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II 

(Non-legislative acts) 

REGULATIONS 

COMMISSION REGULATION (EU) 2018/885 

of 20 June 2018 

amending Annex VI to Regulation (EC) No 1223/2009 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council on cosmetic products 

(Text with EEA relevance) 

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 

Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, 

Having regard to Regulation (EC) No 1223/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 
on cosmetic products (1), and in particular Article 31(2) thereof, 

Whereas: 

(1) 2,2′-Methylene-bis(6-(2H-benzotriazol-2-yl)-4-(1,1,3,3-tetramethyl-butyl)phenol)/Bisoctrizole with the Internat­
ional Nomenclature of Cosmetic Ingredients name Methylene Bis-Benzotriazolyl Tetramethylbutylphenol (MBBT) 
is authorised for use as a UV-filter in cosmetic products under entry 23 of Annex VI to Regulation (EC) 
No 1223/2009. The use of MBBT (nano) as a UV-filter in cosmetic products is currently not regulated. 

(2)  In its opinion of 25 March 2015 (2), the Scientific Committee on Consumer Safety (SCCS) concluded that the use 
of MBBT (nano) as a UV-filter, with the characteristics as indicated in the opinion and at a concentration up to 
10 % w/w in dermally applied cosmetic products does not pose a risk to human health after application on 
healthy, intact skin and also damaged skin. The characteristics indicated by the SCCS in that opinion relate to the 
physico-chemical properties of the material (such as purity, median particle size, number size distribution). 

(3)  The SCCS also considered that the conclusions of its opinion of 25 March 2015 do not apply to applications 
that might lead to the exposure of the end-user's lungs to MBBT (nano) by inhalation. 

(4)  In light of the SCCS opinion and in order to take into account technical and scientific progress, the use of MBBT 
(nano) as a UV-filter in cosmetic products, according to the SCCS's specifications, should be authorised at 
a maximum concentration of 10 % w/w, except in applications that may lead to the exposure of the end-user's 
lungs to MBBT (nano) by inhalation. 

(5)  Annex VI to Regulation (EC) No 1223/2009 should therefore be amended accordingly. 

(6)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in accordance with the opinion of the Standing Committee on 
Cosmetic Products, 
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(1) OJ L 342, 22.12.2009, p. 59. 
(2) SCCS/1546/15, Revision of 25 June 2015: https://ec.europa.eu/health/sites/health/files/scientific_committees/consumer_safety/docs/sccs_ 

o_168.pdf 

https://ec.europa.eu/health/sites/health/files/scientific_committees/consumer_safety/docs/sccs_o_168.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/health/sites/health/files/scientific_committees/consumer_safety/docs/sccs_o_168.pdf


HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION: 

Article 1 

Annex VI to Regulation (EC) No 1223/2009 is amended in accordance with the Annex to this Regulation. 

Article 2 

This Regulation shall enter into force on the twentieth day following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the 
European Union. 

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States. 

Done at Brussels, 20 June 2018. 

For the Commission 

The President 
Jean-Claude JUNCKER  
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ANNEX 

Annex VI to Regulation (EC) No 1223/2009 is amended as follows:  

(1) entry 23 is replaced by the following entry: 

Reference 
Number 

Substance identification Conditions 
Wording of con­

ditions of use 
and warnings 

Chemical 
name/INN/XAN 

Name of Common 
Ingredients  

Glossary 
CAS number EC number 

Product 
type, body 

parts 

Maximum concen­
tration in ready for 

use preparation 
Other  

a b c d e f g h i 

‘23 2,2′-Methylene- 
bis(6-(2H-benzo­
triazol-2-yl)-4- 
(1,1,3,3-tetra­
methylbutyl)phe­
nol)/Bisoctrizole 

Methylene Bis- 
Benzotriazolyl 
Tetramethylbutyl­
phenol 

103597-45-1 403-800-1  10 % (*)   

(*)  In case of combined use of Methylene Bis-Benzotriazolyl Tetramethylbutylphenol and Methylene Bis-Benzotriazolyl Tetramethylbutylphenol (nano), the sum shall not exceed the limit given in column g.’;   

(2) entry 23a is inserted: 

Reference 
Number 

Substance identification Conditions 
Wording of con­

ditions of use 
and warnings 

Chemical 
name/INN/XAN 

Name of Common 
Ingredients  

Glossary 
CAS number EC number 

Product 
type, body 

parts 

Maximum concen­
tration in ready for 

use preparation 
Other  

a b c d e f g h i 

‘23a 2,2′-Methylene- 
bis(6-(2H-benzo­
triazol-2-yl)-4- 
(1,1,3,3-tetra­
methylbutyl)phe­
nol)/Bisoctrizole 

Methylene Bis- 
Benzotriazolyl 
Tetramethylbutyl­
phenol (nano) 

103597-45-1 403-800-1  10 % (*) Not to be used in applications that may lead to 
exposure of the end user's lungs by inhalation. 

Only nanomaterials having the following char­
acteristics are allowed: 

—  Purity ≥ 98,5 %, with 2,2′-methylene-bis- 
(6(2H-benzotriazol-2-yl)-4-(isooctyl)phenol) 
isomer fraction not exceeding 1,5 %;   

21.6.2018 
L 158/3 

O
fficial Journal of the European U

nion 
EN

     



Reference 
Number 

Substance identification Conditions 
Wording of con­

ditions of use 
and warnings 

Chemical 
name/INN/XAN 

Name of Common 
Ingredients  

Glossary 
CAS number EC number 

Product 
type, body 

parts 

Maximum concen­
tration in ready for 

use preparation 
Other  

a b c d e f g h i 

—  Solubility < 5 ng/L in water at 25 °C; 

—  Partition coefficient (Log Pow): 12,7 at 
25 °C; 

—  Uncoated; 

—  Median particle size D50 (50 % of the 
number below this diameter): ≥ 120 nm of 
mass distribution and/or ≥ 60 nm of num­
ber size distribution.  

(*)  In case of combined use of Methylene Bis-Benzotriazolyl Tetramethylbutylphenol and Methylene Bis-Benzotriazolyl Tetramethylbutylphenol (nano), the sum shall not exceed the limit given in column g.’.   
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COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2018/886 

of 20 June 2018 

on certain commercial policy measures concerning certain products originating in the United 
States of America and amending Implementing Regulation (EU) 2018/724 

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 

Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, 

Having regard to Regulation (EU) No 654/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 May 2014 
concerning the exercise of the Union's rights for the application and enforcement of international trade rules (1), and in 
particular Article 4(1) thereof, 

Whereas: 

(1)  Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2018/724 (2) mandated the Commission to give written notice, no 
later than 18 May 2018, to the World Trade Organization (‘WTO’) Council for Trade in Goods that, absent 
disapproval by the Council for Trade in Goods, the Union suspends the application to the trade of the United 
States of America (‘United States’) of import duty concessions under the GATT 1994 in respect of the products 
listed in Annex I and Annex II to that Regulation, so as to allow for an application of additional customs duties 
on the importation of these products originating in the United States. 

(2)  On 18 May 2018 the Commission gave the above written notice and the WTO Council for Trade in Goods did 
not disapprove within 30 days. The Union thereby suspended, in the WTO, the application of import duty 
concessions to the trade with the United States under GATT 1994 in respect of these products. 

(3)  On 8 March 2018 the United States adopted safeguard measures in the form of a tariff increase on imports of 
certain steel and aluminium products, effective from 23 March 2018 and with an unlimited duration. After two 
deferrals of the effective date of the tariff increase with respect to the European Union, the tariff increase became 
effective with respect to the European Union on 1 June 2018, with an unlimited duration. 

(4)  Consequently, having regard to Article 2 of Implementing Regulation (EU) 2018/724, the Commission should 
impose additional customs duties on the products listed in Annex I and Annex II, as set out in recitals 6 and 12 
to 15 of that Regulation, and having regard to the modalities set out in recitals 7 and 16 to 19 of that 
Regulation, and reflecting the timing requirements as set out in recital 5 of that Regulation, to the effect that: 

(a)  the additional ad valorem duties of a rate of 10 % and 25 % on imports of the products listed in Annex I, 
should be applied from the date of entry into force of this Regulation and until the United States ceases to 
apply its safeguard measures to products from the Union; 

(b)  the additional ad valorem duties of a rate of 10 %, 25 %, 35 % and 50 % on imports of the products listed in 
Annex II, should be applied from 1 June 2021 or upon the adoption by, or notification to, the WTO Dispute 
Settlement Body of a ruling that the United States' safeguard measures are inconsistent with the relevant 
provisions of the WTO Agreement, if that is earlier, until the United States ceases to apply its safeguard 
measures to the Union. 

(5)  Due to a clerical error, Implementing Regulation (EU) 2018/724 should be amended. The clerical error concerns 
the maximum additional duty for CN 9504 40 00 in Annex I, which should be 10 % instead of 25 %. Recital 12, 
Article 2(a) and Annex I of that Regulation should be amended accordingly. The products and level of additional 
duties listed in Annex I and Annex II are identical in Implementing Regulation (EU) 2018/724, as amended, and 
this Regulation. 

(6)  This Regulation is without prejudice to the question of the consistency of the United States' safeguard measures 
with the relevant provisions of the WTO Agreement. 
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(1) Regulation (EU) No 654/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 May 2014 concerning the exercise of the Union's 
rights for the application and enforcement of international trade rules and amending Council Regulation (EC) No 3286/94 laying down 
Community procedures in the field of the common commercial policy in order to ensure the exercise of the Community's rights under 
international trade rules, in particular those established under the auspices of the World Trade Organization (OJ L 189, 27.6.2014, 
p. 50). 

(2) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2018/724 of 16 May 2018 on certain commercial policy measures concerning certain 
products originating in the United States of America (OJ L 122, 17.5.2018, p. 14). 



(7)  The Commission may amend this Regulation, should it deem that appropriate, to account for any modification of 
or amendment to the United States' safeguard measures, including through product or company exclusion. 

(8)  Article 4 of Implementing Regulation (EU) 2018/724 provides that products listed in the Annexes to that 
Regulation for which an import licence with an exemption from or a reduction of duty has been issued prior to 
the date of entry into force of that Regulation shall not be subject to additional duty. That Regulation also 
provides that products listed in the Annexes to that Regulation for which the importers can prove that they have 
been exported from the United States to the Union prior to the date on which an additional duty is applied with 
respect to that product shall not be subject to the additional duty. 

(9)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in accordance with the opinion of the Trade Barriers 
Committee, established by Regulation (EU) 2015/1843 of the European Parliament and of the Council (1), 

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION: 

Article 1 

The Union shall apply additional customs duties on imports into the Union of the products listed in Annex I and 
Annex II to this Regulation and originating in the United States of America (‘United States’). 

Article 2 

The application of additional customs duties on these products shall be as follows: 

(a)  at the first stage, additional ad valorem duty of a rate of 10 % and 25 % shall be applied on imports of products 
listed in Annex I, as specified therein, from the date of entry into force of this Regulation; 

(b)  at the second stage, further additional ad valorem duty of a rate of 10 %, 25 %, 35 % and 50 % shall be applied on 
imports of products listed in Annex II as specified therein: 

—  from 1 June 2021, or 

—  from the fifth day following the date of the adoption by, or notification to, the WTO Dispute Settlement Body of 
a ruling that the United States' safeguard measures are inconsistent with the relevant provisions of the WTO 
Agreement, if that is earlier. In the latter event, the Commission shall publish in the Official Journal of the 
European Union a notice indicating the date on which such ruling is adopted or notified. 

Article 3 

Implementing Regulation (EU) 2018/724 is amended as follows:  

(1) recital 12 is replaced by the following: 

‘Reflecting the timing requirements described in recital 5, the additional customs duties should apply, if necessary or 
to the extent necessary, in two stages. At the first stage, ad valorem duties of a maximum rate of 10 % and 25 % on 
imports of the products listed in Annex I, may be applied immediately and until the United States ceases to apply its 
safeguard measures to products from the Union.’;  

(2) in Article 2, paragraph (a) is replaced by the following: 

‘At the first stage, additional ad valorem duty of a maximum rate of 10 % and 25 % shall be applied on imports of 
products listed in Annex I from 20 June 2018’;  

(3) in Annex I, the additional duty for CN 9504 40 00 is amended as follows: 

‘25 %’ is replaced by ‘10 %’. 
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(1) Regulation (EU) 2015/1843 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 6 October 2015 laying down Union procedures in the 
field of the common commercial policy in order to ensure the exercise of the Union's rights under international trade rules, in particular 
those established under the auspices of the World Trade Organization (codification) (OJ L 272, 16.10.2015, p. 1). 



Article 4 

This Regulation shall enter into force on the day following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the European 
Union. 

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States. 

Done at Brussels, 20 June 2018. 

For the Commission 

The President 
Jean-Claude JUNCKER  

21.6.2018 L 158/7 Official Journal of the European Union EN     



ANNEX I 

Products subject to additional duties at the first stage 

CN 2018 (1) Additional duty 

0710 40 00 25 % 

0711 90 30 25 % 

0713 33 90 25 % 

1005 90 00 25 % 

1006 30 21 25 % 

1006 30 23 25 % 

1006 30 25 25 % 

1006 30 27 25 % 

1006 30 42 25 % 

1006 30 44 25 % 

1006 30 46 25 % 

1006 30 48 25 % 

1006 30 61 25 % 

1006 30 63 25 % 

1006 30 65 25 % 

1006 30 67 25 % 

1006 30 92 25 % 

1006 30 94 25 % 

1006 30 96 25 % 

1006 30 98 25 % 

1006 40 00 25 % 

1904 10 30 25 % 

1904 90 10 25 % 

2001 90 30 25 % 

2004 90 10 25 % 

2005 80 00 25 % 

2008 11 10 25 % 

2009 12 00 25 % 

2009 19 11 25 % 

2009 19 19 25 % 

2009 19 91 25 % 
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CN 2018 (1) Additional duty 

2009 19 98 25 % 

2009 81 11 25 % 

2009 81 19 25 % 

2009 81 31 25 % 

2009 81 59 25 % 

2009 81 95 25 % 

2009 81 99 25 % 

2208 30 11 25 % 

2208 30 19 25 % 

2208 30 82 25 % 

2208 30 88 25 % 

2402 10 00 25 % 

2402 20 10 25 % 

2402 20 90 25 % 

2402 90 00 25 % 

2403 11 00 25 % 

2403 19 10 25 % 

2403 19 90 25 % 

2403 91 00 25 % 

2403 99 10 25 % 

2403 99 90 25 % 

3304 20 00 25 % 

3304 30 00 25 % 

3304 91 00 25 % 

6109 10 00 25 % 

6109 90 20 25 % 

6109 90 90 25 % 

6203 42 31 25 % 

6203 42 90 25 % 

6203 43 11 25 % 

6204 62 31 25 % 

6204 62 90 25 % 

6302 31 00 25 % 

6403 59 95 25 % 

7210 12 20 25 % 
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CN 2018 (1) Additional duty 

7210 12 80 25 % 

7219 12 10 25 % 

7219 12 90 25 % 

7219 13 10 25 % 

7219 13 90 25 % 

7219 32 10 25 % 

7219 32 90 25 % 

7219 33 10 25 % 

7219 33 90 25 % 

7219 34 10 25 % 

7219 34 90 25 % 

7219 35 90 25 % 

7222 20 11 25 % 

7222 20 21 25 % 

7222 20 29 25 % 

7222 20 31 25 % 

7222 20 81 25 % 

7222 20 89 25 % 

7222 40 10 25 % 

7222 40 50 25 % 

7222 40 90 25 % 

7223 00 11 25 % 

7223 00 19 25 % 

7223 00 91 25 % 

7226 92 00 25 % 

7228 30 20 25 % 

7228 30 41 25 % 

7228 30 49 25 % 

7228 30 61 25 % 

7228 30 69 25 % 

7228 30 70 25 % 

7228 30 89 25 % 

7228 50 20 25 % 

7228 50 40 25 % 

7228 50 69 25 % 
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CN 2018 (1) Additional duty 

7228 50 80 25 % 

7229 90 20 25 % 

7229 90 50 25 % 

7229 90 90 25 % 

7301 20 00 25 % 

7304 31 20 25 % 

7304 31 80 25 % 

7304 41 00 25 % 

7306 30 11 25 % 

7306 30 19 25 % 

7306 30 41 25 % 

7306 30 49 25 % 

7306 30 72 25 % 

7306 30 77 25 % 

7306 30 80 25 % 

7306 40 20 25 % 

7306 40 80 25 % 

7307 11 10 25 % 

7307 11 90 25 % 

7307 19 10 25 % 

7307 19 90 25 % 

7308 30 00 25 % 

7308 40 00 25 % 

7308 90 51 25 % 

7308 90 59 25 % 

7308 90 98 25 % 

7309 00 10 25 % 

7309 00 51 25 % 

7309 00 59 25 % 

7310 29 10 25 % 

7310 29 90 25 % 

7311 00 13 25 % 

7311 00 19 25 % 

7311 00 99 25 % 

7314 14 00 25 % 
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CN 2018 (1) Additional duty 

7314 19 00 25 % 

7314 49 00 25 % 

7315 11 10 25 % 

7315 11 90 25 % 

7315 12 00 25 % 

7315 19 00 25 % 

7315 89 00 25 % 

7315 90 00 25 % 

7318 14 10 25 % 

7318 14 91 25 % 

7318 14 99 25 % 

7318 16 40 25 % 

7318 16 60 25 % 

7318 16 92 25 % 

7318 16 99 25 % 

7321 11 10 25 % 

7321 11 90 25 % 

7322 90 00 25 % 

7323 93 00 25 % 

7323 99 00 25 % 

7324 10 00 25 % 

7325 10 00 25 % 

7325 99 10 25 % 

7325 99 90 25 % 

7326 90 30 25 % 

7326 90 40 25 % 

7326 90 50 25 % 

7326 90 60 25 % 

7326 90 92 25 % 

7326 90 96 25 % 

7606 11 10 25 % 

7606 11 91 25 % 

7606 12 20 25 % 

7606 12 92 25 % 

7606 12 93 25 % 
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CN 2018 (1) Additional duty 

8711 40 00 25 % 

8711 50 00 25 % 

8903 91 10 25 % 

8903 91 90 25 % 

8903 92 10 25 % 

8903 92 91 25 % 

8903 92 99 25 % 

8903 99 10 25 % 

8903 99 91 25 % 

8903 99 99 25 % 

9504 40 00 10 % 

(1)  The nomenclature codes are taken from the Combined Nomenclature as defined in Article 1(2) of Council Regulation (EEC) 
No 2658/87 of 23 July 1987 on the tariff and statistical nomenclature and on the Common Customs Tariff (OJ L 256, 7.9.1987, 
p. 1) and as set out in Annex I thereto, which are valid at the time of publication of this Regulation and mutatis mutandis as 
amended by subsequent legislation, including most recently Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2017/1925 of 12 October 
2017 amending Annex I to Council Regulation (EEC) No 2658/87 on the tariff and statistical nomenclature and on the Common 
Customs Tariff (OJ L 282, 31.10.2017, p. 1).   
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ANNEX II 

Products subject to further additional duties at the second stage 

CN 2018 (1) Additional duty 

2008 93 11 25 % 

2008 93 19 25 % 

2008 93 29 25 % 

2008 93 91 25 % 

2008 93 93 25 % 

2008 93 99 25 % 

2208 30 11 25 % 

2208 30 19 25 % 

2208 30 82 25 % 

2208 30 88 25 % 

3301 12 10 10 % 

3301 13 10 10 % 

3301 90 10 10 % 

3301 90 30 10 % 

3301 90 90 10 % 

3302 90 10 10 % 

3302 90 90 10 % 

3304 10 00 10 % 

3305 30 00 10 % 

4818 20 10 25 % 

4818 20 91 35 % 

4818 20 99 25 % 

4818 30 00 25 % 

4818 50 00 35 % 

4818 90 10 25 % 

4818 90 90 35 % 

5606 00 91 10 % 

5606 00 99 10 % 

5907 00 00 10 % 

5911 10 00 10 % 

5911 20 00 10 % 
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CN 2018 (1) Additional duty 

5911 31 11 10 % 

5911 31 19 10 % 

5911 31 90 10 % 

5911 32 11 10 % 

5911 32 19 10 % 

5911 32 90 10 % 

6203 42 11 50 % 

6203 42 33 50 % 

6203 42 35 50 % 

6203 42 51 50 % 

6203 42 59 50 % 

6203 43 19 50 % 

6203 43 31 50 % 

6203 43 39 50 % 

6203 43 90 50 % 

6204 62 11 50 % 

6204 62 33 50 % 

6204 62 39 50 % 

6204 62 51 50 % 

6204 62 59 50 % 

6205 30 00 50 % 

6301 30 10 50 % 

6301 30 90 50 % 

6402 19 00 25 % 

6402 99 10 50 % 

6402 99 31 25 % 

6402 99 39 25 % 

6402 99 50 25 % 

6402 99 91 25 % 

6402 99 93 25 % 

6402 99 96 25 % 

6402 99 98 25 % 

6403 59 05 25 % 

6403 59 11 25 % 

6403 59 31 25 % 
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CN 2018 (1) Additional duty 

6403 59 35 25 % 

6403 59 39 25 % 

6403 59 50 25 % 

6403 59 91 25 % 

6403 59 99 25 % 

6601 10 00 50 % 

6911 10 00 50 % 

6911 90 00 50 % 

6912 00 21 50 % 

6912 00 23 50 % 

6912 00 25 50 % 

6912 00 29 50 % 

6912 00 81 50 % 

6912 00 83 50 % 

6912 00 85 50 % 

6912 00 89 50 % 

6913 10 00 50 % 

6913 90 10 50 % 

6913 90 93 50 % 

6913 90 98 50 % 

6914 10 00 50 % 

6914 90 00 50 % 

7005 21 25 25 % 

7005 21 30 25 % 

7005 21 80 25 % 

7007 19 10 10 % 

7007 19 20 10 % 

7007 19 80 10 % 

7007 21 20 10 % 

7007 21 80 10 % 

7007 29 00 10 % 

7009 10 00 25 % 

7009 91 00 10 % 

7013 28 10 10 % 

7013 28 90 10 % 
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CN 2018 (1) Additional duty 

7102 31 00 10 % 

7113 11 00 25 % 

7113 19 00 25 % 

7113 20 00 25 % 

7228 50 61 25 % 

7326 90 98 10 % 

7604 29 90 25 % 

7606 11 93 25 % 

7606 11 99 25 % 

8422 11 00 50 % 

8450 11 11 50 % 

8450 11 19 50 % 

8450 11 90 50 % 

8450 12 00 50 % 

8450 19 00 50 % 

8506 10 11 10 % 

8506 10 18 10 % 

8506 10 91 10 % 

8506 10 98 10 % 

8506 90 00 10 % 

8543 70 01 50 % 

8543 70 02 50 % 

8543 70 03 50 % 

8543 70 04 50 % 

8543 70 05 50 % 

8543 70 06 50 % 

8543 70 07 50 % 

8543 70 08 50 % 

8543 70 09 50 % 

8543 70 10 50 % 

8543 70 30 50 % 

8543 70 50 50 % 

8543 70 60 50 % 

8543 70 90 25 % 

8704 21 10 10 % 
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CN 2018 (1) Additional duty 

8704 21 31 10 % 

8704 21 39 10 % 

8704 21 91 10 % 

8704 21 99 10 % 

8711 40 00 25 % 

8711 50 00 25 % 

8901 90 10 50 % 

8901 90 90 50 % 

8902 00 10 50 % 

8902 00 90 50 % 

8903 10 10 10 % 

8903 10 90 10 % 

8903 92 91 25 % 

8903 92 99 25 % 

9401 61 00 50 % 

9401 69 00 50 % 

9401 71 00 50 % 

9401 79 00 50 % 

9401 80 00 50 % 

9404 90 10 25 % 

9404 90 90 25 % 

9405 99 00 25 % 

(1)  The nomenclature codes are taken from the Combined Nomenclature as defined in Article 1(2) of Council Regulation (EEC) 
No 2658/87 of 23 July 1987 on the tariff and statistical nomenclature and on the Common Customs Tariff (OJ L 256, 7.9.1987, 
p. 1) and as set out in Annex I thereto, which are valid at the time of publication of this Regulation and mutatis mutandis as 
amended by subsequent legislation, including most recently Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2017/1925 of 12 October 
2017 amending Annex I to Council Regulation (EEC) No 2658/87 on the tariff and statistical nomenclature and on the Common 
Customs Tariff (OJ L 282, 31.10.2017, p. 1).   
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III 

(Other acts) 

EUROPEAN ECONOMIC AREA 

EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION 

No 70/17/COL 

of 29 March 2017 

on the Coastal Agreement for Hurtigruten Maritime Services 2012-2019 (Norway) [2018/887] 

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY (‘the Authority’), 

Having regard to: 

the Agreement on the European Economic Area (‘the EEA Agreement’), in particular to Articles 59(2) and 61, 

Protocol 26 to the EEA Agreement, 

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

Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement (‘Protocol 3’), in particular to Article 1 of Part I and Articles 4(4), 
6 and 13 of Part II, 

Whereas: 

I. FACTS 

1. PROCEDURE 

(1)  On 28 April 2014, the Authority received by email a complaint concerning alleged incompatible aid to 
Hurtigruten ASA (‘Hurtigruten’) under the Coastal Agreement for the Bergen – Kirkenes route (‘Hurtigruten 
Agreement’ or ‘HA’) for the period 1 January 2012 to 31 December 2019. 

(2)  A second complaint referring to the HA was received on 9 July 2014. The two complaints are independent, but 
there are certain overlapping issues. Given that both complaints refer to the HA, the present decision will treat 
them jointly and refer to them as ‘the complaints’ (reference will also be made to ‘the complainants’) throughout 
the text. 

(3)  By letter dated 13 June 2014 (supplemented by a letter of 10 July 2014), the Authority requested information 
from the Norwegian authorities. By letter dated 22 September 2014, the Norwegian authorities replied to the 
information request. An additional request for information was sent to the Norwegian authorities on 
21 November 2014, to which the Norwegian authorities replied by letter dated 16 January 2015. 

(4)  On 9 December 2015, the Authority adopted Decision 490/15/COL opening the formal investigation procedure 
into alleged unlawful aid involved in the HA (‘the opening decision’). The opening decision was published in the 
Official Journal of the European Union and the EEA Supplement to it on 30 June 2016 (1). 
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(1) OJ C 236, 30.6.2016, p. 29 and EEA Supplement No 36, 30.6.2016, p. 14. 



(5)  The Norwegian authorities submitted comments to the opening decision by letter dated 16 February 2016 (1). 
The complainants provided some additional information in response to the comments of the Norwegian 
authorities (2). The Authority did not receive any further comments to the opening decision from third parties. 

(6)  By letter dated 12 October 2016, the Authority requested information from the Norwegian authorities. By letters 
dated 21 November 2016 and 21 December 2016, the Norwegian authorities replied to the information 
request (3). 

2. BACKGROUND — THE HURTIGRUTEN AGREEMENT 

(7)  Hurtigruten operates transport services consisting of the combined transport of persons and goods along the 
Norwegian coast from Bergen to Kirkenes, as illustrated in the diagram below: 

The Bergen – Kirkenes coastal route 

(8)  The operation of the service for parts of the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2012 was the subject of the 
Authority's Decision No 205/11/COL (4). In that Decision, the Authority concluded that Hurtigruten received 
State aid that was incompatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement, in so far as it constituted a form of 
overcompensation for a public service obligation, and ordered the recovery of the aid. 

(9)  The operation of the service for the period 1 January 2012 to 31 December 2019 was the subject of a tender 
procedure initiated on 30 June 2010, when the tender specifications were published on Doffin (online database 
for public procurement) (5). 

(10)  Following this tender procedure, and on the basis of a bid submitted on 8 November 2010, a contract for the 
procurement of services for the Bergen – Kirkenes coastal route for the period 1 January 2012 to 31 December 
2019 was signed with Hurtigruten on 13 April 2011. Under this contract, Hurtigruten shall perform daily 
sailings throughout the year with calls at 32 intermediate defined ports between Bergen and Kirkenes. For the 
Tromsø - Kirkenes and Kirkenes – Tromsø routes, freight transport shall also be provided. The services shall be 
operated in line with certain capacity and vessel requirements, as stipulated in the contract. Vessels used on the 
coastal route shall as a minimum have a passenger capacity for 320 passengers, berth capacity in cabins for 
120 passengers and freight capacity for 150 euro pallets in a cargo hold with a normal load height. They shall 
also meet legal and technical requirements as indicated in section 4.4 of the tender specifications. 
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(1) Document No 793209. 
(2) Document No 798816. 
(3) Documents Nos 827472 and 833077. 
(4) OJ L 175, 5.7.2012, p. 19 and EEA Supplement No 37, 5.7.2012, p. 1. See also Joined Cases E-10/11 and E-11/11 Hurtigruten [2012] 

EFTA Ct. Rep. 758, upholding the Authority's Decision. 
(5) See www.doffin.no 

http://www.doffin.no


(11)  The maritime services for the Bergen – Kirkenes route are based on maximum fares as regards port-to-port 
passengers (i.e. public service passengers), which must be approved by the Norwegian authorities. According to 
the HA, ‘‘[p]ort-to-port passengers’ are passengers who purchase tickets for travelling on a chosen route in 
accordance with the normal tariff, with any supplement for cabins and/or meals at their option. Prices for supple­
mentary services must correspond to published prices for the selected standard of cabin and meal. The overall 
price must in such cases equal the sum of the ticket price and individual prices of the selected supplementary 
services.’ An approved fare is taken to mean the normal fares tariff that applied on this route on 1 October 2004, 
adjusted in line with the Consumer Price Index. Any subsequent changes to the normal tariff must be approved 
by the Norwegian authorities. 

(12)  For other passengers, Hurtigruten is free to set its prices. According to the HA, ‘‘[o]ther passengers’ are those who 
are not ‘port-to-port passengers’. In other words, they are passengers who purchase travel products for specific 
routes, defined by the supplier, and which include at least one overnight cabin stay and at least one meal on 
board, where the supplier has published a combined price for the items included and which cannot be broken 
down into the individual published prices for the same items, including that the passengers will not be entitled to 
defined discounts on the travel component of the product. Other passengers also include those purchasing 
a travel product, defined by the supplier, with at least the abovementioned supplementary services at a combined 
price, specified per day, but where the passengers themselves select the route where these conditions apply.’ The 
same applies to cabin and meal prices, as well as to freight transport. 

(13)  For the services covered by the HA, the Norwegian authorities pay a total compensation of NOK 5 120 million 
for the eight years' duration of the agreement, expressed in 2011 prices, and adjusted in accordance with 
Statistics Norway's cost index for domestic sea transport (1). The compensation allocation for each individual year 
is as follows: 

Table 1 

Annual Compensation under the HA 

2012 NOK 700 million 

2013 NOK 683 million 

2014 NOK 666 million 

2015 NOK 649 million 

2016 NOK 631 million 

2017 NOK 614 million 

2018 NOK 597 million 

2019 NOK 580 million  

(14)  According to the HA, Hurtigruten is obliged to keep separate accounts for the activities on the Bergen – Kirkenes 
route and other activities and routes outside the scope of the HA (2). In addition, Hurtigruten is obliged to keep 
separate accounts for the public service obligation (‘PSO’) routes of the Bergen – Kirkenes main coastal route and 
the commercial part of the same route. 
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(1) If Statistics Norway's cost index is unavailable, Statistics Norway's Consumer Price Index would be used. 
(2) As mentioned in the Authority's Decision No 205/11/COL on the Supplementary Agreement on the Hurtigruten service (OJ L 175, 

5.7.2012, p. 19 and EEA Supplement No 37, 5.7.2012, p. 1), section I.2: ‘[i]n addition to the service covered by the Hurtigruten 
Agreement, Hurtigruten is a commercial operator and offers round trips, excursions, and catering on the route Bergen – 
Kirkenes. Moreover, in connection with this route, Hurtigruten also provides transport services in the Geiranger fjord, outside the scope 
of the Hurtigruten Agreement. Furthermore, Hurtigruten operates a number of different cruises in different European states, Russia, 
Antarctica, Spitsbergen and Greenland’. 



3. THE COMPLAINTS (1) 

(15)  Both complainants have requested confidential treatment. 

(16)  The complainants' argument that Hurtigruten receives State aid in the form of overcompensation, violating thus 
Articles 61 and 59 of the EEA Agreement, is centred around the following allegations:  

1. The compensation for providing the PSO routes has increased substantially as compared to the previous 
contract period.  

2. Hurtigruten continues to receive compensation for services that are not rendered: 

(a)  Hurtigruten has cancelled all sailings to and from the port of Mehamn (one of the ports of call covered by 
the HA) from January 2014 until September 2014 without any objective justification or professional 
verification, after having itself partially demolished the terminal quay in April 2012, which Hurtigruten 
was actually using to dock for over 20 months. At the same time, the corresponding compensation 
granted by the Norwegian authorities has not been reduced, enabling Hurtigruten to receive monthly cost 
savings amounting to NOK 314 500. As a result, both the second and third Altmark conditions would not 
be fulfilled. The second condition is not fulfilled because the Norwegian authorities have not established 
a framework or policy for objectively and professionally evaluating loss of service after technical or 
operational claims by the company, and have not engaged any agency to verify the contested claims. The 
third condition would not be fulfilled, according to the complainants, because Hurtigruten is paid full 
compensation for PSO routes where it enjoys a substantial cost reduction as a result of the interruption of 
the services. 

(b)  Numerous complaints from several ports and regional authorities regarding frequent and arbitrary 
Hurtigruten cancellations have been dismissed by the Norwegian authorities and have not resulted in any 
reduction of the compensation. According to the complainants, certain ports are especially plagued by 
cancellations due to low passenger numbers and low profitability, especially during the winter season. 

The complainants particularly question the force majeure definition of section 8 of the HA referring to 
‘extreme weather conditions’ without the use of objective criteria (2). They also refer to such conditions as 
not constituting force majeure in line with section 8 of the HA, which particularly states that ‘[o]bstacles 
that the contracting party should have considered upon entering into the agreement, or could reasonably 
be expected to avoid or circumvent, shall not be considered to constitute force majeure’. At the same time, 
the complainants question Hurtigruten's discretion to abuse the absolute sovereignty of the master of the 
ship, when justifying cancellations that are not due to scheduled maintenance or technical reasons 
pursuant to section 4-1(3) of the HA. 

In conclusion, the complainants submit that the cancellations that do not result in any reduction of the 
compensation have an adverse effect on the performance of the PSO routes and do not fulfil the second and 
third Altmark conditions.  

3. Hurtigruten has shown reluctance to pay port fees, rent and service charges. It stopped paying from January 
2014 until May 2014. Furthermore, it attempts to secure special price agreements and seeks repayments of 
such costs from all relevant ports going back to 2011, while maintaining the public service compensation at 
the same level.  

4. Hurtigruten does not reserve capacity for public service passengers, but rather sells the berth capacity to 
cruise passengers. Hence, Hurtigruten is paid twice for the same capacity, which provides it with an advantage 
of NOK 50 to 100 million per year. 
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(1) Document Nos 748323 and 715314. 
(2) The complainants point to the fact that in the call for tender for the 2005-2012 contract period force majeure as a result of extreme 

weather conditions was defined as wind speeds over 25 m/s (full storm). However, in the current HA, ‘extreme weather conditions’ are 
defined as ‘conditions where ocean and/or wind conditions are such that the ship's captain judges it to be unsafe to continue the sailing 
and/or arrive at a specific port’. This, according to the complainants, has resulted in the majority of the cancellations during the period 
2012-2013 in select ports to have occurred at wind conditions below 15 m/s. 



4. GROUNDS FOR OPENING THE FORMAL INVESTIGATION 

(17)  The Authority, in the opening decision, assessed the four conditions of the Altmark judgment and expressed 
doubts that none of them seemed satisfied, and a selective advantage was thus conferred on Hurtigruten within 
the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement (1). 

(18)  Concerning the first condition of a clear definition of a PSO, the Authority doubted whether the reserve capacity 
requirement of section 4-2 of the HA could be classified by Norway as a service of general economic interest 
(‘SGEI’), given the low capacity utilisation for the public service and the seasonal fluctuations of commercial 
passengers' transportation. In addition, the Authority questioned the SGEI definition given the lack of 
information on berth utilisation and the fact that the cargo transportation for the Tromsø – Kirkenes – Tromsø 
route has not been price regulated, as required by Article 4(2) of the Maritime Cabotage Regulation (2). 

(19)  As regards the second condition and the requirement that the parameters on the basis of which the 
compensation was calculated must be established in advance in an objective and transparent manner, the 
Authority doubted whether the capacity reserve requirement is linked to actual PSO passenger numbers. There 
has not been, for example, any objective and transparent methodology to calculate in advance the cost per 
passenger/kilometre. Hurtigruten has established a separate budget incorporating all costs and revenues attributed 
to the PSO routes. This separate accounting, however, according to the Authority, has not aimed at establishing 
in advance the parameters of the compensation, which should be directly linked to the actual losses and costs 
(capacity and passenger costs) incurred by Hurtigruten. 

(20)  The Authority, further, expressed doubts on the way Hurtigruten's costs have been calculated and how the exact 
parameters have been established when adjusting the compensation, as provided for in sections 4-1 (item 3), 
6 and 7 of the HA (i.e. in case of loss of production, changes in production or in case of unforeseen events). In 
addition, the Authority noted that there have not been any parameters in place to calculate a reasonable profit 
margin, and the amount of compensation does not fully reflect the parameters established when Hurtigruten 
attempts to negotiate lower port fees while maintaining the compensation at the same level. 

(21)  In relation to the third condition, the Authority expressed its doubts as to whether the Norwegian authorities 
have ensured that the compensation granted does not exceed what is necessary to cover all or part of the costs 
incurred in discharging the PSO, taking into account relevant receipts and a reasonable profit for discharging 
those obligations. 

(22)  In reaching this preliminary conclusion, the Authority addressed the following allegations put forward by the 
complainants: 

(i)  Hurtigruten does not reserve capacity for public service passengers, but rather sells the capacity to cruise 
passengers, while maintaining the public service compensation at the same level; 

(ii)  the compensation for providing the public service has increased substantially as compared to the previous 
contract period; 

(iii)  Hurtigruten continues to receive compensation for services that are not rendered; and, 

(iv)  Hurtigruten further attempts to get lower prices for the harbour fees, while maintaining the public service 
compensation at the same level. 

(23)  Lastly, as regards the fourth Altmark condition, which requires the launching of a tender procedure or 
a benchmarking exercise with an efficient operator, the Authority, in reference to the tender procedure carried 
out, which resulted in only one bid from Hurtigruten, doubted whether a tender procedure, such as the one at 
issue, could be deemed sufficient to ensure ‘the least cost to the community’. This is particularly so because 
Hurtigruten had a significant competitive advantage that reinforced its position in the tender procedure, given 
that it had already in its possession vessels adapted to the requirements of the tender specifications. 
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(24)  Moreover, according to the tender specifications, the assignment for carrying out the PSO was advertised as three 
alternatives. This would indicate the existence of further information and/or weighting criteria among those 
alternatives. In view of the fact that such information was not included, the Authority doubted whether the 
tender as designed provided incentives to potential bidders, apart from Hurtigruten, that would have been willing 
to bid in accordance with the requirements of the three different alternatives and for a different alternative than 
the one actually chosen. 

(25)  The Authority finally expressed doubts as to whether the HA is compatible with the functioning of the EEA 
Agreement, as it did not receive any information from the Norwegian authorities as regards compatibility 
considerations. 

5. COMMENTS BY THE NORWEGIAN AUTHORITIES 

(26)  The Norwegian authorities reiterate their position that the HA does not entail any State aid to Hurtigruten, as all 
four Altmark conditions are met. 

5.1. THE ALTMARK CONDITIONS 

(27)  Concerning the first Altmark condition, the Norwegian authorities argue that the relevant SGEI is the continuous 
and daily transportation of passengers and cargo throughout the Norwegian coast with more than 30 ports-of- 
call, making sure that there is sufficient capacity available for the PSO passengers on all stretches during the 
whole year. The fact that there is surplus capacity, for instance on certain stretches and particularly during the 
winter season, is inevitable, and should not call into question the definition of the SGEI. Moreover, this spare 
capacity does not indicate that similar transport services would have been provided in the absence of the PSO, 
especially taking into account the lack of corresponding alternatives due to the particularities of the service (i.e. 
long distances, sparse population base, rough weather, mostly fixed cost base etc.). Rather, according to the 
Norwegian authorities, the question for the Authority should be to assess whether there has been a manifest 
error when setting the capacity requirements at 320 for PSO passengers and 120 for berths. 

(28)  In replying to the Authority's argument in the opening decision concerning capacity utilisation and seasonal 
variations (1), the Norwegian authorities refer to Commission Decision 2013/435/EU on State aid implemented 
by France in favour of Société Nationale Maritime Corse-Méditerranée (SNCM), where it is stated that ‘[…] the 
Commission considers that the shortage of private initiative on each line in relation to a clearly identified need 
for transport during the off-peak periods of the year alone is sufficient to justify the inclusion of the basic service 
within the scope of the public service for the whole year for all these lines.’ (2). 

(29)  During the investigation, the Authority addressed the possibility of Hurtigruten having a flexible fleet in terms of 
size according to seasonal variations (e.g. smaller vessels during the winter and larger vessels during the summer). 
The Norwegian authorities respond that this, although theoretically possible, would in practice be commercially 
unfeasible because it would require a very large fleet with the possibility of deploying the smaller ships elsewhere 
during the summer and the larger ships elsewhere during winter. 

(30)  In addition, on an issue raised by the Authority concerning the necessary minimum size of the vessels to operate 
the Bergen – Kirkenes coastal route, the Norwegian authorities consider that a certain size is necessary, given the 
harsh weather conditions at times on the route, to ensure the regularity of the service and the safety of 
passengers and crew. 

(31) In any event, according to the Norwegian authorities, the costs of operating smaller vessels would not be signifi­
cantly lower. Information submitted shows that costs increase with the size of the vessels, but not proportional 
to the increase in capacity and berths and this increased capacity will be sold in a commercial market and 
provide positive contribution (cover all variable costs and part of fixed cost) and thereby reduce the need for 
public service compensation. 
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(32)  Further, the Norwegian authorities stress that if all the vessels in the fleet were of the smallest size possible to 
operate the coastal route, the compensation granted would be clearly insufficient. On the contrary, the utilisation 
of larger vessels that could also be used for commercial purposes would allow for cost allocation, thus lower cost 
for the PSO. 

(33)  In relation to the need for the set capacity, the Norwegian authorities argue that the capacity was set at an 
appropriate level (see section 5.3 below on the first BDO report 2016). 

(34)  Finally, concerning the Authority's doubts as regards the cargo transportation for the Tromsø – Kirkenes – 
Tromsø route and the fact that this service is not price regulated, the Norwegian authorities argue that it does 
not follow from Article 4(2) of the Maritime Cabotage Regulation that all requirements indicated therein must be 
imposed. Hurtigruten has entered into an agreement with Nor Lines AS, whereby the entire capacity for 
transporting goods has been disposed of, and the annual remuneration under that agreement is directly reflected 
in Hurtigruten's budget, as submitted in the tender procedure. 

(35)  On the second Altmark condition, the Norwegian authorities cite among others the decision of the General Court 
in TV2/Denmark v European Commission, where the General Court stated that the second Altmark condition is not 
meant to impose an obligation on the national authorities to monitor the amount of the expenses incurred by 
the beneficiary of the compensation (1). This condition, therefore, does not, according to the Norwegian 
authorities, impose any limits on what cost increases could be compensated. Rather, the various cost categories 
set out in the tender specifications, which form the basis of the separate accounting, combined with appropriate 
allocation keys to separate PSO from commercial costs, clearly have the aim and effect of establishing the 
parameters of the compensation, whereas the specific underlying calculation of costs was for the tenderers to 
carry out during the procurement process. 

(36)  According to the Norwegian authorities, Altmark does not require granting authorities to base exclusively their 
calculations of the parameters of compensation on a ‘cost per passenger/kilometre’ model. In the present case, 
given the complexity of the SGEI provided, this would simply not be relevant, as the amount of compensation 
was established in advance on an annual basis for the entire term of the HA, whereas Hurtigruten would carry 
the risk for both increases and decreases of costs and income. 

(37)  This net contract approach of the HA does not violate, in Norway's view, the second Altmark condition. As it is 
argued, this mechanism serves as an incentive for the company to operate the service in the most cost effective 
manner, providing it with the possibility to influence its profit margins. Otherwise, with no incentive to influence 
costs, this would have presumably resulted in a higher cost for the service, as there would be no benefit for the 
company to run the service in a more efficient manner. The question therefore, according to the Norwegian 
authorities, is not whether a net contract, such as the HA, fulfil the second Altmark condition, but rather whether 
the level of profit actually achieved is reasonable, taking into account, inter alia, the level of risk associated with 
the provision of the SGEI. 

(38)  Concerning the negotiations carried out between the parties, the Norwegian authorities state that, although 
the actual level of compensation was altered due to the negotiations, the parameters and methodology to 
calculate the compensation were not in any way amended. These negotiations resulted in the reduction of the 
compensation by NOK […] million in relation to the initial offer, i.e. from NOK […] million to NOK 
5 120 million, reflecting, however, also certain changes made to the tender contract. 

(39)  Regarding the Authority's doubts on several contract clauses allowing adjustment of compensation in case, for 
instance, of changes in production or in case of unforeseen events, the Norwegian authorities argue that these 
should not be assessed on a stand-alone basis but as part of the contract as a whole (2). Moreover, according to 
the HA such clauses cannot lead to any production changes of a material scope, and the final compensation has 
to reflect the increased costs or revenues stemming from the changes. It is also stated in the Norwegian 
submission that these clauses do not intend to cover any unforeseen losses or costs, but simply ensure that the 
economic balance of the HA is retained (3). 
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(40)  With reference to the off-hire provision in the HA section 4-1 (item 3), the Norwegian authorities consider that 
due to past experience of Hurtigruten on the service, at least 110 operating days (10 for each ship) per year for 
planned maintenance and unforeseen operational disturbances are needed, in order for the company to be in full 
compliance with all applicable requirements for the safe operation at sea. Information has been submitted 
showing that in the period 2007-2014, in most cases the 110 days ceiling has been exceeded, indicating 
therefore that that ceiling was not set high. 

(41)  As regards the port fees, the Norwegian authorities note that these represent a cost element for Hurtigruten. The 
level of port fees and other charges has been based on the Norwegian Ports Act (‘NPA’) 2009, and as such, they 
were included in the tender documents. However, after the HA entered into force, Hurtigruten was notified of 
substantial price increases in some ports and a general price increase in many others, beyond the scope of the 
inflationary index covered by the HA. According to the Norwegian authorities, there has been a total increase of 
40,4 % in the port fees since 2009 (including the commercial operations) (1). Thus, any reduction of the new and 
increased level of port fees cannot be considered to entail elements of State aid, as the compensation is based on 
the lower, original port fees. 

(42)  Finally, on the Authority's doubts that there has not been any methodology to calculate a reasonable profit, the 
Norwegian authorities state that this is calculated on the basis of earnings before taxes in relation to the total 
revenue (‘EBT’), taking into account the particular risks associated with the provision of the SGEI as defined, and 
in accordance with Annex D to the tender specifications, which sets out in detail how the compensation for the 
PSO is calculated including principles for allocation of costs. Following negotiations, the final compensation 
resulted in an EBT of […] %. However, the actual profit margin has been clearly lower: […] % (2012), […] % 
(2013) and […] % (2014). Moreover, when this EBT was converted to a more appropriate measure of return such 
as return on capital employed (‘ROCE’), the Norwegian authorities have explained that the estimated ROCE of the 
contract was within a reasonable interval (see paragraphs (73) and (74) below concerning the second BDO report 
of 2016). 

(43)  Concerning the third Altmark condition, the Norwegian authorities' reply centres around the argument of wide 
discretion that they enjoy when it comes to the model of cost allocation, and that the Authority's assessment is 
limited to the question of whether there has been a manifest error in the assessment. 

(44)  The Norwegian authorities also point out that this condition does not necessarily entail that clawback 
mechanisms or contractual arrangements to alter the level of compensation must always be in place to avoid 
overcompensation. Rather, ‘[…] any mechanism concerning the selection of the service provider must be decided 
in such a way that the level of compensation is determined on the basis of these elements’ (2). As Hurtigruten has 
so far not received compensation exceeding the coverage of the costs and the profit margin related to the agreed 
compensation, there has not been a need for such a clawback mechanism. 

(45)  On the level of the reasonable profit, the Norwegian authorities have argued that profits may vary over the years, 
and that contracts providing incentives for the service provider do not necessarily signify overcompensation. 

(46)  In addition, the Norwegian authorities explained that a financial evaluation had been carried out before the 
tender invitations, describing estimates on expected costs and revenues, as well as expectations for a rate on 
return on capital (‘RoC’), presented as a weighted average cost of capital (‘WACC’), to be within an interval of 
[…] % to […] % on the total capital (3). A subsequent financial evaluation was conducted to examine 
Hurtigruten's bid and concluded that it would entail a higher RoC, which could lead to cross-subsidies of the 
commercial operations (4). As a result, the Norwegian authorities entered into negotiations that resulted in 
a reduction of the compensation, which was considered to be acceptable (as described in paragraph (42)). The 
results achieved through the negotiations have been examined and substantiated by the latest financial evaluation 
of BDO (see section 5.4 below on the second BDO report 2016). 
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(47)  With regard to the Authority's concern in the opening decision that Hurtigruten does not reserve capacity for 
public service passengers, but rather sells the capacity to cruise passengers, while maintaining the public service 
compensation at the same level, the Norwegian authorities stress that the HA does not prohibit Hurtigruten from 
selling tickets to cruise passengers as long as there is no demand from PSO ones. 

(48)  In any case, according to the Norwegian authorities, Hurtigruten has a fairly low capacity utilisation of its ships 
([…] %). As a result, in the vast majority of cases there is free capacity. Furthermore, the number of extra 
commercial tickets sold is generally low (see section 5.3 below on the first BDO report 2016). 

(49)  The Norwegian authorities acknowledge that in rare cases, PSO passengers, within the reserved capacity of 120, 
are not able to get a berth. However, this is compensated by the travel guarantee introduced on 24 September 
2014 (1). 

(50)  In relation to the issue of the substantial increase in the compensation under the HA, as compared to the 
previous contract for the period 2005-2012, the Norwegian authorities state that the current HA must be 
assessed independently of the previous one, taking into account the actual costs of running the service and the 
account separation principles as explained in the BDO report 2015 (see section 5.2 below). 

(51)  Further, on the Authority's argument that Hurtigruten continues to receive compensation for services that are not 
rendered, the Norwegian authorities underline that a large portion of the costs stemming from the PSO 
obligations are capacity costs that remain unaffected by the number of passengers on board at any given time. In 
addition, cancellation of ports, for example due to extraordinary weather conditions, do not reduce the fixed 
costs (with the exception of the port fees), but rather generate additional costs for the company (2). 

(52)  It is also argued in Norway's submission that the level of compensation under the HA is based on the division of 
risks and obligations between the parties. That is to say, the risk of non-performance due to extreme weather 
conditions was transferred to the granting authority in the negotiations between the parties, and the level of 
compensation was thus reduced accordingly, without this creating any difficulties in relation to the third Altmark 
condition. 

(53)  In reference, lastly, to the cancellations of the services to the port of Mehamn, the Norwegian authorities provide 
a description of the events, indicating that the damages to the port were compensated by the company in the 
autumn of 2012 and that the port was not repaired despite Hurtigruten's request. The failure of the port 
authority to repair the damages led to a gradual deterioration of the pier, which resulted in the company, 
following an agreement with the granting authority, stopping calls in the port from January 2014 until it was 
repaired and officially opened for Hurtigruten again in September 2014. Meanwhile, a land-based transport of 
cargo was established and the port time in Kjøllefjord was increased. 

(54)  In any event, it is submitted by the Norwegian authorities that, as part of the 2014 financial review, due to the 
fact that the granting authority and Hurtigruten reached an agreement to cancel calls to the port, this 
cancellation is considered as a change in production in accordance with section 6 of the HA, leading to an 
adjustment of the final compensation. Therefore, this cancellation cannot be considered as a breach of the HA 
and does not entail any overcompensation under the HA. 

(55)  Concerning the fourth Altmark condition and the doubts expressed by the Authority whether a tender procedure 
such as the one in the case at hand, where only one bid is submitted, can be deemed sufficient to ensure the least 
cost to the community, the Norwegian authorities claim that the present tender has been carried out as an open 
procedure in line with the public procurement rules. 
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(1) In situation where a PSO passenger is unable to get a berth, under the travel guarantee he can either require free travel without berth on 
the planned journey or free travel with berth on the next scheduled journey. The travel guarantee was not invoked in 2014, but was used 
15 times in 2015. 

(2) Relating among others to changes in the passengers' bookings, finding alternative transportation for passengers and cargo, costs to cover 
refunds, plane tickets, hotels, taxi and bus charters. 



(56)  The Norwegian authorities also argue that using the ‘lowest price’ as the sole award criterion cannot be meant to 
have violated the fourth Altmark condition (1). 

(57)  Further, in reference to the three alternatives routes mentioned in the tender, the Norwegian authorities explain 
that according to the case law of the Norwegian Complaints Board for Public Procurement (‘KOFA’), if no 
instructions are given to the tenderers on the alternatives, the award must be based on an assessment of which 
offer in total appears to be the economically most advantageous. The Norwegian authorities refer also to the 
tender specifications, section 2.14, where it is stated that the contracting authority reserves the rights to choose 
freely between the tendered alternative (2). 

(58)  On the issue of only one bid having been submitted, which is in principle insufficient to ensure compliance with 
the fourth Altmark condition, the Norwegian authorities consider that this in itself cannot be understood as 
a general exclusion. In fact, a further assessment must be carried out as to whether the procurement procedure 
nevertheless gave rise to a sufficiently open and genuine competition. In the opinion of the Norwegian 
authorities, several measures were indeed taken to accommodate competition amongst the different operators 
(e.g. alternative models, reduced capacity, sufficient time period between bids and start-up date, time extension 
for bids' submission). Further, Hurtigruten was aware that other companies had at least shown an interest in 
participating in the tender process. 

(59)  Concerning the compatibility conditions, the Norwegian authorities acknowledge that the SGEI Decision is not 
applicable as the HA has exceeded the 300 000 passengers threshold during the two financial years before the 
PSO was assigned (3). 

(60)  Although, in Norway's view, the measure does not constitute State aid pursuant to Altmark, if it were to be 
assessed pursuant to the Authority's Framework for State aid in the form of public service compensation (‘the 
Framework’) (4), it would meet all the compatibility conditions specified therein. 

(61)  Particularly in reference to proportionality, the Norwegian authorities argue that the calculations made are in 
conformity with the case law requirements and the European Commission's decision-making practice, as only the 
actual costs for discharging the PSO obligations have been taken into account, pursuant to a correct allocation of 
costs and revenues between the PSO and the commercial services, and taking into account a reasonable profit of 
[…] % (EBT). 

5.2. THE BDO REPORT 2015 (5) 

(62)  The Norwegian authorities commissioned a report from the consultancy BDO, which looked at Hurtigruten's 
budgeted and actual financial performance in 2012 and 2013, for, separately: (a) the services purchased by the 
government on the Bergen-Kirkenes route; and (b) the totality of services provided by Hurtigruten on the same 
route (i.e. including both commercial and government-procured services). 

(63)  In this exercise, BDO distinguished between capacity costs, passenger costs, and costs relating to marketing and 
sales activities. 

(64)  Capacity costs, which are regarded as fixed costs, are defined as the costs incurred by the vessels sailing the set 
route with specific ports of call and are to include all activities associated with the operation of vessels along the 
coast. Capacity costs consist of the following elements: safety crew, oil and fuel, repairs and maintenance, port 
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(1) Application of the State aid rules to compensation granted for the provision of services of general economic interest (OJ L 161, 
13.6.2013, p. 12 (Annex I) and EEA Supplement No 34, 13.6.2013, p. 1), paragraph 67. 

(2) Section 2.14 continues: ‘The choice will be made on the basis of an assessment of the price level of the different alternatives compared 
with the differences in frequency the different alternatives represent. Once an alternative has been selected, the contracting authority will 
choose the tender that offers the lowest price for the entire contract term (at 2011 prices)’. 

(3) Commission Decision 2012/21/EU of 20 December 2011 on the application of Article 106(2) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union to State aid in the form of public service compensation granted to certain undertakings entrusted with the operation of 
services of general economic interest (OJ L 7, 11.1.2012, p. 3), incorporated at point 1h of Annex XV of the EEA Agreement. 

(4) OJ L 161, 13.6.2013, p. 12 (Annex II) and EEA Supplement No 34, 13.6.2013, p. 1. 
(5) BDO Memo, ‘An assessment of Hurtigruten's reported income statements’, Oslo 14 January 2015. 



costs, insurance costs, vessel depreciation/leasing and net financial costs. Passenger costs, as well as costs relating 
to marketing and sale activities, are all regarded as variable costs. They include all activities directly or indirectly 
related to passenger traffic. Passenger costs consist of the following elements: costs of goods sold, crew not 
included in the safety crew, marketing costs and sales provisions, administrative costs and other costs. 

(65)  Capacity costs were then allocated to the government-procured services on the basis of the share of capacity 
reserved by the government compared to the total capacity of the fleet, whereas passenger costs were allocated 
on the basis of estimated passenger kilometres sailed by distance travellers over the total number of passenger 
kilometres for all travellers on the fleet. The marketing and sales costs were allocated to the government-procured 
services on the basis of the share of estimated net passenger revenue relating to the PSO passengers compared to 
the total number of travellers. 

(66)  According to the report, in both segments (a) and (b) mentioned above in paragraph (62) and in both 2012 and 
2013, there was a shortfall in Hurtigruten's actual results as compared to the figures budgeted by the company in 
its tender documents. BDO submits that the fact that Hurtigruten registered a net loss on its commercial 
operations should not be seen as evidence of cross-subsidisation. This is because the gross margin on commercial 
passengers activities is positive, but insufficient to cover the corresponding fixed capacity costs (because the 
actual number of commercial passengers has been below budgeted levels), hence the overall net loss of 
commercial operations. 

5.3. THE FIRST BDO REPORT 2016 (1) 

(67)  This second report, commissioned by the Norwegian authorities, analyses the appropriateness of the minimum 
capacity requirement of the HA for the period 2012-2019. In order to reach its conclusion, the report assesses 
all sailings on all ships between all ports-of-call in the years prior to the tender, i.e. the years 2008-2010, on the 
basis of detailed statistics received from Hurtigruten, concerning the number of passengers travelled with each 
ship on the different dates and legs in 2015, taking also into account the results of a study undertaken by TØI in 
2002 for the same purpose in the context of the agreement covering the period 2005-2012 (2). 

(68)  The report assumes that since the legs' utilisations seemed to be the same in 2015 and 2002, and since there has 
been little change in seasonal variations, this situation remained constant between 2008 and 2010 as well. 

(69)  According to the report, there are a fair amount of PSO passengers on all legs during the year. However, the 
numbers are clearly higher during the summer months. Specifically, in the period June to August around 1/3 of 
the sailings are performed with 320 PSO passengers or more on at least one leg. The average maximum number 
of PSO passengers during these months is around 285, whereas during the periods January to May and 
September to December the number is around 142 (3). 

(70)  The report further considers that there is a large variation in the number of PSO passengers per leg. Out of 
a total 70 legs (as shown in the figures presented in the report), in 14 legs the maximum number of PSO 
passengers exceeded 320 for the years 2008 and 2010. In 2009, there have been 7 legs where the maximum 
number of PSO passengers exceeded 320. 
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(1) BDO Memo, ‘Analysis of Distance Travellers using Hurtigruten’, Oslo 12 February 2016. 
(2) TØI rapport 609/2002 — Utredning av transportstandarden for kysten Bergen – Kirkenes. 
(3) The report also states that the average number of PSO passengers (considering all legs) during June to August is around 112, whereas 

during the periods January to May and September to December the number is around 55. ‘Sailing’ is defined as one ship sailing the whole 
route Bergen – Kirkenes – Bergen, whereas ‘leg’ is the one-way sailing between two ports along the route. 



(71)  As far as berth utilisation is concerned, the report considers that for the year 2015, on every leg, the average 
maximum number of berths used by PSO passengers was 225, whereas the average number of berths used by 
PSO passengers was around 60 (1). 

(72)  Finally, the report states that in the vast majority of sailings, there was capacity for at least 320 PSO passengers 
on all legs. 

5.4. THE SECOND BDO REPORT 2016 (2) 

(73)  The Norwegian authorities commissioned a second report from BDO in the fall of 2016, asking the consultants 
to create an alternative model for assessing reasonable profit based on ROCE and the cost allocation 
methodology presented in the tender document, Annex D. The purpose was firstly to estimate the expected level 
of ROCE on the contract as it was agreed (i.e. the full contract period), and secondly, to define an interval of 
reasonable profit on the contract based on a set of benchmarks. 

(74)  BDO estimates that the ROCE on the PSO contract was […] %. BDO compared this to three different 
benchmarks: WACC of […] % as calculated by an independent brokerage firm in 2009 when they followed 
Hurtigruten on the stock exchange; the discount rate of […] % applied in the depreciation tests used in the 
financial statements of Hurtigruten in 2009; and a benchmark of […] % based on four publically traded 
companies active in passenger cruise activities. BDO also calculated the running average actual ROCE from 
2012-2015 to be […] %. 

6. COMMENTS BY THE COMPLAINANTS TO THE COMMENTS MADE BY THE NORWEGIAN 
AUTHORITIES 

(75)  The complainants obtained a non-confidential version of the comments submitted by the Norwegian authorities 
through a public information request to the respective authorities. 

(76)  The complainants support the definition provided of the HA as an SGEI in terms of route production, due to the 
fact that such a service could not be provided by the market alone considering the sparse population, lack of 
infrastructure and remoteness of the northern Norwegian regions. 

(77)  Concerning the capacity requirement, the complainants believe that for a majority of the ports served, this is of 
secondary importance, as what matters is the fact that there are daily and regular sailings providing passenger 
and cargo services in the coastal route. 

(78)  Nevertheless, the complainants argue that the compensation provided for in the current HA is too high 
compared to the reduced number of PSO passengers (the cost increase on the coastal route from 2009-2014 was 
around 17 %), and given that the total utilisation capacity has been increased, the compensation is meant to 
cover any potential shortfall in the commercial utilisation of the capacity, in order to maintain the same level of 
PSO service. 

(79)  Finally, the complainants criticise the lack of a clawback mechanism in the HA or a clear compensation cap, 
which, if existed, would provide sufficient efficient incentives, while at the same time ensuring that there is no 
overcompensation. 

II. ASSESSMENT 

1. THE PRESENCE OF STATE AID 

1.1. THE CONCEPT OF STATE AID 

(80)  According to Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, a measure constitutes State aid if the following conditions are 
cumulatively fulfilled. The measure: (i) is granted by the State or through State resources; (ii) confers a selective 
economic advantage on the beneficiary; (iii) is liable to have an impact on trade between Contracting Parties and 
to distort competition. 
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(1) Information concerning berths used by PSO passengers during 2008 to 2010 has not been available. 
(2) BDO Memo, ‘An assessment of the rate of return’, Oslo, 19 December 2016. 



(81)  In its opening decision, the Authority concluded that points (i) and (iii) are met. The Norwegian authorities have 
not provided any further information disputing this finding. Therefore, the Authority will only herein assess 
whether the HA has conferred a selective economic advantage on Hurtigruten. 

1.2. SELECTIVE ECONOMIC ADVANTAGE ON HURTIGRUTEN 

(82)  In order to constitute State aid, the aid measure must confer on Hurtigruten an advantage that relieves it of 
charges that are normally borne from its budget. 

(83)  It follows from the Altmark judgment that where a State grants compensation for services provided by the 
recipient undertakings in order to discharge PSOs, such a measure is not caught by Article 61(1) of the EEA 
Agreement. In the Altmark judgment, the Court of Justice held that compensation for PSOs does not constitute 
State aid when four cumulative criteria are met: 

(i)  ‘First, the recipient undertaking must actually have public service obligations to discharge and such 
obligations must be clearly defined; 

(ii)  Second, the parameters on the basis of which the compensation is calculated must be established in advance 
in an objective and transparent manner […]; 

(iii)  Third, the compensation cannot exceed what is necessary to cover all or part of the costs incurred in the 
discharge of the public service obligations, taking into account the relevant receipts and a reasonable profit 
for discharging those obligations; 

(iv)  Fourth, where 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 services at the least cost to the community, the level of compensation 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.’ (1). 

1.2.1. The first Altmark condition 

(84)  In the opening decision, the Authority stated that the PSOs are clearly defined in section 4-1 of the HA in terms 
of route production requirements (i.e. the daily, year round and regular passenger sailings between Bergen and 
Kirkenes with calls at 32 intermediate defined ports, as well as freight transportation between Tromsø and 
Kirkenes), in section 4-2 of the HA, as regards the vessel requirements, and in section 4-3 of the HA, as regards 
fare and discount requirements, with the exception of freight transportation. 

(85)  The Authority, however, expressed doubts whether the reserve capacity requirement of section 4-2 of the HA can 
be classified by Norway as an SGEI, taking into account the seasonal fluctuations of commercial passenger 
transportation. According to the HA, vessels used on the coastal route shall as a minimum have a passenger 
capacity for 320 passengers, berth capacity in cabins for 120 passengers and freight capacity for 150 euro pallets 
in a cargo hold with a normal load height. 

(86)  In addition, the Authority had not received any information on berth utilisation, while as regards the cargo 
transportation for the Tromsø – Kirkenes – Tromsø route, the Authority doubted whether the PSO for freight 
transportation has been clearly defined under the HA, given the fact that this is not price regulated, as required 
by Article 4(2) of the Maritime Cabotage Regulation. According to section 4-3 of the HA, Hurtigruten has full 
freedom to set the fares. 

(87)  The fulfilment of the first Altmark condition must be assessed with regard to Article 4, paragraph 2 of the 
Maritime Cabotage Regulation, which sets out the specifications that should be part of the definition of a PSO, 
namely: ports to be served, regularity, continuity, frequency, capacity to provide the service, rates to be charged 
and manning of the vessel. 
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(1) Judgment in Altmark, C-280/00, EU:C:2003:415, paragraphs 87-93. 



(88)  Further, in accordance with section 9 of the Authority's Maritime Guidelines, ‘[p]ublic service obligations may be 
imposed or public service contracts may be concluded for the services indicated in Article 4 of Regulation (EEC) 
No 3577/92’ (1). 

(89)  In the absence of specific EEA rules defining the scope of the existence of an SGEI, the Norwegian authorities 
have a wide margin of discretion in defining a given service as an SGEI and in granting compensation to the 
service provider. The Authority's competence in this respect is limited to checking whether Norway has made 
a manifest error when defining the service as an SGEI (2). For example, in the context of defining specific routes, 
the Communication on the interpretation of the Maritime Cabotage Regulation confirms that ‘[i]t is for the 
Member States […] to determine which routes require public service obligations. In particular, public service 
obligations may be envisaged for regular (scheduled) island cabotage services in the event of market failure to 
provide adequate services’ (3). 

(90)  According to the case law, PSOs may only be imposed if justified by the need to ensure adequate regular 
maritime transport services, which cannot be ensured by market forces alone. It is important for the national 
authorities therefore to demonstrate that there is a real public service need for the PSO (4). 

(91)  The question is whether the Norwegian authorities have committed a manifest error in setting the minimum 
capacity reserve at 320 PSO passengers, berths for 120 passengers and freight capacity for 150 euro pallets. 

(92)  In the opening decision, the Authority stressed based on the information provided (5), that the compensation 
received by Hurtigruten for reserving capacity for PSO passengers vastly exceeded the actual demand for PSO 
passenger services. Therefore the Authority could not exclude that such capacity reservation provision for PSO 
passengers might be unnecessary, especially during the winter season, where the utilisation by commercial 
passengers would naturally be much lower. 

(93)  In the course of the investigation, the Norwegian authorities submitted more information on the capacity 
utilisation by both types of passengers (including berths) and cargo, pointing to the fact that the objective of the 
service at hand is to ensure that there is sufficient capacity available on all stretches of the coastal route at all 
times (see above under section 5.3, first BDO report 2016). 

(94)  The Authority notes that around 60 % of the share of estimated capacity costs is covered by the public service 
compensation, whereas only approximately 30 % of the share of estimated passenger costs has been allocated to 
PSO passengers (based on expected utilisation of the ships by PSO and cruise passengers respectively), pointing 
thus to a potential cross-subsidisation of the commercial activities, stemming from the defined minimum 
capacity reserve. 

(95)  Nevertheless, the Authority acknowledges that the capacity utilisation can, by the nature of the service in 
question, have substantial regional and seasonal variations, as PSO passengers often sail shorter stretches than the 
commercial passengers. Furthermore, during peak periods, in particular the commercial capacity utilisation rate is 
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(1) OJ L 240, 13.9.2007, p. 9 and EEA Supplement No 43, 13.9.2007, p. 1, available also at www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/legal- 
framework/state-aid-guidelines/ 

(2) Judgment in FFSA v Commission, T-106/95, EU:T:1997:23, paragraph 99; Judgment in British United Provident Association Ltd (BUPA), 
BUPA Insurance Ltd and BUPA Ireland Ltd v Commission of the European Communities (BUPA), T-289/03, EU:T:2008:29, paragraph 268. 

(3) Communication from the Commission on the interpretation of Council Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92 applying the principle of freedom 
to provide services to maritime transport within Member States (maritime cabotage), COM(2014) 232 final, 22.4.2014, section 5.2. 

(4) Judgment in Alanir and others, C-205/1999, EU:C:2001:107, paragraph 34. 
(5) BDO Memo 2011, page 7. 

http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/legal-framework/state-aid-guidelines/
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high compared to off-peak utilisation rates. Therefore, ensuring the necessary capacity in peak periods and on all 
stretches has the inevitable result that the vessels in off-peak periods have significant spare capacity within the 
minimum requirements set in the HA. This is illustrated by the fact that the maximum number of PSO 
passengers during off-peak periods taking all legs into account is on average around 142, whereas the average 
number is around 55, as several legs have only few PSO passengers. 

(96)  In addition, the Authority acknowledges that a service as the one performed pursuant to the HA cannot be 
provided commercially, considering that most of the operating costs, such as ship cost, payroll and fuel, are 
largely fixed for the whole duration of the HA and cannot be reduced or eliminated during off-peak periods. In 
this regard, the Authority agrees with the argument of the Norwegian authorities that redeploying some vessels 
during the year (i.e. using smaller vessels during off-peak period and larger vessels during peak periods) would 
not significantly reduce the operating costs. On the other hand, it would create an additional economic burden 
for Hurtigruten as it would need to find other markets to redeploy the non-used vessels. 

(97)  Moreover, as regards the minimum necessary size of the vessels to operate the coastal route, the Authority takes 
note of the fact that the regularity of the service, as well as safety considerations would justify a certain size of 
the vessels. 

(98)  As mentioned earlier, the EFTA States have discretion in defining an SGEI, taking also into account specific PSOs 
pursuant to Article 4(2) of the Maritime Cabotage Regulation and other characteristics (e.g. technical specificities), 
as defined in the tender specifications in this case, to the extent that a manifest error is not committed. In view of 
the above, taking in particular account of the fact that, as shown above in paragraph (69), there is a fair amount 
of PSO passengers on all legs along the coast throughout the whole year, the Authority considers that the 
Norwegian authorities' definition of the minimum capacity reserve, even though it exceeds the average expected 
demand for PSO services, is not manifestly erroneous. 

(99)  The Authority further notes that the complainants in their submissions support the definition provided of the 
HA as an SGEI, which could not be provided by the market alone considering the sparse population, lack of 
infrastructure and remoteness of the northern Norwegian regions. 

(100)  As regards the doubts expressed in the opening decision related to the cargo service not being price regulated, 
the Authority agrees with the Norwegian authorities that Article 4(2) of the Maritime Cabotage Regulation does 
not require States to impose all the obligations indicated therein on the service operators. Indeed, public 
authorities have considerable discretion as regards the way in which they choose to manage, organise and finance 
their SGEIs (1). 

(101)  Taking therefore into account the lack of private initiative with regard to servicing the Bergen – Kirkenes coastal 
route, the economic, technical and geographical considerations mentioned above, as well as the capacity 
utilisation considerations presented in the first BDO report 2016, the Authority cannot conclude that the setting 
of the minimum capacity reserve at 320 PSO passengers, berths for 120 passengers and freight capacity for 
150 euro pallets went beyond what was necessary and proportionate to the real public service need. 

(102)  In light of the above, the Authority considers that the PSO for the reserve capacity requirement of section 4-2 of 
the HA was sufficiently clearly defined and the first Altmark condition hence met. 

(103)  The Authority will now assess whether the fourth Altmark condition is met. 
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(1) As previously mentioned in paragraph (34), Hurtigruten has concluded an agreement with Nor Lines AS concerning the disposal of 
cargo capacity on the Hurtigruten ships. By way of this agreement, Nor Lines is given the right to use Hurtigruten's cargo space for the 
transportation of cargo on the Bergen-Kirkenes route, against remuneration that been agreed between the contracting parties and is 
reflected in the budget submitted for the tender. 



1.2.2. The fourth Altmark condition 

(104)  In the opening decision, the Authority doubted whether a tender procedure where only one bid is submitted 
could be deemed sufficient to ensure ‘the least cost to the community’ (1). As mentioned, Hurtigruten had already 
been running this particular maritime service consisting of the combined transport of persons and goods along 
the Norwegian coast from Bergen to Kirkenes for years (2). As the incumbent operator, Hurtigruten thus had 
a significant competitive advantage that reinforced its position in the tender procedure, given that it had already 
in its possession vessels adapted to the requirements of the tender specifications. 

(105)  In view of the information submitted by the Norwegian authorities during the course of the investigation, the 
Authority maintains the view that the public procurement procedure, which resulted in the selection of 
Hurtigruten, has not allowed for an open and genuine competition. This is despite the fact that several measures 
were taken by the Norwegian authorities in order to invite potential tenderers: 

(i)  providing in the call for tenders for alternative models of sailing; 

(ii)  reducing the requirement for minimum capacity from 400 to 320 passengers and from 150 to 120 berths; 
and 

(iii)  allowing tenderers sufficient time from the deadline for submitting bids (30 September 2010) until the 
service start-up date (1 January 2013) to purchase or construct vessels for the service, taking also into 
account the deadline extension until 8 November 2010. 

(106)  It must be stressed, in this regard, that the specific coastal route has been traditionally served by Hurtigruten 
under a public service contract for a very long time (even before the conclusion of the EEA Agreement in 
1994) (3). 

(107)  For certain contract periods (e.g. 1991-2001 and 2002-2004), the contract had been directly awarded to 
Hurtigruten, whereas for the periods 2005-2012 and 2012-2019, the operation of the service was the subject of 
a tender procedure with Hurtigruten being the only bidder, and thus winner, of the tender (4). 

(108)  The constant lack of competition in the relevant sector, even with the launch of a tender procedure since 2005, 
reveals the failure of the market to provide a sufficient number of operators with the necessary financial capacity 
to fulfil the technical requirements (in terms of capacity and vessel requirements) of the contract. 

(109)  In reference to the alternative models of sailing to all 34 ports, according to the tender specifications these were 
advertised as follows: 

(i)  alternative 1: Daily sailing throughout the year; 

(ii)  alternative 2: Sailings 7 days a week in summer (8 months), 5 days a week in winter (4 months); and 

(iii)  alternative 3: Sailings 5 days a week throughout the year. 

(110)  The tender specifications stress in 2.14: ‘[t]he choice will be made on the basis of an assessment of the price level 
of the different alternatives compared with the differences in frequency the different alternatives represent. Once 
an alternative has been selected, the contracting authority will choose the tender that offers the lowest price for 
the entire contract term (at 2011 prices)’. The tender specifications further specify in detail certain qualitative 
standards to be met by all economic operators, irrespective of the alternative selected. 
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(1) Application of the State aid rules to compensation granted for the provision of services of general economic interest (OJ L 161, 
13.6.2013, p. 12 (Annex I) and EEA Supplement No 34, 13.6.2013, p. 1), paragraph 68. In this context, in the past, the Commission has 
reported that, in order to exclude State aid, the amount of compensation for the discharge of PSOs should correspond to the market 
price, where the relevant market is an effectively contestable market with a sufficient number of potential bidders (see European 
Commission, Non-Paper on services of general economic interest and state aid, 12.11.2002, paragraph 87). 

(2) For background information on the Hurtigruten Agreement, see Decision No 205/11/COL on the Supplementary Agreement on the 
Hurtigruten service, section 2 (OJ L 175, 5.7.2012, p. 19, and EEA Supplement No 37, 5.7.2012, p. 1). 

(3) See the Authority Decision No 417/01/COL of 19 December 2001 on compensation for maritime transport services under the 
‘Hurtigruten Agreement’, available at http://www.eftasurv.int 

(4) Until 2006, the service was operated by two maritime companies, Ofotens or Vesteraalens Dampskipsselskap ASA and Troms Fylkes 
Dampskipsselskap. The two companies merged in March 2006 to form Hurtigruten, which now operates the service. 
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(111)  It could be argued that potential bidders were not excluded from choosing any of the mentioned alternatives with 
the use of non-cost criteria and that the contracting authority had in any case invited openly bidders to select any 
alternative in knowledge of the fact that the chosen tender would be the one offering the lowest price for the 
entire contract term. 

(112)  However, given the history of the service concerned and the broad terms of the contract, which, given the 
circumstances, pointed towards the first alternative model of sailing (the one finally chosen) and the selection of 
Hurtigruten, other potential bidders might have been discouraged from participating even with the choice of 
another alternative (although the variations amongst the different alternatives were not material), even though the 
contracting authority showed no direct preference for the first alternative (1). 

(113)  The Authority therefore notes that the public procurement process as designed (including also for the previous 
contract periods), although it did not unjustifiably and directly exclude any potential bidders, did not attain the 
widest possible opening-up to genuine competition (2). This may take measures such as a more limited 
entrustment in terms of duration or scope, or separate entrustments, for example by unbundling the route into 
different stretches or day schedules, and in combination with the extension of the time-limit from the deadline 
for submitting bids until the service start-up date. 

(114)  As a result, the outcome produced with only one bid being submitted cannot be considered adequate to reflect 
competitive market conditions. 

(115)  The Authority thus concludes that the public procurement process, where only Hurtigruten's bid was submitted, 
is not deemed sufficient to ensure ‘the least cost to the community’. 

(116)  Concerning the second limb of the fourth Altmark condition, the Norwegian authorities did not submit any 
information to demonstrate that the compensation granted was established on the basis of an analysis of the cost 
of a typical undertaking. 

(117)  As a result, in view of the above, the Authority observes that the fourth Altmark condition is not fulfilled. 

(118)  Since the four Altmark conditions are to be assessed cumulatively, it is consequently not necessary to examine the 
second and third conditions. 

1.2.3. Conclusion on the Altmark conditions 

(119)  The Authority concludes that the compensation awarded under the HA does not comply with all the four 
conditions in the Altmark judgment. The Authority thus concludes that an advantage within the meaning of 
Article 61(1) EEA has been granted to Hurtigruten for performing the service concerned. 

2. CONCLUSION ON THE PRESENCE OF AID 

(120)  The Authority finds that the compensation awarded under the HA entails State aid within the meaning of 
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. 

3. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 

(121)  Pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3: ‘[t]he 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’. 

(122)  The Norwegian authorities did not notify the HA to the Authority. The Authority therefore concludes that the 
Norwegian authorities have not respected their obligations pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3, 
without prejudice to the application of the SGEI Decision. 
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(1) In fact, according to the information submitted, the company Boreal/Veolia Transport had put forward questions during the Q&A 
process of the procurement procedure and was considering participating. 

(2) Judgment in CoNISMa, C-305/08, EU:C:2009:807, paragraph 37; Judgment in Assitur, C-538/07, EU:C:2009:317, paragraph 26. 



3.1. APPLICABILITY OF THE SGEI DECISION (1) 

(123)  The SGEI Decision lays down the conditions under which certain types of public service compensation are to be 
regarded as compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement pursuant to its Article 59(2) and exempt 
from the requirement of prior notification under Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court 
Agreement. 

(124)  There is one exception from the notification requirement of Article 2 of the SGEI Decision, which might be 
relevant in the present case: 

‘(d)  compensation for the provision of services of general economic interest as regards air or maritime links to 
islands on which the average annual traffic during the 2 financial years preceding that in which the service of 
general economic interest was assigned does not exceed 300 000 passengers’; 

(125)  According to the information submitted, the threshold of 300 000 passengers has been exceeded. 

(126)  Consequently, the SGEI Decision cannot be applied. 

4. COMPATIBILITY OF THE AID 

4.1. THE LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

(127)  The compatibility of public service compensation for maritime transport is assessed on the basis of Article 59(2) 
of the EEA Agreement in conjunction with the Authority's Framework (2). 

(128)  The principles set out in the Framework apply to public service compensation only in so far as it constitutes 
State aid not covered by the SGEI Decision. 

(129)  According to the case-law of the Court of Justice, it is up to the Member State to invoke possible grounds for 
compatibility and to demonstrate that the conditions of compatibility are met (3). 

4.2. APPLICABILITY OF THE FRAMEWORK 

(130)  The compatibility of the HA shall be assessed against the following conditions as provided for by the Framework: 

(a)  genuine SGEI; 

(b)  entrustment act and period of entrustment; 

(c)  amount of compensation and absence of overcompensation; 

(d)  no affectation of trade development to an extent contrary to the interests of the EEA. 

(131)  The Framework further comprises certain other conditions, such as compliance with EEA public consultation to 
take account of the public service needs (paragraph 14), public procurement rules (paragraph 19), absence of dis­
crimination (paragraph 20), the use of net avoided cost methodology (paragraph 24), efficiency incentives 
(paragraph 39) and transparency (paragraph 60) that need to be fulfilled for a compensatory measure to be 
compatible with Article 59(2) of the EEA Agreement. 

(132)  As mentioned in paragraph 69 of the Framework, ‘[t]he Authority will apply the principles set out in this 
Framework to unlawful aid on which it takes a decision after 31 January 2012 even if the aid was granted before 
this date. However, where the aid was granted before 31 January 2012, the principles set out in paragraphs 14, 
19, 20, 24, 39 and 60 do not apply’. 
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(1) Decision 2012/21/EU incorporated at point 1h of Annex XV of the EEA Agreement. 
(2) Framework for State aid in the form of public service compensation, OJ L 161, 13.6.2013, p. 12 (Annex II) and EEA Supplement No 34, 

13.6.2013, p. 1. 
(3) Judgment in Italy v Commission, C-364/90, EU:C:1993:157, paragraph 20. 



(133)  As the HA entered into force on 13 April 2011 and specified the entire amount of compensation for the 
duration of the contract period upfront, subject only to an annual indexation adjustment, the above mentioned 
conditions in paragraph (131) are not applicable, because the aid was granted before 31 January 2012. 

4.2.1. Genuine SGEI 

(134)  As set out in paragraphs (84) to (102), the HA requiring a minimum reserve capacity constitutes a genuine SGEI. 

(135)  It is, however, necessary to examine whether the other conditions of the Framework are met for the HA. 

4.2.2. Entrustment act 

(136)  The HA specifies in detail the obligations of the public service, the undertaking that carries out the service and 
the territory concerned. 

(137)  Further, one of the compatibility conditions that must be fulfilled, as indicated in paragraph 16 of the 
Framework, is that the entrustment act shall include ‘[…] (d)[a] description of the compensation mechanism and 
the parameters for calculating, monitoring and reviewing the compensation’. 

(138)  The compensation is calculated on the basis of the parameters specified in Annex D to the tender specifications 
together with the applicable allocation keys to differentiate between the SGEI and commercial activities (1). 
Annex D provides the following: 

Table 2 

The parameters in the budget scheme for the public service (1) 

A:  Total revenues distance passengers 

B:  Passengers cost distance passengers 

C:  Net passenger revenues (A+B) 

D:  Revenues from on board sales 

E:  Net revenues from goods and cars 

F:  Other revenues 

G:  Total own revenues (C+D+E+F) 

H:  Government procurement of service 

I:  Total revenue (G+H) 

J:  Safety crew 

K:  Oil and fuel 

L:  Repairs and maintenance 

M:  Port costs 

N:  Insurance costs 

O:  Depreciation own vessels/bareboat 

P:  Net financial costs 

Q:  Total capacity costs (J+K+L+M+N+P) 

R:  Cost of goods sold 

S:  Crew not included in the safety crew 

T:  Marketing costs and sales provision 

21.6.2018 L 158/37 Official Journal of the European Union EN     

(1) From Annex C of the tender specifications it follows that the costs of the coastal route are divided into capacity and passenger costs, with 
each cost category having a separate allocation key. The capacity cost distribution formula has been calculated by determining the ratio 
of the number of passenger kilometers required through the government procurement agreement, and Hurtigruten's actual passenger 
kilometer capacity. The passenger cost distribution formula has been calculated by determining the ratio between the number of 
passenger kilometers expected for distance travellers and the number of passenger kilometers for other travelers. 



U:  Administration costs 

V:  Other costs 

W:  Total passenger costs (R+S+T+U+V) 

X:  Total costs public service (Q+W) 

Y:  Net result before taxes (I-X)  

(1) The Norwegian authorities have confirmed that these parameters do not include the expected refunds derived from the 
Seafarers Tax Refund Scheme (see EFTA Surveillance Authority Decision No 085/16/COL raising no objections to the tax 
refund scheme for employing seafarers 2016–2026, available at: http://www.eftasurv.int/media/esa-docs/physical/085-16- 
COL.pdf).                                                                                                                                                         

(139)  Hurtigruten, in compliance with the tender specifications, has established a separate budget incorporating all 
costs and revenues attributable to the PSO route (using 2011 prices, adjusted in accordance with Statistics 
Norway's cost index). According to section 4.9.2 of the tender specifications, this separate accounting aims at 
ensuring predictability for which costs and revenues can form the basis of any renegotiation, as provided for in 
sections 6 and 7 of the HA (1). A further aim is to document that the public procurement process does not entail 
any unlawful cross-subsidisation between the PSO services and the commercial services. 

(140)  As mentioned in the opening decision, the HA has fixed the annual compensation to be paid for the maritime 
services for each individual year from 2012 to 2019 based on a minimum capacity reserve and costs allocated 
on the basis of an estimated share of PSO passenger kilometres per year. This amount has been based on the cost 
categories of Annex D, as illustrated above in table 2, and subsequent negotiations. These negotiations resulted in 
a reduction of the compensation relative to the initial offer by Hurtigruten (2). 

(141)  As regards section 4-1, item 3 of the HA, which provides that ‘[o]mission of up to 10 days of operation in 
agreed production per ship per annum due to planned maintenance and unforeseen operational disruption linked 
to agreed production (off-hire) is considered to be proper fulfilment and shall not entail a deduction in the agreed 
remuneration in accordance with section 9-2’, the Authority notes that the ceiling of 10 days (110 days per year 
for the fleet) has been based on documented evidence over the preceding years, which confirms the need for at 
least 110 operating days per year for planned maintenance and unforeseen operational disturbances. Further, this 
parameter had been included in the draft agreement in the tender documents and remained unchanged in the 
final agreement. 

(142)  Concerning sections 6 and 7 of the HA, the Authority notes that both sections contain certain provisions on the 
adjustment of compensation in case of changes in production or in case of unforeseen events. 
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(1) Section 6 reads: ‘Both parties may request negotiations over production changes during the contract period. The changes must not be 
considered significant and may involve increases or reductions in production, quality or capacity changes, or addition or elimination of 
single ports of call. Changes may apply to the rest of the contract period or for shorter periods. The remuneration shall be adjusted 
according to costs and revenues flowing from the changes. Distribution of costs and revenues shall be based on accounting separation’. 
Section 7 reads: 1. ‘In the event of amendments to acts, regulations or statutory orders which the parties could not have reasonably 
foreseen on signing the contract and which entail material extra costs or savings for the contract for the public procurement of the 
service, each of the parties may demand negotiations concerning extraordinary adjustment of the remuneration from the contracting 
authority, a change to production or other measures […]. Accounting separation shall form the basis of any renegotiation of the 
contract. It is considered to be of material significance for the party when it constitutes more than 5 % of the annual agreed remuneration 
for the year in question […].’ 

(2) The negotiations also led to certain changes incorporated to the draft tender contract, see HA, section 4.1 third paragraph (route 
production requirements), section 7 (renegotiations), section 8 (force majeure) and section 9.2 (non-performance in production). 



(143)  In this context, as the EFTA Court pointed out in the Hurtigruten case: ‘[i]t is only logical that the assessment of 
State aid granted under the renegotiation clause in a public service contract, such as Article 8 of the 2004 
Agreement, gives due consideration to whether the parameters of the contract as a whole are established in an 
objective and transparent manner, since the clause is an inherent part of the public service contract’ (1). 

(144)  The EFTA Court also emphasised that the principle of transparency must always be observed: ‘[…] Norway could, 
if necessary, have made provision, in the notice of invitation to tender, for the possibility of amending the 
conditions for payment of the successful tenderers in certain circumstances by laying down in particular the 
precise arrangements for any supplementary compensation intended to cover unforeseen losses and costs’ (2). 

(145)  The Authority considers that the HA describes adequately the compensation mechanism and defined the 
parameters of the compensation in an objective and transparent manner by establishing a separate budget, which, 
incorporated all costs and revenues attributed to the PSO routes and precludes thus any abusive recourse to the 
concept of the SGEI (3), as illustrated above. Therefore, as regards the provisions on the adjustment of 
compensation in case of changes in production or in case of unforeseen events included in sections 6 and 7 of 
the HA, it should be stressed that neither of these provisions alter significantly the compensation mechanism, nor 
do they call into question its parameters. 

(146)  Moreover, point (e) of paragraph 16 of the Framework mentions that the entrustment act must include ‘the 
arrangements for avoiding and recovering any overcompensation’. 

(147)  In the opening decision, the Authority did not exclude that Hurtigruten might have been overcompensated for 
the provision of the public service, due to the fact that among others the HA does not contain any clawback 
clause, such that if any agreed profit margin is exceeded, the surplus must be returned to the State or deducted 
from the compensation paid in the next year or perhaps over the contract period (4). The Norwegian authorities 
have indeed confirmed that the HA does not include any such concrete arrangements, apart from the renego­
tiation provision of paragraph 7 of the HA, which can, to an extent, lead to avoidance and recovery of overcom­
pensation. 

(148)  The complainants have also pointed to the lack in the HA of a compensation cap that would ensure that any 
overcompensation is avoided. 

(149)  The Authority no longer has doubts regarding the lack of such arrangements in the HA. Although an inclusion in 
the entrustment act of a procedure for recovering any overcompensation adds to the objectivity and transparency 
of the process, it follows from the Framework that this is not strictly necessary: ‘[w]here the EFTA State has 
defined upfront a fixed compensation level which adequately anticipates and incorporates the efficiency gains that 
the public service provider can be expected to make over the period of the entrustment, on the basis of a correct 
allocation of costs and revenues and of reasonable expectations […], the overcompensation check is in principle 
confined to verifying that the level of profit to which the provider is entitled in accordance with the entrustment 
act is indeed reasonable from an ex ante perspective’ (5). 

(150)  The HA is based on the definition of a total compensation that is granted upfront for the whole duration of the 
agreement and is reduced over time, with the effect of continuously inducing the company to improve its 
efficiency in order to receive the same real economic result from the contract over time. 

(151)  The Authority nevertheless takes note of the Norwegian authorities' plans to incorporate such a clawback 
mechanism in the future PSO contract regarding the maritime services for the Bergen – Kirkenes route. This will 
help ensure that any aid granted in the future is not incompatible and subject to recovery. 
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(1) Judgment in E-10/11 and E-11/11 Hurtigruten [2012] EFTA Ct. Rep. 758, paragraph 122. 
(2) Judgment in E-10/11 and E-11/11 Hurtigruten [2012] EFTA Ct. Rep. 758, paragraph 127. 
(3) See in this context: Judgment in Coordination bruxelloise d'institutions sociales et de santé (CBI) v European Commission, T-137/10, EU: 

T:2012:584, paragraph 191. 
(4) Opening decision, paragraph 75. 
(5) OJ L 161, 13.6.2013, p. 12 (Annex II) and EEA Supplement No 34, 13.6.2013, p. 1, paragraph 50. 



4.2.3. Period of entrustment 

(152)  The period of the entrustment of seven years is in accordance with the requirement of the Framework and the 
Maritime Cabotage Regulation (1). 

4.2.4. Amount of compensation and absence of overcompensation 

(153)  According to paragraph 21 of the Framework, ‘[t]he amount of compensation must not exceed what is necessary 
to cover the net cost of discharging the public service obligations, including a reasonable profit’. 

(154)  Paragraph 23 of the Framework states that ‘[w]here the compensation is based [as in the case at hand], in whole 
or in part, on expected costs and revenues, they must be specified in the entrustment act. They must be based 
on plausible and observable parameters concerning the economic environment in which the SGEI is being 
provided […]’. 

(155)  Further, as mentioned above under paragraph (149), in cases, as the one at hand, of upfront definition of a fixed 
compensation level, the Framework limits the overcompensation check to verifying that the level of profit is 
reasonable from an ex ante perspective. 

(156)  Lastly, under paragraph 44 of the Framework ‘[w]here an undertaking carries out activities falling both inside and 
outside the scope of the SGEI, the internal accounts must show separately the costs and revenues associated with 
the SGEI and those of the other services in line with the principles set out in paragraph 31’. 

(157)  In view of the above, the Authority will firstly assess the complainant's arguments and then consider whether the 
HA leads to overcompensation either through possible cross-subsidisation of the commercial activities or by 
retaining an excessive profit. 

4.2.4.1. The complainants' arguments 

(158)  Briefly, according to the complainants' arguments, presented in further detail in paragraph (16) above: 

(i)  Hurtigruten does not reserve capacity for public service passengers, but rather sells the capacity to cruise 
passengers, while maintaining the public service compensation at the same level; 

(ii)  the compensation for providing the public service has increased substantially as compared to the previous 
contract period; 

(iii)  Hurtigruten continues receiving compensation for services that are not rendered; and, lastly 

(iv)  Hurtigruten further attempts to get lower prices for the harbour fees, while maintaining the public service 
compensation at the same level. 

(159)  As regards the first point, pursuant to paragraph 21 of the Framework, only the costs incurred in discharging the 
PSO shall be covered for compensation payment. That said, any compensation granted to cover costs outside the 
public service remit cannot be held to constitute compensation for PSO. 

(160)  In the opening decision, the Authority stated that when the capacity (passengers and berth) for PSO passengers is 
sold to commercial cruise passengers, Hurtigruten is apparently paid twice for the same service, which would in 
principle constitute a form of overcompensation. As a result, given that there might be periods of the year where 
capacity utilisation for public service passengers was higher, the Authority could not rule out that the mechanism 
used in the HA overcompensates Hurtigruten in that it does not take into account different (e.g. seasonal) levels 
of capacity utilisation during the year (2). 

21.6.2018 L 158/40 Official Journal of the European Union EN     

(1) See also Communication from the Commission on the interpretation of Council Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92 applying the principle of 
freedom to provide services to maritime transport within Member States (maritime cabotage), COM(2014) 232 final, 22.4.2014, 
section 5.5.2. 

(2) Paragraphs (65)-(66). 



(161)  As has already been stated above under section 1.2.1, the objective of the HA is to ensure that there is sufficient 
capacity to meet the demand of the PSO passengers throughout the year along the Bergen – Kirkenes coast line. 
If there is spare PSO capacity, the HA, which is a net contract, does not unjustifiably prohibit Hurtigruten from 
selling tickets to cruise passengers, as long as the public service is not jeopardised. 

(162)  It is also acknowledged and accepted as part of the SGEI definition, that the capacity utilisation can, by the nature 
of the service in question, have substantial regional and seasonal variations with the inevitable result of the 
vessels, in particular in off-peak periods, having free capacity within the minimum requirements set in the HA. 

(163)  The Norwegian authorities have submitted and documented that Hurtigruten has a fairly low utilisation of the 
ship capacity ([…] %). Therefore, in the vast majority of cases there is free PSO capacity that could potentially be 
sold to commercial passengers, if needed (see above under section 5.3, first BDO report 2016). However, as 
explained by the Norwegian authorities, the implication of the capacity reserve is that Hurtigruten does not have 
the opportunity to optimise its operations and maximise its profits, for example by redeploying vessels elsewhere 
during off-peak periods. 

(164)  It is also submitted that only in rare cases have PSO passengers not been able to get a ticket within the minimum 
capacity reserve. Nevertheless, according to the Norwegian authorities, this has been compensated by the use of 
the travel guarantee (1). 

(165)  Although the use of the travel guarantee for PSO passengers that have not been able to get a ticket within the 
minimum capacity reserve does not fully satisfy the requirements of the PSO assigned, this cannot be held to 
have led to any overcompensation above the reasonable profit level. 

(166) Concerning the second point, the Authority stresses that in assessing whether the current HA leads to overcom­
pensation, it shall take into account all the costs necessary to operate the specific public service as well as the 
entire revenue earned. This assessment is carried out irrespective of compensatory payments made during 
previous contract periods (2). 

(167)  As highlighted above under paragraphs (136) to (151), the entrustment act, that is to say the HA, describes in 
detail the parameters of compensation, as well as the account separation methodology, with separate allocation 
keys for the different cost categories, distinguishing between costs and revenues of the SGEI and the commercial 
activities, which result in a net compensatory amount before taxes. 

(168)  Therefore, the Authority concludes that the substantial increase in the compensation compared to the previous 
contract period does not, in and of itself, imply overcompensation, if all relevant costs and revenues are taken 
into account, save for possible cross-subsidisation or excessive profit, which the Authority assesses below under 
sections 4.2.4.2 and 4.2.4.3. 

(169)  In relation to the argument that Hurtigruten continues receiving compensation for services that are not rendered, 
the Authority does no longer consider that there is a risk of overcompensation. It thus accepts the Norwegian 
submissions mentioned above under paragraphs (51) to (54). 

(170)  Concerning the last point on Hurtigruten's attempts to negotiate lower port fees whilst the Norwegian authorities 
maintain the compensation at the same level, it must be stressed that in net contracts like this, where the 
operator carries the risk of costs and revenues over the entire contract period, the Authority is confined to assess 
whether there is any overcompensation above the level of a reasonable profit (see below section 4.2.4.3). 
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(1) See paragraph (49). 
(2) The Norwegian authorities had paid Hurtigruten a total compensation of NOK 1 899,7 million to carry out the same PSO routes during 

the period 2005-2012. More specifically, the annual compensation for the year 2011 amounted to NOK 236,8 million. See the 
Authority's Decision No 205/11/COL on the Supplementary Agreement on the Hurtigruten service (OJ L 175, 5.7.2012, p. 19, and EEA 
Supplement No 37, 5.7.2012, p. 1), section 2. 



4.2.4.2. Possible cross-subsidisation of commercial activities 

(171)  When an entity carries out both SGEI and commercial activities, a cost-accounting system should be in place to 
ensure that the commercial activities of Hurtigruten are not subsidised through the public service compensation 
allocated to its SGEI activities. 

(172)  Under paragraph 31 of the Framework ‘[w]here the undertaking also carries out activities falling outside the 
scope of the SGEI, the costs to be taken into consideration may cover all the direct costs necessary to discharge 
the public service obligations and an appropriate contribution to the indirect costs common to both the SGEI 
and other activities. The costs linked to any activities outside the scope of the SGEI must include all the direct 
costs and an appropriate contribution to the common costs.’ 

(173)  Further, the Court of Justice in the BUPA judgment, in reference to the necessity and proportionality of the 
compensation, stated that ‘[…] [g]iven the discretion enjoyed by a Member State in defining an SGEI mission and 
the conditions of its implementation, including the assessment of the additional costs incurred in discharging the 
mission, which depends on complex economic facts, the scope of the control which the Commission is entitled 
to exercise in that regard is limited to one of manifest error […]’ and that ‘[…] the Commission's review […] is 
necessarily limited to ascertaining whether, first, the system in question is founded on economic and factual 
premises, which are manifestly erroneous and whether second, the system is manifestly inappropriate for 
achieving the objectives pursued’ (1). 

(174)  It was mentioned above in paragraph (94) that around 60 % of Hurtigruten's share of fixed capacity costs is 
covered by the public service compensation, whereas only approximately 30 % of the variable passenger costs 
had been allocated to the PSO account (based on estimated PSO passenger kilometres figures). The question 
therefore for the Authority to assess is whether the system under which the reserve capacity for PSO passengers 
(i.e. 320 passengers) leads to the allocation of 60 % of fixed capacity costs to the PSO account, is considered 
disproportionate and inappropriate for achieving the objectives pursued. 

(175)  The Norwegian authorities have implemented an allocation methodology based on a distribution formula for the 
different cost categories as explained in paragraphs (64) and (65) above. 

(176)  In particular, when it comes to fixed common costs, these are allocated according to the share of total passenger 
capacity reserved for PSO passengers. 

(177)  The Authority has already accepted this minimum capacity reserve as being part of a clearly defined SGEI, despite 
the low average capacity utilisation of the public service (see above under section 1.2.1). In addition, it has been 
considered that within the remit of such an SGEI, regional and seasonal fluctuations are inevitable, and as 
a result, it is also inevitable that a significant part of the cost base, which largely comprises fixed costs, would be 
allocated to the PSO account. 

(178)  It must moreover be underlined that the accounting system implemented by Hurtigruten, as illustrated above in 
paragraphs (138), (139), (144) and (145), allows to identify the different costs and revenues for the PSO and the 
commercial activities. This is done in an objective and transparent manner by establishing the parameters of the 
compensation beforehand in separate accounts distinguishing thus between the different cost categories in order 
for the final compensation to reflect only the costs and revenues stemming from the PSO activity. 

(179)  In view of the above, the Authority concludes that the cost allocation seems, in light of the SGEI definition, 
acceptable and that there is insufficient evidence suggesting that the allocation of fixed common costs is 
manifestly erroneous allowing for cross-subsidisation of the commercial activities. 
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(1) Judgment in British United Provident Association Ltd (BUPA), BUPA Insurance Ltd and BUPA Ireland Ltd v Commission of the European 
Communities (BUPA), T-289/03, EU:T:2008:29, paragraphs 220 and 222. 



4.2.4.3. Reasonable profit 

(180)  The Authority must assess whether the rate of return on capital is in line with ‘[…] what would be required by 
a typical company considering whether or not to provide the service for the whole duration of the entrustment 
act, taking into account the level of the risk […]’ (paragraph 33 of the Framework). 

(181)  In its opening decision, the Authority expressed doubts concerning the methodology used by the Norwegian 
authorities to calculate that Hurtigruten's profit margin from the HA represented […] % (1). 

(182)  According to paragraph 37 of the Framework, ‘[w]here the provision of the SGEI is connected with a substantial 
or contractual risk, for instance because the compensation takes the form of a fixed lump sum payment covering 
expected net costs and a reasonable profit and the undertaking operates in a competitive environment, the 
reasonable profit may not exceed the level that corresponds to a rate of return on capital that is commensurate 
with the level of risk. That rate should be determined where possible by reference to the rate of return on capital 
that is achieved on similar types of public service contracts awarded under competitive conditions (for example, 
contracts awarded under a tender). Where it is not possible to apply that method, other methods for establishing 
a return on capital may also be used, upon justification’. 

(183)  In the course of the investigation, the Norwegian authorities submitted more information on the financial 
evaluations carried out before the tender invitation was published, describing the estimates on expected costs and 
revenues, as well as projections for a rate of return on capital. They submitted that the […] % EBT figure does 
not represent a rate of return but is the residual result of the agreed compensation in relation to the budgeted 
costs and revenues and not appropriate to use as a measure for reasonable profit. 

(184)  According to these ex ante evaluations performed by BDO (see above under section 5.4), the rate of return was 
presented as a WACC after tax and was expected to be within an interval (but in the upper part) of […] % to 
[…] %. These results were thereafter used to evaluate Hurtigruten's bid and prompted the Norwegian authorities 
to enter into negotiations with the company, which resulted in a reduction of the compensation. The agreed 
compensation was considered to produce a ROCE of around […] %, based on Hurtigruten's estimated costs and 
revenues, as presented in the tender. This figure has been reviewed and substantiated by the second BDO report 
of 2016, which found that the ex ante estimated return of […] % was within the range of the relevant 
benchmarks and that that the actual average ROCE on the PSO contract from 2012-2015 is […] % (see above 
paragraphs (73) and (74)). 

(185)  In light of the above (i.e. the ex ante analysis of ROCE by comparing it with the WACC, the use of an appropriate 
discount rate and the benchmarking analysis with other cruise operators), the Authority regards the expected 
profit agreed ex ante as a reasonable level for this type of activity, considering, inter alia, the risks involved (e.g. 
large fixed cost base, low income, additional costs from potential production deviations etc.). 

(186)  Furthermore, the profit margin foreseen was the result of a public procurement process (including negotiations), 
which, although it did not allow for the selection of an operator capable of providing the maritime service at the 
least cost to the community, took account of certain safeguards against overcompensation for the performance of 
the PSOs (2). 

4.2.5. Additional requirements which may be necessary to ensure that the development of trade is not affected 
to an extent contrary to the interests of the EEA 

(187)  The Authority takes note of the fact that the Norwegian authorities organised a tender process for the selection 
of the service provider to operate the Bergen – Kirkenes coastal route for the period 2012-2019. Although the 
tender produced only one bid, there is no indication that this process has resulted in any distortions of 
competition in the maritime transport sector, neither has the Authority received any such allegations from 
relevant competitors. 
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(1) Paragraph 59. 
(2) Although the public contract does not include a clawback mechanism, which is generally the preferred mechanism to ensure that any 

potential excess compensation is returned to the Norwegian authorities, the renegotiation provision of paragraph 7 of the HA does help, 
at least to a certain extent, to avoid and recover such overcompensation. 



(188)  It is further observed that the compensation for the HA does not allow the operator to cross-subsidise its 
commercial activities through, for example, a manifestly disproportionate allocation of the fixed common costs, 
nor does it allow the operator to do so by obtaining an excessive profit. Instead, the HA only covers the costs of 
the public service including a reasonable profit. 

(189)  The Authority therefore does not find it required to impose additional conditions to ensure compatibility of the 
HA with the EEA Agreement but, nevertheless, invites the Norwegian authorities to consider its recommendation 
indicated in paragraph (113). 

5. CONCLUSION 

(190)  In the light of the above, the Authority considers that the compensation received by Hurtigruten under the HA 
constitutes compatible aid under Article 59(2) of the EEA Agreement, 

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION: 

Article 1 

The compensation paid under the HA constitutes State aid pursuant to Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. That aid 
was granted in breach of the notification obligation pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3. 

Article 2 

The compensation granted under the HA is considered compatible on the basis of Article 59(2) of the EEA Agreement. 

Article 3 

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Norway. 

Article 4 

Only the English language version of this decision is authentic. 

Done at Brussels, 29 March 2017. 

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority 

Sven Erik SVEDMAN For Frank J. BÜCHEL 

President College Member  
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CORRIGENDA 

Corrigendum to the Protocol setting out the fishing opportunities and the financial contribution 
provided for by the Fisheries Partnership Agreement between the European Community and the 

Republic of Mozambique 

signed at Brussels on 1 February 2012 

(18058/11, 11.1.2012) 

(Official Journal of the European Union L 46 of 17 February 2012) 

1.  In Appendix 2 to the Annex: 

(18058/11, 11.1.2012, page P/EU/MZ/Annex/Appendix 2/en 1) 

(OJ L 46, 17.2.2012, page 23) 

for: 

‘Geographical coordinates: 

Point 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Latitude 26° 
50′S 

26° 
00′S 

25° 
10′S 

24° 
45′S 

22° 
42′S 

21° 
34′S 

20° 
03′S 

16° 
38′S 

15° 
40′S 

11° 
50′S 

10° 
26′S 

Longitude 37° 
36′E 

38° 
15′E 

38° 
38′E 

38° 
24′E 

37° 
54′E 

37° 
30′E 

37° 
58′E 

41° 
18′E 

42° 
31′E 

41° 
45′E 

42° 
05′E’  

read: 

‘Geographical coordinates: 

POINT NO. LATITUDE 
LAT IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(South Latitude) 

LONGITUDE 
LONG IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(East Longitude) 

1 – 10,46944444 10° 28′ 10,000″ S 40,43777778 40° 26′ 16,000″ E 

2 – 10,41638889 10° 24′ 59,000″ S 40,49194444 40° 29′ 31,000″ E 

3 – 10,31444444 10° 18′ 52,000″ S 40,66777778 40° 40′ 04,000″ E 

4 – 10,09277778 10° 05′ 34,000″ S 41,03305556 41° 01′ 59,000″ E 

5 – 10,09277778 10° 05′ 34,000″ S 42,15693917 42° 09′ 24,981″ E 

6 – 10,09277778 10° 05′ 34,000″ S 42,15693917 42° 09′ 24,981″ E 

7 – 10,09277778 10° 05′ 34,000″ S 42,21689500 42° 13′ 00,822″ E 

8 – 10,12710556 10° 07′ 37,580″ S 42,20790500 42° 12′ 28,458″ E 

9 – 10,13310250 10° 07′ 59,169″ S 42,20633528 42° 12′ 22,807″ E 

10 – 10,16656333 10° 09′ 59,628″ S 42,19775861 42° 11′ 51,931″ E 

11 – 10,19950667 10° 11′ 58,224″ S 42,18962222 42° 11′ 22,640″ E 

12 – 10,21023611 10° 12′ 36,850″ S 42,18703944 42° 11′ 13,342″ E 
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POINT NO. LATITUDE 
LAT IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(South Latitude) 

LONGITUDE 
LONG IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(East Longitude) 

13 – 10,31172833 10° 18′ 42,222″ S 42,16274667 42° 09′ 45,888″ E 

14 – 10,36773083 10° 22′ 03,831″ S 42,14933500 42° 08′ 57,606″ E 

15 – 10,38388861 10° 23′ 01,999″ S 42,14550806 42° 08′ 43,829″ E 

16 – 10,41273611 10° 24′ 45,850″ S 42,13887861 42° 08′ 19,963″ E 

17 – 10,44124750 10° 26′ 28,491″ S 42,13259028 42° 07′ 57,325″ E 

18 – 10,45759944 10° 27′ 27,358″ S 42,12910250 42° 07′ 44,769″ E 

19 – 10,49183639 10° 29′ 30,611″ S 42,12188917 42° 07′ 18,801″ E 

20 – 10,50810333 10° 30′ 29,172″ S 42,11841722 42° 07′ 06,302″ E 

21 – 10,52127139 10° 31′ 16,577″ S 42,11554250 42° 06′ 55,953″ E 

22 – 10,54227250 10° 32′ 32,181″ S 42,11090722 42° 06′ 39,266″ E 

23 – 10,55342806 10° 33′ 12,341″ S 42,10846611 42° 06′ 30,478″ E 

24 – 10,57999750 10° 34′ 47,991″ S 42,10282694 42° 06′ 10,177″ E 

25 – 10,60631139 10° 36′ 22,721″ S 42,09748194 42° 05′ 50,935″ E 

26 – 10,63237861 10° 37′ 56,563″ S 42,09242444 42° 05′ 32,728″ E 

27 – 10,65820361 10° 39′ 29,533″ S 42,08764972 42° 05′ 15,539″ E 

28 – 10,68379750 10° 41′ 01,671″ S 42,08315167 42° 04′ 59,346″ E 

29 – 10,69226694 10° 41′ 32,161″ S 42,08171194 42° 04′ 54,163″ E 

30 – 10,73608056 10° 44′ 09,890″ S 42,07433917 42° 04′ 27,621″ E 

31 – 10,75470389 10° 45′ 16,934″ S 42,07114111 42° 04′ 16,108″ E 

32 – 10,77944806 10° 46′ 46,013″ S 42,06669667 42° 04′ 00,108″ E 

33 – 10,80390806 10° 48′ 14,069″ S 42,06207694 42° 03′ 43,477″ E 

34 – 10,82809750 10° 49′ 41,151″ S 42,05728917 42° 03′ 26,241″ E 

35 – 10,85201861 10° 51′ 07,267″ S 42,05233250 42° 03′ 08,397″ E 

36 – 10,87568250 10° 52′ 32,457″ S 42,04721000 42° 02′ 49,956″ E 

37 – 10,89909361 10° 53′ 56,737″ S 42,04192556 42° 02′ 30,932″ E 

38 – 10,92225889 10° 55′ 20,132″ S 42,03647944 42° 02′ 11,326″ E 

39 – 10,94518694 10° 56′ 42,673″ S 42,03087417 42° 01′ 51,147″ E 

40 – 10,96788000 10° 58′ 04,368″ S 42,02511361 42° 01′ 30,409″ E 

41 – 10,99034750 10° 59′ 25,251″ S 42,01919833 42° 01′ 09,114″ E 

42 – 11,01259583 11° 00′ 45,345″ S 42,01312778 42° 00′ 47,260″ E 

21.6.2018 L 158/46 Official Journal of the European Union EN     



POINT NO. LATITUDE 
LAT IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(South Latitude) 

LONGITUDE 
LONG IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(East Longitude) 

43 – 11,03462694 11° 02′ 04,657″ S 42,00690694 42° 00′ 24,865″ E 

44 – 11,05645028 11° 03′ 23,221″ S 42,00053583 42° 00′ 01,929″ E 

45 – 11,07807250 11° 04′ 41,061″ S 41,99401611 41° 59′ 38,458″ E 

46 – 11,09949333 11° 05′ 58,176″ S 41,98734833 41° 59′ 14,454″ E 

47 – 11,12072167 11° 07′ 14,598″ S 41,98053250 41° 58′ 49,917″ E 

48 – 11,14176222 11° 08′ 30,344″ S 41,97357278 41° 58′ 24,862″ E 

49 – 11,15162444 11° 09′ 05,848″ S 41,97023778 41° 58′ 12,856″ E 

50 – 11,17495139 11° 10′ 29,825″ S 41,96229667 41° 57′ 44,268″ E 

51 – 11,18981944 11° 11′ 23,350″ S 41,95728639 41° 57′ 26,231″ E 

52 – 11,21052444 11° 12′ 37,888″ S 41,95048167 41° 57′ 01,734″ E 

53 – 11,23117722 11° 13′ 52,238″ S 41,94389694 41° 56′ 38,029″ E 

54 – 11,25177972 11° 15′ 06,407″ S 41,93752333 41° 56′ 15,084″ E 

55 – 11,27233611 11° 16′ 20,410″ S 41,93136333 41° 55′ 52,908″ E 

56 – 11,29285139 11° 17′ 34,265″ S 41,92541194 41° 55′ 31,483″ E 

57 – 11,31332528 11° 18′ 47,971″ S 41,91966722 41° 55′ 10,802″ E 

58 – 11,33376417 11° 20′ 01,551″ S 41,91412444 41° 54′ 50,848″ E 

59 – 11,35417083 11° 21′ 15,015″ S 41,90878167 41° 54′ 31,614″ E 

60 – 11,37454722 11° 22′ 28,370″ S 41,90364111 41° 54′ 13,108″ E 

61 – 11,39489528 11° 23′ 41,623″ S 41,89869583 41° 53′ 55,305″ E 

62 – 11,41522000 11° 24′ 54,792″ S 41,89394389 41° 53′ 38,198″ E 

63 – 11,43552528 11° 26′ 07,891″ S 41,88938722 41° 53′ 21,794″ E 

64 – 11,45581389 11° 27′ 20,930″ S 41,88501917 41° 53′ 06,069″ E 

65 – 11,47608528 11° 28′ 33,907″ S 41,88084417 41° 52′ 51,039″ E 

66 – 11,49634861 11° 29′ 46,855″ S 41,87685333 41° 52′ 36,672″ E 

67 – 11,51660167 11° 30′ 59,766″ S 41,87305139 41° 52′ 22,985″ E 

68 – 11,53684861 11° 32′ 12,655″ S 41,86943556 41° 52′ 09,968″ E 

69 – 11,55709639 11° 33′ 25,547″ S 41,86600417 41° 51′ 57,615″ E 

70 – 11,57734278 11° 34′ 38,434″ S 41,86275444 41° 51′ 45,916″ E 

71 – 11,59759444 11° 35′ 51,340″ S 41,85968889 41° 51′ 34,880″ E 
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POINT NO. LATITUDE 
LAT IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(South Latitude) 

LONGITUDE 
LONG IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(East Longitude) 

72 – 11,61785306 11° 37′ 04,271″ S 41,85680306 41° 51′ 24,491″ E 

73 – 11,63812167 11° 38′ 17,238″ S 41,85409917 41° 51′ 14,757″ E 

74 – 11,65840417 11° 39′ 30,255″ S 41,85157472 41° 51′ 05,669″ E 

75 – 11,67858306 11° 40′ 42,899″ S 41,84924583 41° 50′ 57,285″ E 

76 – 11,67870056 11° 40′ 43,322″ S 41,84923250 41° 50′ 57,237″ E 

77 – 11,69901750 11° 41′ 56,463″ S 41,84706750 41° 50′ 49,443″ E 

78 – 11,71935750 11° 43′ 09,687″ S 41,84508222 41° 50′ 42,296″ E 

79 – 11,73972250 11° 44′ 23,001″ S 41,84327667 41° 50′ 35,796″ E 

80 – 11,76011667 11° 45′ 36,420″ S 41,84165083 41° 50′ 29,943″ E 

81 – 11,78054278 11° 46′ 49,954″ S 41,84020222 41° 50′ 24,728″ E 

82 – 11,80100500 11° 48′ 03,618″ S 41,83893333 41° 50′ 20,160″ E 

83 – 11,82150306 11° 49′ 17,411″ S 41,83784639 41° 50′ 16,247″ E 

84 – 11,82326639 11° 49′ 23,759″ S 41,83776111 41° 50′ 15,940″ E 

85 – 11,84239361 11° 50′ 32,617″ S 41,83684472 41° 50′ 12,641″ E 

86 – 11,84811639 11° 50′ 53,219″ S 41,83656861 41° 50′ 11,647″ E 

87 – 11,86264306 11° 51′ 45,515″ S 41,83591944 41° 50′ 09,310″ E 

88 – 11,88329583 11° 52′ 59,865″ S 41,83514917 41° 50′ 06,537″ E 

89 – 11,88944250 11° 53′ 21,993″ S 41,83495611 41° 50′ 05,842″ E 

90 – 11,90391833 11° 54′ 14,106″ S 41,83565222 41° 50′ 08,348″ E 

91 – 11,92451917 11° 55′ 28,269″ S 41,83679972 41° 50′ 12,479″ E 

92 – 11,94513194 11° 56′ 42,475″ S 41,83812944 41° 50′ 17,266″ E 

93 – 11,96575833 11° 57′ 56,730″ S 41,83964528 41° 50′ 22,723″ E 

94 – 11,98640306 11° 59′ 11,051″ S 41,84134750 41° 50′ 28,851″ E 

95 – 12,00706833 12° 00′ 25,446″ S 41,84323389 41° 50′ 35,642″ E 

96 – 12,02776083 12° 01′ 39,939″ S 41,84530917 41° 50′ 43,113″ E 

97 – 12,04847833 12° 02′ 54,522″ S 41,84757500 41° 50′ 51,270″ E 

98 – 12,06922722 12° 04′ 09,218″ S 41,85002972 41° 51′ 00,107″ E 

99 – 12,09000972 12° 05′ 24,035″ S 41,85267528 41° 51′ 09,631″ E 

100 – 12,11082833 12° 06′ 38,982″ S 41,85551389 41° 51′ 19,850″ E 
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POINT NO. LATITUDE 
LAT IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(South Latitude) 

LONGITUDE 
LONG IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(East Longitude) 

101 – 12,13168722 12° 07′ 54,074″ S 41,85854583 41° 51′ 30,765″ E 

102 – 12,15259111 12° 09′ 09,328″ S 41,86177528 41° 51′ 42,391″ E 

103 – 12,17354167 12° 10′ 24,750″ S 41,86520222 41° 51′ 54,728″ E 

104 – 12,19454361 12° 11′ 40,357″ S 41,86883139 41° 52′ 07,793″ E 

105 – 12,21559694 12° 12′ 56,149″ S 41,87266056 41° 52′ 21,578″ E 

106 – 12,23671028 12° 14′ 12,157″ S 41,87669611 41° 52′ 36,106″ E 

107 – 12,25788167 12° 15′ 28,374″ S 41,88093861 41° 52′ 51,379″ E 

108 – 12,27911750 12° 16′ 44,823″ S 41,88538972 41° 53′ 07,403″ E 

109 – 12,30042250 12° 18′ 01,521″ S 41,89005417 41° 53′ 24,195″ E 

110 – 12,32179611 12° 19′ 18,466″ S 41,89493417 41° 53′ 41,763″ E 

111 – 12,34324750 12° 20′ 35,691″ S 41,90003222 41° 54′ 00,116″ E 

112 – 12,36477444 12° 21′ 53,188″ S 41,90535028 41° 54′ 19,261″ E 

113 – 12,38638583 12° 23′ 10,989″ S 41,91089500 41° 54′ 39,222″ E 

114 – 12,40808139 12° 24′ 29,093″ S 41,91666667 41° 55′ 00,000″ E 

115 – 12,42986778 12° 25′ 47,524″ S 41,92267194 41° 55′ 21,619″ E 

116 – 12,43369056 12° 26′ 01,286″ S 41,92374778 41° 55′ 25,492″ E 

117 – 12,45688083 12° 27′ 24,771″ S 41,93028972 41° 55′ 49,043″ E 

118 – 12,48502083 12° 29′ 06,075″ S 41,93823083 41° 56′ 17,631″ E 

119 – 12,49624194 12° 29′ 46,471″ S 41,94142444 41° 56′ 29,128″ E 

120 – 12,51871389 12° 31′ 07,370″ S 41,94798417 41° 56′ 52,743″ E 

121 – 12,54131583 12° 32′ 28,737″ S 41,95480028 41° 57′ 17,281″ E 

122 – 12,56405278 12° 33′ 50,590″ S 41,96187667 41° 57′ 42,756″ E 

123 – 12,58692444 12° 35′ 12,928″ S 41,96922278 41° 58′ 09,202″ E 

124 – 12,60993972 12° 36′ 35,783″ S 41,97684028 41° 58′ 36,625″ E 

125 – 12,63310278 12° 37′ 59,170″ S 41,98473667 41° 59′ 05,052″ E 

126 – 12,65641778 12° 39′ 23,104″ S 41,99291583 41° 59′ 34,497″ E 

127 – 12,67989194 12° 40′ 47,611″ S 42,00138917 42° 00′ 05,001″ E 

128 – 12,70352694 12° 42′ 12,697″ S 42,01015667 42° 00′ 36,564″ E 

129 – 12,72732972 12° 43′ 38,387″ S 42,01923194 42° 01′ 09,235″ E 
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POINT NO. LATITUDE 
LAT IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(South Latitude) 

LONGITUDE 
LONG IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(East Longitude) 

130 – 12,75130639 12° 45′ 04,703″ S 42,02861694 42° 01′ 43,021″ E 

131 – 12,77546139 12° 46′ 31,661″ S 42,03832333 42° 02′ 17,964″ E 

132 – 12,78370944 12° 47′ 01,354″ S 42,04169417 42° 02′ 30,099″ E 

133 – 12,79827639 12° 47′ 53,795″ S 42,04767472 42° 02′ 51,629″ E 

134 – 12,80924778 12° 48′ 33,292″ S 42,05215306 42° 03′ 07,751″ E 

135 – 12,83401000 12° 50′ 02,436″ S 42,06207944 42° 03′ 43,486″ E 

136 – 12,85914861 12° 51′ 32,935″ S 42,07190000 42° 04′ 18,840″ E 

137 – 12,88467028 12° 53′ 04,813″ S 42,08161306 42° 04′ 53,807″ E 

138 – 12,91058583 12° 54′ 38,109″ S 42,09121833 42° 05′ 28,386″ E 

139 – 12,93690861 12° 56′ 12,871″ S 42,10071139 42° 06′ 02,561″ E 

140 – 12,96364694 12° 57′ 49,129″ S 42,11008972 42° 06′ 36,323″ E 

141 – 12,99081611 12° 59′ 26,938″ S 42,11935139 42° 07′ 09,665″ E 

142 – 12,99773556 12° 59′ 51,848″ S 42,12166667 42° 07′ 18,000″ E 

143 – 13,06305222 13° 03′ 46,988″ S 42,14345778 42° 08′ 36,448″ E 

144 – 13,49294833 13° 29′ 34,614″ S 42,33850444 42° 20′ 18,616″ E 

145 – 13,51596194 13° 30′ 57,463″ S 42,35528722 42° 21′ 19,034″ E 

146 – 13,54042972 13° 32′ 25,547″ S 42,37281556 42° 22′ 22,136″ E 

147 – 13,56516306 13° 33′ 54,587″ S 42,39021361 42° 23′ 24,769″ E 

148 – 13,59017083 13° 35′ 24,615″ S 42,40747917 42° 24′ 26,925″ E 

149 – 13,61487917 13° 36′ 53,565″ S 42,42422833 42° 25′ 27,222″ E 

150 – 13,84526472 13° 50′ 42,953″ S 42,57916306 42° 34′ 44,987″ E 

151 – 13,86822139 13° 52′ 05,597″ S 42,59474444 42° 35′ 41,080″ E 

152 – 13,89613833 13° 53′ 46,098″ S 42,61402444 42° 36′ 50,488″ E 

153 – 13,92417472 13° 55′ 27,029″ S 42,63376278 42° 38′ 01,546″ E 

154 – 13,95233694 13° 57′ 08,413″ S 42,65396806 42° 39′ 14,285″ E 

155 – 13,98062972 13° 58′ 50,267″ S 42,67464944 42° 40′ 28,738″ E 

156 – 14,00905472 14° 00′ 32,597″ S 42,69582500 42° 41′ 44,970″ E 

157 – 14,03762111 14° 02′ 15,436″ S 42,71750361 42° 43′ 03,013″ E 

158 – 14,05400306 14° 03′ 14,411″ S 42,73011583 42° 43′ 48,417″ E 

21.6.2018 L 158/50 Official Journal of the European Union EN     



POINT NO. LATITUDE 
LAT IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(South Latitude) 

LONGITUDE 
LONG IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(East Longitude) 

159 – 14,14823389 14° 08′ 53,642″ S 42,80309722 42° 48′ 11,150″ E 

160 – 14,15231444 14° 09′ 08,332″ S 42,80625722 42° 48′ 22,526″ E 

161 – 14,18301639 14° 10′ 58,859″ S 42,82977944 42° 49′ 47,206″ E 

162 – 14,21434722 14° 12′ 51,650″ S 42,85335806 42° 51′ 12,089″ E 

163 – 14,24632861 14° 14′ 46,783″ S 42,87699722 42° 52′ 37,190″ E 

164 – 14,27897806 14° 16′ 44,321″ S 42,90069694 42° 54′ 02,509″ E 

165 – 14,31231444 14° 18′ 44,332″ S 42,92445972 42° 55′ 28,055″ E 

166 – 14,34636194 14° 20′ 46,903″ S 42,94828750 42° 56′ 53,835″ E 

167 – 14,38114194 14° 22′ 52,111″ S 42,97218278 42° 58′ 19,858″ E 

168 – 14,41184056 14° 24′ 42,626″ S 42,99288667 42° 59′ 34,392″ E 

169 – 14,42729390 14° 25′ 38,258″ S 43,02429793 43° 01′ 27,472″ E 

170 – 14,71757790 14° 43′ 03,280″ S 42,84175093 42° 50′ 30,303″ E 

171 – 15,24873190 15° 14′ 55,438″ S 42,57367993 42° 34′ 25,247″ E 

172 – 15,35883890 15° 21′ 31,820″ S 42,52400093 42° 31′ 26,403″ E 

173 – 15,40079590 15° 24′ 02,865″ S 42,47546793 42° 28′ 31,684″ E 

174 – 15,67631790 15° 40′ 34,744″ S 42,16577593 42° 09′ 56,793″ E 

175 – 15,89294390 15° 53′ 34,598″ S 41,92722893 41° 55′ 38,024″ E 

176 – 16,19500890 16° 11′ 42,032″ S 41,68920793 41° 41′ 21,148″ E 

177 – 16,53923290 16° 32′ 21,238″ S 41,41631893 41° 24′ 58,748″ E 

178 – 17,04432890 17° 02′ 39,584″ S 41,27318693 41° 16′ 23,472″ E 

179 – 17,40353490 17° 24′ 12,725″ S 41,17071993 41° 10′ 14,591″ E 

180 – 17,83734890 17° 50′ 14,456″ S 41,06789493 41° 04′ 04,421″ E 

181 – 18,25089090 18° 15′ 03,207″ S 41,00661293 41° 00′ 23,806″ E 

182 – 18,46797190 18° 28′ 04,698″ S 40,98888393 40° 59′ 19,982″ E 

183 – 18,72085890 18° 43′ 15,090″ S 40,96804393 40° 58′ 04,958″ E 

184 – 18,99704790 18° 59′ 49,372″ S 40,94406393 40° 56′ 38,640″ E 

185 – 19,07889290 19° 04′ 44,014″ S 40,94491793 40° 56′ 41,704″ E 

186 – 19,12114290 19° 07′ 16,114″ S 40,49821793 40° 29′ 53,584″ E 

187 – 19,14275890 19° 08′ 33,932″ S 40,33221493 40° 19′ 55,973″ E 
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POINT NO. LATITUDE 
LAT IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(South Latitude) 

LONGITUDE 
LONG IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(East Longitude) 

188 – 19,15014390 19° 09′ 00,158″ S 40,27538093 40° 16′ 31,371″ E 

189 – 19,21233290 19° 12′ 44,398″ S 39,91531093 39° 54′ 55,119″ E 

190 – 19,22234390 19° 13′ 20,438″ S 39,85706493 39° 51′ 25,433″ E 

191 – 19,24453990 19° 14′ 40,343″ S 39,74102293 39° 44′ 27,682″ E 

192 – 19,42185090 19° 25′ 18,663″ S 38,79469793 38° 47′ 40,912″ E 

193 – 19,43315890 19° 25′ 59,372″ S 38,73342293 38° 44′ 00,322″ E 

194 – 19,43614990 19° 26′ 10,139″ S 38,72930293 38° 43′ 45,490″ E 

195 – 19,59229190 19° 35′ 32,250″ S 38,52460493 38° 31′ 28,577″ E 

196 – 19,62519790 19° 37′ 30,712″ S 38,48408693 38° 29′ 02,712″ E 

197 – 19,70593190 19° 42′ 21,354″ S 38,38511393 38° 23′ 06,410″ E 

198 – 19,71590490 19° 42′ 57,257″ S 38,37292393 38° 22′ 22,526″ E 

199 – 19,73360590 19° 44′ 00,981″ S 38,35152793 38° 21′ 05,500″ E 

200 – 20,02869690 20° 01′ 43,308″ S 38,08570893 38° 05′ 08,552″ E 

201 – 20,08653590 20° 05′ 11,529″ S 38,03375393 38° 02′ 01,514″ E 

202 – 20,12934190 20° 07′ 45,630″ S 37,99523693 37° 59′ 42,852″ E 

203 – 20,64126890 20° 38′ 28,568″ S 37,55384993 37° 33′ 13,859″ E 

204 – 21,43417090 21° 26′ 03,015″ S 37,57989693 37° 34′ 47,628″ E 

205 – 21,45378690 21° 27′ 13,532″ S 37,58070393 37° 34′ 50,534″ E 

206 – 21,55561690 21° 33′ 20,220″ S 37,58479793 37° 35′ 05,272″ E 

207 – 21,56295890 21° 33′ 46,652″ S 37,58512593 37° 35′ 06,453″ E 

208 – 21,56440490 21° 33′ 51,857″ S 37,58523893 37° 35′ 06,860″ E 

209 – 21,71008990 21° 42′ 36,323″ S 37,59760393 37° 35′ 51,374″ E 

210 – 21,76500590 21° 45′ 54,021″ S 37,60234793 37° 36′ 08,452″ E 

211 – 21,88639090 21° 53′ 11,007″ S 37,62820393 37° 37′ 41,534″ E 

212 – 22,15843990 22° 09′ 30,383″ S 37,68024293 37° 40′ 48,874″ E 

213 – 22,26569290 22° 15′ 56,494″ S 37,70086293 37° 42′ 03,106″ E 

214 – 22,32541091 22° 19′ 31,479″ S 37,71493593 37° 42′ 53,769″ E 

215 – 22,32902991 22° 19′ 44,507″ S 37,71581693 37° 42′ 56,940″ E 

216 – 22,42410991 22° 25′ 26,795″ S 37,73891793 37° 44′ 20,104″ E 

21.6.2018 L 158/52 Official Journal of the European Union EN     



POINT NO. LATITUDE 
LAT IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(South Latitude) 

LONGITUDE 
LONG IN DEGREES, MINUTES 

AND SECONDS 
(East Longitude) 

217 – 23,20135991 23° 12′ 04,895″ S 37,98768893 37° 59′ 15,680″ E 

218 – 23,31436991 23° 18′ 51,731″ S 38,02801293 38° 01′ 40,846″ E 

219 – 23,38419191 23° 23′ 03,090″ S 38,05293993 38° 03′ 10,583″ E 

220 – 23,45079691 23° 27′ 02,868″ S 38,07776993 38° 04′ 39,971″ E 

221 – 23,89896091 23° 53′ 56,259″ S 38,24723093 38° 14′ 50,031″ E 

222 – 24,05334691 24° 03′ 12,048″ S 38,30605793 38° 18′ 21,808″ E 

223 – 24,49255091 24° 29′ 33,183″ S 38,47369593 38° 28′ 25,305″ E 

224 – 24,59264091 24° 35′ 33,507″ S 38,51763193 38° 31′ 03,474″ E 

225 – 24,98297491 24° 58′ 58,709″ S 38,68834493 38° 41′ 18,041″ E 

226 – 25,40013391 25° 24′ 00,482″ S 38,87194493 38° 52′ 19,001″ E 

227 – 25,71633611 25° 42′ 58,810″ S 38,71936389 38° 43′ 09,710″ E 

228 – 25,77523056 25° 46′ 30,830″ S 38,69031389 38° 41′ 25,130″ E 

229 – 26,67473333 26° 40′ 29,040″ S 38,02259167 38° 01′ 21,330″ E 

230 – 27,11109167 27° 06′ 39,930″ S 37,56190556 37° 33′ 42,860″ E 

231 – 27,47158333 27° 28′ 17,700″ S 37,01349444 37° 00′ 48,580″ E 

232 – 27,60703333 27° 36′ 25,320″ S 36,74037500 36° 44′ 25,350″ E 

233 – 27,70189444 27° 42′ 06,820″ S 36,53316667 36° 31′ 59,400″ E 

234 – 27,78917500 27° 47′ 21,030″ S 36,51560833 36° 30′ 56,190″ E 

235 – 27,77694167 27° 46′ 36,990″ S 36,45250000 36° 27′ 09,000″ E 

236 – 26,91694444 26° 55′ 00,990″ S 33,33694444 33° 20′ 12,990″ E 

237 – 26,91444444 26° 54′ 51,990″ S 33,32861111 33° 19′ 42,990″ E 

238 – 26,85277780 26° 51′ 10,000″ S 33,11972222 33° 07′ 10,990″ E 

239 – 26,85222222 26° 51′ 07,990″ S 33,11777778 33° 07′ 04,000″ E 

240 – 26,84638889 26° 50′ 47,000″ S 33,00000000 33° 00′ 00,000″ E 

Land Base 26,85861111 26° 51′ 31,000″ S 32,89210833 32° 53′ 31,59″ E’  

2.  In Appendix 4 to the Annex: 

(a)  in the title: 

(18058/11, 11.1.2012, page P/EU/MZ/Annex/Appendix 4/en 1) 

(OJ L 46, 17.2.2012, page 25) 

for:  ‘… IN MOZAMBICAN EEZ’, 

read:  ‘… IN MOZAMBIQUE FISHERIES WATERS’; 
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(b)  in Sections 1 and 2: 

(18058/11, 11.1.2012, pages P/EU/MZ/Annex/Appendix 4/en 2-3) 

(OJ L 46, 17.2.2012, pages 25-26) 

for:  ‘EEZ’, 

read:  ‘Mozambique Fisheries Waters’; 

(c)  in Section 3: 

(18058/11, 11.1.2012, page P/EU/MZ/Annex/Appendix 4/en 4) 

(OJ L 46, 17.2.2012, page 26) 

for:  ‘Catch in Mozambique EEZ (kg)’, 

read:  ‘Catch in Mozambique Fisheries Waters (kg)’.  
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