR-Recht ausüben. Diese unterschiedliche Behandlung ist eine Beschränkung der Niederlassung durch die
Registrierung von Schiffen in anderen EWR-Staaten. Aus dem EWR-Abkommen geht hervor, dass staatliche
Beihilfen, die gegen andere Vorschriften des EWR-Abkommens verstoßen, nicht als mit dem EWR-Abkom-
men vereinbar erklärt werden können. Die Überwachungsbehörde konnte bisher keine Gründe dafür finden,
warum eine solche Beschränkung der Niederlassungsfreiheit für die Verfolgung der Ziele der Tonnagesteuer-
regelung notwendig ist.

Die günstige Tonnagesteuerregelung ist überdies auf die Unternehmen beschränkt, die in Island voll steuer-
pflichtig sind. Die Steuerpflicht in Island kann zumindest im Prinzip auch durch die so genannte Quellen-
steuer entstehen. Dies bedeutet, dass ein Unternehmen mit Sitz in einem anderen EWR-Staat für einen Teil
seiner Geschäfte in Island steuerpflichtig sein könnte, ohne Zugang zu der günstigeren Tonnagesteuerrege-
lung zu haben.

Die isländischen Behörden weisen darauf hin, dass die Schiffseigentümer die Steuer in den Fällen, in denen
Doppelbesteuerungsabkommen anwendbar sind, im Land der ständigen Niederlassung und nicht in Island
entrichten werden. Island hat jedoch nicht mit allen EWR-Staaten Doppelbesteuerungsabkommen geschlos-
sen. Folglich ergibt sich aus der Anforderung der vollen Steuerpflicht, um für die günstige Steuerregelung in
Betracht zu kommen, eine unterschiedliche Behandlung, die die Freiheit von Dienstleistern mit Sitz in ande-
ren EWR-Staaten, Seeverkehrsdienstleistungen in Island zu erbringen, einschränkt.
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Besteuerungsgrundlage

Die Überwachungsbehörde hat Zweifel hinsichtlich der Bestimmung der Besteuerungsgrundlage, die im Ver-
gleich zu anderen bereits genehmigten Tonnagesteuersystemen niedrig erscheint. Abschnitt 3.1(18) der See-
verkehrsleitlinien sieht vor, dass die EU-Kommission nur Regelungen genehmigen wird, die für dieselbe Ton-
nage zu einer Steuerbelastung führen, „die annähernd mit derjenigen der bereits genehmigten Regelungen überein-
stimmen. Die Überwachungsbehörde wird ebenfalls versuchen, die gleichen Wettbewerbsbedingungen zu erhalten, die
mit den bereits genehmigten Regelungen übereinstimmen.“ Aus diesem Grund muss die Überwachungsbehörde
prüfen, ob die angemeldete Besteuerungsgrundlage annähernd mit derjenigen der anderen angemeldeten und
genehmigten Regelungen übereinstimmt. Die Überwachungsbehörde stellt fest, dass dies nicht der Fall ist, da
die Besteuerungsgrundlage 25 % bis 60 % niedriger als die Besteuerungsgrundlage in anderen Ländern sein
kann.

Dauer der Anwendung des Tonnagesteuersystems

Die Überwachungsbehörde hat Zweifel hinsichtlich des Zeitraums, über den der Schiffseigentümer bei der
isländischen Tonnagesteuerregelung bleiben muss. In Island beträgt dieser Zeitraum drei Jahre. Aus der Praxis
der Kommission ergibt sich, dass diese Mindestdauer in anderen bisher genehmigten Tonnagesteuerregelun-
gen zehn Jahre beträgt. Die Überwachungsbehörde hat Bedenken, dass diese kürzere Anwendungsdauer das
isländische Tonnagesteuersystem attraktiver machen und zu einer Umflaggung innerhalb des EWR führen
könnte.

3.2. Die Rückerstattungsregelung für die Beschäftigung von Seeleuten

Die isländischen Behörden haben keine schriftliche Definition des Begriffs Seeleute in einer Rechts- oder Ver-
waltungsvorschrift vorgelegt, aber bestätigt, dass die Staatsangehörigkeit ebenso wenig vorgeschrieben ist wie
der Wohnsitz der Seeleute. Folglich können offenbar auch Angehörige von Drittländern unter die Regelung
fallen. Die Überwachungsbehörde weist darauf hin, dass für die Personenbeförderung zwischen Häfen des
EWR Beihilfen nur für die Beschäftigung von EWR-Seeleuten gewährt werden sollten (siehe auch
Abschnitt 3.2(3) der Leitlinien). Die Überwachungsbehörde hat auf der Grundlage der ihr vorliegenden Infor-
mationen Zweifel, ob die Definition der EWR-Seeleute in diesem Zusammenhang korrekt angewandt wurde.

Des weiteren sind Schiffseigentümer, die von der Tonnagesteuerregelung ausgeschlossen sind, offenbar auch
von der Rückerstattungsregelung ausgeschlossen. Unternehmen mit voller Steuerpflicht in Island kommen
für die Finanzhilfe nicht in Betracht, sofern ihre Schiffe in anderen EWR-Staaten registriert sind. Dies gilt
anscheinend sowohl für Fälle, in denen die Besatzungsmitglieder in Island einkommensteuerpflichtig wären
(wegen des Wohnsitzes in Island), als auch für Fälle, in denen die Besatzungsmitglieder in Island nicht steuer-
pflichtig wären. Die Überwachungsbehörde macht in diesem Zusammenhang die gleichen Bedenken geltend
wie im Fall der Tonnagesteuer.

4. FAZIT

Aus den genannten Gründen hat die Überwachungsbehörde beschlossen, im Hinblick auf die angemeldete
Tonnagesteuerregelung und die Rückerstattungsregelung für die Beschäftigung von Seeleuten das förmliche
Prüfverfahren einzuleiten.
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EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION
No 721/07/COL

of 19 December 2007

to initiate the procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and
Court Agreement with regard to State aid to maritime transport in Iceland in the form of a tonnage

tax scheme and a refund scheme for the employment of seafarers

(Iceland)

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY (1),

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic
Area (2), in particular to Articles 61 to 63 and Protocol 26 the-
reof,

Having regard to the Agreement between the EFTA States on
the Establishment of a Surveillance Authority and a Court of
Justice (3), in particular to Article 24 thereof,

Having regard to Article 1(2) of Part I and Articles 4(4) and 6
of Part II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agree-
ment,

Having regard to the Authority's Guidelines (4) on the applica-
tion and interpretation of Articles 61 and 62 of the EEA Agree-
ment, and in particular the Chapter on Aid to Maritime Trans-
port,

Having regard to the Authority's Decision No 195/04/COL of
14 July 2004 on the implementing provisions referred to under
Article 27 of Part II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court
Agreement,

Whereas:

I. FACTS

1. Procedure

By letter of 23 March 2007 from the Icelandic Mission to the
European Union forwarding a letter from the Ministry of
Finance of the same date, both received and registered by the
Authority on 27 March 2007 (Event No 415003), the Icelandic
authorities notified the Authority of planned aid to the maritime
transport sector, pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3
to the Surveillance and Court Agreement.

By letter dated 20 April 2007 (Event No 417798), the Autho-
rity requested additional information to which the Icelandic
authorities replied on 20 June 2007 (Event No 426146).

A second request for information was sent by the Authority on
10 August 2007 (Event No 428891), to which the Icelandic
authorities replied on 12 September 2007 (Event No 440936).

By letter dated 2 October 2007, the Authority informed the Ice-
landic authorities that the questions raised by the Authority's
Internal Market Directorate at the package meeting on 24 and
25 May 2007 were also relevant for the assessment of the State
aid notification and were therefore considered to form part of
the current investigation. Thus, the Authority considered that its
two months deadline to adopt a decision would not start before
answers to these questions had been provided by the Icelandic
authorities. The Icelandic authorities replied to those questions
by a letter dated 16 October 2007 (Event No 447358).

The notification was discussed between the Authority and the
Icelandic authorities in a State aid package meeting on
29 October 2007.

2. Description of the proposed measures

The notification concerns State aid to the maritime sector, firstly
by means of the introduction of a tonnage tax scheme, and
secondly by the introduction of a special refund scheme for
ship-owners, who will be entitled to claim a refund for income
tax paid on seafarers' wages. The two measures will be described
below.

2.1. Title and objective of the notified schemes

The title of the scheme ‘Ríkisstyrkur vegna kaupskipaútgerðar á
Íslandi’, i.e. State aid to maritime transport in Iceland comprises
both notified measures. The objective is to support the maritime
transport sector in Iceland by giving advantages to ship-owners
with a view to encouraging them to register in Iceland, rather
than sailing under a convenience flag.

2.2. National legal basis for the notified measures

The legal basis for the above mentioned measures is Act
No 86/2007 on the Taxation of merchant vessel operations,
‘Lög um skattlagningu kaupskipaútgerðar ’ (hereinafter ‘the Tonnage
Tax Act’). This Act was adopted by Parliament on 17 March
2007 and published in the Official Law Gazette on 30 March
2007. According to Article 17 of the Tonnage Tax Act, it will
enter into force on 1 January 2008.

The Tonnage Tax Act needs to be seen in connection with Act
No 38/2007 on the Icelandic International Shipregister (herein-
after IIS). This Act should also enter into force on 1 January
2008. However, the Icelandic Government has submitted to the
Authority a Government draft bill which would postpone the
entry into force of Act No 38/2007 until 1 January 2009. This
would according to the Icelandic authorities not affect the entry
into force of the Tonnage Tax Act. It would, however, render the
Tonnage Tax Act temporarily ineffective since registration in the
IIS is a pre-condition for access to the tonnage tax scheme and
the refund scheme for seafarers.
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2.3. Details of the Tonnage Tax

In Iceland the normal corporation tax rate is 18 %. The Tonnage
Tax Act provides that, instead of the ordinary corporation tax
on profits at 18 %, shipping companies can be subject to a
more favourable tonnage tax calculated on the basis of a notio-
nal profit per day depending on the tonnage of the ship concer-
ned. The standard corporation tax rate is then applied to the
amount of profit so established.

The scheme has the following eligibility requirements:

2.3.1. Eligible activities

The scheme covers ships on the IIS (1) of at least 100 GT used
for transportation of people or cargo abroad and transportation
of cargo domestically. Article 4 of the Tonnage Tax Act defines
more precisely that the transport of cargo or passengers is to be
done by means of:

1. merchant vessels owned by the vessel operator;

2. merchant vessels leased without crew (bareboat charter);

3. merchant vessels leased with crew (time charter).

Merchant vessel operations do not include the leasing of bare-
boat charter for longer periods than three years.

Article 4 of the Tonnage Tax Act also lists a number of activi-
ties, which are not eligible for any support under the Act, such
as fishing, harbour constructions, diving, piloting and salvage,
educational and schooling activities or other social activities,
sports, entertainment and leisure activities, including whale wat-
ching and passenger transport between ports within Iceland that
are not ports of calls between countries.

As confirmed by the Icelandic authorities, towing and dredging
activities are not eligible under the Act.

2.3.2. Ancillary activities

The following activities are considered operational elements in
merchant vessel operations pursuant to the Tonnage Tax Act.
These activities qualify for the tonnage tax as well:

1. the use of containers in cargo transportations;

2. the operation of loading, unloading and maintenance facili-
ties;

3. operation of ticket sales and passenger terminals;

4. the operation of offices and management facilities;

5. sales of consumer products on board merchant vessels.

2.3.3. Registration in the IIS and full tax liability

According to Article 1 of Act No 86/2007 (Tonnage Tax Act),

‘[l]imited liability companies and private limited companies, subject
to taxation pursuant to item 1 of paragraph 1 of Article 2 of

Act No 90/2003 on Income Tax, and operating merchant vessels
registered in the Icelandic International Shipregister (IIS), may decide
to pay taxes on their merchant vessel operations in accordance with this
Act instead of Act No 90/2003.’

Hence, in addition to the limitation with regard to eligible trans-
port activities described above, the Tonnage Tax Act stipulates
two requirements to be fulfilled for the ship-owner to qualify
for the favourable tonnage tax rates.

Firstly, the vessels to which tonnage tax applies must be regis-
tered in the Icelandic International Shipregister (hereinafter IIS).
Secondly, the limited liability companies and private limited
companies must be subject to taxation pursuant to Article 2(1)
subparagraph 1 of Act No 90/2003 on Income Tax (hereinafter
‘the Income Tax Act’). That provision states that companies
domiciled in Iceland are liable there to tax on their global
income (full tax liability). A legal person is considered to be
domiciled in Iceland if it is registered in Iceland, if it considers
Iceland as its residence according to its bylaw, or if it has the
real seat of its administration in Iceland. Article 3 of the Income
Tax Act provides that non-domiciled companies are liable in Ice-
land to tax on income originating in Iceland (source taxation).

The Authority assumes that the reference to ‘limited liability com-
panies and private limited companies’ does not entail that the com-
panies have to be incorporated under Icelandic company law as
Icelandic companies in order to qualify for the tonnage tax
scheme. Thus, it assumes that such companies incorporated
under the company law of another EEA State would qualify for
the tonnage tax scheme provided the additional requirements
are met. The Icelandic authorities are requested to clarify this
issue.

2.3.4. Requirement of a flag link

The Icelandic authorities argue that registration in the IIS is not
considered to be a so-called flag link. No explicit flag link with
Iceland strictu sensu is required. Indeed, according to Section 6 of
Act No 38/2007 on the IIS ‘a merchant vessel that is registered in
the Icelandic International Shipregister is considered to be an Icelandic
vessel and has the right to sail under the national flag of Iceland’. The
Icelandic authorities therefore describe the flag link as a right
and not a condition for eligibility under the scheme.

A ship not flying the Icelandic flag could still have access to the
tonnage tax as long as it is registered in the IIS. In that regard,
Article 4 of the same Act prescribes that registration is open to
where the ‘owner of the merchant vessel is an Icelandic citizen, a citi-
zen of another State in the European Economic Area or of the foun-
ding States of the European Free Trade Area, a citizen of the Faeroe
Islands or a legal entity registered in Iceland’.

2.3.5. Establishment of the tax rate

According to Article 6 of the Tonnage Tax Act, the tax base
(notional profit) will be established as follows:

Up to and including 25 000 NT — ISK 30 per 100 NT

From 25 001 NT — ISK 10 per 100 NT.

No deductions are permitted from the tax base.

17.4.2008 C 96/41Amtsblatt der Europäischen UnionDE

(1) There is already an Icelandic Ship Register, which covers fishing ships,
sailboats, ferries, etc. which will not be replaced by the newly introdu-
ced IIS. The registers will be run separately.



2.3.6. Taxation under the Income Tax Act and Separate Accounting

Article 4 of the Tonnage Tax Act specifies that if a vessel opera-
tor is also engaged in other activities than the ones qualifying
for tonnage tax, he should be taxed for those activities in accor-
dance with the Act on Income Tax.

Article 7 of the Tonnage Tax Act stipulates that income and
costs of merchant vessel operations should be kept separate
from the income and costs of other activities. Article 8 of the
Tonnage Tax Act provides that interest, depreciation and
exchange rate gains shall be divided between the merchant ves-
sel operation and other activities in proportion to the book
value of assets used in merchant vessel operation, on one hand,
and for other uses, on the other hand.

Article 9 of the Tonnage Tax Act stipulates that merchant vessel
operation costs cannot be deducted from the income of the ves-
sel operator subject to taxation under the Income Tax Act.
Costs, other than financial costs, which relate at the same time
to the acquisition of income in merchant vessel operations and
the acquisition of other income, should be divided in proportion
to the income. In the event that interest expenses, depreciation
and exchange rate losses pursuant to Article 49 of the Income
Tax Act relate at the same time to the acquisition of income in
merchant vessel operation and the acquisition of other income,
such financial costs shall be divided in proportion to the book
value of assets used in merchant vessel operations, on one hand,
and for other uses, on the other hand. Costs which are consi-
dered to relate to the generation of other income than that from
merchant vessel operation shall be governed by the Income Tax
Act.

Losses from merchant vessel operations should not be deduc-
tible with regard to taxation of other activities according to the
Income Tax Act, cf. Article 11 of the Tonnage Tax Act.

2.3.7. Duration of the tonnage taxation

According to Article 2 of the Tonnage Tax Act, the taxation will
apply for a period of three years. This means that a ship-owner
opting for the tonnage tax has to stay within that scheme for
three years.

2.4. Details of the special refund for seafarers' income tax

The Icelandic authorities have also notified a gross wage support
system for seafarers, by which ship-owners may be paid grants
amounting to 90 % of the income tax calculated on the gross
wages of the employed seafarers (1). In order to qualify for the
grants the ship-owner must be a limited liability company or
private limited company with full tax liability in Iceland, the ves-
sels must be registered in the IIS and the ship-owner must
employ seafarers who are eligible for taxation in Iceland.

The relevant provision, Article 16 of the Act, reads as follows:

‘Limited liability companies and private limited companies subject
to taxation pursuant to Item 1 of Paragraph 1 of Article 2 of Act
No 90/2003 on Income Tax, and which operate merchant vessels,
cf. Article 3, registered in the Icelandic International Shipregister
(IIS), shall receive a subsidy which corresponds to 90 % of the

correctly determined amount of income tax and municipal income
tax in withholding taxes on the wages of the crew of the merchant
vessels in question, having taken into account personal tax allo-
wances and seamen's allowances. The withholding tax shall, in
other respects, be so disposed of that 5 % shall be paid to the
Treasury and 5 % shall be paid to the municipality of the crew-
member in question. This disposal shall replace the disposal of
withholding tax and division according to the Act on Withholding
Tax, the Act on Income Tax and the Act on Municipal Revenue
Base.

The Minister of Finance shall, by means of a regulation, specify
the implementation of payments pursuant to Paragraph 1, inclu-
ding the form of subsidy applications, payment times and balan-
cing against unpaid public levies.’

The Icelandic authorities have confirmed that there are no eligi-
bility criteria on the level of the seafarer other than being
employed with a merchant shipping company and having tax
liability in Iceland. The refund is only given for the income tax,
calculated on the seafarers' wages. It does not cover any social
security contributions. The Icelandic authorities have also confir-
med that the seafarer's nationality is not relevant in this respect.
Nor does the seafarer need to have a residence in Iceland in
order for the ship-owner to be able to qualify for the grant.

2.5. Aid recipients, budget, duration and entry into force of
the notified measures

The Icelandic authorities have not submitted any exact figures
regarding the reduction of State revenue that will follow from
the application of the tonnage tax scheme as compared with the
tax revenue that would have followed from the application of
the ordinary corporation tax rules.

The Icelandic authorities state that the cost of the notified mea-
sures will depend on the number of vessels registering in the
IIS. A preliminary estimate points to a registration of 12 vessels
for which the tonnage tax is assumed to be on average ISK
120 000. Hence, the tonnage tax revenue would amount to
some ISK 1 440 000. However, the preliminary estimate does
not indicate the amount of ordinary corporate tax these
12 vessels otherwise would have been liable to.

For the seafarers' gross wage support scheme, the Icelandic
authorities estimate a budget of ISK 140-150 million per year
(based on 12 estimated vessels which might register and
200 seafarers employed on those ships).

The Icelandic authorities have not limited the duration of the
schemes. They have, however, confirmed to the Authority that
they would be willing to re-notify the scheme after a given num-
ber of years.

The Tonnage Tax Act will enter into force on 1 January 2008.
Still, according to the Icelandic authorities, the Act will not be
effective before the entry into force of the Act on the IIS which
is supposed to enter into force on 1 January 2009 (2).

2.6. Overlap with other schemes

Cumulation of the scheme with other schemes will be monito-
red by the Icelandic tax authorities.
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(1) Letter of the Icelandic authorities dated 23 March 2007 (Event
No 415003). (2) Cf. point 2.2 above.



2.7. Information on the expected macro-economic return on
the maritime cluster

Pursuant to Section A12(2) of the Authority's State Aid Guideli-
nes for Aid to the Maritime Transport Sector, the Icelandic
authorities carried out a cost effect analysis to establish the
macro-economic return of the notified tax schemes. The analysis
states that it is difficult to foresee the economic effects of the
Tonnage Tax Act as it will depend on the number of ships regis-
tered on the IIS. On the estimate of jobs created or saved, the
Icelandic authorities estimate that the effect of both support
measures is that in the next six years 200 seafarers will be
employed as new crew on qualifying merchant vessels.

II. ASSESSMENT

1. The presence of State aid

State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the
EEA Agreement

Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement reads as follows:

‘Save as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any aid granted by
EC Member States, EFTA States or through State resources in any
form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competition
by favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain
goods shall, in so far as it affects trade between Contracting Par-
ties, be incompatible with the functioning of this Agreement.’

The individual criteria of that provision will be examined below.

1.1. Presence of State resources

The aid measure must be granted by the State or through State
resources. The application of the lower tonnage tax rather than
the ordinary corporate tax leads to a loss of State revenues. Like-
wise are the subsidies from the national budget given to ship-
owners for the income tax of the seafarers State resources.

1.2. Favouring certain undertakings or the production of cer-
tain goods

The two measures give ship owners advantages by way of subsi-
dies and tax concessions. The two measures are limited to the
maritime sector and therefore favour only certain undertakings.
Hence, they must be viewed as selective within the meaning of
Article 61(1) of the Agreement.

1.3. Distortion of competition and effect on trade between
Contracting Parties

The aid measure must distort competition and affect trade bet-
ween the Contracting Parties. The tax relief and the subsidy for
the seafarers' income tax strengthens the ship-owners position
towards their competitors within the EEA. The maritime trans-
port activities in question are carried out within the EEA and
internationally. Hence, the measures affect trade between the
Contracting Parties.

1.4. Conclusion

The Authority therefore takes the preliminary view that the noti-
fied support measures constitute State aid within the meaning
of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement (1).

2. Procedural requirements

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

By submitting notification of the two support measures, forwar-
ded with a letter from the Icelandic Mission to the
European Union dated 23 March 2007 (Event No 415003), the
Icelandic authorities have complied with the notification require-
ment. The Tonnage Tax Act has not yet entered into force. The
Authority can therefore conclude that the Icelandic authorities
have respected their obligations pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I
of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement.

That being said, according to the notification, the entry into
force of the new Tonnage Tax Act does not seem to be depen-
dent upon a final positive decision from the Authority. An entry
into effect before a final decision would be a breach of the
standstill obligation. Any aid paid out in breach of the standstill
obligation would be unlawful within the meaning of Article 1(f)
in Part II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agree-
ment. If such aid is not found compatible with the functioning
of the EEA Agreement, it would be subject to a recovery order
from the Authority, see Article 14 in Part II of Protocol 3 to the
Surveillance and Court Agreement.

3. Compatibility of the aid

Under Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement, aid to facilitate
the development of certain economic activities or of certain eco-
nomic areas may be considered compatible with the functioning
of the EEA Agreement where such aid does not adversely affect
trading conditions to an extent contrary to the common inte-
rest. The Authority considers Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agree-
ment together with the Authority's State Aid Guidelines on State
aid to maritime transport (hereinafter ‘the Guidelines’) to form
the correct legal basis for assessing the compatibility of the noti-
fied measures.

These Guidelines allow the EEA EFTA States to support the
maritime transport industry in pursuit of general objectives such
as to encourage a flagging or re-flagging to the registers of the
Contracting parties, the contribution to the consolidation of the
maritime cluster established in the Contracting Parties while
maintaining a competitive fleet on world markets, etc.
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(1) For the tonnage tax, the Maritime Guidelines specify that ‘the system of
replacing the normal corporate tax system by a tonnage tax is a State aid’, see
Section 3.1(4) of the Guidelines.



The Authority has already approved, on the aforementioned
legal basis, tonnage tax and seafarers' tax refund schemes in
Norway (1). Likewise the European Commission has a long stan-
ding case practice in this area (2).

In the following, the Authority will assess the compatibility of
the notified schemes with the criteria laid down in the Guideli-
nes. The Authority will below make first an analysis of the noti-
fied tonnage tax (Section 3.1) and subsequently of the notified
gross wage scheme (Section 3.2). The Authority will then ana-
lyse topics relevant to both schemes (3.3).

It should be noted that the current notification concerns opera-
ting aid, i.e. aid which is intended to relieve an undertaking of
the expenses which it would normally have had to bear in its
day-to-day management or its usual activities. Operating aid
should normally not be allowed, unless it is explicitly authorized
by the Authority's State Aid Guidelines. The Authority's Guideli-
nes in the maritime transport sector provide for operating aid in
Section 3.1 — tonnage tax and Section 3.2 — labour related
costs.

3.1. Tonnage tax scheme

The tonnage tax criteria are laid down in Section 3.1 of the Gui-
delines. In the following, the Authority will assess the eligibility
criteria (3.1.1), the requirements of registration in the IIS and
full tax liability in Iceland (3.1.2), the ring fencing measures
applied by Iceland (3.1.3), the establishment of the tax base
(3.1.4) and the length of period for which the ship-owner has to
stay within the tonnage tax scheme (3.1.5).

3.1.1. Eligible activities

In te rna t iona l t r anspor t and cabotage

The Authority has no objections regarding the coverage by ton-
nage tax of the international maritime transport of freight and/
or passengers and cabotage (maritime transport within a Con-
tracting Party).

Anc i l l a r y ac t i v i t i e s

As to the ancillary activities notified by the Icelandic authorities,
the Authority considers that these activities are closely linked
with the provision of maritime transport services. The services
of:

1. the use of containers in cargo transportations;

2. the operation of loading, unloading and maintenance facili-
ties;

3. operation of ticket sales and passenger terminals;

4. the operation of offices and management facilities;

5. sales of consumer products on board merchant vessels

are all integral to maritime transport and covered by the ton-
nage tax if they are provided by the tonnage tax company
itself (3).

Sh ip management

Maritime transport management is normally divided into the
following three functions:

— commercial management of vessels,

— technical management of vessels,

— crew management.

Ship management companies, which do not have the legal title
to the ship and are not ship-owners, but assume certain
management responsibilities for a vessel, may also qualify for
aid. According to Section 3.1(11) of the Guidelines this aid can
be given only in respect of vessels for which the management
companies have been assigned the entire crew and technical
management. In particular, as stipulated in Section 3.1(11) of
the Guidelines, ship managers have to assume from the owner
the full responsibility for the vessel's operations. They moreover
have to take over from the owner all duties and responsibilities
imposed by the International Management Code for the Safe
Operation of Ships and for Pollution Prevention, the so-called
ISM code. The Commission describes these conditions to mean
that where in practice the ship management company does not
ensure the commercial management of the vessel it must simul-
taneously ensure at least the two last functions (4).

When a vessel is chartered without crew (bare-boat charter), this
is generally considered as being close to operating an own vessel
and therefore can profit from the tonnage tax (5).

However, if chartered with a crew (time charter), the manage-
ment is less close to operating an own vessel and for that rea-
son, additional restrictions as described above must be fulfilled.
The Commission has in its case practice also dealt with cases, in
which the company takes over the commercial management of
the vessels, e.g. for a shipping pool (6).

According to Commission's case practice in all cases (7) revenues
derived from the management of vessels, on its own account or
on the account of third parties, may be eligible for tonnage tax
where the tonnage tax company ensures:

— either both the crew and technical management of the said
vessels,

— or their commercial management,
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(1) Decision No 412/06/COL and No 280/06/COL, which replaces
the three schemes authorised in Decisions No 164/98/COL,
No 117/02/COL and No 187/03/COL as far as the tax refund to ship-
owners for the employment of seafarers is concerned. Decisions
No 143/03/COL and No 164/98/COL dealt with the Norwegian ton-
nage tax scheme.

(2) References for tonnage tax schemes approved by the European Com-
mission can be found in Decision No 93/06 — Poland, Introduction of
a tonnage tax scheme in favour of international maritime transport,
which in paragraph 62 lists all the adopted decisions in this field.

(3) State aid N 563/01 — Denmark and State aid N 93/06 — Poland
approve almost identical activities.

(4) State aid N 93/06— Poland, paragraph 78.
(5) This means that the person chartering the boat can count the tonnage

for taxations purposes in the same manner as he would do for his own
ships. See also State aid N 93/06 — Poland, paragraph 77.

(6) Shipping pools are defined as ‘joint ventures between ship-owners to pool
vessels of similar types, with central administration, which are marketed as a
single entity, negotiating voyage/time charterparties and contracts of affreight-
ment, where the revenues are pooled and distributed to owners …’, see Murray,
R. (1994). Shipping Pools and EC Competition Law; A Guide for the
Shipping Industry. London, 2-4 March.

(7) Except for bare boat charter for which it is normally assumed that the
charter is close to the operation of an own vessel.



and provided that the tonnage of such vessels does not exceed
four times the tonnage of vessels for which the tonnage tax
company ensures together the crew, technical and commercial
management (1). This should ensure that aid is only given to
maritime transport activities. Tonnage tax companies should not
lose the characteristics of a maritime transport company (2).

The Icelandic authorities refer in this regard to Section 4 of the
Tonnage Tax Act. This Section stipulates that maritime transport
eligible for support should be carried out by merchant vessels
owned by the vessel operator, merchant vessels leased without
crew (bareboat charter) and merchant vessels leased with crew
(time charter).

The Icelandic authorities have not clarified whether the above
conditions will be met under the Tonnage Tax Act, but limited
themselves to repeat the conditions set out in Article 3 of the
Tonnage Tax Act. Article 3 of the Tonnage Tax Act however
does neither stipulate which kind of management must be car-
ried out by the ship manager, nor does it have any stipulations
on the amount of tonnage for a managed vessel in relation to
the tonnage for which the tonnage tax company ensures all
management functions.

Consequently, the Authority has doubts whether application of
the tonnage tax to ship management activities is in line with the
Guidelines.

3.1.2. The requirements of registration in the IIS and full tax liability

It follows from the EEA Agreement that State aid that contrave-
nes other provisions of the EEA Agreement cannot be declared
compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement (3). The
Authority will therefore assess below whether certain require-
ments of the Tonnage Tax Act, in particular the requirement of
registration in the IIS and the requirement of full tax liability are
in conformity with other provisions of the EEA Agreement.

The reg i s t ra t ion requ i rement

The requirement in Article 1 of the Act to have the vessels regis-
tered in the IIS in order to have access to the tonnage tax
scheme leads to the exclusion of vessels not registered in Ice-
land. This also applies in cases where the revenues generated by
the operation of such vessels can be subject to Icelandic taxa-
tion. To give an example, a ship-owner with two ships, one
registered in the IIS, the other registered in another EEA State
can be subject to taxation in Iceland on profits from the opera-
tions of both ships (4).

It is a well established principle that although direct taxation
falls within the EEA States competence, they must, nonetheless,
exercise that competence consistently with EEA law (5). The
right of establishment includes the right for nationals (natural
and legal persons) of one EEA State to set up and manage
undertakings in another EEA State under the conditions laid
down by the law of the host State for its own nationals. The
abolition of restrictions on the right of establishment applies to
restrictions on the setting up of agencies, branches or subsidia-
ries (6). Moreover, the prohibition on restrictions to the right of
establishment also applies to tax provisions (7). Consequently,
this includes the right of a company established in one
EEA State, and having its seat, registered office, central administ-
ration or principal place of business within the EEA to pursue
its activities in another EEA State through a branch or an
agency, and be subject to the same tax treatment as companies
established in that State. A difference in tax treatment can only
be compatible with the provisions of the EEA Agreement if it
concerns situations which are not objectively comparable or if it
is justified by overriding reasons in the public interest (8).

Registration of a ship can constitute establishment where the
ship constitutes an instrument for pursuing economic activity
which involves a fixed establishment. Restrictions on registering
ships in other EEA States can therefore be contrary to the right
of establishment in Article 31 EEA (9).

As illustrated above, a ship-owner with full tax liability
in Iceland and merchant vessels registered in another
EEA State will be subject to less favourable tax treatment than a
ship-owner with full tax liability in Iceland and its merchant ves-
sels registered in the IIS. This difference in treatment constitutes
a restriction on establishment by way of registration of ships in
other EEA States.

The Authority has so far not identified reasons as to why such a
restriction on the freedom of establishment is necessary in order
to pursue the objective behind the tonnage tax scheme, namely
to improve the competitive conditions of ship-owners in Iceland
vis-à-vis the conditions in non-EEA jurisdictions. The national
authorities have neither presented any convincing overriding
reasons in the public interest capable of justifying such a restric-
tion on ship-owners establishment in other EEA States. In the
absence of such convincing justification grounds the Authority
has doubts as to the compatibility of the registration require-
ment with Article 31 EEA and thereby whether the State aid
scheme at issue can be declared compatible with the functioning
of the EEA Agreement.

The Authority furthermore has doubts whether the Icelandic
registration requirement is compatible with Section 3.1(7) of the
Guidelines, which stipulates that a tax relief scheme should
require a link with an ‘EEA flag’. The Guidelines explain that this
is so since the purpose of State aid within the context of the
maritime transport is to ‘promote the competitiveness of the
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(1) State aid N 93/06— Poland, paragraph 84.
(2) State aid N 93/06— Poland, paragraph 83.
(3) Case C-204/97, Portugal v Commission, [2001] ECR I-3175, para-

graph 41. See also Case E-9/04, The Banker's and Securities' Dealers Asso-
ciation of Iceland v the EFTA Surveillance Authority, [2006] EFTA Court
Report, paragraph 82.

(4) Where double taxation agreements are in place, full tax jurisdiction will
be given to the State where the place of effective management of the
company is, including for operations which take place in other EEA
States through a branch, etc. Hence, in the above given example, the
taxation of a ‘permanently established company in Iceland would be in
Iceland, also for income generated outside the Icelandic territory’. It
would, nevertheless, only be the profits from the ship registered in the
Icelandic International Shipregister that would be subject to the ton-
nage tax regime. The profits from the operations of the other ship
would be taxed according to the normal company tax scheme. The Ice-
landic authorities confirmed this finding to the Authority.

(5) Case E-6/98, The Government of Norway v EFTA Surveillance Authority,
[1999] EFTA Court Report, p. 74, paragraph 34; Case E-1/04, Fokus
Bank, [2004] EFTACourt Report, p. 11, paragraph 20.

(6) See for example Case C-270/83, Commission v France, [1986] ECR 273,
paragraph 13, and Case C-311/97, Royal Bank of Scotland, [1999] ECR
I-2651, paragraph 22.

(7) C-471/04, Keller Holding, [2006] ECR I-2107, paragraph 49.
(8) Case 270/83, Commission v France, [1986] ECR 273, paragraph 13; Case

C-311/97, Royal Bank of Scotland cited above, paragraphs 23-31; and
Case C-253/03, CLT-UFA SA, [2006] ECR I-1831, paragraphs 14-17.

(9) Case C-221/89, Factortame Ltd and others, [1991] ECR I-3905, para-
graph 22, and Case C-438/05, Viking Line ABP, judgment of
11 December 2007, not yet reported, paragraph 23.



EEA fleets in the global shipping market’. The wording ‘an EEA
State’ read in the light of this objective does not support the int-
roduction of a requirement of registration in the specific EFTA
State granting the aid. Rather, it supports the view that registra-
tion in any EEA State should be the criterion (1).

The Icelandic authorities underline that they do not require what
they call a ‘flag link’ as each ship registered in the IIS still
remains free to fly another flag. As explained above in point
Section I point 2.3.4 of this Decision, Article 6 of the Act on
the IIS states that a merchant vessel that is registered in the IIS
is considered to be an Icelandic vessels regardless of whether it
sails Icelandic flag. Moreover, according to Article 4 of the Act
on the IIS the registration is open to all EEA citizens. As men-
tioned above under point 2.3.4, that Article states that the con-
dition of registration is that the ‘owner of the merchant vessel is an
Icelandic citizen, a citizen of another State in the European Economic
Area or of the founding States of the European Free Trade Area, a citi-
zen of the Faeroe Islands or a legal entity registered in Iceland’.

It is the Authority's understanding that the reference to ‘citizen’
means natural persons and not legal entities. Moreover, it is the
Authority's understanding that ‘legal entity registered in Iceland’
covers only the entities that have full tax liability in Iceland
under Article 2(1), paragraph 1 of the Income Tax Act, cf. point
2.3.3 above. Hence, it appears that vessels owned by legal ent-
ities established in other EEA States with limited tax liability in
Iceland are not eligible for registration in the IIS. The Authority
has doubts whether this limitation is compatible with the
EEA Agreement, in particular the freedom of establishment in
Article 31 EEA, as it appears to discriminate against companies
established in other EEA States. Indeed, even if the condition in
the Tonnage Tax Act regarding full tax liability was amended to
also cover companies with limited tax liability, the limitation
with regard to registration would disqualify such companies
from the tonnage tax scheme.

Finally, the Authority is not convinced that the argument con-
cerning the voluntary use of the Icelandic flag is relevant, as the
possible discrimination mentioned above stems from the regist-
ration requirement (2). I.e. even if the ship-owner is allowed to
fly a flag other than the Icelandic one, he is still obliged to
register in the IIS in order to profit from the more favourable
tonnage tax. The Authority has despite questions to this end,
not received the necessary information and explanations from
the Icelandic Government, and has, therefore, not been able to
establish what (legal) consequences result from the fact that
there might be a separation between the registration and the fly-
ing of the flag under Icelandic law. The Icelandic authorities are
hereby invited to explain this point further and in particular to
state whether (and in case of a positive answer), which obliga-
tions and rights are associated with the flag, and which obliga-
tions and rights are associated with the registration in the IIS (e.
g. manning and security requirements, taxation, etc.).

The requ i rement o f fu l l t ax l i ab i l i t y

As demonstrated above in Section, point 2.3.3 of this Decision,
the eligibility for the beneficial tonnage tax regime is,

furthermore, limited to those companies who have full tax
liability in Iceland. Hence, as confirmed by the Icelandic
authorities, the effect of the Tonnage Tax Act is that ship-
owners established in other EEA States who perform transport
services in the Icelandic territory are not eligible for the
beneficial regime of the tonnage tax. Still, tax liability in Iceland
can, at least in principle, also arise from the so-called source
taxation, which is laid down in Article 3 of the Income Tax Act.
This means that a company established in another EEA State
might be tax liable for certain of its operations in Iceland,
without having access to the more favourable tonnage tax
scheme.

The Icelandic authorities underline that where double taxation
agreements are in place, the ship-owners will pay the tax in the
country of permanent establishment (3) and not in Iceland. And
indeed, where double taxation agreements do exist, no taxation
would normally arise on the operations in Iceland of companies
established in other EEA States because the tax jurisdiction
would normally be in the place of effective management of the
company, i.e. outside Iceland. However, as regards EEA States,
Iceland has not concluded double taxation agreements with Bul-
garia, Cyprus and Liechtenstein. Agreements with Greece and
Italy are ratified, but not in force yet. Agreements with Austria,
Romania and Slovenia are likewise not in force.

As explained above, the right of establishment in Article 31 EEA
includes the right of a company established in one EEA State
and having its seat, registered office, central administration or
principal place of business within the EEA to pursue its activities
in another EEA State through a branch or an agency and be
subject to the same tax treatment as companies established in
that State, insofar as different treatment is not based on objec-
tive differences or can be justified by overriding reasons in the
general interest. The companies, accordingly, have the right to
choose the appropriate legal form in which to pursue their acti-
vities in another EEA State, and that freedom of choice must
not be limited by discriminatory tax provisions (4).

Moreover, the freedom to provide and receive services requires,
according to Article 36 EEA, in the same way the elimination of
all discrimination on grounds of nationality against service pro-
viders who are established in another EEA State. It moreover
requires the abolition of all restrictions which are liable to pro-
hibit, impede or render less advantageous the activities of service
providers from other EEA States, who lawfully provide services
in their EEA State of origin (5) and wish to provide those ser-
vices in another EEA State.

As is explained above, only domiciled companies subject to full
tax liability in Iceland are eligible for the tonnage tax scheme.
The Icelandic authorities have not at this point provided
information allowing the Authority to conclude whether
shipping companies established in other EEA States and
providing services in Iceland would be subject to income
taxation in Iceland on those activities. Accordingly, the
requirement of full tax liability in order to qualify for the

17.4.2008C 96/46 Amtsblatt der Europäischen UnionDE

(1) The Authority is aware that the European Commission has accepted a
requirement of a flag link with the State granting the aid in a Finish and
a Polish case State aid N 93/06 — Poland, Section 3.4.1.2(88) et seq.
and State aid N 195/02 — Finland. However, the Authority has not full
knowledge about all the factual circumstances and conditions of the
national schemes for which this requirement has been accepted.

(2) Normally, in the Authority's and the Commission case practice, the
notifion of ‘flag link’ is understood as a registration requirement.

(3) Wording used by the Icelandic authorities in their letter dated
16 October 2007 (Event No 447358).

(4) Case C-270/83, Commission v France cited above, paragraph 13;
Case C-311/97, Royal Bank of Scotland cited above, paragraphs 23-31;
and Case C-253/03, CLT-UFA SA cited above, paragraphs 14-17.

(5) Case C-76/90, Säger, [1991] ECR I-4221, paragraph 12;
Case C-279/00, Commission v Italy, [2002] ECR I-1425, paragraph 31;
Case C-131/01, Commission v Italy, [2003] ECR I-1659, paragraph 26;
Case C-244/04, Commission v Germany, [2006] ECR I-885, para-
graph 30; Case C-255/04, Commission v France, [2006] ECR I-5251,
paragraph 37; and Case C-433/04, Commission v Belgium, [2006] ECR
I-10653, paragraph 28.



favourable tax treatment appears to constitute a difference of
treatment restricting the freedom of service providers
established in other EEA States to provide maritime transport
services in Iceland.

Conc lus ion

To limit the tonnage tax regime to companies with their seat,
registered office or the place of residence according to their
bylaw in Iceland (requirement of full tax liability), and, further-
more, to extend the benefits of that tax regime only to the part
of those companies' income which derives from the operation
of ships registered in Iceland (requirement of registration in the
IIS), appears liable to place comparable companies established in
other EEA States, and/or operating ships registered in other
EEA States, at a disadvantage. In the same manner, the tax
regime appears liable to place providers of maritime transport
services established in other EEA States, and providing services
in Iceland, at a disadvantage, as compared to service providers
established in Iceland.

Based on the above, the Authority has doubts whether the
registration requirement and the requirement of full tax liability
in Iceland, are compatible with the functioning of the EEA
Agreement, in particular the right of establishment in Article 31
EEA and the freedom to provide services in Article 36 EEA, and
can be allowed under the EEA State aid rules.

3.1.3. Ring-fencing measures, separate accounting

The Authority finds that there are sufficient rules which should
ensure that no spill over between tonnage tax activities and
other activities occurs. Article 4 and 7 of the Tonnage Tax Act

establish that the eligible activities should be separately
accounted for. The requirement of separate accounts also applies
to companies within a group. There are several provisions in the
Tonnage Tax Act which establish that operating costs and losses
of merchant vessel operations cannot be deducted from the
income tax to which the operator is submitted for other
activities.

However, in its formal investigation regarding the Polish tonnage
tax scheme the Commission took note of the commitment of
Poland that when opting for a tonnage tax, the company agrees
to putting all its eligible vessels and related activities under the
tonnage tax. This rule is also applied by Poland to groups of
companies that are tax liable in Poland (the so-called ‘all or not-
hing rule’). The Authority is not aware how the Icelandic ton-
nage tax deals with this situation and will investigate this point
further during the formal investigation procedure. The Icelandic
authorities are invited to provide further information to that
end.

3.1.4. Tax rates

Section 3.1(18) of the Maritime Guidelines describes that the
EC Commission will only approve schemes giving rise to a tax
load for the same tonnage ‘fairly in line with the schemes already
approved. The Authority will likewise seek to keep an equitable balance
in line with already approved schemes.’

For that reason, the Authority needs to assess whether the noti-
fied tax base are fairly in line with the rates applied in other
notified and authorised schemes. The Authority has doubts that
this is the case and points to the comparative table, based on
adopted decisions after the 2004 Guidelines came into force,
below:

Iceland Denmark
No 171/04

Lithuania
No 330/05

Italy (**)
No 114/04

Every amount until 25 000 NT
ISK 30 (EUR 0,36) per 100 NT (*)

Until 1 000 NT
EUR 0,90 per 100 NT

Until 1 000 NT
EUR 0,93 per 100 NT

Until 1 000 NT
EUR 0,90 per 100 NT

From 1 001 NT until 10 000 NT
EUR 0,70 per 100 NT

From 1 001 NT until 10 000 NT
EUR 0,67 per 100 NT

From 1 001 NT until 10 000 NT
EUR 0,70 per 100 NT

From 10 001 until 25 000 NT
EUR 0,40 per 100 NT

From 10 001 until 25 000 NT
EUR 0,43 per 100 NT

From 10 001 until 25 000 NT
EUR 0,40 per 100 NT

More than 25 000 NT
ISK 10 (EUR 0,12) per 100 NT

More than 25 000 NT
EUR 0,30 per 100 NT

More than 25 000 NT
EUR 0,27 per 100 NT

More than 25 000 NT
EUR 0,20 per 100 NT

(*) All the value are given per day.
(**) The Italian decision has an even larger comparative table of tax bases applied in the EU Member States.

As can be seen from the table, the Icelandic scheme operates
with tax base considerably lower than in the three EU Member
States.

In the case practice of the Commissions lower tax base for
larger ships which were going to be re-flagged were only
allowed in very special circumstances (1), which do not seem to
be fulfilled in the present case. The Commission's concern
against this tax base divergence was that a low tax base might

lead to a distortion of competition if it encourages non-Belgian
ship-owners to transfer their ship from a Community register to
the Belgian register. These concerns are also valid in the current
case in relation to a distortion of competition towards the
Icelandic ship register.

The Authority therefore must at the current stage of the proce-
dure express doubts whether these tax base can be declared
compatible with the EEA State aid provisions.

3.1.5. Period, for which the ship-owner has to stay within the tonnage
tax regime

The period, for which the ship-owner has to stay within the
Icelandic tonnage tax scheme, is three years. From Commission's
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(1) Commission Decision 2005/417/EC of 30 June 2004 concerning a
series of tax measures which Belgium is planning to implement for
maritime transport (OJ L 150, 10.6.2005, p. 1). There was a reduced
rate for the tranche above 40 000 tons in the Belgium case, which was
accepted provided that the ship is new or have been registered under
the flag of a third country during the five years preceding their entry
into the Belgian system.



case practice it appears that the minimal duration of that period
in other tonnage tax schemes approved so far is ten years. The
Commission stresses that by allowing diverging criteria for
different tonnage tax schemes, a risk exists that unfair
advantages are created and that there might be a competition
between Member States on the level of tonnage tax schemes.
Consequently, the Commission expressed doubts towards a
Polish tax scheme, which allowed for a minimal duration of five
years, pointing out that this might lead to a harmful divergence
between tonnage tax systems as it might make the Polish
tonnage tax system more desirable and lead to a re-flagging
within the Community (1).

The period of staying within the tonnage tax system is even
shorter in the current notification, namely three years. Hence,
the Authority has doubts as to whether the Icelandic scheme
might lead to harmful divergence between tonnage tax systems
in the EEA.

3.2. Special refund scheme for seafarers

According to Section 3.2(2) of the Guidelines support can be
granted in the form of reduced rates of contributions for the
social protection of EEA seafarers employed on board ships
registered in an EEA State as well as reduced rates of income tax
for EEA seafarers on board ships registered in a EEA State. The
Icelandic authorities do not envisage a support for social secu-
rity contribution, but only for the seafarer's income tax, of
which 90 % can be refunded to the ship-owner.

According to Section 3.2(2) of the Guidelines an EEA seafarer is
defined as the citizen of the EEA State, in the case of seafarers
working on board vessels (including ro-ro ferries) providing
scheduled passenger services between ports of the EEA. It
moreover covers all seafarers liable to taxation and/or social
security contribution in an EEA State, in all other cases. The Ice-
landic authorities have not submitted a written definition of the
notion of seafarer in a legislative or administrative Act, but con-
firmed that nationality is not a requirement, neither is the resi-
dence of the seafarer. Hence, also third country nationals seem
to be able to fall under the scheme. The Authority wishes to
point out that for passenger services between ports of the EEA,
aid should only be given for the employment of EEA seafarers
(see also Section 3.2(3) of the Guidelines)). The Icelandic autho-
rities are invited to clarify that the Icelandic law will be applied
in compliance with the Guidelines as described above. The
Authority has, on the basis of the information available to it,
doubts whether the definition of EEA seafarers is applied cor-
rectly in this regard.

The Guidelines accept, in Section 3.2(3), that instead of a reduc-
tion, a refund of the taxes can be granted by the State, which is
the model chosen by the Icelandic authorities.

According to Article 16 paragraph 1 of the Tonnage Tax Act
limited liability companies and private limited companies with
full tax liability in Iceland, pursuant to Article 2 paragraph 1
point 1 of the Income Tax Act, shall receive a subsidy
corresponding to 90 % of the correctly assessed income tax and
municipality income tax paid by the crews on the ships they
operate that are registered in the IIS. Paragraph 2 of that Article
provides that the Minister of Finance shall issue a regulation on

inter alia how the payments shall be conducted and the
application forms to be used. Such a regulation has not yet been
issued.

Thus, it appears that ship-owners who are excluded from the
tonnage tax scheme are also excluded from the refund scheme.
Companies with full tax liability in Iceland will not be eligible
for the subsidy insofar as their ships are registered in other
EEA States. This appears to apply both for situations where the
crew members would be liable to Iceland for income tax (based
on residence in Iceland) and situations where the crew members
do not have any tax liability in Iceland.

Also, since companies established in other EEA States cannot
register ships in the IIS those companies would not be eligible
for the subsidy. This is, in the Authority's understanding, so
even if the crew of those ships were paying income tax and
municipal income tax in Iceland, and the companies were taxed
in Iceland on their income originating in Iceland.

These measures, therefore, appear to lead to difference in tax
treatment based on where the companies are established to the
detriment of companies with establishments in other EEA States.
So far the Icelandic Government has not demonstrated that
companies established in other EEA States, or Icelandic compa-
nies with secondary establishments in other EEA States based
on the registration of their ships, are not in comparable situa-
tion to companies established solely in Iceland. The Authority,
therefore, has doubts as to the compatibility of the refund
scheme with the EEA fundamental freedoms, in particular the
right of establishment in Article 31 EEA.

3.3. Cumulation

According to Section 11 of the Guidelines, a reduction to zero
of taxation and social charges for seafarers and a reduction of
corporate taxation of shipping activities is the maximum level
of aid which might be permitted. To avoid distortions of compe-
tition, other systems of aid may not provide any greater benefit
than this. The aid should not exceed the total amount of taxes
and social contributions collected from shipping activities and
seafarers.

According to the Authority's knowledge no existing aid scheme
in Iceland would be capable of adding to the benefits of the pre-
sent regime. In particular, not the full income tax of the seafarer,
but only an amount of 90 % is granted a subsidy. The Authority
however reminds the Icelandic authorities of the need to verify
that the ceiling of the Guidelines is respected in any case of an
individual ship-owner who is eligible both for aid under the pre-
sent schemes and for any other aid. The Icelandic authorities are
hereby invited to confirm that the aid thresholds of the Guideli-
nes will be respected.

3.4. Duration of the aid scheme

As stated above, the two notified measures concern operating
aid. Operating aid should normally not be allowed for an unli-
mited period of time. The Icelandic authorities have stated that
they are willing to re-notify the schemes to the Authority after a
given period of time. They have, however, not given indication
of any limitation to the notified scheme. The Commission has
accepted a re-notification after ten years in the Polish tonnage
tax case (1), thereby effectively limiting the duration of the Polish
scheme which was originally not limited in time.
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The Authority would normally not accept aid schemes with an
unlimited scheme. A scheme with limitation might however be
re-notified and prolonged if the Authority should take a positive
decision on the re-notified scheme. As long as the duration is
not limited, the Authority must however raise doubts as to the
compatibility of the Icelandic aid measures.

4. Conclusion

Based on the information submitted by the Icelandic authorities,
the Authority preliminary concludes that the tonnage tax
scheme and the refund for the seafarers' income tax constitute
State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agree-
ment.

Furthermore, the Authority has doubts that the tonnage tax can
be regarded as complying with Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA
Agreement, in combination with the requirements in the Autho-
rity's Guidelines on State aid to maritime transport. The Autho-
rity thus doubts that the tonnage tax is compatible with the
functioning of the EEA Agreement. This concerns in particular
the following aspects:

1. requirement of registration of the vessel in the IIS, thereby
excluding from the tax scheme operations of ships registered
in other EEA States;

2. requirement of full tax liability according to Article 2 of the
Income Tax Act, thereby excluding activities subject to source
taxation according to Article 3 of the Income Tax from
access to the tonnage tax;

3. requirement that only legal entities registered in Iceland can
register in the IIS, see Article 4 of the Act on the IIS;

4. treatment of ship-management companies;

5. establishment of the tax base;

6. duration of the period for which the ship-owner has to stay
within the tonnage tax scheme; and the

7. unlimited duration of the aid scheme.

Further, the Authority would like to clarify the divergence bet-
ween the flag link and the registration requirement and in parti-
cular which obligations and rights are associated with them res-
pectively. The Authority would also like to receive more infor-
mation regarding the notion of ‘limited liability companies and pri-
vate limited companies’ as set out in point I.2.3.3 of this Decision.
The Authority would also like to receive more information on
the so-called all or nothing rule.

As to the refund scheme for seafarers, the Authority has the
same doubts as expressed above under (1), requirement of
registration in the IIS and (2), requirement of full tax liability.
Further, the Authority doubts whether for scheduled passenger
services between ports of the EEA ensures that aid would only
be given to the employment of EEA seafarers.

For both schemes, the Authority would appreciate a confirma-
tion that the cumulation rules of Chapter 11 of the Guidelines
and the respective upper thresholds will be respected.

Consequently, and in accordance Article 4(4) of Part II of Proto-
col 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement, the Authority is
obliged to open the procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of
Part I of Protocol 3 of the Surveillance and Court Agreement.
The decision to open proceedings is without prejudice to the
final decision of the Authority, which may conclude that the
measures in question are compatible with the functioning of the
EEA Agreement.

In light of the foregoing considerations, the Authority, acting
under the procedure laid down in Article 1(2) of Part I of Proto-
col 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement, requests the Ice-
landic authorities to submit their comments within one month
of the date of receipt of this Decision.

In light of the foregoing consideration, the Authority requests
the Icelandic authorities, within one month of receipt of this
Decision, to provide all documents, information and data nee-
ded for assessment of the compatibility of the tonnage tax mea-
sure,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The EFTA Surveillance Authority has decided to open the formal
investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of
Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement against Ice-
land regarding the notified tonnage tax scheme and the refund
scheme for seafarers.

Article 2

The Icelandic authorities are invited, pursuant to Article 6(1) of
Part II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement,
to submit their comments on the opening of the formal investi-
gation procedure within one month from the notification of this
Decision.

Article 3

The Icelandic authorities are requested to provide within one
month from notification of this Decision, all documents, infor-
mation and data needed for assessment of the compatibility of
the aid measure.

Article 4

This Decision is addressed to the Republic of Iceland.

Article 5

Only the English version is authentic.

Done at Brussels, 19 December 2007.

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority

Per SANDERUD

President

Kristján STEFÁNSSON

College Member
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Mitteilung der EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde über die Verlängerung der Gültigkeit der Leitlinien für
staatliche Umweltschutzbeihilfen

(2008/C 96/08)

Die EFTA-Überwachungsbehörde hat beschlossen, die Gültigkeit der geltenden Leitlinien für staatliche
Umweltschutzbeihilfen (veröffentlicht im Amtsblatt der Europäischen Gemeinschaften L 21 vom 24.1.2002,
EWR-Beilage Nr. 6) bis zur Verabschiedung neuer Leitlinien zu verlängern.
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V

(Bekanntmachungen)

VERWALTUNGSVERFAHREN

RAT

OFFENE AUFFORDERUNG ZUR EINREICHUNG VON VORSCHLÄGEN

Europäische Zusammenarbeit im Bereich der wissenschaftlichen und technischen Forschung (COST)

(2008/C 96/09)

COST führt Forscher und Experten aus verschiedenen Ländern zusammen, die in speziellen thematischen
Bereichen tätig sind. COST finanziert jedoch NICHT die Forschungsmaßnahmen selbst, sondern unterstützt
Vernetzungsmaßnahmen wie Tagungen, Konferenzen, Kurzaufenthalte von Wissenschaftlern und Öffent-
lichkeitsarbeit. Derzeit werden über 200 wissenschaftliche Netze (so genannte Aktionen) unterstützt.

COST erbittet Vorschläge für Aktionen, die zur wissenschaftlichen, technologischen, wirtschaftlichen, kultu-
rellen, sozialen oder gesellschaftlichen Entwicklung Europas beitragen sollen. Besonders willkommen sind
Vorschläge, die als Wegbereiter für andere europäische Programme dienen und/oder von Nachwuchswissen-
schaftlern kommen.

Die verstärkte Vernetzung europäischer Forscher ist eine entscheidende Voraussetzung für die Schaffung des
Europäischen Forschungsraums. COST schafft Anreize für den Aufbau ausgedehnter neuer, innovativer, inter-
disziplinärer Forschungsnetze in Europa. Mit den von Forscherteams durchgeführten COST-Aktionen sollen
die Grundlagen für herausragende wissenschaftliche Leistungen in Europa geschaffen werden.

COST ist in neun große Fachbereiche untergliedert (Biomedizin und Molekulare Biowissenschaften; Che-
mie und Molekularwissenschaften und -technologien; Erdsystemwissenschaften und Umweltmanagement;
Ernährung und Landwirtschaft; Wald, forstwirtschaftliche Erzeugnisse und forstliche Dienstleistungen;
Bürger, Gesellschaft, Kultur und Gesundheit; Informations- und Kommunikationstechnologien; Werkstoffe,
Physikalische Wissenschaften und Nanowissenschaften; Verkehr und Stadtentwicklung). Auf der Internetseite:
www.cost.esf.org wird erläutert, welches Themenspektrum die einzelnen Fachbereiche abdecken sollen.

Die Bewerber haben anzugeben, welchem Bereich ihr Vorschlag zuzuordnen ist. Allerdings sind disziplin-
übergreifende Vorschläge, die sich nicht ohne weiteres einem einzigen Fachbereich zuordnen lassen, beson-
ders willkommen; sie werden gesondert begutachtet.

Die Vorschläge sollten die Beteiligung von Forschern aus mindestens fünf COST-Ländern vorsehen. Es kann
mit einer finanziellen Unterstützung in der Größenordnung von 100 000 EUR pro Jahr in der Regel für
einen Zeitraum von vier Jahren gerechnet werden.

Die Bewertung der Vorschläge erfolgt in zwei Stufen. Zunächst ist — unter Verwendung des unter:
www.cost.esf.org/opencall verfügbaren Online-Formulars — ein vorläufiger Vorschlag (maximal
1 500 Worte/3 Seiten) mit einer Kurzdarstellung des Vorschlags und seiner vorgesehenen Effekte einzu-
reichen. Vorschläge, die den COST-Kriterien für die Zuschussfähigkeit nicht entsprechen (z. B. wenn im Vor-
schlag die Finanzierung von Forschungsvorhaben beantragt wird), werden nicht berücksichtigt. Zuschussfä-
hige Vorschläge werden von den zuständigen Bereichsausschüssen anhand der unter: www.cost.esf.org veröf-
fentlichten Kriterien bewertet. Diejenigen Bewerber, deren vorläufige Vorschläge ausgewählt wurden, erhalten
dann eine Aufforderung zur Einreichung eines ausführlichen Vorschlags. Die ausführlichen Vorschläge wer-
den von Gutachtern nach den unter: www.cost.esf.org/opencall aufgeführten Bewertungskriterien geprüft.
Der Zuschlag wird in der Regel binnen sechs Monaten nach dem Stichtag erteilt; die Aktionen sollten danach
binnen drei Monaten anlaufen.

Der Stichtag für die Abgabe der vorläufigen Vorschläge ist der 26. September 2008. Ca. 75 Bewerber
erhalten dann eine Aufforderung zur Einreichung eines ausführlichen Vorschlags für die Endauswahl, aus der
ca. 25 neue Aktionen hervorgehen werden.
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Die Aufforderung zur Einreichung der ausführlichen Vorschläge erfolgt bis 14. November 2008; diese
müssen spätestens am 16. Januar 2009 vorgelegt werden; mit einer Entscheidung ist im Mai 2009 zu rech-
nen. Als nächster Abgabestichtag ist der 27. März 2009 vorgesehen.

Die Bewerber können sich gegebenenfalls an ihren nationalen COST-Koordinator wenden, um Auskünfte
einzuholen oder sich beraten zu lassen — siehe unter: www.cost.esf.org/cnc

Die Vorschläge selbst sind online über die Webseite des COST-Büros einzureichen.

Die Koordinierungstätigkeit von COST wird aus dem EU-Rahmenprogramm für Forschung und technologi-
sche Entwicklung finanziell unterstützt. Das von der Europäischen Wissenschaftsstiftung (EWS) verwaltete
COST-Büro, das als Durchführungsbevollmächtigter von COST fungiert, nimmt die Aufgaben des wissen-
schaftlichen Sekretariats für die COST-Bereiche und COST-Aktionen wahr.
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EUROPÄISCHES AMT FÜR PERSONALAUSWAHL (EPSO)

BEKANNTMACHUNG ALLGEMEINER AUSWAHLVERFAHREN EPSO/AST/46-55/08

Assistentinnen und Assistenten (AST3)

(2008/C 96/10)

Das Europäische Amt für Personalauswahl (EPSO) veranstaltet für Staatsbürger der 12 Mitgliedstaaten, die im
Zuge der letzten Erweiterungen der EU beigetreten sind, die allgemeinen Auswahlverfahren:

— EPSO/AST/46/08 — Rechtsfragen,

— EPSO/AST/47/08 — Finanzmanagement,

— EPSO/AST/48/08 — Programm-/Projekt-/Vertragsmanagement,

— EPSO/AST/49/08 — Audit,

— EPSO/AST/50/08 — Statistik/Volkswirtschaft,

und

parallel dazu veranstaltet das Europäische Amt für Personalauswahl (EPSO) für Staatsbürger aus allen
27 Mitgliedstaaten zu denselben Schwerpunktthemen die allgemeinen Auswahlverfahren:

— EPSO/AST/51/08 — Rechtsfragen,

— EPSO/AST/52/08 — Finanzmanagement,

— EPSO/AST/53/08 — Programm-/Projekt-/Vertragsmanagement,

— EPSO/AST/54/08 — Audit,

— EPSO/AST/55/08 — Statistik/Volkswirtschaft.

Je nach Art des Bildungsabschlusses wird eine Berufserfahrung von fünf oder von acht Jahren verlangt.

Die Bekanntmachungen der Auswahlverfahren werden ausschließlich in deutscher, englischer und französi-
scher Sprache im Amtsblatt C 96 A vom 17. April 2008 veröffentlicht.

Weitere Informationen befinden sich auf der EPSO-Website: http://europa.eu/epso
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VERFAHREN ZUR DURCHFÜHRUNG DER WETTBEWERBSPOLITIK

KOMMISSION

Vorherige Anmeldung eines Zusammenschlusses

(Sache COMP/M.4900 — Solvay/Sibur/JV)

Für das vereinfachte Verfahren in Frage kommender Fall

(Text von Bedeutung für den EWR)

(2008/C 96/11)

1. Am 9. April 2008 ist die Anmeldung eines Zusammenschlussvorhabens nach Artikel 4 der Verord-
nung (EG) Nr. 139/2004 des Rates (1) bei der Kommission eingegangen. Danach ist Folgendes beabsichtigt:
Das Unternehmen SolVin GmbH & Co. KG („SolVin“, Deutschland), das zum Solvay-Konzern gehört, und
das Unternehmen OJSC Sibur Holding („Sibur“, Russland), das Gazfond gehört, erwerben im Sinne von Arti-
kel 3 Absatz 1 Buchstabe b der Verordnung durch Erwerb von Anteilen an einem neu gegründeten Gemein-
schaftsunternehmen die gemeinsame Kontrolle über das Unternehmen OOO RusVinyl (das „JV“, Russland).

2. Die beteiligten Unternehmen sind in folgenden Geschäftsbereichen tätig:

— SolVin: Herstellung von PVC,

— Sibur: Herstellung von Erdölerzeugnissen,

— JV: Herstellung und Vertrieb von Natriumhydroxid und PVC.

3. Die Kommission hat nach vorläufiger Prüfung festgestellt, dass das angemeldete Rechtsgeschäft unter
die Verordnung (EG) Nr. 139/2004 fallen könnte. Eine endgültige Entscheidung zu diesem Punkt behält sie
sich vor. Nach der Bekanntmachung der Kommission über ein vereinfachtes Verfahren für bestimmte Zusam-
menschlüsse gemäß der Verordnung (EG) Nr. 139/2004 des Rates (2) kommt dieser Fall für eine Behandlung
nach dem in der Bekanntmachung festgelegten Verfahren in Frage.

4. Alle betroffenen Dritten können bei der Kommission zu diesem Vorhaben Stellung nehmen.

Die Stellungnahmen müssen bei der Kommission spätestens zehn Tage nach dem Datum dieser Veröffentli-
chung eingehen. Sie können der Kommission per Fax (Fax-Nr. (32-2) 296 43 01 oder 296 72 44) oder per
Post unter Angabe des Aktenzeichens COMP/M.4900 — Solvay/Sibur/JV an folgende Anschrift übermittelt
werden:

Europäische Kommission
Generaldirektion Wettbewerb
Registratur Fusionskontrolle
J-70
B-1049 Brüssel
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BERICHTIGUNGEN

Berichtigung der mit Anmerkungen versehenen Übersicht über die geregelten Märkte und einzelstaatliche
Rechtsvorschriften zur Umsetzung der entsprechenden Anforderungen der Wertpapierdienstleistungsrichtlinie

(Richtlinie 93/22/EWG des Rates)

(Amtsblatt der Europäischen Union C 57 vom 1. März 2008)

(2008/C 96/12)

Im Inhalt und im Titel auf Seite 21:

anstatt: „(Richtlinie 93/22/EWG des Rates)“

muss es heißen: „(Richtlinie 2004/39/EG des Europäischen Parlaments und des Rates)“.
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