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(Acts whose publication is obligatory)

COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 322/2005
of 25 February 2005

establishing the standard import values for determining the entry price of certain fruit and
vegetables

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Commission Regulation (EC) No 3223/94 of
21 December 1994 on detailed rules for the application of the
import arrangements for fruit and vegetables(!), and in
particular Article 4(1) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) Regulation (EC) No 3223/94 lays down, pursuant to the
outcome of the Uruguay Round multilateral trade nego-
tiations, the criteria whereby the Commission fixes the
standard values for imports from third countries, in
respect of the products and periods stipulated in the
Annex thereto.

() In compliance with the above criteria, the standard
import values must be fixed at the levels set out in the
Annex to this Regulation,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Atticle 1
The standard import values referred to in Article 4 of Regu-

lation (EC) No 322394 shall be fixed as indicated in the Annex
hereto.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 26 February 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

(") OJ L 337, 24.12.1994, p. 66. Regulation as last amended by Regu-
lation (EC) No 1947/2002 (O] L 299, 1.11.2002, p. 17).

For the Commission
J. M. SILVA RODRIGUEZ

Director-General for Agriculture and
Rural Development
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ANNEX

to Commission Regulation of 25 February 2005 establishing the standard import values for determining the

entry price of certain fruit and vegetables

(EUR/100 kg)

CN code Third country code (*) Standard import value

070200 00 052 121,9
204 66,1

212 151,1

624 193,8

999 133,2

0707 00 05 052 173,6
068 152,0

204 115,9

220 230,6

999 168,0

070910 00 220 36,6
999 36,6

0709 90 70 052 190,8
204 176,4

999 183,6

0805 10 20 052 56,3
204 46,4

212 50,5

220 39,2

624 67,5

999 52,0

080520 10 204 87,1
624 84,0

999 85,6

0805 20 30, 0805 20 50, 0805 20 70, 052 59,6
0805 20 90 204 97,6
400 84,9

464 56,0

624 87,7

662 49,9

999 72,6

0805 50 10 052 56,5
999 56,5

0808 10 80 400 107,9
404 96,3

508 80,2

512 95,5

524 56,8

528 76,5

720 51,1

999 80,6

0808 20 50 388 79,3
400 95,6

512 58,7

528 69,1

999 75,7

(") Country nomenclature as fixed by Commission Regulation (EC) No 2081/2003 (O] L 313, 28.11.2003, p. 11). Code ‘999’ stands for

‘of other origin’.
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 323/2005
of 25 February 2005

fixing the maximum aid for cream, butter and concentrated butter for the 158th individual
invitation to tender under the standing invitation to tender provided for in Regulation (EC) No
2571/97

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 of 17
May 1999 on the common organisation of the market in milk

and m

ilk products ('), and in particular Article 10 thereof,

Whereas:

(1)

The intervention agencies are, pursuant to Commission
Regulation (EC) No 2571/97 of 15 December 1997 on
the sale of butter at reduced prices and the granting of
aid for cream, butter and concentrated butter for use in
the manufacture of pastry products, ice cream and other
foodstufts (), to sell by invitation to tender certain quan-
tities of butter of intervention stocks that they hold and
to grant aid for cream, butter and concentrated butter.
Article 18 of that Regulation stipulates that in the light
of the tenders received in response to each individual
invitation to tender a minimum selling price shall be
fixed for butter and maximum aid shall be fixed for
cream, butter and concentrated butter. It is further

stipulated that the price or aid may vary according to
the intended use of the butter, its fat content and the
incorporation procedure, and that a decision may also be
taken to make no award in response to the tenders
submitted. The amount(s) of the processing securities
must be fixed accordingly.

() The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Milk and Milk Products,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

The maximum aid and processing securities applying for the
158th individual invitation to tender, under the standing invi-
tation to tender provided for in Regulation (EC) No 2571/97,
shall be fixed as indicated in the Annex hereto.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 26 February 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

L 160, 26.6.1999, p. 48. Regulation as last amended by

() O

Commission Regulation (EC) No 186/2004 (O] L 29, 3.2.2004,
p. 6).

(® OJ L 350, 20.12.1997, p. 3. Regulation as last amended by Regu-
lation (EC) No 2250/2004 (O] L 381, 28.12.2004, p. 25).

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission



L 534

Official Journal of the European Union

26.2.2005

ANNEX

to the Commission Regulation of 25 February 2005 fixing the maximum aid for cream, butter and concentrated
butter for the 158th individual invitation to tender under the standing invitation to tender provided for in
Regulation (EC) No 2571/97

(EUR/100 kg)

Formula A B
Incorporation procedure With tracers Without tracers With tracers Without tracers
Butter > 82 % 56 52 55,5 52
Butter < 82 % 54,5 50,8 — 49,75
Maximum aid

Concentrated butter 67,5 63,5 67 63,5

Cream 26 22

Butter 62 — 61 —
Processmg Concentrated butter 74 — 74 —

security
Cream — — 29 —
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 324/2005
of 25 February 2005

fixing the minimum selling prices for butter for the 158th individual invitation to tender under the
standing invitation to tender provided for in Regulation (EC) No 2571/97

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 of 17
May 1999 on the common organisation of the market in milk
and milk products (), and in particular Article 10 thereof,

Whereas:

(1) The intervention agencies are, pursuant to Commission
Regulation (EC) No 2571/97 of 15 December 1997 on
the sale of butter at reduced prices and the granting of
aid for cream, butter and concentrated butter for use in
the manufacture of pastry products, ice-cream and other
foodstuffs (), to sell by invitation to tender certain quan-
tities of butter from intervention stocks that they hold
and to grant aid for cream, butter and concentrated
butter. Article 18 of that Regulation stipulates that in
the light of the tenders received in response to each
individual invitation to tender a minimum selling price
shall be fixed for butter and maximum aid shall be fixed
for cream, butter and concentrated butter. It is further
stipulated that the price or aid may vary according to the

intended use of the butter, its fat content and the incor-
poration procedure, and that a decision may also be
taken to make no award in response to the tenders
submitted. The amount(s) of the processing securities
must be fixed accordingly.

(2)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Milk and Milk Products,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

The minimum selling prices of butter from intervention stocks
and processing securities applying for the 158th individual invi-
tation to tender, under the standing invitation to tender
provided for in Regulation (EC) No 2571/97, shall be fixed as
indicated in the Annex hereto.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 26 February 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

() O] L 160, 26.6.1999, p. 48. Regulation as last amended by
Commission Regulation (EC) No 186/2004 (O] L 29, 3.2.2004,
p. 6).

(® OJ L 350, 20.12.1997, p. 3. Regulation as last amended by Regu-
lation (EC) No 2250/2004 (O] L 381, 28.12.2004, p. 25).

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission
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ANNEX

to the Commission Regulation of 25 February 2005 fixing the minimum selling prices for butter for the
158th individual invitation to tender under the standing invitation to tender provided for in Regulation (EC)
No 2571/97

(EUR/100 kg)

Formula

Incorporation procedure

With tracers

Without tracers

With tracers

Without tracers

Minimum Butter Unaltered — 210 _ _
selling price > 82% Concentrated — _ _ —
Unaltered — 73 — —

Processing security

Concentrated
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 325/2005
of 25 February 2005

fixing the maximum aid for concentrated butter for the 330th special invitation to tender opened
under the standing invitation to tender provided for in Regulation (EEC) No 429/90

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 of
17 May 1999 on the common organisation of the market in
milk and milk products (!), and in particular Article 10 thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  In accordance with Commission Regulation (EEC)
No 429/90 of 20 February 1990 on the granting by
invitation to tender of an aid for concentrated butter
intended for direct consumption in the Community (),
the intervention agencies are opening a standing invi-
tation to tender for the granting of aid for concentrated
butter. Article 6 of that Regulation provides that in the
light of the tenders received in response to each special
invitation to tender, a maximum amount of aid is to be
fixed for concentrated butter with a minimum fat
content of 96% or a decision is to be taken to make
no award; the end-use security must be fixed accordingly.

2)  In the light of the tenders received, the maximum aid
should be fixed at the level specified below and the end-
use security determined accordingly.

(3)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Milk and Milk Products,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:
Article 1

For the 330th tender under the standing invitation to tender
opened by Regulation (EEC) No 429/90 the maximum aid and
the end-use security are fixed as follows:

66,6 EUR/100kg,
74 EUR/100 kg.

— maximum aid:

— end-use security:

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 26 February 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

() O] L 160, 26.6.1999, p. 48. Regulation as last amended by
Commission Regulation (EC) No 186/2004 (O] L 29, 3.2.2004,
p. 6).

(» O] L 45, 21.2.1990, p. 8. Regulation as last amended by
Commission Regulation (EC) No 2250/2004 (O] L 381,
28.12.2004, p. 25).

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 326/2005
of 25 February 2005

concerning the 14th individual invitation to tender effected under the standing invitation to tender
referred to in Regulation (EC) No 2771/1999

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 of 17
May 1999 on the common organisation of the market in milk
and milk products ('), and in particular Article 10(c) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) Pursuant to Article 21 of Commission Regulation (EC)
No 2771/1999 of 16 December 1999 laying down
detailed rules for the application of Council Regulation
(EC) No 1255/1999 as regards intervention on the
market in butter and cream (?), intervention agencies
have put up for sale by standing invitation to tender
certain quantities of butter held by them.

(2)  In the light of the tenders received in response to each
individual invitation to tender a minimum selling price
shall be fixed or a decision shall be taken to make no

award, in accordance with Article 24a of Regulation (EC)
No 2771/1999.

(3)  On the basis of the examination of the offers received,
the tendering procedure should not be proceeded with.

(4)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Milk and Milk Products,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

For the 14th individual invitation to tender pursuant to Regu-
lation (EC) No 27711999, in respect of which the time limit
for the submission of tenders expired on 22 February 2005, no
award shall be made.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 26 February 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

(") O] L 160, 26.6.1999, p. 48. Regulation as last amended by
Commission Regulation (EC) No 186/2004 (O] L 29, 3.2.2004,
p. 6).

() OJ L 333, 24.12.1999, p. 11. Regulation as last amended by Regu-
lation (EC) No 22502004 (O] L 381, 28.12.2004, p. 25).

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 327/2005
of 25 February 2005

concerning the 77th special invitation to tender issued under the standing invitation to tender
referred to in Regulation (EC) No 2799/1999

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 of
17 May 1999 on the common organisation of the market in
milk and milk products (!), and in particular Article 10 thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Pursuant to Article 26 of Commission Regulation (EC)
No 2799/1999 of 17 December 1999 laying down
detailed rules for applying Council Regulation (EC) No
1255/1999 as regards the grant of aid for skimmed-milk
and skimmed-milk powder intended for animal feed and
the sale of such skimmed-milk powder (), intervention
agencies have put up for sale by standing invitation to
tender certain quantities of skimmed-milk powder held
by them.

(2)  According to Article 30 of Regulation (EC) No
2799/1999, in the light of the tenders received in

response to each individual invitation to tender a
minimum selling price shall be fixed or a decision shall
be taken to make no award.

(3)  On the basis of the examination of the offers received,
the tendering procedure should not be proceeded with.

(4)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Milk and Milk Products,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

For the 77th individual invitation to tender pursuant to Regu-
lation (EC) No 2799/1999, in respect of which the time limit
for the submission of tenders expired on 22 February 2005, no
award shall be made.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 26 February 2005.

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

Dorne at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

(') OJ L 160, 26.6.1999, p. 48. Regulation as amended by Commission
Regulation (EC) No 186/2004 (O] L 29, 3.2.2004, p. 6).

() OJ L 340, 31.12.1999, p. 3. Regulation as last amended by Regu-
lation (EC) No 2250/2004 (O] L 381, 28.12.2004, p. 25).

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 328/2005
of 25 February 2005

concerning the 13th individual invitation to tender issued under the standing invitation to tender
referred to in Regulation (EC) No 214/2001

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 of
17 May 1999 on the common organisation of the market in
milk and milk products(!), and in particular Article 10(c)
thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Pursuant to Article 21 of Commission Regulation (EC)
No 2142001 of 12 January 2001 laying down detailed
rules for the application of Council Regulation (EC) No
1255/1999 as regards intervention on the market in
skimmed milk (?), intervention agencies have put up for
sale by standing invitation to tender certain quantities of
skimmed-milk powder held by them.

(2)  In the light of the tenders received in response to each
individual invitation to tender a minimum selling price

shall be fixed or a decision shall be taken to make no
award, in accordance with Article 24a of Regulation (EC)
No 214/2001.

(3)  On the basis of the examination of the offers received,
the tendering offer should not be proceeded with.

(4 The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Milk and Milk Products,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1
For the 13th individual invitation to tender pursuant to Regu-
lation (EC) No 214/2001, in respect of which the time limit for
the submission of tenders expired on 22 February 2005, no

offer shall be proceeded with.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 26 February 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

(") O] L 160, 26.6.1999, p. 48. Regulation as last amended by
Commission Regulation (EC) No 186/2004 (O] L 29, 3.2.2004,
p. 6).

() OJ L 37, 7.2.2001, p. 100. Regulation as last amended by Regu-
lation (EC) No 22502004 (O] L 381, 28.12.2004, p. 25).

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission



26.2.2005

Official Journal of the European Union

L 53/11

COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 329/2005
of 25 February 2005

fixing certain indicative quantities and individual ceilings for the issue of licences for the import of
bananas into the Community in the second quarter of 2005 under tariff quotas A/B and C

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) No 404/93 of 13
February 1993 on the common organisation of the market in
bananas ('), and in particular Article 20 thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Article 14(1) of Commission Regulation (EC) No
896/2001 of 7 May 2001 laying down detailed rules
for applying Council Regulation (EEC) No 404/93 as
regards the arrangements for importing bananas into
the Community (%) provides that an indicative quantity
expressed as the same percentage of available quantities
from each of the tariff quotas A/B and C provided for in
Article 18(1) of Regulation (EEC) No 404/93 may be
fixed for the purposes of issuing import licences for
each of the first three quarters of the year.

(2)  The data concerning, firstly, the quantities of bananas
marketed in the Community in 2004, and in particular
the actual imports, especially during the second quarter,
and secondly, the supply and consumption prospects on
the Community market during the same second quarter
for 2005, result in indicative quantities being fixed for
tariff quotas A/B and C so as to ensure adequate supplies
for the Community, and the continuation of trade flows
between the production and marketing sectors.

(3)  On the basis of the same data, in accordance with Article
14(2) of Regulation (EC) No 896/2001, the maximum
quantity for which each operator may submit licence
applications for the second quarter of 2005 should be
fixed.

4)  In view of the fact that this Regulation must apply before
the start of the period for the submission of licence
applications for the second quarter of 2005, provision
should be made for this Regulation to enter into force
immediately.

(') OJ L 47, 25.2.1993, p. 1. Regulation as last amended by the 2003
Act of Accession.

(3 OJ L 126, 8.5.2001, p. 6. Regulation as last amended by Regulation
(EC) No 838/2004 (O] L 127, 29.4.2004, p. 52).

(5)  This Regulation must apply to operators established in
the Community as constituted on 30 April 2004 since
Commission Regulation (EC) No 1892/2004 (}) adopted
transitional measures for imports of bananas into the
Community by reason of the accession of the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary,
Malta, Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia.

(6)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Bananas,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

The indicative quantity referred to in Article 14(1) of Regulation
(EC) No 896/2001 for the issue of import licences for bananas
under the tariff quotas provided for in Article 18(1) of Regu-
lation (EEC) No 404/93 is hereby fixed, for the second quarter
of 2005, at:

— 29 % of the quantities available for traditional operators and
non-traditional operators established in the Community as
constituted on 30 April 2004 under tariff quotas A/B;

— 29% of the quantities available for traditional operators and
non-traditional operators established in the Community as
constituted on 30 April 2004 under tariff quota C.

Article 2

For the second quarter of 2005, the maximum authorised
quantity referred to in Article 14(2) of Regulation (EC) No
896/2001, for licence applications for the import of bananas
under the tariff quotas provided for in Article 18(1) of Regu-
lation (EEC) No 404/93 is hereby fixed at:

(@) 29% of the reference quantity established and notified in
accordance with Articles 4 and 5 of Regulation (EC) No
896/2001 for the traditional operators established in the
Community as constituted on 30 April 2004 under tariff
quotas A/B;

() OJ L 328, 30.10.2004, p. 50.
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(b) 29% of the quantity established and notified, in accordance

with Article 9(3) of Regulation (EC) No 896/2001 for the
non-traditional operators established in the Community as
constituted on 30 April 2004 under tariff quotas A[B;

29% of the reference quantity established and notified in
accordance with Articles 4 and 5 of Regulation (EC) No
896/2001 for the traditional operators established in the
Community as constituted on 30 April 2004 under tariff
quota G

(d) 29% of the quantity established and notified, in accordance
with Article 9(3) of Regulation (EC) No 896/2001 for the
non-traditional operators established in the Community as
constituted on 30 April 2004 under tariff quota C.

Article 3

This Regulation shall enter into force on the day of its publi-
cation 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, 25 February 2005.

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 330/2005
of 25 February 2005

fixing certain indicative quantities and individual ceilings for the issue of licences for the purposes
of the additional quantity in respect of banana imports to the new Member States for the second

quarter of 2005

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to the Treaty of Accession of the Czech Republic,
Estonia, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Malta, Poland,
Slovenia and Slovakia,

Having regard to the Act of Accession of the Czech Republic,
Estonia, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Malta, Poland,
Slovenia and Slovakia, and in particular the first paragraph of
Article 41 thereof,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) No 404/93 of 13
February 1993 on the common organisation of the market in
bananas (1),

Whereas:

Commission Regulation (EC) No 1892/2004 (% adopted
the transitional measures needed to facilitate the tran-
sition from the arrangements in force in the new
Member States prior to accession to the import
arrangements in force under the common organisation
of the markets in the banana sector for the year 2005. In
order to ensure market supply, in particular in the new
Member States, that Regulation fixed an additional
quantity on a transitional basis for the purpose of
issuing import licences. This additional quantity must
be managed using the mechanisms and instruments put
in place by Commission Regulation (EC) No 896/2001
of 7 May 2001 laying down detailed rules for applying
Council Regulation (EEC) No 404/93 as regards the
arrangements  for importing bananas into the
Community (3).

() OJ L 47, 25.2.1993, p. 1. Regulation as last amended by the 2003

Act of Accession.

() OJ L 328, 30.10.2004, p. 50.
() OJ L 126, 8.5.2001, p. 6. Regulation as last amended by Regulation

(EC) No 838/2004 (O] L 127, 29.4.2004, p. 52).

@

Articles 14(1) and (2) of Commission Regulation (EC) No
896/2001 provide that indicative quantities and indi-
vidual ceilings may be fixed for the purposes of issuing
import licences for each of the first three quarters of the
year.

For the purpose of fixing those indicative quantities and
individual ceilings, it is appropriate to apply the same
percentages as those fixed for the management of A/B
and C tariff quotas in Commission Regulation (EC) No
329/2005 (%) so as to ensure adequate supplies and the
continuation of trade flows between the production and
marketing sectors.

In view of the fact that this Regulation must apply before
the start of the period for the submission of licence
applications for the second quarter of 2005, provision
should be made for this Regulation to enter into force
immediately.

This Regulation must apply to operators established in
the Community and being registered in accordance with
Articles 5 and 6 of Regulation (EC) No 1892/2004.

The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Bananas,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

Under the additional quantity provided for in Article 3(1) of
Regulation (EC) No 1892/2004, the indicative quantity referred
to in Article 14(1) of Regulation (EC) No 896/2001 for the
issue of import licences for bananas is hereby fixed, for the
second quarter of 2005, at 29% of the quantities available
for respectively traditional operators and non-traditional
operators as established in Article 4(2) of Regulation (EC) No
1892/2004.

(*) See page 11 of this Official Journal.
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Article 2

Under the additional quantity provided for in Article 3(1) of
Regulation (EC) No 1892/2004, the maximum authorised
quantity referred to in Article 14(2) of Regulation (EC) No
896/2001 for licence applications for the import of bananas
for the second quarter of 2005, is fixed at:

(@ 29% of the specific reference quantity notified in
accordance with Article 5(5) of Regulation (EC) No
1892/2004, in the case of traditional operators;

(b) 29% of the specific allocation notified in accordance with
Article 6(6) of Regulation (EC) No 1892/2004, in the case
of non-traditional operators.

Article 3

This Regulation shall enter into force on the day of its publi-
cation 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, 25 February 2005.

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 331/2005
of 25 February 2005

determining the aid referred to in Council Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 for the private storage of
butter and cream and derogating from Regulation (EC) No 2771/1999

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 of 17
May 1999 on the common organisation of the market in milk
and milk products (), and in particular Article 10 thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Article 34(2) of Commission Regulation (EC) No
2771/1999 of 16 December 1999 laying down
detailed rules for the application of Council Regulation
(EC) No 1255/1999 as regards intervention on the
market in butter and cream () stipulates that the
amount of aid for private storage referred to in Article
6(3) of Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 is to be fixed
each year.

(2)  The third subparagraph of Article 6(3) of Regulation (EC)
No 1255/1999 specifies that the aid shall be fixed in the
light of storage costs and the likely trend in prices for
fresh butter and butter from stocks.

(3)  Regarding storage costs, notably the costs for entry and
exit of the products concerned, the daily costs for cold
storage and the financial costs of storage should be taken
into account.

(4)  Regarding the likely trend in prices, consideration should
be given to the reductions of the butter intervention
prices foreseen in Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) No
1255/1999 and the resulting decreases expected for
market prices for fresh butter and butter from stocks
and higher aid should be awarded for applications for
contracts received before 1 July 2005.

() O] L 160, 26.6.1999, p. 48. Regulation as last amended by
Commission Regulation (EC) No 186/2004 (O] L 29, 3.2.2004,
p. 6).

() O] L 333, 24.12.1999, p. 11. Regulation as last amended by
Regulation (EC) No 2250/2004 (O] L 381, 28.12.2004, p. 25).

©)

To avoid excessive applications for private storage before
that date, an indicative quantity and a communication
mechanism enabling the Commission to establish when
this quantity is reached need to be introduced for the
period ending on 1 July 2005. This indicative quantity
should be fixed taking into consideration the quantities
covered by storage contracts in past years.

Article 29(1) of Regulation (EC) No 2771/1999 stipulates
that the entry into storage must take place between 15
March and 15 August. The current situation on the
butter market justifies bringing the entry date for butter
and cream storage operations in 2005 forward to 1
March. Consequently a derogation from that Article
should be introduced.

The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Milk and Milk Products,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

1.

Article 1

The aid referred to in Article 6(3) of Regulation (EC) No

1255/1999 shall be calculated per tonne of butter or butter
equivalent for contracts concluded in 2005 on the basis of
the following elements:

(a) for all contracts:

— EUR 17,92 for fixed storage costs,

— EURO0,33 for the costs of cold storage for each day of

contractual storage,

— an amount per day of contractual storage, calculated on

the basis of 90 % of the intervention price for butter in
force on the day the contractual storage begins and on
the basis of an annual interest rate of 2,25 %;

and

(b) EUR 102,60 for contracts which have been concluded on

the basis of applications received by the intervention agency
before 1 July 2005.
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2. The intervention agency shall register the date of receipt
of the applications to conclude a contract as referred to in
Article 30(1) of Regulation (EC) No 2771/1999 as well as the
corresponding quantities and dates of manufacture and the
place at which the butter is stored.

The Member States shall inform the Commission no later than
12 noon (Brussels time) of each Tuesday of the quantities
covered during the preceding week by such applications.
Once it is communicated by the Commission to the Member
States that the applications have reached 80 000 tonnes
Member States shall inform the Commission each day before
12 noon (Brussels) of the quantities covered by applications of
the preceding day.

3. The Commission will suspend the application of para-
graphs 1(b) and 2 once it has observed that the applications
referred to in paragraph 1(b) have reached 110 000 tonnes.

Article 2

By way of derogation from Article 29(1) of Regulation (EC) No
2771/1999, entry into storage in 2005 may take place from 1
March.

Article 3

This Regulation shall enter into force on the day following 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, 25 February 2005.

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 332/2005
of 25 February 2005

on the payment of the refund on exports to Croatia of products falling under CN code 0406
covered by licences applied for before 1 June 2003

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 of 17
May 1999 on the common organisation of the market in milk
and milk products (1), and in particular Article 26(3) and Article
31(14) thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  To prevent deflection of trade, Article 2 of Commission
Regulation (EC) No 951/2003 of 28 May 2003 dero-
gating from Regulation (EC) No 174/1999 laying down
special detailed rules for the application of Council Regu-
lation (EEC) No 804/68 as regards export licences and
export refunds in the case of milk and milk products and
Regulation (EC) No 800/1999 laying down common
detailed rules for the application of the system of
export refunds on agricultural products (?) prevented the
payment of refunds on export licences for products
falling in CN code 0406 and showing in box 7 a
different destination than Croatia when used for
exports to Croatia as from 1 June 2003.

(2)  Entitlement to the refund arising from export licences
applied for before the date of application of a regulation
should not be affected.

(3)  The limitation introduced by Article 2 of Regulation (EC)
No 951/2003 should therefore only apply to licences
applied for from 1 June 2003.

(40 The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Milk and Milk Products,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

The refund on exports to Croatia of products falling in CN code
0406 covered by licences applied for before 1 June 2003 and
showing in box 7 a destination other than Croatia falling under
destination zone I, as then defined in Article 15(3) of
Commission Regulation (EC) No 174/1999 (%), shall be paid.

Article 2

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

It shall apply from 1 June 2003.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

() O] L 160, 26.6.1999, p. 48. Regulation last amended by
Commission Regulation (EC) No 186/2004 (O] L 29, 3.2.2004,
p. 6).

(3 OJ L 133, 29.5.2003, p. 82. Regulation repealed by Regulation (EC)
No 1948/2003 (OJ L 287, 5.11.2003, p. 13).

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission

¢) OJ L 20, 27.1.1999, p. 8.
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 333/2005
of 25 February 2005
fixing the corrective amount applicable to the refund on cereals
THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES, (3)  The world market situation or the specific requirements

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1784/2003 of
29 September 2003 on the common organisation of the
market in cereals (!), and in particular Article 15(2) thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Article 14(2) of Regulation (EC) No 17842003 provides
that the export refund applicable to cereals on the day on
which an application for an export licence is made must
be applied on request to exports to be effected during the
period of validity of the export licence. In this case, a
corrective amount may be applied to the refund.

(2)  Commission Regulation (EC) No 1501/95 of 29 June
1995 laying down certain detailed rules under Council
Regulation (EEC) No 1766/92 on the granting of export
refunds on cereals and the cereals and the measures to be
taken in the event of disturbance on the market for
cereals (%), allows for the fixing of a corrective amount
for the products listed in Article 1(1)(c) of Regulation
(EEC) No 1766/92 (’). That corrective amount must be
calculated taking account of the factors referred to in
Article 1 of Regulation (EC) No 1501/95.

of certain markets may make it necessary to vary the
corrective amount according to destination.

(4 The corrective amount must be fixed at the same time as
the refund and according to the same procedure; it may
be altered in the period between fixings.

(5) It follows from applying the provisions set out above
that the corrective amount must be as set out in the
Annex hereto.

(6)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Cereals,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:
Article 1

The corrective amount referred to in Article 1(1)(a), (b) and ()
of Regulation (EC) No 1784/2003 which is applicable to export
refunds fixed in advance except for malt shall be as set out in
the Annex hereto.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 1 March 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

() OJ L 270, 21.10.2003, p. 78.

() O] L 147, 30.6.1995, p. 7. Regulation as last amended by Regu-
lation (EC) No 1431/2003 (OJ L 203, 12.8.2003, p. 16).

() O] L 181, 1.7.1992, p. 21. Regulation as last amended by Regu-
lation (EC) No 1104/2003 (O] L 158, 27.6.2003, p. 1).

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission



26.2.2005 Official Journal of the European Union L 53/19

ANNEX
to the Commission Regulation of 25 February 2005 fixing the corrective amount applicable to the refund on
cereals
(EUR/Y)
Product code Destination Cur;em Ist aen'od 2nd I;eriod 3rd %en‘od 4th p7er1'od 5th ;;eriod 6th p;eriod
100110009200 — — — — — — — _
1001 1000 9400 A00 0 0 0 0 — — —
10019091 9000 — — — — — — — _
1001 90999000 Co1 0 -0,46 -0,92 -0,92 — — —
1002 00009000 A00 0 0 0 0 — — —
1003 00 10 9000 — — — — — — — —
1003 0090 9000 Co02 0 -0,46 -0,92 -0,92 — — —
1004 00009200 — — — — — — — _
1004 00 00 9400 C03 0 -0,46 -0,92 -0,92 — — —
100510909000 — — — — — — — _
10059000 9000 A00 0 0 0 0 — — —
1007 00 90 9000 — — — — — — — _
100820009000 — — — — — — — _
110100119000 — — — — — — — _
110100159100 C01 0 -0,63 -1,26 -1,26 — — —
110100159130 Co1 0 -0,59 -1,18 -1,18 — — —
110100159150 Co1 0 -0,54 -1,09 -1,09 — — —
110100159170 Co1 0 -0,50 -1,00 -1,00 — — —
110100159180 Co1 0 -0,47 -0,94 -0,94 — — —
110100159190 — — — — — — — _
1101 00 90 9000 — — — — — — — _
110210009500 A00 0 0 0 0 — — —
110210009700 A00 0 0 0 0 — — —
110210009900 — — — — — — — _
110311109200 A00 0 0 0 0 — — —
110311109400 A00 0 0 0 0 — — —
110311109900 — — — — — — — _
110311909200 A00 0 0 0 0 — — —
110311909800 — — — — — — — _

NB: The product codes and the ‘A’ series destination codes are set out in Commission Regulation (EEC) No 3846/87 (O] L 366, 24.12.1987, p. 1) as amended.
The numeric destination codes are set out in Regulation (EC) No 2081/2003 (OJ L 313, 28.11.2003, p. 11).
CO01: All third countries with the exception of Albania, Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia and Montenegro, the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, Lichtenstein and Switzerland.
C02: Algeria, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Egypt, United Arab Emirates, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lybia, Morocco, Mauritania, Oman, Qatar, Syria, Tunisia
and Yemen.
C03: All third countries with the exception of Bulgaria, Norway, Romania, Switzerland and Lichtenstein.
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 334/2005
of 25 February 2005
fixing the refunds applicable to cereal and rice sector products supplied as Community and national
food aid
THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES, (3)  The general and implementing rules provided for in

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 17842003 of 29
September 2003 on the common organisation of the market in
cereals (1) and in particular Article 13(3) thereof,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 3072/95 of 22
December 1995 on the common organisation of the market in
rice (%) and in particular Article 13(3) thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Article 2 of Council Regulation (EEC) No 2681/74 of 21
October 1974 on Community financing of expenditure
incurred in respect of the supply of agricultural products
as food aid (%) lays down that the portion of the expen-
diture corresponding to the export refunds on the
products in question fixed under Community rules is
to be charged to the European Agricultural Guidance
and Guarantee Fund, Guarantee Section.

(2)  In order to make it easier to draw up and manage the
budget for Community food aid actions and to enable
the Member States to know the extent of Community
participation in the financing of national food aid
actions, the level of the refunds granted for these
actions should be determined.

Article 13 of Regulation (EC) No 1784/2003 and in
Article 13 of Regulation (EC) No 3072/95 on export
refunds are applicable mutatis mutandis to the abovemen-
tioned operations.

(4)  The specific criteria to be used for calculating the export
refund on rice are set out in Article 13 of Regulation
(EC) No 3072/95.

(5)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Cereals,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

For Community and national food aid operations under inter-
national agreements or other supplementary programmes, and
other Community free supply measures, the refunds applicable
to cereals and rice sector products shall be as set out in the
Annex.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 1 March 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

() OJ L 270, 21.10.2003, p. 78.

() O L 329, 30.12.1995, p. 18. Regulation as last amended by
Commission Regulation (EC) No 411/2002 (O] L 62, 5.3.2002,
p- 27).

() O] L 288, 25.10.1974, p. 1.

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission
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ANNEX

to the Commission Regulation of 25 February 2005 fixing the refunds applicable to cereal and rice sector
products supplied as Comunity and national food aid

(EUR}t)
Product code Refund
1001 10009400 0,00
1001 9099 9000 0,00
1002 00009000 0,00
1003 00909000 0,00
100590009000 0,00
100630929100 0,00
100630929900 0,00
1006 30949100 0,00
1006 30 949900 0,00
10063096 9100 0,00
1006 3096 9900 0,00
1006 3098 9100 0,00
1006 3098 9900 0,00
1006 30 659900 0,00
1007 00909000 0,00
110100159100 0,00
110100159130 0,00
110210009500 0,00
110220109200 56,00
110220109400 48,00
110311109200 0,00
110313109100 72,00
110412909100 0,00

NB: The product codes are defined in Commission Regulation (EEC) No 3846/87
(O] L 366, 24.12.1987, p. 1), amended.
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 335/2005
of 25 February 2005

on the issue of import licences for garlic imported under the autonomous tariff quota opened by
Regulation (EC) No 218/2005

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Commission Regulation (EC) No 218/2005 of
10 February 2005 opening and providing for the administration
of an autonomous tariff quota for garlic ('), and in particular
Article 6(3) thereof,

Whereas:

Licence applications submitted by traditional and new importers
to the competent authorities of the Member States pursuant to
Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) No 218/2005, exceed the
available quantities. The extent to which licences may be
issued should therefore be determined,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

1. Applications for import licences made by traditional
importers pursuant to Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) No
2182005 and submitted to the Commission by the Member
States on 22 February 2005 shall be issued for 2,985 % of the
quantity applied for.

2. Applications for import licences made by new importers
pursuant to Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) No 218/2005 and
submitted to the Commission by the Member States on 22
February 2005 shall be issued for 0,741% of the quantity
applied for.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 28 February 2005.

It shall apply until 30 June 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

() OJ L 39, 11.2.2005, p. 5.

For the Commission
J. M. SILVA RODRIGUEZ

Director-General for Agriculture and
Rural Development
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 336/2005
of 25 February 2005

on the issue of import licences for certain preserved mushrooms imported under the autonomous
tariff quota opened by Regulation (EC) No 220/2005

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Commission Regulation (EC) No 220/2005 of
10 February 2005 opening and providing for the administration
of an autonomous tariff quota for preserved mushrooms ('), and
in particular Article 6(3) thereof,

Whereas:

Licence applications submitted by traditional and new importers
to the competent authorities of the Member States under Article
4(1) of Regulation (EC) No 220/2005 exceed the available quan-
tities. The extent to which licences may be issued should
therefore be determined,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

1. Import licences applied for by traditional importers
pursuant to Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) No 220/2005 and
submitted to the Commission on 22 February 2005 shall be
issued for 7,853 % of the quantity applied for.

2. Import licences applied for by new importers pursuant to
Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) No 220/2005 and submitted to
the Commission on 22 February 2005 shall be issued for
9,615% of the quantity applied for.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 28 February 2005.

It shall apply until 30 June 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

() OJ L 39, 11.2.2005, p. 11.

For the Commission
J. M. SILVA RODRIGUEZ

Director-General for Agriculture and
Rural Development
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 337/2005
of 25 February 2005

suspending the buying-in of butter in certain Member States

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 of 17
May 1999 on the common organisation of the market in milk
and milk products ('),

Having regard to Commission Regulation (EC) No 2771/1999
of 16 December 1999 laying down detailed rules for the appli-
cation of Council Regulation (EC) No 1255/1999 as regards
intervention on the market in butter and cream (?), and in
particular Article 2 thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Article 2 of Regulation (EC) No 2771/1999 lays down
that buying-in is to be opened or suspended by the
Commission in a Member State, as appropriate, once it
is observed that, for two weeks in succession, the market
price in that Member State is below or equal to or above
92 % of the intervention price.

(2)  Commission Regulation (EC) No 1487/2004 (°) estab-
lishes the most recent list of Member States in which
intervention is suspended. This list must be adjusted as
a result of the market prices communicated by Italy, the
Czech Republic, Germany, Slovenia and Hungary
pursuant to Article 8 of Regulation (EC) No
2771/1999. In the interests of clarity, the list in
question should be replaced and Regulation (EC) No
1487/2004 should be repealed,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

Buying-in of butter as provided for in Article 6(1) of Regulation
(EC) No 1255/1999 is hereby suspended in Belgium, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Cyprus, Hungary, Malta, Greece, France,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Austria, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

Article 2

Regulation (EC) No 1487/2004 is hereby repealed.

Article 3

This Regulation shall enter into force on 26 February 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

(") O] L 160, 26.6.1999, p. 48. Regulation as last amended by
Commission Regulation (EC) No 186/2004 (O] L 29, 3.2.2004,
p. 6).

() OJ L 333, 24.12.1999, p. 11. Regulation as last amended by Regu-
lation (EC) No 1932/2004 (O] L 333, 9.11.2004, p. 4).

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission

() O] L 273, 21.8.2004, p. 11.
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 338/2005
of 25 February 2005

fixing the maximum export refund on wholly milled and parboiled long grain B rice to certain third
countries in connection with the invitation to tender issued in Regulation (EC) No 2032/2004

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1785/2003 of
29 September 2003 on the common organisation of the
market in rice(!), and in particular Article 14(3) thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  An invitation to tender for the export refund on rice
was issued pursuant to Commission Regulation (EC)
No 2032/2004 (3).

(2)  Article 5 of Commission Regulation (EEC) No 584/75 (%)
allows the Commission to fix, in accordance with the
procedure laid down in Article 26(2) of Regulation
(EC) No 1785/2003 and on the basis of the tenders
submitted, a maximum export refund. In fixing this
maximum, the criteria provided for in Article 14(4) of
Regulation (EC) No 1785/2003 must be taken into
account. A contract is awarded to any tenderer whose
tender is equal to or less than the maximum export
refund.

(3)  The application of the abovementioned criteria to the
current market situation for the rice in question results
in the maximum export refund being fixed at the amount
specified in Article 1.

(4 The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Cereals,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

The maximum export refund on wholly milled and parboiled
long grain B rice to be exported to certain third countries
pursuant to the invitation to tender issued in Regulation (EC)
No 2032/2004 is hereby fixed on the basis of the tenders
submitted from 21 to 24 February 2005 at 60,00 EUR/t.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 26 February 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

() OJ L 270, 21.10.2003, p. 96.

() OJ L 353, 27.11.2004, p. 6.

() OJ L 61, 7.3.1975, p. 25. Regulation as last amended by Regulation
(EC) No 1948/2002 (O] L 299, 1.11.2002, p. 18).

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 339/2005
of 25 February 2005

concerning tenders submitted under tendering procedure for the refund on consignment of husked
long grain B rice to the island of Réunion referred to in Regulation (EC) No 2033/2004

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1785/2003 of 29
September 2003 on the common organisation of the market in
rice (!), and in particular Article 5(3) thereof,

Having regard to Commission Regulation (EEC) No 2692/89 of
6 September 1989 laying down detailed rules for exports of rice
to Réunion (3, and in particular Article 9(1) thereof,

Whereas:

()  Commission Regulation (EC) No 2033/2004 (%) opens an
invitation to tender for the subsidy on rice exported to
Réunion.

(2)  Article 9 of Regulation (EEC) No 2692/89 allows the
Commission to decide, in accordance with the
procedure laid down in Article 2b(2) of Regulation (EC)
No 1785/2003 and on the basis of the tenders
submitted, to make no award.

(3)  On the basis of the criteria laid down in Articles 2 and 3
of Regulation (EEC) No 2692/89, a maximum subsidy
should not be fixed.

(40 The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Cereals,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

No action shall be taken on the tenders submitted from 21 to
24 February 2005 in response to the invitation to tender
referred to in Regulation (EC) No 2033/2004 for the subsidy
on exports to Réunion of husked long grain B rice falling within
CN code 1006 20 98.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 26 February 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

(") OJ L 270, 21.10.2003, p. 96.

() OJ L 261, 7.9.1989, p. 8. Regulation as last amended by Regulation
(EC) No 1275/2004 (O] L 241, 13.7.2004, p. 8).

() OJ L 353, 27.11.2004, p. 9.

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL
Member of the Commission
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 340/2005
of 25 February 2005

concerning tenders submitted in response to the invitation to tender for the export to certain third
countries of wholly milled and medium and long grain A rice issued in Regulation (EC) No
2031/2004

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1785/2003 of 29
September 2003 on the common organisation of the market in
rice (1), and in particular Article 14(3) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) An invitation to tender for the export refund on rice was
issued pursuant to Commission Regulation (EC) No
2031/2004 ().

(2)  Article 5 of Commission Regulation (EEC) No 584/75 (%),
allows the Commission to decide, in accordance with the
procedure laid down in Article 26(2) of Regulation (EC)
No 1785/2003 and on the basis of the tenders
submitted, to make no award.

(3)  On the basis of the criteria laid down in Article 14(4) of
Regulation (EC) No 1785/2003, a maximum refund
should not be fixed.

(4)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Cereals,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

No action shall be taken on the tenders submitted from 21 to
24 February 2005 in response to the invitation to tender for the
export refund on wholly milled rand, medium and long grain A
rice to certain third European countries issued in Regulation
(EC) No 2031/2004.

Atticle 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 26 February 2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

() OJ L 270, 21.10.2003, p. 96.

() OJ L 353, 27.11.2004, p. 3.

() OJ L 61, 7.3.1975, p. 25. Regulation as last amended by Regulation
(EC) No 1948/2002 (O] L 299, 1.11.2002, p. 18).

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL

Member of the Commission
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 341/2005
of 25 February 2005
amending Regulations (EC) No 1432/94 and (EC) No 1458/2003, as regards the maximum quantity
to which licence applications for import of pigmeat must relate
THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES, (20  The utilisation of the two import quotas has been

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) No 2759/75 of 29
October 1975 on the common organisation of the market in
pigmeat ('), and in particular Article 11(1) thereof,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 774/94 of 29
March 1994 opening and providing for the administration of
certain Community tariff quotas for high-quality beef, and for
pigmeat, poultrymeat, wheat and meslin, and brans, sharps and
other residues (%), and in particular Article 7 thereof,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 1095/96 of 18
June 1996 on the implementation of the concessions set out in
schedule CXL drawn up in the wake of the conclusion of the
GATT XXIV: 6 negotiations (}), and in particular Article 1
thereof,

Whereas:

(1)  Commission Regulation (EC) No 1432/94 of 22 June
1994 laying down detailed rules for the application in
the pigmeat sector of the import arrangements provided
for in Council Regulation (EC) No 774/94 opening and
providing for the administration of certain Community
tariff quotas for pigmeat and certain other agricultural
products () and Commission Regulation (EC) No
1458/2003 of 18 August 2003 opening and providing
for the administration of a tariff quota in the pigmeat
sector (°) opened import quotas for pigmeat and laid
down precise conditions governing access by traders to
those quotas.

generally low in recent years and the fixing of a relatively
low maximum quantity to which a licence application
must relate may have been a discouraging factor. In
order to facilitate trade of pigmeat under those two
import quotas it is necessary to increase that maximum
quantity.

(3)  Regulations (EC) No 1432/94 and (EC) No 1458/2003
should therefore be amended accordingly.

(4)  The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Pigmeat,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:
Article 1

In Article 3(b) of Regulation (EC) No 1432/94, the rate of ‘10 %’
is replaced by 20 %.

Article 2

In Article 4(b) of Regulation (EC) No 1458/2003, the rates of
‘10 %’ are replaced by 20 %"

Article 3

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

It shall apply to licence applications lodged as from 1 March
2005.

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

Done at Brussels, 25 February 2005.

For the Commission
Mariann FISCHER BOEL

Member of the Commission

() OJ L 282, 1.11.1975, p. 1. Regulation last amended by Regulation
(EC) No 1365/2000 (OJ L 156, 29.6.2000, p. 5).

() OJ L 91, 8.4.1994, p. 1. Regulation amended by Commission Regu-
lation (EC) No 2198/95 (O] L 221, 19.9.1995, p. 3).

() O] L 146, 20.6.1996, p. 1.

(*) OJ L 156, 23.6.1994, p. 14. Regulation last amended by Regulation
(EC) No 2083/2004 (O] L 360, 7.12.2004, p. 12).

() OJ L 208, 19.8.2003, p. 3. Regulation amended by Regulation (EC)
No 2083/2004.
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II

(Acts whose publication is not obligatory)

COMMISSION

COMMISSION DECISION
of 16 March 2004

on the State aid paid by Italy to the Adriatica, Caremar, Siremar, Saremar and Toremar shipping
companies (Tirrenia Group)

(notified under document number C(2004) 470)
(Only the Italian text is authentic)
(Text with EEA relevance)

(2005/163/EC)

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European Community, and in particular the first subparagraph
of Article 88(2) thereof,

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic Area, and in particular Article 62(1)(a) thereof,

Having, pursuant to the aforementioned Articles, called on the parties concerned to submit their
comments (1),

Whereas:

I. PROCEDURE

(1)  Following numerous complaints, the Commission decided to initiate the procedure laid down in
Article 88(2) of the Treaty in respect of aid paid to six companies in the Tirrenia Group, namely
Tirrenia di Navigazione, Adriatica, Caremar, Saremar, Siremar and Toremar. This aid takes the form
of subsidies paid directly to each of the companies in the group to support the maritime transport
services those companies provide under six agreements concluded with the State in 1991. The
purpose of these agreements is to guarantee the provision of maritime transport services, the
majority of them connecting mainland Italy with Sicily, Sardinia and other, smaller Italian islands.

(2) By letter dated 6 August 1999, the Commission informed Italy of its decision to initiate the
procedure. By letter dated 28 September 1999, the Italian authorities submitted their comments
on this decision.

() OJ C 306, 23.10.1999, p. 2.
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Following the publication of the Decision in the Official Journal (3, many private operators providing
maritime transport services in competition with the companies of the Tirrenia Group submitted
comments to the Commission. These comments were in turn forwarded to the Italian authorities
to give them the opportunity to react.

On 18 October 1999, Italy brought an action for annulment before the Court of Justice against the
decision to initiate the procedure in respect of the part stipulating that the aid grant is being
suspended (). In addition, the Tirrenia di Navigazione, Adriatica, Caremar, Saremar, Siremar and
Toremar companies brought an action for annulment before the Court of First Instance by virtue
of Article 230(4) of the Treaty (¥).

During the investigation phase, the Italian authorities asked for the Tirrenia Group case to be split up
so that priority could be given to reaching a final decision concerning the Tirrenia di Navigazione
company. This request was motivated by the Italian authorities’ wish to privatise the group, beginning
with Tirrenia di Navigazione, and their intention to speed up the process in relation to that company.

With regard to this request, the Commission noted that, while Tirrenia di Navigazione acted as group
leader in terms of the group’s financial and commercial strategy, the six member companies were
legally independent and operated in geographically distinct market segments subject to varying
degrees of competition, both from private Italian operators and from operators from other
Member States. The Commission also noted that the subsidies paid by the Italian authorities
pursuant to the agreements referred to in recital 1 were calculated to cover the net operating loss
on the routes served by each of the said companies and that they were granted directly to those
companies without going through Tirrenia di Navigazione. Lastly, the other parts of the aid covered
by the procedure — investment aid and aid of a fiscal nature — required separate analysis of each
company in the group. Accordingly, the Commission decided that it could accede to the Italian
authorities’ request, and by Decision 2001/851/EC (°) it closed the procedure initiated in respect of
the aid awarded to the Tirrenia di Navigazione company.

The current Decision concerns the aid granted by Italy to the other five companies in the Tirrenia
Group (hereinafter the regional companies). At various bilateral meetings between 2001 and 2003,
the Italian authorities supplied information on each of the 50 or so routes operated by the five
regional companies, indicating the particular features of the markets in question, the trend in the
traffic handled by the public companies, the presence of any private companies competing with the
public companies, and changes in the amount of public aid granted to each of the companies
(documents registered under the numbers A[13408/04, A[13409/04, A[12951/04, A[13326/04,
A[13330/04, A[13350/04, A/13346/04 and A[13356/04.

In addition, in January, February and September 2003, a number of complainant companies, notably
certain private operators competing with the Caremar regional company in the Gulf of Naples, sent
to the Commission additional information containing new data to be taken into account in the
investigation procedure. The Italian authorities were invited to submit their comments on these
matters. A bilateral meeting was held on 20 October 2003, as a result of which the Italian authorities
made certain undertakings regarding a number of high-speed connections in the Gulf of Naples.
These undertakings were formalised by letter ref. 501 dated 29 October 2003, which reached the
Commission on 31 October 2003 (A/33506), and confirmed by a letter dated 17 February 2004
(A/13405/04). In respect of Adriatica, the Italian authorities sent the Commission additional infor-
mation by fax dated 23 February 2004 (registered under the number A/13970/04).

() See footnote 1.

(}) Case C-400/99, pending as to the merit. In its judgment of 9 October 2001 (ECR I-7303), the Court rejected the

Commission’s cross application that Italy’s action be declared inadmissible.

(% Pending Case T-246/99.
() OJ L 318, 4.12.2001, p. 9.
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(13)

II. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE AID MEASURES
The relevant markets

Adriatica has traditionally handled the following international connections:

(i) in the middle and lower Adriatic:
— Ancona/Durrés (Albania),
— Bari/Durrés,
— Ancona/Split (Croatia),

— Ancona/Bar (Yugoslavia);

(ii) in the upper Adriatic (Istrian coast), between the Italian ports of Trieste, Grado and Lignano, on
the one hand, and the Croatian ports of Piran, Porec, Rovinj and Brijuni, on the other.

Until 2000, Adriatica also operated other international routes, namely:
— Trieste/Durrés (Albania),

— Brindisi/Corfu/Igoumenitsa/Patras (Greece).

At the same time, Adriatica operates purely local cabotage connections to the Tremiti islands from
the mainland Italian ports of Ortona, Vasto, Termoli, Vieste and Manfredonia.

Lastly, Adriatica provides freight services to and from Sicily on the following cabotage routes:
— Ravenna/Catania,

— Venice/Catania,

— Livorno/Catania (°),

— Genoa[Termini Imerese (').

The bulk of Adriatica’s passenger traffic is concentrated on the international connections in the
middle and lower Adriatic, especially the connections with Albania (49 % of the company’s overall
traffic) and the cabotage connections with the islands of the Tremiti archipelago (¥). In terms of
freight traffic, over 90 % of Adriatica’s overall volume is accounted for by the cabotage connections
with Sicily and the international connections in the middle and lower Adriatic (67 % of the
company’s total freight traffic) (°).

Adriatica faces uneven levels of competition on the routes it operates. For instance, in the middle and
lower Adriatic only two international routes are also operated by other shipping operators, namely:

— Bari/Durrés (Albania), on which two other Community operators operate all year round,

— Ancona/Split (Croatia), served by three other operators, including a Community operator which
only operates in the high season.

On the other hand, the scheduled services to Greece from the ports of Brindisi and Bari, which
Adriatica operated until 2000, were also operated by many other operators, including Community
operators.

(6) Services transferred from the Tirrenia di Navigazione company to Adriatica on 1 February 2001.

(') See footnote 2.

(%) Of the 596 943 passengers carried by Adriatica in 2000, 397 146 travelled on routes in the middle and lower
Adriatic (334 639 of them between Italy and Albania) and 161 024 on the connections with the Tremiti archipelago.

(°) Of the 779 223 linear metres of freight carried by Adriatica in 2000, 306 124 was carried on routes in the middle
and lower Adriatic (of which 235 542 between Italy and Albania) and 473 099 on the connections with Sicily.
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(14)

(15)

(16)

17)

(18)

(19)

(1)

In the cabotage market with the Italian islands, Adriatica faces competition from other Italian
operators on the connections with a number of islands in the Tremiti archipelago. However, these
other operators are not present all year round, as the competing services are suspended for most of
the off-season. On the market in freight cabotage with Sicily, there is competition from other Italian
operators on two routes, namely Genoa/Termini Imerese (1°) and Ravenna/Catania.

Saremar

Saremar only operates connections with the islands to the north-east and south-west of Sardinia and
on the Santa Teresa di Gallura/Bonifacio route between Sardinia and Corsica.

On these routes, some of which are also operated by other Community competitors, Saremar has a
total of 64 % of the passenger transport market and 70 % of the freight market.

Apart from the Corsica/Sardinia connection, the other routes it operates are quite short, measuring an
average of five nautical miles, and this, together with the frequency of the daily trips, makes these
maritime connections not unlike a suburban transport system intended to provide the inhabitants of
the neighbouring islands with transport and provisionment ('!). The special nature of this market also
derives from the local geography and meteorological conditions at sea, which necessitate the use of a
particular type of ship not suitable for use elsewhere for other types of shipping.

Saremar faces competition from other Italian operators on three of the four routes it operates,
including the connection between Sardinia and Corsica.

Toremar

Toremar only operates on the maritime cabotage routes between the mainland and the Tuscan
islands (Elba, Gorgona, Capraia, Pianosa and Giglio). The company essentially runs a network of
local services whose frequency and timetables meet the provisionment and mobility requirements of
the islands’ populations. The features of the network of services provided by Toremar make it
comparable to a suburban local transport services network (12).

Two of the six routes operated by Toremar are also operated all year round by other Italian
operators.

Siremar

Siremar operates local connections between the ports of Sicily and the smaller islands around Sicily
(Aeolian islands, Pelagian islands, Egadi islands, Ustica and Pantelleria). Only the connections with the
Aeolian islands archipelago to the north of Sicily extend as far as the peninsula (Naples). This is a
purely local network of routes; the — generally short — trips, the frequency of service and the
timetable essentially serve the mobility requirements of the islands’ residents.

On the connections with the Aeolian islands archipelago and the Egadi islands, Siremar operates in
competition with private Italian operators.

The Aeolian islands, which are home to 12 000 permanent residents, 9 000 of them on the main
island of Lipari, are served by five connections operated by Siremar from the Sicilian port of Milazzo.
The service is provided all year round using mixed (passenger/vehicle) vessels and high-speed
passenger craft. One Italian operator competes with Siremar on four of the five routes, using
mixed vessels of modest capacity, while another competes with the high-speed services on three
routes in the off-season and four in the high season.

(1% Comparable to the Genoa/Palermo route served by competitors, in that the ports of Palermo and Termini Imerese,
which are only a few kilometres apart, can be regarded as mutually substitutable.

(") On the four scheduled routes operated by the company, there is an average of one sailing per hour between 6 a.m.

and 10 p.m.

(*?) For each route served, there is an average of one sailing per hour from all ports from 6 am. to 10 p.m.
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(25)

(26)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(1)

(32

Siremar operates year-round connections with the three islands of the Egadi archipelago to the north-
west of Sicily from the Sicilian port of Trapani, using one mixed (passenger/vehicle) vessel and two
high-speed craft. Two private Italian operators are present on this market; the first provides a freight-
only service while the second provides high-speed services.

Siremar faces no competition from private operators on the other routes it operates from the ports of
Palermo and Agrigento. Siremar is thus the only carrier catering to the mobility requirements of the
inhabitants of the islands in question.

Caremar

Caremar operates a network of local maritime connections between the mainland ports of the Gulf of
Naples (Naples, Sorrento and Pozzuoli) and the Parthenopean islands (Capri, Ischia, Procida) and
between the mainland ports of Formia and Anzio (Lazio) and the minor islands of Ponza and
Ventotene. The services it provides essentially meet the mobility requirements of the local commu-
nities.

In the Gulf of Naples, Caremar operates in competition with other private Italian operators on the
Capri/Naples, Capri/Sorrento, Ischia/Naples and Procida/Naples routes.

Caremar faces no competition on the connections it operates with the islands of Ponza and
Ventotene, which it serves all year round using mixed passenger/vehicle vessels. It does face compe-
tition, however, from a private operator on the high-speed services it provides on the Ponza/Formia
and Ventotene/Formia routes.

Again, the network of routes operated by Caremar may be likened to a suburban transport network
in terms of frequency and timetable, particularly as regards the Gulf of Naples.

Subsidies paid in respect of public service obligations
The legislative framework

Article 8 of Law No 684 of 20 December 1974 on the restructuring of shipping services of major
national interest (Law No 684/1974) requires maritime connections with the major and minor
islands to satisfy requirements relating to the economic and social development of the regions
concerned, particularly the Mezzogiorno. To this end, the Law provides for operators entrusted
with the provision of such services to be paid subsidies pursuant to public service contracts of 20
years’ duration.

Article 9 of Law No 160 of 5 May 1989 amending and converting into law Decree-Law No 77 of
4 March 1989 concerning urgent provisions regarding maritime transport and concessions (Law No
160/1989) stipulates that the routes to be served and the frequency of service to be guaranteed are to
be determined by the public authorities on the basis of technical proposals from the concessionary
companies, which must to that end submit a service plan every five years.

In accordance with Law No 169 of 19 May 1975 on the reorganisation of local postal and
commercial shipping services (Law No 169/1975), the concessionary companies must also, as an
accessory activity, provide the service of transporting mail and postal packages, as well as commercial
services of a purely local nature.
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(35)
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Presidential Decree No 501 of 1 June 1979 implementing Law No 684/1974 as interpreted and
amended by Law No 373 of 23 June 1977 on the restructuring of maritime services of major
national interest (Decree No 501/1979) specifies the various elements (revenue and costs) which
enter into the calculation of the subsidy paid to the concessionary companies and stipulates that the
times of departure and arrival on each of the routes served by the abovementioned companies are to
be approved by ministerial decree. As far as vessels are concerned, the Presidential Decree requires
concessionaires to use ships not more than 18 years old, of which they must be the owners, unless
this is expressly waived by the Ministry. This constraint, which obliges the concessionary companies
periodically to renew their fleet, constitutes a specific obligation on those shipping companies. The
vessels used must in addition be assigned individually to each public service route. In addition to the
ordinary services, Article 40 empowers the Minister for Merchant Shipping to arrange for the
provision of additional services to satisfy extraordinary requirements in the public interest or for
reasons of traffic.

Law No 856 of 5 December 1986 on regulations for the restructuring of the public fleet (Finmare
Group) and measures regarding private shipping (Law No 856/1986) stipulates that fares are to be set
by ministerial decree on a proposal from the concessionary companies. Different fares apply for
ordinary travellers and for residents and migrant workers, the latter two categories enjoying prefe-
rential rates.

The public service agreements

In July 1991 the Italian State concluded identical agreements with each of the five regional
companies of the Tirrenia Group. By virtue of Article 2 thereof, the agreements applied retroactively
with effect from 1 January 1989 and, with a duration of 20 years, are due to expire on 31 December
2008. However, the agreements provided for the economic relations for the years 1989, 1990 and
1991 to be determined by ad hoc measures, which are not covered by this Decision.

Under the terms of Article 3 of the agreements, the amount of the annual subsidy is established on
the basis of an application which the company submits in February of each financial year. The
application is then the subject of interministerial consultations and is approved in the following
month of May by ministerial decree. The purpose of the annual subsidy is to enable the company to
cover losses resulting from the shortfall between its operating costs and revenue. Article 5 details the
economic parameters used to calculate the various cost elements taken into consideration, pursuant
to Presidential Decree No 501/1979, when determining the amount of the subsidy.

The five-year plans

Article 1 of the public service agreements provides for five-year plans to specify the routes and ports
to be served, the type and capacity of the vessels assigned to the maritime connections in question,
the frequency of service and the fares to be paid, including subsidised fares, particularly for residents
of the island regions.

The first five-year plan (1990-1994) was approved by Ministerial Decree of 29 May 1990, and
applied retroactively as of 1 January 1990. The second plan, covering the period 1995-1999 and
approved by Decree of 14 May 1996, left the routes and frequencies largely unchanged.

The third plan (covering the period 2000-2004), submitted to the Italian authorities in September
1999, has not yet been approved. Pending the adoption of this plan, a Decree of 8 March 2000
ordered the companies of the Tirrenia Group to maintain the services specified in Article 9 of Law
No 160/1989, using the vessels at their disposal at 31 December 1999.
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The annual balancing subsidy

The agreements provide for the annual balancing subsidy to be paid as follows: an initial advance
payment is made in March of each year, equivalent to 70 % of the subsidy paid the previous year. A
second payment, made in June, is equal to 20 % of the subsidy. The difference between the amounts
paid and the shortfall between operating costs and revenue during the year in progress constitutes the
balance, which is paid at the end of the year. Where a company has received a sum greater than the
net cost of the services provided (revenue minus losses), it is required to reimburse the difference
within 15 days following approval of the balance sheet.

The annual subsidy corresponds to the accumulated net loss on the services referred to in the five-
year plan, to which must be added a variable amount corresponding to the return on capital invested.
The net operating loss is derived from the difference between accumulated losses, usually generated
during the winter period, and recorded revenue, earned mainly in the summer period.

With regard to the return on capital invested, the information supplied by the Italian authorities
shows that, as a percentage of such capital, it varies from year to year, ranging from 12,5 % in 1992
to 5,1% in 2000, in line with the market rates applied in those years.

The amount of the subsidy paid to the regional companies of the Tirrenia Group pursuant to the
1991 public service agreements has evolved as follows ('*):

ADRIATICA
(in ITL million)
(C) NET LOSS
| ommamG | @ orratG | loweeming | RETUWON | ANMOUNT oF
COSTS REVENUE accumulated INVESTED SUBSIDY
revenue)
(A —B)
1992 -127 018 64772 -62772 8258 70 504
1993 -124 191 79716 —44 475 10 615 55090
1994 -158 533 80 324 -78209 7 819 86028
1995 -166 334 95114 -71220 9 304 80 524
1996 -170 095 95422 -74673 7935 82608
1997 -174 331 94995 -79 336 5788 85124
1998 -175 809 114 210 -61599 5271 66 870
1999 -151109 126 403 -24706 3 646 28 352
2000 -137 255 109 786 —-27 469 4377 31 846
2001 -183 820 155616 -28 204 6 147 34 351

The sizeable variations in the amount of the annual subsidy (last column) are explained by the
fluctuations in the net operating costs (column C) of the international connections with Albania,
Yugoslavia and Croatia, on which services were interrupted on account of the political situation in
the Balkans. Conversely, the net operating costs and the annual subsidy requirement for the cabotage
connections in the upper Adriatic and with the Tremiti archipelago generally remained stable
between 1992 and 2001. In addition, the suspension of services to Greece at the end of 1999
brought an appreciable reduction in operating costs and thus in the size of the balancing subsidy.

(%) Data taken from the PricewaterhouseCoopers study Valutazione dei criteri di predisposizione dei conti economici gestionali

per linea e stagionalita relativi agli esercizi 1992-1999, supplemented by the Italian authorities to include the years 2000
and 2001. The study reproduces the analytical accounts of the Tirrenia Group companies and assesses the operating
costs and revenue for each of the routes.
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SAREMAR
(in ITL million)
(C) NET LOSS
(accumulated
YEAR (A) OPERATING (B) OPERATING losses minus RECTng A?N Aﬁgﬁﬁif F
COSTS REVENUE accumulated
INVESTED SUBSIDY
reventue)
(A—B)
1992 -33519,0 7 464,0 -26055,0 1342,0 27 397,0
1993 -35938,0 8365,0 -27573,0 2 641,0 30 214,0
1994 -35295,2 9 383,8 -25911,4 1 606,2 27 517,6
1995 -34605,7 11 396,6 -23209,1 1781,6 24 990,7
1996 -34972,8 11 533,5 -234393 1560,4 24 999,7
1997 -36 6534 11 746,7 -24906,7 11728 26 079,5
1998 -39602,0 11 744,0 —-27 858,0 973,0 28 831,0
1999 -40 218,8 12 425,6 -27793,2 738,8 28 532,0
2000 -36 300,0 126520 -23648,0 828,0 24 476,0
2001 -31105,6 12 487,0 -17 649,5 10949 18 725,1

The relatively stable level of the annual subsidy (last column) reflects the nature of the market on
which Saremar operates, i.c. a local market meeting the mobility requirements of the island commu-
nities. The services the company provides have remained largely unchanged — in terms of frequency
and timetables — since the public service agreement entered into force(!#) and are virtually
unchanged throughout any given year.

TOREMAR
(in ITL million)
(C) NET LOSS
(accumulated
YEAR (A) OPERATING (B) OPERATING losses minus RECT/[\JIFHI\_I ACL)N Ahﬁgﬁﬁif F
COSTS REVENUE accumulated
INVESTED SUBSIDY
revenue)
(A —B)
1992 -43511,0 27 406,0 -16 105,0 1367,0 17 472,0
1993 -44907,0 30 750,0 -14157,0 2145,0 16 302,0
1994 -47 696,6 32759,0 -14937,0 13121 16 249,1
1995 -47900,0 32 000,0 -15900,0 1 400,0 17 300,0
1996 -50516,1 32 4833 -18032,8 1285,0 19 317,8
1997 -48 900,0 31 200,0 -17700,0 900,0 18 600,0
1998 -50801,0 29 996,0 —-20 805,0 718,0 21 523,0
1999 —47 840,1 32362,0 -15478,1 588,1 16 066,2
2000 -45675,0 34 577,0 -11098,0 1993,0 13091,0
2001 -44903,1 35573,5 -9329,6 3033,5 12 363,2

around 20 000.

(") In 1992 Saremar carried out a total of 18 000 trips on the four routes it operates. In 2000 the number of trips was
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The essentially local market on which Toremar operates explains the relatively stable level of the
annual subsidy over the years (last column). The services the public company provided in 2000 were
the same — in terms of frequency and timetables — as those provided in 1992('®) and are

unchanged throughout the year irrespective of seasonal variations in demand.

SIREMAR
(in ITL million)
(C) NET LOSS

revenue) INVESTED SUBSIDY

(A—B)
1992 -79543,0 26 903,0 -52640,0 2874,0 55514,0
1993 -75845,0 30 444,0 -45401,0 53340 50 735,0
1994 -78549,7 328457 —-45704,0 3336,0 49 040,0
1995 —-80947,5 33847,0 -47100,5 4363,7 51 464,2
1996 -85934,6 327240 -53210,6 38884 57 099,0
1997 -97536,9 35203,2 -623334 31551 65 488,5
1998 -106 563,1 37 2448 -69 318,3 25993 71917,6
1999 -110 611,1 40 2742 -70336,9 22112 72 548,1
2000 -102 881,0 43 335,0 -59546,0 3940,0 63 486,0
2001 —-106 490,0 47 314,4 -59175,6 4249,9 63 425,5

The services provided by Siremar are comparable in nature to those provided by Saremar and
Toremar: supply has been stable since the public service agreement entered into force (1) and is
scarcely affected by seasonal variations. The company’s high operating costs, entailing a huge annual
subsidy, are explained in particular by the number of routes it operates (18 scheduled routes) in order
to meet the mobility requirements of the inhabitants of the 14 islands situated off Sicily. This large
number of scheduled services means that major operating costs (staff, fuel, maintenance, etc.) are

incurred in guaranteeing the large number of trips the company carries out each year (17).

CAREMAR
(in ITL million)
(C) NET LOSS

wa | woggee | g | BSES | RS

revenus) INVESTED SUBSIDY

(A—B)
1992 -59987,0 20 543,0 -39 444,0 26,0 39470,0
1993 -63737,0 22 810,0 -40927,0 1538,0 42 465,0
1994 -69 365,7 25470,0 -43 8948 1690,0 455848
1995 -71389,6 245199 —-46 869,7 21732 49 0429
1996 —-714043 26 613,7 -44790,6 1867,4 46 658,0
1997 -73752,0 30 420,0 -43332,0 1516,9 44 8489
1998 —-77143,0 31 920,0 -45223,0 1287,0 46 510,0
1999 -74172,0 30 896,5 -43 2755 986,6 442623
2000 -70114,0 325940 -37520,0 2291,0 39 818,0
2001 -68316,8 333779 -349389 3366,5 38 305,4

(**) In 2000 the company carried out a total of 9 097 trips on its network of routes, compared with 8 300 in 1992.

() In 2000 Siremar carried out a total of 11 910 trips on its various routes; in 1992 it carried out 11 919.
(7) In 2000 the company carried out a total of 11 900 trips on 18 scheduled routes (11 700 in 1992).
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The stability of the annual subsidy is explained by the nature of the network of services Caremar
provides; these services have remained largely unchanged since the agreement with the State entered
into force ('%).

The company’s high operating costs, which are reflected in the level of annual compensation, arise
from the number of routes it operates (11) and the frequency of connections.

Investment scheduled in the five-year plans and the business plan

In addition to specifying which routes are to be served and with what frequency, the five-year plans
also specify the investments the concessionary companies intend to make over the period in order to
guarantee service on the routes in question. In its investigation, the Commission sought to establish
in particular the way in which the costs of vessel acquisition and depreciation were taken into
account for the purposes of calculating the annual subsidy.

The Commission also wanted to check whether the additional investments planned for the companies
in the group under the business plan which Tirrenia adopted in March 1999 for the period 1999 to
2002 contained any element of aid. The plan has the following main objectives:

— to enable the companies of the group to cope with the changed conditions on the Italian
cabotage market which have resulted from its liberalisation (1 January 1999) and prepare them-
selves for the expiry in 2008 of the agreements concluded with the State,

— to reduce the costs of the services provided pursuant to the abovementioned agreements,

— to sustain the group’s development and make best use of available resources,

— to create the conditions for privatisation of the group’s companies.

The business plan includes changes to the requisite investment in the services covered by the public
service agreements, to be used for the decommissioning of old ships, the transfer of other vessels
within the group and new investments totalling ITL 700 billion.

Preferential fiscal treatment

Decree Law No 504 of 26 October 1995 introduced preferential fiscal arrangements for mineral oils
used as fuel for shipping. In accordance with Article 63(3) of this Decree, excise duties are reduced
for lubricants used on board.

In its decision to initiate the procedure, the Commission had expressed some doubts about the way
this fiscal relief was being applied to vessels laid up in Italian ports for maintenance purposes. The
Commission wanted reassurance that this measure did not discriminate against other maritime
operators whose ships were in the same situation.

('®) In 2000 the company carried out 12 872 trips on 12 routes (15 650 in 1992).
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[Il. COMMENTS FROM THE PARTIES CONCERNED
Comments from the Tirrenia Group companies

The Tirrenia Group companies submitted their comments on the decision to initiate the procedure by
letter dated 22 November 1999. Primarily, the companies contested the notion that the compen-
sation paid pursuant to the agreements signed with the State can be qualified as ‘new aid’ and hence
the legitimacy of the decision to initiate the formal investigation procedure. They assert, in particular,
that the Commission had been informed long before of the existence of public service compensation
arrangements and that it had never raised objections regarding them. They also contend that the
amount of annual compensation paid to the public companies is that which is strictly necessary and
proportionate to the need to cover the additional net cost of the public service obligations. Tirrenia
concludes, therefore, that such payment does not hamper competition with other market operators.

At the same time, by virtue of paragraph 4 of Article 230 of the Treaty (1°), Tirrenia di Navigazione
and the regional companies of the Tirrenia Group instituted proceedings, currently pending before
the Court of First Instance, against the Commission’s decision to initiate the procedure.

Comments from private operators

The Commission received comments from various private operators competing on a number of the
routes served by Caremar, Saremar and Toremar. These can be summarised as follows:

— the Tirrenia Group companies practise an aggressive commercial policy on the routes on which
competition from private operators is focused, taking the form of voyages at dumped prices,
discounts and deferred payment systems, the only explanation for which is the public aid they
receive,

— the public service obligations lack transparency, and the Tirrenia Group companies’ ability to alter
the extent of the obligations imposed on them, particularly in terms of the routes they serve and
the imposed timetables and frequencies, is contrary to the very nature of public service obli-
gations,

— given that services are being provided by private operators on certain routes served by the
Tirrenia Group companies, the need for a public service seems highly debatable,

— the financing arrangements for investments carried out since 1995, or scheduled in the business
plan, contain elements of aid, particularly as regards two vessels acquired by Viamare in 1996 and
more generally in terms of the more favourable access to bank loans enjoyed by the Tirrenia
Group companies,

— the Tirrenia Group companies enjoy preferential fiscal treatment for mineral oils used on board
their vessels when laid up in Italian ports.

IV. COMMENTS FROM THE ITALIAN AUTHORITIES
Subsidies paid in respect of public service obligations

By letter dated 29 September 1999, the Italian authorities supplied their comments on the decision
to initiate the procedure. In their opinion, Article 4 of Council Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92 of
7 December 1992 applying the principle of freedom to provide services to maritime transport within
the Member States (maritime cabotage) (%) allows the agreements concluded with each company of
the Tirrenia Group to remain fully in force until they expire at the end of 2008. Consequently, the
system of public service obligations which derives from those agreements may not be thrown into
question by the decision to initiate the procedure.

(*) See footnote 4.

(9 OJ L 364, 12.12.1992, p. 7.
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The Italian authorities also contest the notion that the aid referred to by the Commission Decision
constitutes ‘new’ aid within the meaning of Article 88(3) of the Treaty and that it could have affected
trade between Member States before the Italian market was opened up to cabotage on 1 January
1999.

Apart from these general comments, the Italian authorities stress that the presence of private
operators on the routes served by the Tirrenia Group companies is an often recent and limited
phenomenon, being confined to a small number of routes and concentrated in the summer season.
Moreover, the method of calculating the annual compensation, which consists in deducting profit
accrued during the summer from losses accumulated during the winter, helps keep the amount of
compensation to the strict minimum.

Consequently, according to the Italian authorities, the compensation is necessary and strictly propor-
tionate in respect of the public service obligations, whose characteristics it is for the Member State to
define.

Regarding Adriatica’s infringement of the competition rules on the connections it operated between
Italy and Greece, the Italian authorities emphasise that the Commission’s decision in respect of that
infringement is not definitive, that the two procedures are independent of each other, that the aid was
not used to finance anti-competitive behaviour, that to declare it incompatible would be equivalent to
a new penalty and that to recover it would compromise both the Adriatica company and the
privatisation process.

The investment scheduled in the business plan

The Italian authorities stress that the investment scheduled in the business plan is designed to reduce
the cost of services while maintaining a high level of quality. They also contend that the methods for
financing the planned investment contain no element of aid in as much as the said investment will be
financed partly from the companies’ own resources and partly by means of bank loans taken out
under normal market conditions.

Preferential fiscal treatment

The Italian authorities have given details of the legal framework governing the fiscal treatment of
mineral oils used as fuels for shipping. The information supplied to the Commission shows that,
through a general decision of 2 March 1996 taken pursuant to Decree Law No 504/1995, the
preferential fiscal treatment provided for by the Decree Law was extended to fuels and lubricants
used by any vessel laid up in a port for maintenance operations.

At the same time, Italy lodged an appeal before the Court of Justice against the decision to initiate the
procedure, in respect of the part stipulating that the grant of unlawful aid be suspended (2!).

V. ASSESSMENT OF THE AID
Subsidies paid in respect of public service obligations
Existence of aid

Article 87(1) of the Treaty stipulates that any aid granted by a Member State or through State
resources in any form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competition by favouring
certain undertakings or the production of certain goods must, in so far as it affects trade between
Member States, be incompatible with the common market.

(21) See footnote 3.
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The subsidies at issue are clearly granted by the State and through State resources. As for the concept
of an advantage, this was interpreted by the Court of Justice in its judgment of 24 July 2003 in the
Altmark Trans Case (2?). This ruling establishes that a State measure involving compensation for the
services provided by the recipient undertakings in order to discharge public service obligations does
not fall within the scope of Article 87(1) of the Treaty, in that such undertakings do not enjoy a
financial advantage and the measure thus does not have the effect of putting them in a more
favourable competitive position than the undertakings competing with them.

The Court specifies that for such compensation to escape classification as State aid in a particular
case, four conditions must be satisfied:

— the recipient undertaking must actually have public service obligations to discharge, and the
obligations must be clearly defined. In the case of the compensation paid to the Tirrenia
Group companies, the Commission finds that the public service obligations imposed on the
companies arise simultaneously from the agreements concluded with the Italian State in July
1991, the legal framework (see recitals 30 to 34) and the five-year plans (see recitals 37 to 39).
The existence of an actual public service obligation (*%) is examined in recitals 84 to 122,

— the parameters on the basis of which the compensation is calculated must be established in
advance in an objective and transparent manner, to avoid it conferring an economic advantage
which may favour the recipient undertaking over competing undertakings. In the case in question,
the Commission notes that Article 5 of the agreements details the economic parameters used to
calculate the various cost elements taken into consideration, pursuant to Presidential Decree No
501/1979, to determine the compensation,

— the compensation cannot exceed what is necessary to cover all or part of the costs incurred in the
discharge of public service obligations, taking into account the relevant receipts and a reasonable
profit for discharging those obligations. This point is examined in recitals 123 to 148,

— where the undertaking which is to discharge public service obligations, in a specific case, 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. It
should be noted here that the Tirrenia Group companies were not chosen as the result of a public
procurement procedure. The Commission also notes that neither the applicable legal acts nor the
agreements impose conditions ensuring that the compensation does not exceed the costs of a
typical undertaking well run and adequately provided with means of transport. Nor do the
information and data supplied by the Italian authorities and the recipients serve to establish
whether this condition is satisfied.

In view of the above considerations and those set out below concerning the existence of an actual
public service requirement, the Commission considers that the annual balancing subsidy granted to
the regional companies under the 1991 agreements confers an advantage on those companies over
competing companies which provide or could provide comparable services on the relevant market.

In terms of impact on intra-Community trade and distortion of competition, these are evident in the
case of transport between Member States, or between Member States and third countries, liberalised
by Council Regulation (EEC) No 4055/86 of 22 December 1986 applying the principle of freedom to
provide services to maritime transport between Member States and between Member States and third
countries (*4).

(??) Case C-280/00, not yet published.

(?%) Judgment of the Court in Case C-205/1999 Analir and others [2001] ECR I-1271.
(* OJ L 378, 31.12.1986, p. 1. Regulation as amended by Regulation (EEC) No 3573/90 (OJ L 353, 17.12.1990, p. 16).
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Although it is cabotage services that are at issue, the Court has noted (?°) that it is not impossible that
a public subsidy granted to an undertaking which provides only local or regional transport services
and does not provide any international transport services may none the less have an effect on trade
between Member States.

Where a Member State grants a public subsidy to an undertaking, the provision of transport services
by that undertaking may for that reason be maintained or increased with the result that undertakings
established in other Member States have less chance of providing their transport services in the
market in that Member State (29).

According to the case-law of the Court, the Commission is not required, where aid has been granted
unlawfully, to demonstrate the real effect of the aid on competition and on trade between Member
States. Indeed, such an obligation would favour those Member States which granted aid in breach of
the duty to notify laid down in Article 88(3) of the Treaty over those which did notify aid at the
planning stage (¥).

The fact that this market in cabotage connections with the Mediterranean islands was provisionally
exempted, up to 1 January 1999, from the application of Council Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92
applying the principle of freedom to provide services to maritime transport within Member States
(maritime cabotage) does not rule out the possibility that the subsidies paid to the regional
companies operating on cabotage routes with the Mediterranean islands pursuant to the agreements
could have affected trade between Member States and distorted competition.

In any event, even allowing that the aid paid to companies which only operated cabotage transport
may not have affected trade or distorted competition prior to 1 January 1999, the situation changed
as of that date, when cabotage activity was opened up to all Community operators pursuant to
Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92.

In the light of the criteria set out in recitals 58 to 66, it is useful to examine the situation of the
regional companies with reference to the markets on which they operate.

— With regard to Adriatica, the Commission would point out that, under the agreement, the
company operates not only on the cabotage market but also on international routes on which
it faces or has faced competition from other Community operators since the agreement entered
into force. The Commission also notes here the risk of cross-subsidies between the services
provided by Adriatica on the cabotage market and those provided on the international market,
particularly as the company does not keep separate accounts for these different categories of
service. In these circumstances, the subsidies paid to Adriatica under the agreement may have
affected trade between Member States and distorted competition.

— Regarding the four other regional companies, the Commission notes that only Saremar operates
on an international route, between Sardinia and Corsica, and that it does so in competition with a
private Italian operator. The fact that this route has been open to potential competition from
operators from other Member States since the agreement entered into force suggests that the
annual subsidy paid to Saremar to cover the net operating loss of its overall network of
connections may, particularly as a result of the lack of separate accounts for the different
categories of service, have affected trade between Member States and distorted competition.

(*’) Judgment in Altmark Trans, paragraphs 77-82, see footnote 22.

(%6) See here the Court’s judgments in Case 102/87 France v Commission [1988] ECR 4067, paragraph 19; Case C-305/89

Italy v Commission [1991] ECR I-1603, paragraph 26, joint Cases C-278/92, C-279/92 and C-280/92 Spain v
Commission [1994] ECR 1-4103, paragraph 40; Altmark Trans, cit., paragraph 78.

(¥’) Judgments in joined cases T-116/01 and T-118/01 P&O European Ferries, paragraph 118, Case C-301/87 France v

Commission [1990] ECR [-307, paragraph 33, and Case T-55/99 CETM v Commission [2000] ECR 1I-3207,
paragraph 103.
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— With particular regard to Siremar, Toremar and Caremar, the Commission has the following
comments:

— cach of these companies operates solely in one clearly defined segment of the cabotage
market with the Mediterranean islands,

— until 1 January 1999, cabotage services between the Mediterranean islands were provisionally
exempted from application of the principle of freedom to provide services by virtue of Article
6(2) of Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92 (3%),

— in these various segments of the cabotage market, the regional companies compete on certain
routes with private Italian operators, whose presence often predates the entry into force of the
agreement; however, none of these operators operates in markets other than the Italian
Mediterranean cabotage market,

— no operator from another Member State was present in these various cabotage market
segments prior to 1 January 1999 and none has entered them since the market was
opened up.

The fact that a sector has not been liberalised, as in the case of Mediterranean cabotage prior to
1 January 1999, is not always a sufficient condition for ruling out any negative effects on trade
between Member States (2%).

For one thing, the fact that three Tirrenia Group companies (Tirrenia, Adriatica and Saremar)
operated in the transport market between Member States or between these and third countries
and that they failed to keep separate accounts for the different categories of service suggests that
all the aid they received may have affected trade between Member States and distorted competition.
Moreover, it cannot be ruled out that such effects were produced by all the subsidies granted to the
companies in the Group.

Also, even before the cabotage market was liberalised, operators from the other Member States were
free to exercise their right of establishment and provide cabotage services using ships flying the Italian

flag.

In any event, the fact that operators from the other Member States were able to provide competing
services on the cabotage market in Italy as of 1 January 1999 suggests at least potential effects on
trade over the last five years, particularly in the absence of exclusive rights granted to the regional
companies under the public service agreements.

In view of the above, and particularly given the fact that for the compensation to confer an advantage
which may be regarded as ‘aid’ it is sufficient for one of the four stipulated conditions not to be
satisfied (*°), the Commission considers that all the annual compensation paid to the regional
companies by the Italian authorities constitutes State aid within the meaning of Article 87 of the
Treaty. Contrary to what is claimed by the recipient companies, Article 4(3) of Regulation (EEC) No
3577/92 does not prevent the aid in question from being examined. On an exceptional basis, Article
4(3) authorises the continuation of existing contracts concluded before the Regulation entered into
force, even if the conditions of the procedure for awarding public services set out in the preceding
paragraphs of that Article were not satisfied. The provision in question relates to the common
transport policy.

(28) See footnote 20.
(*%) Commission Decision 2000/394/EC of 25 November 1999 on aid to firms in Venice and Chioggia by way of relief

from social security contributions under Laws Nos 30/1997 and 206/1995 (OJ L 150, 23.6.2000, p. 50).

(%% Judgment in Altmark Trans, paragraph 94, see footnote 22.
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The new aid measure

The Commission does not share the regional companies’ view that the aid in question is existing aid.
Firstly, it notes that the aid does not predate the entry into force of the Treaty. The annual balancing
subsidy scheme was in fact only set up in its present form by Laws No 684/74 and No 169/75.
Moreover, it was Decree No 501/79, Law No 856/86 and the 1991 agreements which established in
detail various public service obligations, along with the cost elements to be used when calculating the
balancing subsidy received by the regional companies.

The Commission also notes that it has not approved the aid in question. The Commission’s Decision
of 6 July 1990 to close proceedings C 12/89 (formerly N 444/88) concerning the aid Italy had
decided to grant to cover the losses of the Fincantieri company in 1987 and 1988 and concerning
Law No 234/89 regulating aid to the shipbuilding industry in Italy (1), as referred to by the recipient
companies, only concerned aid to shipyards and not the subsidies covered by the present Decision. In
any event, following that Decision, the legal framework for these subsidies was substantially altered
by the conclusion of the agreements, which have never been notified.

In particular, by virtue of the judgment in the Lorenz case (*?), the fact that the Commission may
have had knowledge of the various legislative texts setting up the annual subsidy scheme and of the
1991 agreements does not mean, in the absence of prior notification in accordance with Article
88(3), that tacit authorisation was given to the annual subsidy scheme. The Court recently indicated
that the mere communication of a text to the Commission does not constitute notification within the
meaning of Article 88(3) of the EC Treaty (*3).

The Commission considers, therefore, that the aid to the regional companies constitutes new aid
within the meaning of Article 1 of Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 of 22 March 1999 laying
down detailed rules for the application of Article 93 of the EC Treaty (>4).

Even supposing that the aid to the Siremar, Toremar and Caremar companies, which only performed
cabotage transport, did not constitute State aid at the time it was granted, it in any event became new
aid as of 1 January 1999 following the liberalisation of transport pursuant to Regulation (EEC) No
3577/92. Pursuant to Article 1(b)(v) of Regulation (EC) No 659/99, where certain measures become
aid following the liberalisation of an activity by Community law, such measures are not to be
considered as existing aid after the date fixed for liberalisation.

Appraisal of the compatibility of the aid

The ban on aid laid down in Article 87(1) of the Treaty is not absolute. Article 87(2) and (3) and
Article 86(2) of the Treaty provide for exemptions.

None of the exemptions provided for in Article 87(2) of the Treaty apply to the aid awarded to the
regional companies by way of the annual subsidy, which is neither aid having a social character,
granted to individual consumers, nor aid to make good the damage caused by natural disasters or
exceptional occurrences, nor aid granted to the economy of certain areas. With particular regard to
aid of a social character, the application of Article 87(2) presupposes that the measure benefiting
individual consumers does not favour certain undertakings or types of production directly or
indirectly. In this respect, the Commission notes that the loss of revenue the regional companies
sustain by charging reduced fares for island residents and migrant workers is taken into account in
the calculation of the annual compensation. The Italian authorities cover these fare reductions, which
benefit individual consumers, only when the consumers concerned travel with the public operator,
benefiting the latter vis-a-vis its private competitors.

OJ C 239, 25.9.1990, p. 10.
32) Case 120(73 Lorenz [1973] ECR 1471.
Order of the Court of 24 July 2003, Case C-297/01 Sicilcassa (not yet published in the ECR).
3 OJ L 83, 27.3.1999, p. 1. Regulation as amended by the 2003 Act of Accesion.
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Nor does this aid qualify for any of the exemptions listed in Article 87(3) of the Treaty. The aid in
question is not intended to promote the execution of an important project of common European
interest or to remedy a serious disturbance in the economy of a Member State, as specified at (b), nor
is it intended to promote culture and heritage conservation as specified at (d). Nor can this aid be
qualified as regional aid, as specified at (a) or (c), as it is not part of a multisectoral aid scheme which
is open in a given region to all the undertakings of the sectors concerned (>%). Moreover, in view of its
object and the arrangements for granting it, the aid in question also appears to constitute operating
aid, which may exceptionally be allowed only in regions which qualify it for the derogation in Article
87(3)(a) and on condition that the Member State demonstrates the existence and importance of any
handicaps the aid is intended to alleviate (*%). As the Italian authorities have not supplied sufficient
information in this respect, the aid cannot be authorised on this basis. Nor can the aid in question be
regarded as facilitating the development of certain activities as specified in (c), since this is aid
intended to cover the operating costs of a specific maritime operator and does not form part of a
general plan enabling the recipient undertaking to become economically and financially efficient
without recourse to further aid.

Article 86(2) of the Treaty states that undertakings entrusted with the operation of services of general
economic interest are subject to the rules contained in the Treaty, in particular to the rules on
competition, in so far as the application of such rules does not obstruct the performance, in law or in
fact, of the particular tasks assigned to them. The development of trade must not be affected to such
an extent as would be contrary to the interests of the Community.

In accordance with Community case-law, as this provision lays down a derogating rule it must be
interpreted restrictively (*). It is not therefore sufficient in this respect that the companies in question
have been entrusted by the public authorities with operating a service of general economic interest;
the application of the rules of the Treaty, specifically those of Article 87, must also obstruct the
performance of the particular tasks assigned to the company and the interests of the Community
must not be affected (38).

To assess whether the subsidies paid to the regional companies under the 1991 agreements qualify
for the derogation specified in Article 86(2) of the Treaty, the Commission must first verify the
existence and extent of the public service obligations imposed on the companies in order to appraise
the need for a public service and for a subsidy to compensate for its cost.

Existence of public service obligations meeting an actual requirement
Cabotage connections with the minor Italian islands

Cabotage connections fall within the scope of Article 4 of Council Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92 and,
for the purpose of examining State aid, the Community guidelines on State aid to maritime
transport (*%). Section 9 of the current version of the guidelines establishes that ‘public service
obligations (PSOs) may be imposed or public service contracts (PSCs) may be concluded for the
services indicated in Article 4 of Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92’, i.e. scheduled services to, from and
between islands, and for the provision of cabotage services. Compensation for such services is
therefore subject to the rules indicated in the quoted provision and to the rules on State aid as
laid down by the Treaty and interpreted by the Court of Justice. Point 9 of the previous version of
the Community guidelines stipulated that ‘public service obligations may be imposed for scheduled
services to ports serving peripheral regions of the Community or thinly served routes considered vital
for the economic development of that region, in cases where the operation of market forces would
not ensure a sufficient service level’. It also results from the case-law that public service obligations
may only be imposed if they meet a real need which cannot be met by market forces alone ().

(®%) See the last sentence of point 2 of the Guidelines on national regional aid (O] C 74, 10.3.1998, p. 9).

(*%) Point 4.15 of the Guidelines, see footnote 35.
(*”) Judgment of the Court of First Instance in Case T-106/95 Fédération frangaise des sociétés d'assurances (FFSA et al.) v

Commission [1997] ECR 1I-229, paragraph 173 of the grounds.

(*%) See also the judgment of the Court in Case C-179/90 Merci convenzionali Porto di Genova [1991] ECR 1-5889,

paragraph 26.

(*%) Commission Communication C(2004) 43 — Community guidelines on State aid to maritime transport (O] C 13,

17.1.2004, p. 3) and, for the previous period, the 1997 guidelines (O] C 205, 5.7.1997, p. 5) and, where applicable,
the 1989 guidelines (SEC (89) 921 def. of 3 August 1989).

(*9) Judgment in Analir and others, see footnote 23.
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Pursuant to the legal acts and agreements described above, the regional companies serving the minor
islands are subject, on all their routes, to a series of obligations regarding ports to be served, voyage
frequencies, times of departure and arrival, types of vessel to be used and fares to be charged, all of
which obligations the companies would not take on (or would not take on to the same extent or
under the same conditions) if they could act solely in their own commercial interest.

The purpose of these obligations is to guarantee that the principle of territorial continuity is upheld
and that a sufficient number of scheduled maritime services is provided to carry passengers and
goods to and from the minor Italian islands, so as to meet the mobility requirements of the local
populations and the social and economic development requirements of these island regions.
Fulfilment of these obligations during the lifetime of the agreements is ensured by the payment of
sureties. The fact that temporary adjustments may be made to service timetables and frequencies
during the course of the year, under the control of the public authorities, does not alter the fact that
an obligation to provide the said services has been imposed. The rules in question thus oblige the
recipient companies to perform a service of general economic interest within the meaning of Article
86(2) and a public service within the meaning of Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92.

The international connections

International maritime connections fall within the scope of Council Regulation (EEC) No 4055/86 of
22 December 1986 applying the principle of freedom to provide services to maritime transport
between Member States and between Member States and third countries (*!). The Regulation does not
make express provision for minimum public service obligations to be imposed in order to guarantee
maritime connections between Member States or between a Member State and a third country.

However, the 2004 Community guidelines on State aid to maritime transport (*) do allow public
service obligations to be imposed or public service contracts concluded if an international transport
service is necessary to meet imperative public transport needs (Section 9). They also allow compen-
sation for the performance of such services, provided it is subject to the rules and procedures of the
Treaty. Point 9 of the 1997 guidelines also authorised aid intended to compensate for public service
obligations.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Community legislation in force allows for public service
obligations to be introduced on maritime connections other than domestic connections within a
Member State. However, this being the international maritime transport market, and thus subject to
actual or potential competition from other Community operators, the compensation paid to the
concessionary companies looks like operating aid, which may be authorised only by virtue of Article
86(2). Such compensation must also, therefore, be necessary, i.e. it must meet a real need that market
forces cannot satisfy, and it must be strictly proportionate to the objective being pursued.

Of the five regional companies of the Tirrenia Group, only Adriatica and Saremar operate on
international routes, under the public service agreements. Accordingly, for both of these
companies and for each of the international connections concerned, examination is required of
the grounds justifying the imposition of the public service obligations on the recipient companies
and of whether the compensation paid was eligible for the derogation provided for in Article 86(2) of
the Treaty.

(*1) OJ L 378, 31.12.1986, p. 1.

(*) See footnote 39.
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With regard to Saremar, the Commission notes that on the Sardinia/Corsica (Santa Teresa/Bonifacio)
route the company makes two round trips a day all year round using a mixed ship with a total
capacity of 560 passengers and 51 motor vehicles. The information supplied by the Italian authorities
shows this to be a short-distance (10 nautical miles) cross-border connection of mainly local interest,
both for the Sardinian communities and for the neighbouring Corsican communities. The scheduled
connection between Santa Teresa and Bonifacio ensures the mobility of cross-border workers and a
regular flow of goods between southern Corsica and northern Sardinia. The information supplied by
the Italian authorities shows that this connection was expressly requested by the local Sardinian and
Corsican communities.

During the (middle and high) tourist season, Saremar operates in competition with another Italian
operator in a position to alter the capacity and frequency of the services it provides in response to
the market situation (+}). Moreover, the operator in question is not consistently present throughout
the off-season.

It follows from the above that the objective — which is the expression of a legitimate public interest
— of providing a year-round scheduled service between two insular regions of the Community and
taking account of the needs expressed by the local and regional authorities concerned could not be
met by the free play of market forces.

With regard to the international connections provided by Adriatica, the Commission has the
following comments:

(a) the Brindisi/Corfu/Igoumenitsa/Patras maritime connection, which links the central regions of the
Community with one of its outlying regions, is of vital importance for commercial and tourist
traffic, especially in view of the instability which has made the alternative land links problematic.
Moreover, in 1977, at the joint request of the Italian and Greek authorities, the said maritime
connection was included in the list of rail routes and motor vehicle and shipping services covered
by the International Convention of 7 February 1970 concerning the Carriage of Passengers and
Luggage by Rail (CIV). To be able to provide the maritime services offered on this route, Adriatica
joined the Eurail Community. In addition, information supplied to the Commission at the
meeting of 26 October 2001 (registered under the numbers A/13408/04 and A[13409/04)
shows that between 1992 and 1999 Adriatica operated an average of 265 journeys a year on
this route, carrying an average of 161 440 passengers, 24 376 vehicles and 104 437 linear
metres of cargo. It must also be noted, as indicated by the Italian authorities in a letter dated
17 February 2004 (registered under the number A/13405/04), that between 1996 and 1999
Adriatica’s competitors did not provide a service offering the same guarantees in terms of the
quality of the ships used and, inter alia, the regularity and frequency of service. It should be noted,
however, that between 30 October 1990 and July 1994, i.e. part of the period examined for the
purposes of this Decision, Adriatica was involved in a pact concerning the prices to be charged
for commercial vehicles on the routes from Patras to Bari and Brindisi (*4). During this period,
competition on the route was sufficiently keen and specific for Tirrenia to join an unlawful pact,
so that the aid cannot be regarded as having been necessary to guarantee a public service. Despite
the clarifications the Italian authorities supplied on this point by fax dated 24 February 2004
(document registered under number A[13970/04), the need for a subsidy to compensate for the
obligation to provide services of general economic interest cannot be accepted if the recipient
company engages in anti-competitive behaviour prohibited by Article 81 of the EC Treaty.
Although the Commission’s decision is not yet final, it has been broadly confirmed by the
Court of First Instance and in any event enjoys presumption of validity. It is true that the two
procedures relating to the competition rules and to State aid respectively are independent, but the
case-law requires the Commission to take account of any infringement of the competition rules

(*) For instance, in 2001 one of this operator’s two ships was withdrawn from this market segment and transferred to
more profitable connections.

(*) Commission Decision 1999/271/EC of 9 December 1998 relating to a proceeding pursuant to Article 85 of the EC

Treaty (IV[34466 — Greek Ferries) (O] L 109, 27.4.1999, p. 24), confirmed, as regards the establishment and
construal of the facts, by the judgment of the Court of First Instance of 11 December 2003 in Case T-61/99
Adriatica di Navigazione v Commission (not yet published).
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when assessing the compatibility of State aid, especially if the recipient has contravened those
rules (¥*). The link between the breach of the competition rules and the aid is evident, given that
the compensation was paid for the very services covered by the pact, quite aside from the
question of whether the aid was used to give rise to anti-competitive behaviour. Lastly, a
declaration of incompatibility and recovery of the aid would in no case constitute a new
penalty, but would simply result from the establishment of the aid recipient’s participation in
a prohibited pact. Given the type of service provided, which simultaneously caters for commercial
vehicles, passengers and cargo, it must be concluded that the company’s involvement in a pact
designed to establish the prices to be charged for commercial vehicles allows conclusions to be
drawn for the connection as a whole. This is all the more evident as the pact was aimed at the
very commercial vehicle traffic the Italian authorities wished to ensure through the subsidy.
Finally, it should be noted that the connection in question was discontinued in 2000;

(b) the Trieste/Durrés maritime connection between Italy and Albania was the product of a Protocol
signed by the Italian and Albanian authorities on 22 October 1983 to develop trading relations
between Albania and the countries of Western Europe. Article 5 of the Protocol charges Adriatica
di Navigazione and the Albanian company Transship with organising the arrangements for
services on the connection. Leaving aside the fluctuations caused by the political situation,
traffic on this route has developed considerably since 1991 (*¢). There is no competition on
this route;

(c) the other two maritime connections between Italy and Albania — Bari/Durrés and Anconaf
Durrés — were not set up by an international agreement;

(d) the maritime connections between Italy and Yugoslavia (the port of Bar in Montenegro) operated
from the Italian ports of Ancona and Bari have developed since 1997. They meet a request made
by the Montenegro authorities for there to be a permanent maritime connection between the
country’s one commercial port and the northern and southern ports of Italy. Since 1998, two
other operators, one from Montenegro the other Slovenian, have been operating alongside
Adriatica on the Bari/Bar route;

() operation of the Ancona/Split and Bari/Dubrovnik maritime connections between Italy and
Croatia, granted to private operators in 1960, was transferred to Adriatica by Law No 42 of
27 February 1978. The information supplied by the Italian authorities indicates that services were
interrupted in 1991, and that they were resumed in 1994 at the express request of the
Government of the Republic of Croatia. Despite the fluctuations caused by the Kosovo crisis,
traffic has developed considerably since 1994 (+’). Two shipping companies, one Croatian the
other Liberian, compete with Adriatica on this market.

It emerges from the above that, in terms of the services it provides pursuant to an accord or an
international agreement, Adriatica was charged with a mission of general interest entailing costs
which the company would not have incurred had it acted purely according to its commercial
interest. This does not apply to the Brindisi/Corfu/lgoumenitsa/Patras connection for the period
from January 1992 to July 1994, during which Adriatica was involved in a pact prohibited by
Article 81 of the EC Treaty. Nor does it apply in respect of services on international connections
which the company has built up and which do not derive from such an accord or agreement. This is
true, in particular, for the Bari/Durrés and Ancona/Durrés connections. In any event, the operating
results on these two routes are positive, so that no compensation has been paid to Adriatica in
respect of the services provided. Instead, the analytical accounts supplied to the Commission show
that the resulting profits help to reduce the size of the annual balancing subsidy paid for the services
provided on the loss-making routes.

(*) Judgment of the Court in Case C-225/91 Matra SA v Commission [1993] ECR 1-3203, paragraphs 41-43.

(*%) In 1991, 20 096 passengers and 24 205 linear metres of cargo were carried; in 2000, 334 639 passengers and

235 542 linear metres of cargo were carried.

(*) In 1994, 9 866 passengers and 7 494 linear metres of cargo were carried; in 2000, 48 281 passengers and 43 563

linear metres of cargo were carried.
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For the obligations imposed on the regional companies to be able to give rise to compensation and
for the Commission to be able to verify that the amount of compensation is limited to what is
strictly necessary, these obligations need to be specified in advance by the competent public autho-
rities.

In this regard, the Commission notes that the services provided by each regional company are
specified in the abovementioned five-year plans. These detail the ports to be used and the frequencies
to be observed in the high and low seasons, as well as the type of ship to be assigned to each route.
The resulting network of services may nonetheless be adapted in response to changes in demand for
transport on the routes in question over each five-year period. The information supplied by the
Italian authorities shows that such adaptations are made only at the request of the local communities
concerned, which approach the Ministry of Transport, the authority charged with supervising the
regional companies, to request a change in frequencies or timetables. Such applications are assessed
individually at interministerial level, inter alia, with reference to their financial implications for the
operating costs of the company concerned. Any alteration to the network of services over the five-
year period is therefore covered by a preliminary administrative decision addressed to the conces-
sionary company.

Comparable competition

In verifying the existence of an actual public service requirement (*¥) and the extent of the obligations
actually imposed on the regional concessionary companies, as well as the need to compensate the
cost of such services, the Commission needs to establish whether or not there are competing
operators offering services similar or comparable to those offered by the public operator and
which would meet the requirements laid down by the Italian authorities. This can be ascertained
by carrying out a comparative examination, route by route, of the overall demand for services and
the available supply. It will be useful here to distinguish the situations of the individual regional
companies.

Adriatica

Adriatica faces competition from other shipping companies on the two international routes in respect
of which it was charged with a general interest mission (Ancona/Split and Brindisi/Corfu/Igoume-
nitsa/Patras) and on a number of cabotage routes in the Tremiti archipelago and two freight routes
between the peninsula and Sicily.

The international connections

On the Ancona/Split route Adriatica uses a mixed vessel to make two journeys a week all year round
in competition with a Croatian public company and with private ships flying the flags of Barbados
and Panama, which are essentially present only during the summer season and do not meet all the
service requirements stipulated by the Italian authorities in the agreement.

On the Brindisi/Corfu/Igoumenitsa/Patras route, Adriatica operated in competition with Greek ship-
owners whose ships fly the Cypriot or Maltese flags and an Italian operator under the Italian flag. The
information sent by the Italian authorities (particularly the letter dated 17 February 2004, registered
under the number A[13405/04) shows that since 1997 a number of Greek operators have provided
services comparable to those offered by Adriatica in terms of regularity of service, capacity, frequency
and type of ship. As indicated in recital 94(a), this connection has been of vital importance for intra-
Community and international traffic as it connects the Community with one of its outlying regions.
The Commission considers that, according to the 1997 Community guidelines, subsidies may be
allowed which are intended to cover operating losses in respect of scheduled services to ports serving
outlying regions of the Community or routes considered vital for the economic development of the
regions concerned in cases where the operation of market forces would not ensure a sufficient service
level (Section 9). In view of the services offered by Adriatica in terms of regularity, capacity,
frequency and type of ship, the Commission considers that the granting of public subsidies can be
justified under Community law. This conclusion cannot be extended to cover the period from January

(*%) Judgment in Analir and others, see footnote 23.
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1992 to July 1994, during which Adriatica was involved, on this route, in a pact prohibited by
Article 81 of the EC Treaty, which fact demonstrates that the aid did not correspond to an actual
public service requirement. Finally, it should be noted that the connection in question was discon-
tinued in 2000.

The cabotage connections

On a number of connections with the Tremiti archipelago Adriatica faces competition from private
Italian operators, who are present only in the middle and high seasons. Accordingly, none of the
latter satisfies the requirements of regularity and year-round provision of services stipulated by the
Italian authorities.

Regarding the carriage of freight between the mainland and Sicily, Adriatica faces competition from
private Italian operators on the Ravenna/Catania and Genoa/Termini Imerese routes. However, these
operators’ supply cannot be regarded as comparable to Adriatica’s in terms of the regularity,
frequency and type of ship stipulated by the Italian authorities in the public service agreement.

Siremar

Siremar operates in competition with private Italian operators in the local markets of the Aeolian and
Egadi archipelagos and on the connection between Sicily and the island of Pantelleria.

The network of connections with and between the Aeolian islands is based on five routes on which
Siremar provides daily services all year round using mixed (passenger/cargo) ships and high-speed all-
passenger craft. One private Italian operator operates as a mixed transport carrier using old ships of
modest capacity. However, this competitor fails to satisfy all the requirements stipulated by the
agreement, particularly in terms of continuous year-round provision of services on all routes and
the type of ships used. The same is true with regard to the market in high-speed connections, on
which another Italian operator competes with Siremar but without providing services on all the
network routes such as to satisfy the requirements of the agreement, particularly in terms of the
profile of the routes operated and the frequency of service. With regard to the network of the Aeolian
islands/Milazzo high-speed connection, the private operator does not provide the same services as
Siremar in terms of journey frequency and the number of islands served. It appears, in particular, that
the operator in question does not operate the Lipari/Salina and Milazzo/Alicudi connections during
the off-season.

The network of connections with and between the Egadi islands comprises two routes served by
mixed (passenger/cargo) ships and four routes served by high-speed all-passenger craft. Two private
Italian operators are present, one in the freight segment and the other in the high-speed (passenger)
segment, though neither of them provides services which satisfy all the requirements of the
agreement in terms of routes and types of ship.

The information supplied to the Commission indicates that on the Trapani (Sicily)/Pantelleria route
Siremar provides daily services all year round in competition with a private Italian operator which
only carries vehicles and which for this reason, amongst others, fails to satisfy the service
requirements stipulated in the agreement.

Moreover, according to a complaint sent to the Commission on 13 August 1999 (registered by DG
Transport on 18 August 1999 under the number D 02.308 64296), it would appear that from 1990
to 1999 the private operators connecting the minor Sicilian islands with Sicily and the mainland
received subsidies from the Region to provide that service. These data tend to confirm the need for
public subsidies to ensure a satisfactory level of connections with the islands in question.



26.2.2005

Official Journal of the European Union

L 53/51

(109)

(110)

111)

112)

(113)

(114)

(115)

It should also be borne in mind that the Sicily Region, through Regional Law No 12 of 9 August
2002 (sent to the Commission by letter dated 12 September 2002 and registered under the number
AJ68547 on 22 October 2002), established that, to reinforce the maritime connections with the
Sicilian minor islands and in accordance with the mobility requirements of their inhabitants,
maritime connection services with the aforementioned islands were to be awarded by means of a
tendering procedure for a period of five years. The Sicilian Regional Department of Transport and
Communications subsequently announced an open tendering procedure on 21 October 2002 for the
award of maritime connection services of public interest using high-speed passenger craft to and
between the Sicilian minor islands.

The Commission therefore finds that some of the scheduled maritime services to and between the
Sicilian minor islands are currently being awarded according to objective and transparent criteria
pursuant to the competition rules laid down by the Community directives on public tenders. It also
considers that this has increased competition in the maritime cabotage market and that, conse-
quently, freedom to provide services is ensured in accordance with Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92.

Saremar

Saremar operates in competition with private Italian operators on three of the four routes it serves.

On the Santa Teresa/Bonifacio route between Corsica and Sardinia, Saremar provides daily
connections all year round using a medium-capacity high-speed craft. One private operator
provides comparable services though only in the middle and high seasons, and therefore fails to
satisfy the requirements of regularity and frequency stipulated by the agreement.

On two of the three routes connecting Sardinia with its minor islands, i.e. the Palau/Maddalena route
to the north and the Carloforte/Calasetta route to the south, private Italian operators provide services
additional to Saremar’s all year round. The schedule of departure times shows that the private
operators’ services are dovetailed with those of the public operator to ensure greater mobility for
the inhabitants of the minor islands. The information supplied by the Italian authorities (registered
under the numbers A/13350/04, A/13346/04 and A[13356/04) shows, however, that the ships of
the private competitors, which the Italian authorities claim receive aid from the local authorities, are
more than 20 years old and therefore fail to satisfy the service obligations stipulated in the
agreement. With particular regard to the Carloforte/Calasetta route, it appears that the private
operator has been receiving regional subsidies since 1998 for operating the route at night and in
the early morning. These data tend to confirm the need for subsidies to ensure a satisfactory public
service.

Toremar

Toremar operates in competition with various private Italian operators on two routes connecting the
islands of the Tuscan archipelago with the coast, namely Portoferraio/Piombino for the island of Elba
and Giglio/Porto San Stefano for the island of Giglio.

On the Portoferraio/Piombino route, Toremar operates between eight and 15 trips a day, depending
on the time of the year, using mixed passenger/vehicle ships. The number of trips and the timetable
are established to take account of connections with the island’s bus network, on the one hand, and
the mainland rail and bus networks on the other. One private operator provides daily services all year
round at a frequency comparable to Toremar’s. The information supplied by the Italian authorities
(registered under the number A/12951/04) also shows that the private operator’s ships are more than
20 years old, that the public operator is the only one to guarantee the first and last trips of the day
and that as of 2000 the operation of this connection has produced profits which have been deducted
from the amount of the annual balancing subsidy.
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On the connection with the island of Giglio, Toremar operates between three and five trips a day,
depending on the time of the year, using a special ship which, in addition to passengers and vehicles,
carries energy products. For lack of any local hospital facilities, the Toremar ship is obliged to remain
in the island’s dock all night to cover the eventuality of a medical emergency. A private operator
operates on the route all year round. The information supplied by the Italian authorities nonetheless
shows that this operator reduces or suspends its activities during the off-season.

Caremar

Caremar faces competition from private Italian operators on the Capri/Sorrento, Capri/Naples, Ischia/
Naples and Procida/Naples routes between the peninsula and the islands of the Gulf of Naples (Capri,
Ischia and Procida) and on the two routes, Ponza/Formia and Ventotene/Formia, connecting the small
islands of Ponza and Ventotene to the mainland.

On the Capri/Sorrento route, Caremar provides daily connections all year round using a mixed vessel
which it also uses to operate the nearby Capri/Naples route. Information supplied by the Italian
authorities at the meetings of 26 October 2001 and 16 April 2002 (documents registered under the
numbers A/13326/04 and A[13330/04) shows that the private operators present on this route only
provide their mixed transport services during the high season and do not therefore satisfy all the
requirements stipulated by the Italian authorities in terms of regularity of service.

On the Capri/Naples route, Caremar competes with private Italian operators in the high-speed
segment. The information supplied by the Italian authorities shows that in this segment of the
market the private operators provide services comparable, overall, with those provided by
Caremar. The Commission also notes that the Caremar ship is obliged to remain in Capri
overnight in case of a medical emergency and that its first journey of the day therefore departs
from the island, thus enabling the island’s inhabitants to travel to the mainland for professional or
study reasons. The information also shows that the operating results of these services have been
examined for the purpose of calculating the annual balancing subsidy paid to Caremar.

The islands of Ischia and Procida are connected to the mainland ports of Naples and Pozzuoli by
various scheduled mixed and high-speed transport services. Only Caremar operates the Ischia/Proci-
dajmainland (Naples or Pozzuoli) connection. The direct Ischia/Naples and Procida/Naples
connections, on the other hand, are operated with high-speed craft by Caremar and various
private Italian operators. The information supplied by the Italian authorities shows that on these
two direct connections — Ischia/Naples and Procida/Naples — the private operators provide services
comparable, overall, with those provided by Caremar. The Commission notes, however, that on the
Procida/Naples connection Caremar provides the first daily departure from the island of Procida all
year round and the last daily departure from the mainland during the off-season, thus enabling the
island’s residents to travel for professional or study reasons. The Commission also notes that the
operating loss of these services has been examined for the purpose of calculating the annual
balancing subsidy paid to Caremar.

In addition, in the light of a complaint sent on 13 August 1999 (registered by DG Transport on
18 August 1999 under the number D 02.308 64296), the Commission has reason to believe that,
for the year 1990 at least, the private operators which provided high-speed connection services on a
number of routes in the Gulf of Naples, including Naples/Capri, Naples/Ischia, Naples/Sorrento/Capri
and Naples/Procida/Ischia, received subsidies from the Campania Region. These data tend to confirm
the need for subsidies to ensure a satisfactory level of public service.

On the direct Ponza/Formia and Ventotene/Formia routes, Caremar competes with a private operator
in the high-speed segment. The information supplied by the Italian authorities shows that only
Caremar operates every day of the week on the Ventotene/Formia route in accordance with the
service regularity requirements stipulated in the agreement. In addition, the high-speed service
Caremar provides on the Ponza/Formia route solely on Mondays complements the service
provided by the private operator on the other days of the week.
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Need for compensation

With regard to the services the regional companies provide on routes where there is no competition,
the Commission notes that these cover both passenger and freight transport and that the lack of
competition applies to the various five-year periods covered by the public service agreements. The
lack of competition on these routes over the last decade shows that companies operating according
to market rules would be unable to guarantee the transport services which the regional companies
are providing in accordance with the agreements. Compensation is therefore necessary to allow these
companies to offset the extra costs they incur in supplying these services.

With regard to the services the regional companies provide on the routes examined above on which
they do face competition, the Commission notes that in most cases the free play of market forces
would not serve to produce the transport services the regional companies provide under the
agreements. Here, too, compensation is necessary to allow the companies to offset the extra costs
they incur in supplying these services.

In a few rare cases, comparable competition attests to the market’s capacity to satisfy the service
requirements stipulated in the public service agreements. The presence of any private operators
capable, without financial compensation, of satisfying the obligations imposed on the public
operator in terms of regularity of service, frequency and type of ship would cast doubt on the
need for and proportionality of the compensation paid to the public operator to operate the
routes in question. The problem arises in particular in respect of the Naples/Capri and Naples/Ischia
high-speed connections Caremar operates in the Gulf of Naples.

In this respect, information sent to the Commission by a number of complainants shows that in
March 2002, at the initiative of the Campania Region, the private operators, long present in the Gulf
of Naples market, undertook with the regional authorities to provide a year-round service similar to
that provided by Caremar, notably on the two routes referred to above, renouncing in advance any
financial compensation. The Commission notes, however, that these services are not equivalent to
those provided by the public operator in terms of regularity, frequency of connections and type of
ship, and that the private operators are entitled to withdraw from their obligations subject to 45 days’
notice. It should also be noted that a number of obligations are imposed solely on the public
operator (e.g. keeping a ship berthed on the island overnight and operating the first and last
journeys of the day) and generate additional costs which need to enter into the calculation of the
compensation. Moreover, there is a complementarity between the services provided by Caremar and
those supplied by the private operators. In view of these considerations, the need for and propor-
tionality of the compensation cannot be doubted.

To establish whether the annual compensation paid to the regional companies is the minimum
needed to provide services which meet the public service requirements laid down by the Italian
authorities, the Commission needs to examine all the parameters which cause the public operator to
incur additional costs in providing the services. The Commission notes that the compensation
calculation mechanism provides for profits made during the high season to help reduce the losses
accumulated during the off-season, so that the resulting level of annual compensation is lower overall
than it would be if the accumulated losses were simply added together route by route. The
Commission also notes that the company’s revenue is subject to a dual constraint in terms of
fares, namely the preferential fares for certain social categories and the need for the company to
obtain the public authorities’ approval for any change in fares. The information supplied by the
Italian authorities shows that the regional companies are not free to adapt their fares to take account,
in particular, of changes in operating costs. This twin constraint, which leads to an appreciable
reduction in the concessionary companies’ income and affects the level of annual compensation,
cannot be described under such circumstances as an aggressive commercial policy, characterised by
predatory pricing.
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Secondly, the Commission notes that the cost elements taken into consideration in order to calculate
the compensation have been defined by the public authorities, leaving the companies with no margin
of discretion. These elements reflect all the fixed and variable costs directly linked to providing the
services classified by the public authorities as services of general interest and which, as such, are
covered by the agreements. The tables below — which use 2000 as the reference year — give a
breakdown of each regional company’s costs taken into consideration for the purpose of calculating
the annual compensation. The cost elements, as determined by the public authorities and annexed to
the public service agreements, are the same for all the regional companies and have not altered since
1991.

(in ITL million)

COST ELEMENTS 2000 economic accounts ADRIATICA SAREMAR TOREMAR SIREMAR CAREMAR

i) Agency commission/acquisition [...](M [...] [...] [...] [...]
costs

ii) Port taxes/port transit costs and [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
other traffic costs

iii) Operating costs [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]

iv) Depreciation [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]

v) Net financial charges [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]

vi) Administration [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]

vii) Other costs [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]

Total costs 139 893 36 299,6 -45675,0 | -102 881,1 70 113,8

Operating revenue 112 424 12 651,4 34 576,9 433351 325943

Result (costs — revenue) —-27 469 | —-23648,2 —-11098,1 -59546,0 | —37 519,5

Return on capital invested 3571 828,2 1993,0 3940,4 2290,5

Compensation under Article 7 806

Annual subsidy 31 846 24 476,4 13091,1 63 486,4 39 810,0

(*) Business secret.

The operating costs include the cost of the crew, maintenance, insurance, fuel and mineral oils. The
‘administration’ item essentially includes the cost of shore personnel and administrative premises. The
Commission notes that the cost elements used to calculate the annual compensation can all be
connected to and are necessary for the operation of the routes served by the regional companies
pursuant to the agreements. Regarding ship depreciation, the Commission considers that, to the
extent that the ships in question are used exclusively for the services covered by the agreements,
this cost element may be regarded as necessary for the provision of those services and may thus
legitimately enter into the calculation of the annual compensation. Regarding the cost of fuels and
mineral oils used by these ships, the Commission has found no discriminatory element reducing the
cost of such fuels and lubricants to the benefit of the regional companies vis-d-vis other maritime
transport operators.

To enable the Commission to establish that the compensation has been proportional, the Italian
authorities supplied it with an analysis of the operating accounts for each of the routes served by the
regional companies over the last 10 years.
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In this regard, the Commission would note, firstly, that the level of annual compensation is calculated
taking account of the operating profits recorded by each of the regional companies on the routes
covered by the public service agreements, which are deducted from the losses accumulated on the
routes as a whole. This method of calculation serves to limit the amount of subsidy paid to the
public companies.

The Commission generally considers that only costs directly linked to charges resulting from the
public service obligations laid down by the Italian authorities may be taken into consideration when
calculating the annual compensation. In this respect, it notes that the regional companies only
provide the scheduled services specified in the various five-year plans in terms of regularity,
frequency and capacity.

For services which the regional companies have been shown to have provided in the face of
comparable competition, it needs to be checked whether a negative net operating result has been
recorded and taken into account in the calculation of the annual compensation paid to the company
concerned.

As regards Adriatica, comparable competition from another Community operator can be observed on
the Bari/Durrés (Albania) route. However, examination has shown that the company’s operating
results on this route are positive, with the result that it has received no subsidy for the services it
has provided.

On the Brindisi/Corfu/lgoumenitsa/Patras route, Adriatica faced comparable competition, overall,
from other Community operators until 2000, the year in which it stopped operating the connection.
Examination of the operating results shows that the net loss recorded on this route was taken into
consideration when calculating the annual compensation. With reference to the need for compen-
sation, the Commission has noted (recital 101) that this is a vital route for the development of the
Community’s outlying regions in accordance with the Community guidelines of 1997. However, the
Commission has already indicated that compensation is not necessary for the period from January
1992 to July 1994, during which Adriatica took part in a prohibited pact.

Regarding Siremar, the Commission has already observed (recital 105) that none of the private Italian
operators on the local markets served by the public operator provides comparable services all year
round capable of meeting all the public service requirements stipulated in the five-year plans.

For Saremar, the Commission has found (recital 112) that on the Santa Teresa/Bonifacio route the
private competitor does not satisfy the requirements of regularity and continuity of service
throughout the year as prescribed by the Italian authorities. Moreover, on the two cabotage
connections on which there is competition from private Italian operators, the Commission has
observed (recital 113) that the ships of Saremar’s private competitors fail to satisfy the Italian
authorities’ requirements in terms of maximum age.

For Toremar, the Commission has noted (recitals 114 to 116) that the private operator which
competes with the company on the route between Tuscany and the island of Elba fails to satisfy
the Italian authorities’ requirements in terms of the age of the ships.

For Caremar, the comparable competition from private Italian operators focuses on the Capri/Naples,
Procida/Naples and Ischia/Naples connections, where it is confined to the high-speed passenger
transport segment. The information supplied by the Italian authorities shows that these routes, for
which the operating results indicate an overall loss, have been taken into account when calculating
the annual compensation.
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(139) The Commission has also noted that, in the case of the regional companies, the cost of the public
service was not determined in the context of a public procurement procedure, which would have
allowed an assessment to be made of the additional cost arising from the public service. Conse-
quently, the Commission needs to determine which costs are to be taken into consideration for
calculating the compensation, in other words those of the concessionary companies’ costs which are
directly connected to and strictly necessary for the provision of the public services. The Commission
notes in this respect that, as the tables above show, the various cost elements taken into account by
the regional companies are the same those taken into consideration by Tirrenia di Navigazione (+°).
The cost structure of these companies, as defined by the public service agreements, is therefore
identical. In its Decision regarding the Tirrenia di Navigazione company, the Commission
acknowledged that these cost elements were directly connected to and strictly necessary for the
provision of the public services.

(140) The following tables indicate the evolution over time of the regional companies’ costs (*):

ADRIATICA

Cost elements 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

i) Agency
commission, etc. [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]

ii) Port taxes, etc. [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
iii) Operating costs [...] [...] [...] [...] [..] [...] [...] [...] [...]

iv) Depreciation ol | el | [.] Ll | | [.] [.]
v) Net financial

charges Ll | Ll | L [.] Ll |1 | [.] [.]
vi) Administration RS [.] Ll |1 | [.] [.]
vii) Other costs [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Total costs 127 018(124 191|158 533|166 334|170095|174 331|179 809|151 109|137 255

SAREMAR

Cost elements 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

i) Agency

commission, etc. [...] [...] [...] [...] [..] [...] [...] [...] [...]
ii) Port taxes, etc. [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
iii) Operating costs [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]

iv) Depreciation [...] [..] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
v) Net financial

charges [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
vi) Administration [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
vii) Other costs [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
Total costs 33519 35938|35295,2{34 605,7|34 972,836 653,4{39 602,0|40 218,8{36 300,0

(*%) Decision 2001/851/EC, see footnote 5.

(*% Data taken from the PricewaterhouseCoopers study, see footnote 13.
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TOREMAR
Cost elements 1992 | 1993 | 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
i) Agency
commission, etc. | [.] | [.] | [.] [..] [..] [..] [..] [..] [.]
i) Port taxes, etc. L | L | L [..] [..] [...] [..] [...] [..]
iii) Operating costs RSN [..] [..] [..] [..] [...] [..]
iv) Depreciation RSN [..] [..] [..] [.] [..] [..]
v) Net financial
charges RN [..] [..] [..] [..] [...] [..]
vi) Administration RN [...] [..] [...] [.] [...] [..]
Vi) Other costs RSN [.] [..] [...] [.] [...] [..]
Total costs 43511 | 44 907 |47 696,6| 47 900 |50 516,1| 48 900 | 50 801 |47 840,1| 45 675
SIREMAR
Cost elements 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
) Agency
commission,
etc. Ll | ] | L [..] [..] [...] [..] [..] [..]
i) Port taxes, etc. | [..] | [..] | [..] [...] [..] [...] [..] [..] [...]
iii) Operating costs| [...] | [..] | [...] [..] [...] [..] [..] [..] [..]
iv) Depreciation Ll | ] | L [..] [...] [..] [..] [..] [...]
v) Net financial
charges Ll | ] | L [..] [...] [..] [...] [..] [..]
vi) Administration | [...] | [..] | [...] [..] [..] [...] [..] [...] [..]
Vi) Other costs Ll | ] | L [.] [..] [..] [..] [..] [..]
Total costs 79 543 | 75845 |78 549,7|80 947,5|85 934,6/97 536,9|106 563,1|110 611,1 {102 881
CAREMAR
Cost elements 1992 | 1993 | 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
i) Agency
commission, etc. | [.] | [.] | [..] [..] [..] [..] [..] [...] [..]
ii) Port taxes, etc. [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...] [...]
iii) Operating costs L1 | ] | L [..] [..] [..] [..] [..] [..]
iv) Depreciation RSN [..] [..] [..] [.] [..] [.]
v) Net financial
charges RN [..] [..] [..] [..] [...] [...]
vi) Administration Ll | L] | [ [...] [...] [...] [..] [...] [..]
Vi) Other costs RN [..] [..] [..] [..] [...] [..]
Total costs 59987 163737169 365,7|71389,6|71 404,173 752,0|77 143,0{74 172,0| 70 114
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The information supplied by the Italian authorities shows that the changes over time in the individual
cost elements of the regional companies are due primarily to external factors such as inflation and
changes in interest rates, as may be seen from the data in the table below:

Year 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Variation in inflation (*) 4,2 3,9 5,4 3,9 1,7 1,8 1,6
Short-term rates 14,901 | 14,240 | 10,940 | 11,162 | 9,301 7,836 6,180 3,398

Medium and long-term
rates 11,377 110,926 | 11,146 | 11,992 | 11,324 | 8,860 | 6,390 | 4,259

(*) Official ISTAT index.

The change over time in the compensation paid to the regional companies relates directly to changes
in each company’s costs, as shown, and revenue (see tables in recital 43), which in turn reflect
external factors (e.g. inflation). In the light of the above tables it may therefore be stated that the
increase in the regional companies’ costs was smaller, overall, than the cumulative variation in
inflation from 1992 to 2000.

For each company, different factors explain the changes in costs and — as a result — in compen-
sation.

For Adriatica, the international connections with Yugoslavia, Croatia and Albania saw significant
variations in traffic from one year to another as a result of the political situation in the region. In
addition, the discontinuation of the connections with Greece in 1999 brought an appreciable
reduction in operating costs (°!).

For Saremar, the relative stability of operating costs between 1992 and 2000 results from the nature
of the services the company provides — essentially cabotage connections between Sardinia and the
neighbouring islands — which primarily meet the requirements of the local communities and are
therefore not subject to major variations in supply and demand.

The same may be said of Toremar, which operates local connections with the islands of the Tuscan
archipelago, again subject to few variations in supply and demand.

As regards Siremar and Caremar, the rise in operating costs has been paralleled by an increase in
revenue from the routes operated by the two companies. This increase in revenue, which has been
greater in the case of Caremar, has allowed the annual subsidy to be kept at a relatively stable level
(see tables in recital 43).

Regarding return on invested capital, the Commission observes that the Community guidelines on
State aid to maritime transport (°?) state that the amount of subsidy awarded as compensation for
public service obligations should take account of a ‘reasonable return on capital employed’, which is
applicable in the case under examination. In addition, the case-law acknowledges that operation of a
service of general economic interest must have the benefit of economically acceptable conditions (*3)
and that compensation for discharging public service obligations may include a reasonable profit (*4).
In this instance, the Commission notes that the return on invested capital ranges, year on year, from
12,5% in 1992 to 5,1% in 2000. The various elements of invested capital are detailed in the
agreements and the rates of return are determined with reference to market rates so as to reflect
a proper return for each element. In view of the above, it may be concluded that the return has been
set at a reasonable level.

) In 1998 a cumulative net loss of ITL 12 216 billion was recorded for the connections with Greece.
) O] C 205, 5.7.1997, p. 5.
53) Judgment of the Court in Case C-320/91 Corbeau [1993] ECR [-2533.

%) On the concept of State aid, see the Altmark Trans judgment, footnote 22.
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The change in the regional companies’ costs and revenue over time explains the parallel change in the
amount of compensation paid under the agreements concluded with the Italian State. Given that, and
in view of the considerations outlined above, the Commission considers that the regional companies’
net loss corresponds to the amount to be compensated. Consequently, the compensation paid to
these companies, corresponding to the net operating loss plus a reasonable return on invested capital,
is strictly proportional to the additional cost entailed by the public service task entrusted to them.

Impact on the development of trade
The cabotage connections

For a State aid to be declared compatible with the Treaty in accordance with Article 86(2), it must
also be verified that it does not affect the development of trade to an extent contrary to the interests
of the Community. The Commission notes that Article 4(3) of Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92
(maritime cabotage) states that public service contracts may remain in force up to the expiry date,
in this instance 31 December 2008.

The Commission also notes that, in most cases, the cabotage routes operated by the regional
companies connect certain islands to the nearest mainland port and are the only means of
ensuring the territorial continuity of the island regions concerned. The markets in question are
local markets highly dependent on the mainland port of embarkation and disembarkation. Also,
the short journey times and the frequency of trips throughout the day mean that the traffic on these
maritime connections can often be compared to a suburban land transport network.

The Commission further notes that, despite the liberalisation of the Italian cabotage market on
1 January 1999, the regional companies are in most cases competing only with other Italian
operators on the markets in question, most of whom were already present on those markets
before that date.

Given that, the Commission considers that, on the cabotage market, payment of the balancing
subsidy to the regional companies has thus far not affected the development of trade to an extent
contrary to the interests of the Community. However, this subsidy could in future serve to reinforce
the position of the companies in question, enabling them to eliminate existing or potential compe-
tition on the market on which they operate. This could come about if the future application of the
agreements were to lead to an increase, on the routes where competition from private operators is
concentrated, in the capacity offered by the regional companies under the public service agreement
arrangements.

On this point, as regards the cabotage connections on which the regional companies face compe-
tition from private operators, the information supplied by the Italian authorities shows that at the
time the cabotage market was liberalised:

— Adriatica held 44 % of the high-speed passenger transport market segment on the connections
with and between the islands of the Tremiti archipelago. On the freight routes between the
mainland and Sicily, Adriatica provided around 33 % of the overall supply of services on the
Genoa|Termini Imerese route (°°) and 60 % on the Ravenna/Catania route. The Commission notes
that, on the latter route, Adriatica’s dominant position did not prevent a new private operator
from entering the market in 2001,

— Siremar held around 58 % of the passenger transport market in the Aeolian islands archipelago
and 52% of the high-speed market in the Egadi islands archipelago,

— Saremar provided 59 % of all passenger transport services on the La Maddalena/Palau route and
53 % on the Carloforte/Calasetta route,

— Toremar provided 60% of all passenger transport services on the Piombino/Portoferraio route
and 27 % on the Isola del Giglio/Porto Santo Stefano route,

(*%) Comparable to the Genoa/Palermo route operated by the private competitor.
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— in the high-speed transport services segment, Caremar carried 17 % of passengers in the Gulf of
Naples and 31% on the connections with the Pontine islands.

The same information shows that, overall, the market shares of the regional companies have
remained relatively stable over the last ten years.

The Italian authorities’ undertakings

By letter dated 29 October 2003 (registered on 31 October 2003 under the number A[33506), the
Italian authorities undertook to make no more payments to Caremar, during the period 2005-2008,
of public service compensation to offset its net operating loss on the high-speed Naples/Capri
connection. Consequently, that high-speed connection will be withdrawn from the services
Caremar supplies.

In the same letter the Italian authorities also undertook, again for the period 2005-2008, to reduce
the overall supply of passenger transport services provided by means of high-speed craft (hydrofoils
and catamarans) on the Naples/Procida/Ischia route. Pursuant to the Italian authorities’ undertakings,
the reduction in capacity will consist in reducing the number of places provided on the various ships
Caremar uses on this route, from 1 142 260 to 633 200 during the winter season and from 683 200
to 520 400 during the summer season, while maintaining the current number of journeys so as to
ensure the mobility of the islands’ residents. The Italian authorities estimate the overall reduction in
capacity at around 45 % in the winter period and around 24 % in the summer period. By letter dated
17 February 2004 (registered under the number A/13405/04), the Italian authorities also indicated
that the reduction concerned the supply of tourist services in respect of which private operators were
able to offer comparable services. In the same letter, the Italian authorities further undertook to keep
separate accounts for connections involving a public service.

With regard to the undertaking to discontinue the services Caremar provides on the high-speed
Naples/Capri connection, the reduction in capacity on the connections with the Parthenopean
islands is estimated at 65 % in the winter period and 49 % in the summer period.

As already indicated (recitals 117 to 122), on these two connections Caremar provides services
comparable overall to those provided by the private Italian companies long present on the Gulf
of Naples market, where they operate without receiving compensation equivalent to that received by
Caremar.

The Commission finds that, on the strength of these undertakings, the Italian authorities will
introduce a transparent accounting system and will appreciably reduce Caremar’s market share of
cabotage connections in the Gulf of Naples. In view of these considerations, and given the fact that
the private operators’ commitments vis-d-vis the Campania regional authorities do not take the form
of a genuine public service agreement involving a formal obligation to cover the connections in
question, the Commission considers that it is not disproportionate for the Italian authorities to
maintain a minimum level of service on the routes in question in order to guarantee at all events
the territorial continuity of the island regions concerned.

The international connections

The international maritime connections are fully open to competition; in accordance with Council
Regulation (EEC) No 4055/86, they are covered by the principle of freedom to provide services.
Accordingly, the compensation paid to Adriatica and Saremar under the public service agreements for
operating the international connections described above (recitals 90 to 95) is such as to affect current
or potential competition from other Community operators. The Commission therefore needs to
ascertain whether or not this compensation has affected trade to an extent contrary to the
common interest.
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On this matter, in the light of the information supplied by the Italian authorities, the Commission
notes the following:

— the number of passengers carried by Saremar on the route between Corsica and Sardinia
represents 4,4 % of the total number of passengers carried by the company on all the routes it
operates and 43 % of the passengers carried on the route in question (the other 57 % are carried
by the private competitor). In addition, the market share has remained virtually unchanged since
the agreement entered into force.

In view of the features of the connection in question (see recitals 91 to 93), and especially the
purely local interest and limited development potential, the Commission considers that the
compensation paid to Saremar to operate this route has not affected trade to an extent
contrary to the common interest,

— on the Brindisi/Corfu/lgoumenitsa/Patras route, Adriatica made 140 journeys in 1999, the last
year in which it operated the connection, carrying 10 % of the passengers travelling on the route.
In 1998, Adriatica held 12% of the mixed transport market on this route.

In view of the features of the connection in question (see recital 94), the Commission considers
that the compensation paid to Adriatica to operate this route has not affected trade to an extent
contrary to the common interest.

The same may not be said in respect of the period from January 1992 to July 1994, during which
Adriatica and its competitors were involved in a pact fixing the tariffs to be applied to
commercial vehicles. During this period, the distortion of competition caused by the aid
compounded the distortion caused by the pact. Given the type of connection in question, the
pact targeting one particular category of tariffs had a distorting effect on all the services being
offered. In view of these considerations, and notwithstanding the arguments adduced by the
Italian authorities, which have already been refuted (see recital 94(a)), the Commission
considers that the aid has affected the development of trade to an extent contrary to the
common interest and that, inter alia, for this reason, it must be declared incompatible with the
common market.

Investment scheduled in the five-year plans and the business plan

With regard to the investment scheduled in the five-year plans, the Commission, in its decision
initiating the investigation procedure, expressed doubts regarding the financing arrangements for the
investments needed in order to provide the services subsidised under the 1991 agreements. In
particular, it wanted to check the extent to which the costs of ship acquisition and depreciation
entered into the calculation of the annual compensation. In addition, the fact that the regional
companies were guaranteed a subsidy which included the cost of depreciation of their fleet until
2008 could, in the Commission’s view, be seen as an implicit guarantee on the part of the Italian
State, enabling the public operator not to shoulder the economic risk inherent in any investment.

The first point to be borne in mind is that the agreements require the regional companies to use
vessels less than 20 years old on the subsidised routes and stipulate that they must normally own
these vessels unless an exemption is expressly granted by the public authorities. This obligation,
which constitutes a public service obligation, has led the regional companies to renew a substantial
part of their fleet over the last few years, given the age reached by the vessels used on the routes
covered by the first five-year plan (1990 to 1994). In addition, the type of ship to be used on each of
the various routes served by the companies is laid down by a ministerial decree approving or
amending each five-year plan. The acquisition of any new ship, just like the transfer or decommis-
sioning of the oldest ships, has to be authorised by ministerial decree, which will also specify the
service to which the vessel is to be assigned. The regional companies’ investments must also accord
with the strategy for developing the services they provide during the five-year reference period, which
strategy is formulated in the five-year plan approved by the public authority.
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In view of these specific rules, the Commission has established whether, during the 1990 to 1994
and 1995 to 1999 five-year periods, the costs of acquiring new ships and the depreciation costs of
the ships the regional companies used on the public service routes, on the one hand, fulfilled the
requirements stipulated by the Italian authorities and, on the other, were taken into account in a
proportionate manner when calculating the annual compensation. The information supplied by the
Italian authorities shows that, when new vessels have been introduced, older vessels have simulta-
neously been decommissioned, with the result that there has been no overall increase in capacity
linked to the renewal of the regional companies’ fleets.

As far as the cost of acquiring new vessels is concerned, the same information shows that these
purchases were made partly with each company’s own resources and partly by means of bank loans.
It also shows that the interest rates charged by the credit institutions involved are in line with rates
enjoyed during the same period by companies of comparable size and turnover in other sectors of
the economy (*%). In addition, it shows that the regional companies did not enjoy any direct guarantee
from the Italian authorities regarding the repayment of these loans. The Commission acknowledges
that the very existence of an agreement with the State assured investors that their commitments
would be honoured and enabled the regional companies to modernise their fleets without bearing the
economic risks which would have been borne by a commercial operator. This advantage — which
could be likened to an implicit guarantee (°’) and thus constitute State aid within the meaning of
Article 87(1) of the Treaty — is, however, intrinsic to the arrangements introduced by the
agreements, which were concluded for a twenty-year period before Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92
and the 1997 Community guidelines on State aid to maritime transport (°%), later replaced by the
2004 Community guidelines (*%), entered into force. In addition, as already noted, the new vessels
acquired by the regional companies under the public service agreements are assigned exclusively to
the scheduled services specified in the five-year plans. Consequently, this advantage, which is an
integral part of the public service agreement, qualifies for the exemption provided for in Article 86(2)
of the Treaty.

Regarding the depreciation costs of the ships used by the regional companies on the routes covered
by the five-year plans, the Commission notes that these are one of the cost elements which, under
the terms of Article 5 of the agreement, enter into the calculation of the annual subsidy. Depreciation
is calculated linearly over a 20-year period, with the exception of ultra-high-speed vessels, for which
the duration is limited to 15 years. As the depreciation of vessels used to serve connections
recognised by the Italian authorities as being of general interest is calculated according to criteria
laid down in the agreements, and as examination of the analytical accounts of these routes has
revealed no element of overcompensation in this respect in the two five-year periods considered, the
Commission considers that the mechanism the agreements introduced to take vessel depreciation into
account when calculating the annual compensation may be authorised under Article 86(2) of the
Treaty. The provision of services recognised as being of general interest presupposes the use of vessels
of a type and capacity specified in advance by the public authorities and whose depreciation may
thus be taken into account when calculating the annual compensation provided that the vessels in
question were acquired by the company under normal market conditions and in order to perform the
tasks entrusted to it and are used exclusively for scheduled transport services on the routes covered
by the agreement. In the case of the regional companies, the Commission notes that all the vessels in
question are used exclusively for scheduled services recognised as being of general interest and that,
as a result, their depreciation may be taken fully into account when the annual subsidy is calculated.
The same is true for the investments needed to provide the services prescribed by the Italian
authorities for the 2000 to 2004 five-year period, which correspond, in terms of type and
capacity, to the commitments entered into by those authorities regarding the level of service.

Regarding the additional investments scheduled in the business plan for 1999 to 2002, it should be
pointed out that implementation of this plan was suspended following the initiation of the procedure.

(*%) For instance, the acquisition of two high-speed craft was financed via a loan taken out with the Banco di Napoli in

1999 for ITL 160 billion at a variable rate equal to the six-month Euribor rate, raised by 0,40 % and repayable over
10 years. The information supplied by the Italian authorities shows that the same credit institution granted loans at
the same time to other large companies under virtually identical conditions.

(*7) See Commission notice on the application of Articles 87 and 88 of the EC Treaty to State aid in the form of
guarantees (O] C 71, 11.3.2000, p. 14).

(°8) See footnote 39.

(*%) See footnote 39.
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Compatibility with other provisions of Community law

(167) The case-law has consistently indicated that it is clear from the general scheme of the Treaty that the
Article 88 procedure must never produce a result which is contrary to the specific provisions of the
Treaty. Accordingly, the Commission cannot declare State aid, certain conditions of which contravene
other provisions of the Treaty, to be compatible with the common market (°°). The obligation on the
part of the Commission to ensure that Articles 87 and 88 are applied consistently with other
provisions of the Treaty is all the more necessary where those other provisions also pursue, as in
the present case, the objective of undistorted competition in the common market. When adopting a
decision on the compatibility of aid with the common market, the Commission must be aware of the
risk of individual traders undermining competition in the common market (°!).

(168) As already pointed out, between January 1992 and July 1994 Adriatica took part in a pact to fix the
tariffs for commercial vehicles on the Brindisi/Corfu/lgoumenitsa/Patras route, in contravention of
Article 81 (¢?), at the same time as it was receiving aid to operate that route. As already noted, this
pact distorted competition in respect of all the services provided. In view of the link between the
detected infringement and the aid received, as well as the accumulated distortion of competition
produced by these two factors, and notwithstanding the arguments put forward by the Italian
authorities, which have already been refuted above (see recital 94(a)), the Commission considers
that, inter alia, for this reason, the aid in question must be declared incompatible.

Future application of the compensation mechanism

(169) The Commission notes that the current compensation system is due to be applied until the end of
2008. After that, payment of compensation for services provided will be subject to compliance with
the obligations arising from Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92 (¢%) and with the provisions of Community
law relating to public contracts and service concessions.

(170) For the remaining period of application of the current mechanism, the Commission considers it
necessary to impose two conditions designed to ensure the aid’s compatibility and facilitate checks.
Firstly, it considers that, for the period from 2004 to 2008, all the regional companies need to
maintain separate accounts for their public service activities on each of the routes under consid-
eration. With regard to Caremar, the Commission notes that, by letter dated 17 February 2004
(registered under the number A/13405/04), the Italian authorities made an undertaking to that effect.
Secondly, any permanent change, whether partial or total, to the services offered by Adriatica,
Siremar, Saremar, Toremar or Caremar such as would entail an increase in the aid must be
notified to the Commission in advance.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

(171) On the basis of the above considerations, the Commission finds that no doubts remain as to the
compatibility of the aid paid to the regional companies from January 1992 onwards under the 1991
agreements, except as regards the aid granted to the Adriatica company for the period from January
1992 to July 1994 for the Brindisi/Corfu/lgoumenitsa/Patras connection, which is incompatible with
the common market on three counts, each of which is sufficient in itself to justify that conclusion:
firstly, it did not meet an actual public service requirement; secondly, it affected the development of
trade to an extent contrary to the common interest; thirdly, it was closely connected to a pact
prohibited by Article 81 of the EC Treaty. According to consistent practice, and by virtue of Article
14 of Regulation (EC) No 659/99, such aid must be recovered, except where this conflicts with

(6% See judgments of the Court in Case C-73(79 Commission v Italy [1980] ECR 1-1533, paragraph 11; Case C-225/91
Matra SA v Commission [1993] ECR [-3203, paragraph 41; Case C-156/98 Germany v Commission [2000] ECR [-6857,
paragraph 78.

(61) Matra judgment, paragraphs 42 and 43, see footnote 61.

(6) Commission Decision 1999/271/EC of 9 December 1999 relating to a proceeding pursuant to Article 85 of the EC
Treaty (IV/34466 — Greek Ferries) (O] L 109, 27.4.1999, p. 24), confirmed, on this point, by the judgment of the
Court of First Instance of 11 December 2003 in Case T-61/99 Adriatica di Navigazione v Commission (not yet
published).

(6% As interpreted by the Commission in Communication C(2004)43 def. — Community guidelines on State aid to
maritime transport, see footnote 39.
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a general principle of Community law. In this instance, the Commission considers that no principle
prevents the recovery of the aid and, in particular, that the Adriatica company could not reasonably
expect to receive the aid in question while it was involved in a pact with its competitors. Any
difficulties arising from the recovery of the aid are not of an exceptional nature. Accordingly, Italy
must take all necessary steps to recover the aid from the recipient.

(172) This decision only concerns State aid aspects and is without prejudice to the application of other
provisions of the Treaty, particularly regarding the law on public contracts and service concessions,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Atticle 1

1. Without prejudice to the provisions of paragraph 2, the aid granted by Italy to Adriatica as of 1
January 1992 as compensation for providing a public service is compatible with the common market
having regard to Article 86(2) of the Treaty.

2. The aid granted to Adriatica for the period from January 1992 to July 1994 in relation to the
Brindisi/Corfu/Igoumenitsa/Patras connection is incompatible with the common market.

3. Italy shall take all necessary steps to recover from Adriatica the aid referred to in paragraph 2 granted
to that company unlawfully.

Recovery shall be effected without delay in accordance with the procedures stipulated under Italian law,
provided that these permit the immediate and effective execution of this decision.

The aid to be recovered shall yield interest from the date on which it was made available to the recipient to
the date on which it is recovered. The interest shall be calculated on the basis of the reference rate used to
calculate the equivalent regional aid subsidy on a compound basis, as stipulated in the Commission
Communication on the interest rates to be applied when aid granted unlawfully is being recovered.

4. As of 1 January 2004, separate accounts must be kept for all the public service activities imposed by
Italy on the Adriatica company on each of the routes concerned.

Article 2

1.  The aid granted by Italy to Siremar, Saremar and Toremar as of 1 January 1992 as compensation for
providing a public service is compatible with the common market having regard to Article 86(2) of the
Treaty.

2. As of 1 January 2004, separate accounts must be kept for all the public service activities imposed by
Italy on Siremar, Saremar and Toremar on each of the routes concerned.

Article 3

1. The aid granted by Italy to Caremar as of 1 January 1992 as compensation for providing a public
service is compatible with the common market having regard to Article 86(2) of the Treaty.
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2. Italy shall give an undertaking that, by no later than 1 September 2004, it will:

(a) abolish the aid granted to Caremar for the provision of scheduled high-speed passenger transport
services on the Naples/Capri route;

(b) reduce, in terms of places on offer, the capacity of the scheduled high-speed passenger transport services
on the Naples/Procidaflschia route from 1142 260 to 633 200 places during the winter period and
from 683 200 to 520 400 places during the summer period;

(c) limit the aid granted to Caremar for the provision of scheduled high-speed passenger transport services
on the Naples/ProcidafIschia route to covering the net operating loss on the services;

(d) have separate accounts kept for all the public service activities imposed by Italy on Caremar on each of
the routes concerned.

Article 4

The capacity reduction undertakings specified in Article 3 shall be included in the interministerial decree
adapting the regional companies’ five-year plan for the period 2005 to 2008.

Article 5

The Commission shall be notified in advance of any permanent change, whether partial or total, to the level
of services offered by Adriatica, Siremar, Saremar, Toremar or Caremar such as would entail an increase in
the aid.

Atrticle 6

Italy shall inform the Commission, within two months of notification of this Decision, of the measures
taken to comply with it.

Article 7

This Decision is addressed to the Italian Republic.

Done at Brussels, 16 March 2004.

For the Commission
Loyola DE PALACIO
Vice-President
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COMMISSION DECISION
of 8 September 2004

concerning investment aid in favour of Stora Enso Langerbrugge notified by Belgium

(notified under document number C(2004) 3351)

(Only the Dutch and French versions are authentic)

(Text with EEA relevance)

(2005/164/EC)

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community, and in particular the first subparagraph of Article
88(2) thereof,

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic
Area, and in particular Article 62(1)(a) thereof,

Having called on interested parties to submit their comments
pursuant to the provision(s) cited above (') and having regard to
their comments,

Whereas:

1. PROCEDURE

By letter dated 4 April 2003, pursuant to Article 88(3) of
the Treaty and the point 76 of the guidelines for aid for
the protection of the environment (3) (hereinafter ‘envir-
onmental aid guidelines’), Belgium notified aid in favour
of Stora Enso Langerbrugge (hereinafter ‘SEL’). The case
was registered under number N167/03. The Commission
asked Belgium further information by letters of 20 May
2003, 17 July 2003 and 20 October 2003. Belgium
provided further information by letters of 19 June
2003, 15 September 2003. On 9 July 2003 and 8
October 2003 meetings between representatives of the
Commission, the Belgian authorities and the company
took place.

By letter of 27 November 2003 the Commission
informed Belgium of its decision to initiate the
procedure of Article 88(2) of the Treaty with respect to
the notified aid. The decision was published in the
Official Journal of 21 January 2004 (3).

The Commission received two comments, including
those of SEL. These were forwarded to Belgium by
letter of 1 October 2003; the letter contained as well
further questions from the Commission. By letter of 18
December 2003, Belgium asked to keep certain infor-
mation in the decision confidential, commenting at the
same time on parts of the content. Having asked for a
deferral of the deadline by letter of 19 December 2003,

(") O] C 15 of 21.1.2004, p. 10.
() 0] C 37 of 3.2.2001, p. 3.
() See footnote 1.

which was granted by letter of 12 January 2004, Belgium
commented on the Commission’s decision by letter of 29
January 2004. The Commission asked further questions
by letters of 5 February 2004 and 5 April 2004. Belgium
answered to these questions and commented on the
comments received from third parties by letters of 8
March 2004, 2 April 2004, 10 June 2004 and 4
August 2004. Meetings took place on 28 April 2004
and 18 May 2004, and on 7 July 2004 a Commission
representative visited the plant.

2. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE AID
2.1. The beneficiary

The beneficiary is N.V. Stora Enso Langerbrugge,
subsidiary of Stora Enso Oyj, a large producer of
magazine papers, newsprint, fine papers, packaging
boards and wood products. In 2001 its turnover
amounted to EUR 13.5 billion and its capacity was
approximately 15 million tonnes of paper and board.
The company employs some 43 000 persons. The aid
concerns the establishment in Langerbrugge, near Gent.
Turnover in Belgium amounted to EUR 55 million in
2000 (4.

2.2. The project

The project consists of five parts:

(@) a new paper mill (PM4) and a de-inking plant (DIP2)
for the production of newsprint with 100 % recycled
fibre (100 % RCF newsprint);

(b) adjustments to a paper mill (PM3) that in the past
produced newsprint of 80 % recycled fibre, and is now
to produce magazine paper with 80% recycled fibre
(80 % RCF magazine paper);

(c) a combined heat and power sludge combustor
(sludge CHP installation);

(* http://www.storaenso.com
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(d) water treatment installations;

(€) rail infrastructure to realise a connection to the
public rail network and related additional investments
in waste paper storage.

Presently, the investments have largely been realised. The
project increases employment by 40 and guarantees
existing employment for 410 persons. The indirect
employment would be some 1350 jobs. In order to
avoid an overall capacity increase ahead of market
growth, an old paper mill in Langerbrugge (PM2 with
an annual capacity of 120 000 tonnes) was closed and
production in establishments in Finland and Sweden was
rearranged.

2.3. Paper mill 4 and de-inking plant 2: 100% RCF
newsprint production

PM4 has an annual capacity of 400 000 tonnes. The
total investment cost of PM4 amounts to EUR
259 622 000. Since the European average RCF content
at the moment of the aid request was only 49,8 %,
Belgium held that 50,2% of PM4’s investment cost can
be considered as an ‘extra cost’. The total investment in
DIP2 is EUR 90 111 000 and this would fully be eligible.
Taking into account the savings for the first five years,
total eligible cost would amount to EUR 127 388 000.

Belgium later explained that various parts of the
investments in PM4 and DIP2 would go beyond the
norms that are applicable to SEL. A non-exhaustive list
includes investments in re-circulation of cooling water,
maximum closure of the white-water circuit, heat recu-
peration systems, special presses for achieving a dryer
paper web after the press section, advanced paper
sustainance technology in the drying section, innovative
techniques for rolling and handling finished paper, and
additional cleaning equipment. According to Belgium,
these investments would account for at least an eligible
extra environmental cost of EUR 19 106 000.

PM4 has an innovative design which reduces
consumption of energy, additives, chemicals and
process water. A crucial feature is a higher machine
width compared to conventional newsprint machines.
This requires adaptations throughout the machine, in
particular a closed instead of open passage from the
pressing-part to the drying-part and a somewhat lower
production speed. Based on two detailed cost studies, it is
estimated that the cost of a more conventional
investment with the same capacity would be EUR 14,1
million lower. The new design will lead to cost savings,
but due to higher costs to start and optimise the
machine, there is no net operational benefit over the
first five years.

(10)

(1)

(12)

(13)

2.4. Paper mill 3: switching from newsprint to 80 %
RCF magazine paper

PM3 has been constructed in 1957 for the production of
newsprint. It was renovated in 1989 and its speed was
increased in 2000 and 2001. Now it has been refur-
bished in order to produce 80% RCF magazine paper
(SC-quality, [...](*) g/m?, uncoated). Its capacity is to
be 165 000 tonnes per year. The investments concern
adaptations to the raw materials treatment and supply (in
particular the existing DIP1), to the mill itself and to its
gas, heating and quality control systems, etc. The total
investment cost amounts to EUR 39 555 000.

In the alternative, SEL could have continued production
of its magazine paper mill PM2, which was constructed
in 1937 and modernised in 1985 and which has a
capacity of 115000 tonnes per year. Compared to this
mill, the transformed PM3 has lower electricity cost, but
higher costs for steam, condensate losses and treatment
of ashes. The net saving would amount to EUR
4342000 over the first five years. This would leave
an eligible cost of EUR 35 213 000.

2.5. Sludge CHP installation

SEL constructed a CHP installation that combusts the
biomass available from the two de-inking plants and
from the water treatment plant co-fired with natural
gas. The installation has a fluidised bed system. The
installed maximum energetic output is (1) electricity,
P, = 104 MW, gross and 8 MW, net, (2) high
pressure overheated steam at 480°C, 80 bar, Py, = 53
MWy, and (3) warm water, recovered in the flue gas
cleaning, at around 60°C, Py, = 5,6 MWy. A back-
pressure boiler transforms the high pressure steam in
low pressure steam at around 4 bar that is fed into the
paper production process. The energy conversion effi-
ciency of the boiler will be about 87,5% at partial
loading and about 90 % in full loading conditions. The
designed capacity of the installation is about 250 000
tonnes of sludge per year, in practice maximum
capacity is lower. With maximum capacity use of the
paper machines, an annual quantity of sludge is
expected of about 200 000 tonnes.

The total investment cost amounts to EUR 55 147 000.
As the sludge CHP installation requires more main-
tenance and is less reliable than a conventional CHP
installation, the investment includes two back-up steam
generators. Cost of engineering and technical project
management are put on the balance and subsequently
depreciated, and are therefore also included.

(*) Confidential information.
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2.6. Water treatment installations — a grant of EUR 25 892 425,
(14)  SEL will use surface water from the local ‘Kalebeek’. This

(18)

water has to be treated and disinfected before it can be
used in the production process. Belgium held that the
eligible investment cost amounts to EUR 7 429 000.

SEL foresees substantial water discharges in the Zeekanaal
Gent-Terneuzen. Discharge takes place after a two-step
biological process. Belgium held that the eligible cost
amounts to EUR 4 431 000.

The environmental permit states as a particular condition
that a techno-economical study should be executed in
order to evaluate the chemical oxygen demand (COD)-
load and concentration of the effluent that will be
discharged in the Zeekanaal. The analysis could result
in an extra investment of about EUR 1 million in a
tertiary water purification plant. This eventual investment
is included in the notification, although eventual aid
would be granted only following a separate application
for ecological support. A decision on this investment is
still pending as the Flemish authorities have not yet
decided on the request for derogation from the COD-
norm that is generally applicable.

2.7. Waste paper storage and rail infrastructure

The investment project comprises a large depot for waste
paper and a rail connection to the existing rail network
for transport of waste paper and the finished product. All
streams of incoming and outgoing products could be
dealt with by road transport. Belgium considers only
the additional investments due to rail transport eligible
for aid, ie. the rail infrastructure, the additional cost of
the waste paper depot and the additional cost of the
loading quay and finished paper warchouse. Unlike
road transport, waste paper transported by rail is
packed in bales. Therefore also investment costs for
conveying, equalising and de-wiring the bales is
included. The investment in containers and special
vehicles for combined transport is not included due to
their multi-purpose character, nor is the cost of offices
and social rooms, sprinkler installations and indirect cost.
This leaves an expected eligible cost of EUR 8 864 000.
If afterwards it would appear that the actual investment
cost is lower, the Belgian authorities will re-calculate the
aid on the basis of the actual investment cost. The
investments in rail infrastructure do not lead to savings
on operational costs compared to road transport.

2.8. The aid

The aid consists in:

(21)

— five-year exemption of real estate tax. Belgium
calculated a theoretical maximum benefit of EUR
2035162 per year, i.e. some EUR 9 million net
present value over five years. The Flemish authorities,
however, have frozen the value of property on the
basis of which the tax is calculated at the 1998 level
and therefore, the investments would not lead to any
higher real estate tax and consequently the exemption
would not have a real benefit. It may, however, regain
relevance in case of changes to the calculation
method of the scheme,

Both measures are based on the decree of 15 December
1993 on the economic expansion in the Flemish Region,
which was approved by the Commission in 1993. Modi-
fications to the environmental aid scheme based on this
law were approved by the Commission in 2000 (°). The
scheme foresees aid intensities of 8 to 12 % for different
types of measures. The scheme has been put in line with
the environmental aid guidelines according to point 77
thereof.

2.9. Reasons to initiate the procedure of
Article 88(2)

In its decision to initiate the procedure of Article 88(2) of
the Treaty, the Commission expressed its doubt as
regards the eligibility of the investment cost under the
environmental aid guidelines. It appeared in particular
that the investment in 100% recycled fibre newsprint
capacity was to be considered as a normal state-of-the-
art investment for the industry. 80% recycled fibre
magazine paper might be less common, but it was not
clear whether such an investment would not be necessary
for any (large) paper producer that wishes to keep up
with increasingly stringent environmental standards and
that wishes to remain competitive in the long run
through continuous innovation. For the other
investments it was not clear to what extent the eligible
cost was restricted to what was strictly necessary to meet
the environmental objectives.

3. COMMENTS FROM THIRD PARTIES

One competitor sent comments. It argued that the aid
distorts competition in the markets for newsprint, for
magazine paper and for recovered paper. On the latter
market a net shortage exists in the region from where
SEL plans to source its fibres. As other producers, in
competition with SEL, would absorb recovered fibres,
there is no net environmental benefit of the investments
in PM3 and PM4.

() N223/93 and N40/99, O] C 284 of 7.10.2000, p. 4.
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(22)  The upgrade at Langerbrugge is no more than a market 4.2. PM4 and DIP2, production capacity for 100 %

(23)

(24)

and competition driven update to state-of-the art tech-
nology and an investment taken to maintain and/or
increase the long-term competitiveness. Both the
investments in PM4 as in PM3 represent an update to
current state-of-the-art in the paper industry. This is illu-
strated by an overview of latest upgrades made by
various paper producers in the past years. As regards
magazine paper, a distinction is made between super-
calandered (SC) magazine paper and coated (LWC)
paper. Only if SEL would be able to produce LWC-
magazine paper out of high contents of recycled fibres,
the upgrade would be considered to go beyond common
and current industry standards.

The investment is one that any producer of publication
paper grades would need to take. It was announced as
early as 2001 and the aid does not seem to have been
relevant for the investment decision. It is in line with
SEL's goal for return on capital employed of 13%, the
goal of capital expenditure at or below the level of depre-
ciation and the whole project was financed from SEL’s
cash flow. A number of SEL’s press releases confirm this.
Investing in PM4, refurbishing PM3 and closing down
PM2 had the additional advantages that it was cheaper
than building new greenfield mill both for newsprint and
magazine paper and it allowed SEL to introduce new
capacity while phasing out old capacity, which is
necessary in order not to suffer from introducing
capacity without corresponding demand. Demand for
high quality papers is increasing and the customers and
authorities require an increasing content of recycled fibre
in paper.

The building of a new sludge combustion capacity and
the investments in water and effluence treatment could
potentially be approved under the environmental aid
guidelines, although the latter is directly linked to the
production capacity and are not strictly necessary in
order to meet environmental objectives and should
therefore not be eligible for any aid. The building of
rail infrastructure seems excessive in the sense that trans-
portation by lorry would be an obvious alternative which
would not require any additional investments. The envi-
ronmental effects would be minimal.

4. COMMENTS FROM BELGIUM AND SEL
4.1. General remarks

Belgium and SEL hold that the aid would not affect
negatively trade between Member States and there
would not be an advantage to SEL capable of distorting
competition. For all parts of the project, sufficient cost
would be eligible to justify the aid. Detailed information
and justifications on the eligible costs was provided. In as
far as this is already presented in sections 2 and 6, it is
not repeated in this section.

(26)

(28)

(30)

¢B1)

RCF newsprint

Recycling percentages are indeed norms imposed on
Member States, but in the factual situation in Belgium,
there is a direct link between these norms and SEL’s
activities.

100 % RCF newsprint is not at all ‘state of the art’. Only
5 to 6 newsprint installations in the same order of
magnitude exist in western Europe. The large majority
of installations results in RCF percentages between
40% and 80 %. The installations are not serial products
and each of them was innovative. Reaching optimal
productivity takes normally about two years, which is
much longer than usual for ‘state of the art’ installations.
PM4 and DIP2 belong to the absolute world top.

4.3. PM3, 80 % RCF magazine paper

In addition to the arguments already raised in the
opening decision, Belgium and SEL stresses the inno-
vative and unique elements of PM3 and point to the
important run-up cost and the learning curve. This
further proves that the investment cannot be considered
as ‘state-of-the-art’. It is acknowledged that the market
evolves towards higher RCF percentages and lower
energy consumption for magazine paper, but SEL’s
investment would not be ‘state of the art’.

The rebuild of PM3 has been done before it was tech-
nically or economically necessary. PM3 must be
considered as a prototype for the Stora Enso group.
The investment fits completely in the group’s long
term strategy that is to improve continuously the
processes, the use of resources and the personnel’s
capabilities with a view to sustainable paper production.

Belgium nor SEL have commented on the investments by
LEIPA, where also magazine paper is produced from
predominantly RCF (6).

4.4. Sludge combined heat and power installation

Taking total cost of the sludge CHP installation, including
depreciation, there would be no net benefits over the first
five years of the life of the installation. Had SEL not
invested in the sludge CHP installation, it could have
sourced its steam and electricity from a nearby energy
producer. In that case, SEL would have had to invest in
an additional steam boiler with a cost of EUR 1 189 000.
Hence, the full investment cost minus EUR 1 189 000
would be eligible for aid.

(°) Footnote 10 of the decision to initiate the procedure of Article

88(2), see footnote 1.
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(32) In any event, as an alternative investment producing the 4.8. Waste paper storage and rail infrastructure

(34)

(35)

same quantities of steam and electricity, a conventional
CHP installation would be more appropriate than
separate steam and electricity production units.

4.5. Fresh water treatment

If SEL had had a permit for limited groundwater
extraction, the continuation of such extraction would
be realistic. The total cost per m> would be largely
similar in both cases, but no investments would be
required. However, in practice it would not be realistic
to extract such quantities of groundwater.

4.6. Effluent treatment

Belgium explained that there was no need to increase the
capacity of the existing water treatment facilities in view
of the optimisation of the effluent treatment and the
production process. The investment consists basically of
a buffer tank that is to ensure a stable functioning of the
treatment and the necessary technical equipment to make
a connection to the existing treatment installations. The
effluent treatment installation has some innovative
features.

The treatment goes beyond the VLAREM norms, but also
beyond the norms in the permit (for almost all
substances). The latter are strict and in the negotiations
with the authorities, they have been adjusted to the best
possible results of the treatment facilities. They would go
beyond the levels based on the ‘best available technique’.
An expert report holds that the imposed COD limit of
260 mg/l must be considered as extremely ambitious.
The environmental permit imposes a further reduction
to 180 mg/l, which has no precedent in the paper
industry.

Except for COD, all concentrations of substances are
lower in the effluent than they are in the water taken
from the Kalebeek.

4.7. Tertiary water treatment

Belgium holds that aid for eventual tertiary water
treatment would be compatible for the same reasons as
for effluent treatment. In the light of the expert report
and awaiting the decision of the Flemish authorities on
the request for a derogation from the 180 mg/l COD
norm, SEL has not yet decided on this investment. No
subsidy has yet been requested either.

(39)

(41)

Belgium and SEL underline that the switch from road to
rail transport is completely in line with the Commission’s
white book on ‘European transport policy for 2010 —
time to decide’ (7). The investments in rail infrastructure
are not necessary for the operations of the paper plant,
as the road infrastructure could be adapted to the new
situation by means of a diversion of the main road.
Under this alternative some less favourable effects
remain, but these should be considered as minimal.
This analysis is confirmed by a study made in the
framework of the Environmental Impact Assessment.
The cost of transport would not have increased
without the rail infrastructure investments.

The aid would also be in compliance with the State aid
rules in the transport sector. The investments could have
been eligible under the European Marco Polo
programme, but no aid application has been foreseen.
The aid is necessary to compensate for a part of the
extra cost. Moreover, road transport is subsidised as
well, as not all the cost of traffic jams and contamination
is imposed.

5. ASSESSMENT OF THE AID

5.1. State aid in the meaning of Article 87(1) of
the Treaty

Article 87(1) of the EC Treaty lays down that, except
where otherwise provided, aid which distorts or
threatens to distort competition by favouring certain
undertakings or the production of certain goods is,
insofar as it affects trade among Member States, incom-
patible with the common market. The proposed grant
and tax exemption, in as far as the latter reduces actual
tax payments, constitute aid within the meaning of
Article 87(1) of the EC Treaty as it allows SEL to be
relieved, by means of State resources, of part of the
investment costs which it would normally have to bear
itself. The aid strengthens SEL’s position in relation to its
competitors in the Community, and therefore it must be
regarded as affecting competition. As there is intense
trade between Member States in newsprint, magazine
paper, as well as in waste paper and pulp, the
Commission considers that the aid to SEL affects trade
between Member States.

Belgium has complied with its obligation to notify the
aid pursuant to Article 88(3) of the EC Treaty and point
76 of the environmental aid guidelines.

() COM(2001) 370 final of 12.9.2001.
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(42)

(43)

5.2. General remarks on compatibility

The Commission has assessed whether the exemptions
set out in Article 87(2) and (3) of the Treaty apply.
The exemptions in Article 87(2) of the Treaty could
serve as a basis to consider aid compatible with the
common market. However, the aid (a) does not have a
social character and is not granted to individual
consumers, (b) does not make good the damages
caused by natural disasters or exceptional occurrences
and (c) is not required in order to compensate for the
economic disadvantages caused by the division of
Germany.

The exemptions in Article 87(3)(a), (b) and (d) of the
Treaty, which refer to promotion of the economic deve-
lopment of areas where the standard of living is
abnormally low or where there is serious underem-
ployment, to projects of common European interest or
to remedy a serious disturbance of the economy of a
Member State and to the promotion of culture and
conservation, do not apply. Belgium has not attempted
to justify the aid on any of these grounds.

As far as the first part of the exemption in Article
87(3)(c) of the Treaty is concerned, namely aid to
facilitate the development of certain economic activities,
the Commission notes that the aid does not have
purposes such as research and development, investment
by small and medium-sized enterprises or rescuing or
restructuring SEL. The aid may be important to
encourage investment on the chosen location. Langer-
brugge, however, is not located in an area where initial
investments are eligible for regional aid. Therefore the aid
cannot be found compatible with the common market as
it would facilitate the development of certain regions.

The Commission examined whether the aid qualifies for
an exemption under Article 87(3) (c) of the Treaty on
any other grounds, and in particular, whether the envi-
ronmental aid guidelines apply to this case. The aid has
been granted on the basis of an aid scheme that has been
approved by the Commission in 2000. This approval,
however, has been given before the entry into force of
the new guidelines. When the Commission adopted the
new guidelines, it proposed to the Member States, as
appropriate measures, to adapt the earlier approved aid
schemes to bring them in conformity with the new
guidelines before 1 January 2002. Belgium has uncondi-
tionally accepted this proposal of appropriate measures
and was therefore held to modify the scheme that was
approved in 2000 (3). The Commission has therefore

() See footnote 5.

(46)

(47)

(48)

assessed the aid’s compatibility under the new guidelines.
The part of the project concerning the rail infrastructure,
however, is assessed in the light of Article 73 of the
Treaty which concerns State aid to meet the needs of
coordination of transport.

5.3. Compatibility under the environmental aid
guidelines

In accordance with point 29 of the environmental aid
guidelines, investment aid enabling firms to improve on
the Community standards applicable may be authorised
up to not more than 30% gross of the eligible
investment costs. These conditions also apply to aid
where firms undertake investment in the absence of
mandatory Community standards or where they have
to undertake investment in order to comply with
national standards that are more stringent than the
applicable Community standards. As explained in point
6 of the guidelines, Community standards also refer to
the standards set by national bodies in application of
Council Directive 96/61/EC of 24 September 1996
concerning integrated  pollution  prevention and
control (°). Following this Directive Member States have
to base the required standards in environmental permits
on the results that can be obtained by applying best
available techniques (hereinafter BATS).

Point 36 and 37 define the eligible cost as the
investments in land which are strictly necessary in
order to meet environmental objectives, investments in
buildings, plant and equipment intended to reduce or
eliminate pollution and nuisances, and investments to
adapt production methods with a view to protecting
the environment. Eligible cost must be confined strictly
to the extra investment costs necessary to meet the envi-
ronmental objectives.

5.3.1. DIP2, PM4 and PM3: increasing the recycling rate

The Commission does not question the environmental
benefit from recycling waste paper. It considers,
however, that point 29 of the guidelines does not
justify the aid for DIP2, PM4 and PM3 in as far as
they increase the recycling rate.

First of all, the Commission recalls that according to the
general principles of law, an exception should be inter-
preted in a restrictive manner. The guidelines define the
conditions under which the Commission may consider
that aid is compatible with the common market in
accordance with Article 87(3)(c) of the Treaty, and
therefore form an exception to the general prohibition
laid down in Article 87(1) of the Treaty. It should also be
recalled that the environmental aid guidelines are based
on the general principle of ‘the polluter pays’, and that
every interpretation of the guidelines should strictly
comply with this underlying principle.

() OJ L 257 of 10.10.1996, p. 26.
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(50) The investment in PM3, PM4 and DIP2 will be used to an undertaking invests to improve its own environmental

(52)

produce newsprint and magazine paper, which will even-
tually end up as waste paper. The increased production
capacity will therefore lead to increased quantities of
waste paper, which will only be partially recycled. In
this respect, the closure of PM2 and the reduction of
production in Finland and Sweden that (partially) coun-
terbalance the increased capacity of PM3 and PM4,
cannot be taken into account. The closed capacity is
older than the newly installed capacity, has different
technical characteristics and is positioned in the market
in a different way. Therefore, a direct comparison is not
appropriate.

The investments are likely to increase the demand for
waste paper. However, it is not ensured that the
investments will actually lead to an increase of waste
paper collection, not in general, and not as regards
waste paper deriving from SEL’s sales. Consequently,
the investments will not reduce SELs own pollution.
The environmental benefits may derive from indirect
effects on supply and demand for waste paper that
affect all users and providers of waste paper concerned,
not only SEL.

A fortiori, the Commission notes that the norms as
regards recycling percentages are not legal norms
directly applicable to the individual companies, even
though in the Belgian situation they have an important
impact on SEL’s activities. They are rather norms for the
Member States that have been imposed by EU law,
notably the Landfill directive (19). and the Packaging
directive ('). The aid is not granted to improve on the
standards applicable to the firm directly. The first
situation referred to in point 29 of the environmental
aid guidelines, which allows aid to be granted in order to
enable firms to improve on Community standards
applicable therefore does not apply in this case.

Belgium held, instead, that the second situation referred
to in point 29 of the environmental aid guidelines,
concerning aid for firms to undertake investments in
the absence of Community standards, would be
applicable. The Commission, however, concludes that
this is not the case. The aid in favour of the investments
in PM3, PM4 and DIP2 as a whole intend to promote
recycling and relieve the actual polluters from charges
they should normally bear. The aid is not intended to
reduce the quantity of waste paper that results from SEL’s
sales. It rather encourages SEL to take up waste paper
that may originate from products sold by any paper
producer. The Commission considers that point 29 of
the environmental aid guidelines concerns cases where

(*%) Council Directive 99/31/EC of 26 April 1999 on the landfill of

waste (OJ L 182, 16.7.1999, p. 1). Directive modified by Regulation
(EC) No 1882/2003 of the European Parliament and the Council
(O] L 284, 31.10.2003, p. 1).

(') European Parliament and Council Directive 94/62/EC of 20

December 1994 on packaging and packaging waste (O] L 365,
31.12.1994, p. 10). Directive modified most recently by Directive
2004/12/EC (O] L 47, 18.2.2004, p. 26).

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)

record, and to reduce its own pollution. In such cases,
aid can be allowed as an incentive to improve the envi-
ronmental situation of the company. Otherwise, the rules
could be easily circumvented by granting aid not to the
polluters, but to the companies taking care of the
pollution.

This interpretation is confirmed by point 18(b) of the
environmental aid guidelines, which states that aid ‘may
act as an incentive to firms to improve on standards or
to undertake further investment designed to reduce
pollution from their plants.”

Furthermore, the interpretation suggested by Belgium
might result in Member States subsidising investments
in all those sectors where the use of secondary raw
materials is possible. Such aid could be granted without
having to comply with State aid rules such as those for
regional aid or for SME-investment aid. Such aid might
entail serious distortions on the relevant markets.

The Commission therefore considers that point 29 of the
environmental aid guidelines does not apply to the
investments in PM3, PM4 and DIP2 as a whole. The
Commission, however, has also assessed whether points
29 or 30 of the guidelines could be applicable to parts of
the investments.

5.3.2. Separate environmental investments within PM3, PM4
and DIP2, energy reduction by PM4

As explained in point 9, Belgium held that within the
investment in PM4 and DIP2, various elements with an
extra cost of at least EUR 19.1 million would be eligible
for aid under point 29. The description of these
elements, however, points to various cost savings. The
additional investment in cooling-towers, for example,
would lead to a decrease of energy consumption in the
winter period of 10 MW. The closure of the white-water
circuit is intended to reduce the water consumption. The
use of ‘shoe presses’ instead of conventional presses in
the press-section of the paper mill allows SEL to reach a
higher degree of dryness, it optimises the drying process
and allows for energy saving. Despite the repeated
request from the Commission, Belgium has neither
demonstrated whether these costs can be fully accepted
as additional cost, nor indicated which operating benefits
SEL derives from these specific parts of the investment,
as required in point 36 and 37 of the guidelines. Conse-
quently, on this basis it is not possible to calculate which
amount of aid could be allowed.
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(58)  As described in point 10, Belgium argued that PM4
would be eligible for aid under point 30 of the guidelines
as it reduces energy consumption. Instead of investing in
a paper machine with a conventional width, SEL chose
for an innovative machine that uses less energy. The
investment, therefore, falls within the definition of
energy-saving.

(59) In accordance with point 36 and 37 of the guidelines
only the investments that are strictly necessary in order
to meet environmental objectives are eligible for aid. It is
not just one part of PM4 that allows reducing energy
consumption. The crucial factor is the higher width of
all rotating elements. This, however, affects the whole
design and construction of the machine, and requires
as well a lower speed and the adaptations in the press-
section. An independent expert had made a detailed
estimate of the cost of a conventional newsprint
machine. Later a detailed estimate of the cost of the
actual investment was made. Differences result not only
from the technical specifications, but also from more
precise  knowledge, estimates of potential price
reductions, etc. The estimated eligible cost of EUR 14.1
million, however, concerns only the differences in cost as
regards the investments in machinery ('?). This estimate
has been made on the basis of conservative assumptions
avoiding overestimation.

(60) In accordance with point 37, second sub-paragraph of
the guidelines, the eligible costs must be calculated net of
benefits accruing from any increase of capacity expansion
and cost savings engendered during the first five years of
the life of the investment. The benefits from savings on
energy, raw materials and productivity, however, are
outweighed by the higher start-up costs in the initial
years of the investment.

(61) In conclusion, the Commission can find aid for PM4
compatible up to the amount of 40% x EUR 14,1
million = EUR 5,64 million.

(62) There is no parallel on the basis of which aid for PM3
and DIP2 can be found compatible.

5.3.3. Sludge combined heat and power installation

(63)  Point 31 of the environmental aid guidelines foresee that
investments in the combined production of electric
power and heat may be eligible for aid when the
conversion efficiency is particularly high. In this
connection the Commission will take into particular

('?) A small part actually concerns exchange parts necessary in order to
safeguard continuity of the paroduction process.

consideration the type of primary energy used in the
production process. Such investment may be eligible
for aid at the basic rate of 40% of eligible cost as
defined in point 36 and 37 of the guidelines.

(64)  The installation will use bio-mass (*?) available directly at
the plant and natural gas and it will have an energy
conversion efficiency of 87,5 to 90%. Taking into
account as well the dispositions of Directive 2004/8/EC
of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11
February 2004 on the promotion of cogeneration
based on a useful heat demand in the internal energy
market and amending Directive 92[42[EEC (1#), the
Commission deems that the investment falls within
point 31 of the guidelines.

(65  All costs indicated in table 1 above concern buildings,
plant and equipment that are necessary in order to
produce and use the electricity and steam generated by
the biomass CHP installation. They are therefore eligible
pursuant to point 36 of the guidelines.

(66) In accordance with point 37, second subparagraph, of
the guidelines, only the extra costs can be eligible. In
this case, the most economical alternative investment is
a conventional combined heat and power installation.
This would consist in a high pressure steam generator
of 55000 kW and a back pressure steam turbine of
9400 kW with a total investment cost of EUR
5180 000.

(67)  In accordance with point 37, third subparagraph, of the
guidelines, eligible cost must be calculated net of the cost
savings engendered during the first five years of the life
of the investment and additional ancillary production
during that five-year period. The savings are the
following:

— cost forgone of operating a conventional CHP plant:
this includes costs of fuelling the conventional CHP
plant for producing the same quantities of steam and
heat, operating personnel, maintenance, demineralised
water of the conventional CHP plant,

(**) Within the meaning of Article 2(b) of Directive 2001/77/EC of the

European Parliament and of the Council of 27 September 2001 on
the promotion of electricity produced from renewable energy
sources in the internal electricity market (O] L 283, 27.10.2001,
p- 33). Directive modified by the Act of Accession of 2003.

() O] L 52, 21.2.2004, p. 50.
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(68)

(69)

(72)

— cost forgone of sludge treatment. If not combusted in
the CHP-installation, SEL would have had the
following options: (1) land-spreading, in particular
as regards the sludge from the water cleaning, not
as regards de-inking sludge, (2) use in the brick
industry, (3) use as fuel in electricity production, in
particular as the sludge qualifies as biomass, (4) use in
the cement industry,

— operating aid: SEL will be entitled to green energy
certificates for the electricity it produces. The
Belgian authorities guarantee a minimum price of
EUR 80 per certificate. The actual price obtained in
2003 was slightly higher.

The additional cost, on the other hand, is the following
operating cost of the sludge CHP installations: gas for co-
fuelling, transport and disposal of ashes, demi-water
consumption, a much higher personnel cost, cost of
environmental certification and control and cost of flue
gas cleaning. The cost of de-watering sludge before
combustion is not to be subtracted, as de-watering is
necessary in any case.

Over the five-year period, from May 2003 until April
2008, the total net savings amount to EUR
16 343 000, net present value on 1 January 2003.

Based on the above, the allowable aid amounts to 40 % x
(EUR 55147 000 — EUR 5 180 000 — EUR 16 343 000)
= EUR 13 449 600.

In some situations, sludge combustion in a CHP instal-
lation may fall within point 29 of the environmental aid
guidelines. This could be the case where the company
opts for a disposal technology for the sludge that is more
environmentally friendly than another option that would
be less environmentally friendly, but still allowed under
the Community rules. SEL, however, does not have such
alternative option. In all situations, the sludge would be
incinerated, with or without recovery of the calorific
value. The environmental benefit of the actual option
chosen rests, therefore, in the energy recovery through
combined power and heat production, and therefore, aid
could eventually be allowed only under point 31 of the
guidelines.

5.3.4. Fresh water treatment

The investments are necessary in order to make use of
the surface water from the Kalecreek. Belgium, however,
has not confirmed that SEL would have had a cheaper
alternative that would be in compliance with EU legis-

(73)

lation. Belgium acknowledges that ‘in practice it is not
realistic to get such quantities of groundwater. If SEL
would have had a permit for (limited) groundwater
extraction, its continuation would reasonably be
considered as realistic. However, SEL currently does
not dispose of a permit for groundwater extraction and
no details were provided. Given the existing and
increasing groundwater problems in Flanders, it appears
that the authorities are restrictive in giving new permits.
Moreover, as Belgium explains, not using groundwater is
in anticipation to the provisions of sustainable water
management as set out in Directive 2000/60/EC of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October
2000 establishing a framework for the Community
action in the field of water policy ("*) (hereinafter
‘Water Framework Directive). As regards groundwater,
Article 4(1)(b)(ii) sets the objective for Member States
to protect, enhance and restore all bodies of
groundwater, and ensure a balance between abstraction
and recharge of groundwater, with the aim of achieving
good groundwater status. This objective has to be met by
2015 and various intermediary deadlines are set. The
groundwater layer(s) that Stora Enso otherwise would
use are currently over-drained. The 2015 deadline has
therefore policy implications as from now. Therefore,
the Commission cannot take into account this alternative
for calculating eligible cost and pursuant to point 40 of
the environmental aid guidelines, no aid can be found
compatible for this particular item.

5.3.5. Effluent water treatment

Belgium explained that the quality of effluent improves
on most of the norms in the relevant permit and the
VLAREM II norms, which, according to Belgium, are
based on Best Available Techniques as required by the
IPPC-Directive. The critical bottleneck, however, is the
chemical oxygen demand (COD) content of the water.
In the short term, SEL will not be able to reduce the
COD below 260 mg|/l.

The relevant Best Available Technologies Reference
document for the paper industry mentions a COD of
1700 to 2700 mg[l, but this is based on a much
higher water consumption per tonne paper, which was
considered BAT at the time of drafting the reference
document. Belgium refers to an expert study stating
that the norm of 260 mg/l is extremely ambitious and
there would be no precedent in the paper industry. The
environmental impact assessment (EIA), however, when
noting that the discharge will be 260 mg/l, refers to the
results of Stora Enso’s plant in Saxony, Germany.

() O] L 327, 22.12.2000, p. 1. Directive modified by Decision
2455/2001/EC (O] L 331, 15.12.2001, p. 1).
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(75  The environmental permit for Stora Enso’s investments is beyond the Community standards. In any case, Belgium

77)

(78)

even stricter and imposes a maximum COD value of 180
mg/l which is derived from the applicable Flemish legis-
lation. SEL has requested a derogation to discharge
effluent water with a COD content of 260 mg/l. The
permit has been granted with a reference to this
request and with a view to a study on future
improvements, after which the 180 mg/l norm should
be attained.

Article 10 of the IPPC-directive holds: ‘Where an envi-
ronmental quality standard requires stricter conditions
than those achievable by the use of the best available
techniques, additional measures shall in particular be
required in the permit, without prejudice to other
measures which might be taken to comply with environ-
mental quality standards.’ Stora Enso’s mill discharges on
the heavily polluted canal Gent-Terneuzen. According to
the EIA, with 260 mg/l COD SEL’s total discharge would
be 10 to 15 % of all COD discharged on the canal, which
would have a significant impact and would exceed the
quality levels determined for the canal. The Water
Framework Directive obliges Member States to define
appropriate quality objectives for receiving waters in
the Member States. Although the obligations ensuing
from this Directive may not yet be fully binding, it
appears that the objectives set for the canal Gent-
Terneuzen do not exceed the requirements resulting
from it.

Consequently, if a COD discharge of 260 mg/l would be
allowed, this norm must be regarded as a Community
standard, set in compliance in particular with Article 10
of the IPPC directive and the more general objectives of
the Water Framework Directive. Belgium has not demon-
strated that the norm of 260 mg/l would go beyond
what is required on the basis of Community legislation.
In conclusion, the investment is necessary to comply
with Community standards as meant in point 6 of the
Environmental aid guidelines and therefore it is not
eligible for aid. Although the investment improves on
applicable environmental norms other than COD, it
appears that there is no extra investment cost eligible
for aid and the Commission cannot find any aid for
these investments compatible.

5.3.6. Tertiary water treatment

The additional investments in tertiary water treatment
will be made in order to meet the norms for COD.
Belgium has not explained whether this norm goes

has not notified aid in favour of these investments, as it
is still unclear and depends on the outcome of the study
that SEL has to make in order to comply with the envi-
ronmental permit. Consequently, the Commission is not
required to conclude on this point.

5.4. Rail infrastructure and related waste
paper storage

This part of the project concerns a transport activity, not
the production of paper itself. The investment will affect
competition in the transport market in the first place.
Article 73 of the Treaty states that aids shall be
compatible with the Treaty if they meet the needs of
coordination of transport. Regulation (EEC) No
1107/70 of the Council of 4 June 1970 on the
granting of aids for transport by rail, road and inland
waterway (1°) implements Article 73. Article 3, paragraph
1, sub (b) of this Regulation stipulates that until the entry
into force of common rules on the allocation of infra-
structure costs, Member States may grant aid to under-
takings which have to bear expenditure relating to the
infrastructure used by them, while other undertakings are
not subject to a like burden. The Commission considers
that, in line with its earlier practice ('), the costs for rail
way sidings fall within the scope of this article as under-
takings that offer competing modes of transport, notably
road transport do not have similar infrastructure costs.
Shifting transport from one mode to another, as in the
case at hand, is considered to be a coordination activity
in the meaning of Article 73. In line with this practice,
aid up to an intensity of 50% can be found compatible
with the Common market on these grounds.
Furthermore, SEL has demonstrated that the rail
transport is not necessary for continued operations.
The aid, therefore, may be considered to have an
incentive effect on the company in order to undertake
the investment. Therefore, aid for this part of the project
can be justified on the basis of Article 73 of the Treaty
up to the amount of EUR 4 432 000.

5.5. Compatibility directly on the basis of
Article 87(3)(c)

Since the environmental aid guidelines are not applicable
to the investments in PM4, DIP2 and the investment in
PM3, the Commission assessed whether aid for these
investments can be found compatible on the basis of
Article 87(3)(c) directly.

(') OJ L 130, 15.6.1970, p. 1. Regulation as last amended by (EC) No
54397 (O] L 84, 26.3.1997, p. 6).

(") See the decision of the Commission of 19 June 2002, N643/2001,

Austria, Programme for the support of extension of connecting rail
way stretches (O] C 178, 26.7.2002, p. 20), decision of 18.9.2002,
N308/2002, Germany, Guidelines on granting investment aid for
railway infrastructure in Saxony-Anhalt (O] C 277, 14.11.2002, p.
2), and Decision of 9.2.2001, N597/2000, the Netherlands, aid
scheme for
31.3.2001, p. 8).

dedicated waterway connections (O] C 102,
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(81)

(82)

(83)

5.5.1. PM4 and DIP2, production capacity for 100 % RCF
newsprint

SEL’s investment in 100 % RCF newsprint capacity must
be considered as a state-of-the-art technique, to which
many newsprint producers have switched or will switch
at some time in the future. The availability of sufficient
waste paper seems to be a determining factor in this
respect. The examples of 100% RCF newsprint mills
mentioned by Belgium, one of them in another plant
of Stora Enso, confirm this. ‘State-of-the-art’ should not
be confused with the most commonly used technology.
The fact that production of this type of mills is not (yet)
serial production and that an optimisation period of two
years is required does not change the Commission’s
assessment. Consequently, the Commission cannot find
the aid compatible on this ground. The Commission
recently assessed aid to a similar investment by
Shotton in the United Kingdom in the same way ('$).

5.5.2. PM3, switching to 80 % RCF magazine paper

Production of SC magazine paper with an 80 % recycled
fibre content may not be common and it may be true
that SEL Langerbrugge is the first to set up 6 meter wide
on line calandering equipment for SC quality paper with
a recycled fibre content higher than 60 %. It may also be
true that a high quality product like magazine paper
would typically have lower recycled fibre content. For
the following reasons, however, the Commission
concludes that the investment in PM3 is not eligible
for aid directly on the ground of Article 87(3)(c) of the
Treaty.

First, increasing rates or recycled fibre is a trend in the
paper industry, not only for newsprint, but also for
magazine paper, in particular SC quality. Possibly,
purely from a technical point of view, the investment
goes beyond the ‘state-of-the-art, although it remains
to be seen whether the objective of 80% RCF content
will be achieved. But in any case, the objectives do not
appear to be fundamentally different from the objectives
other paper producers may set for themselves already
now or in the near future. This is confirmed by the

('$) Commission Decision 2003/814/EC of 23 July 2003 on the State

aid C 61/2002 which the United Kingdom is planning to
implement for newsprint reprocessing capacity support under the
WRAP programme (O] L 314, 28.11.2003, p. 26).

(84)

information submitted by the third party, but also by the
earlier cases the Commission assessed ('9).

Second, the investment fits well into SEL’s investment
programme that focuses on asset improvement without
creating new capacity that could distort the markets and
the closure of PM2 fits, in SEL’s own words, ‘fully within
Stora Enso’s continuous improvement programme that
focuses on closure of production units that are not pro-
fitable in the long-run’ (dit past volledig in Stora Enso’s
continue  verbeteringsprogramma  date er op gericht s
productie-cenheden die op lange termijn niet rendabel zijn te
laten uitlopen’). PM4 improves on the old PM3 and the
new PM3 improves on old PM2, the closure of PM2 and
assets in Sweden and Finland avoiding overcapacity. This
sequence of investments brings important benefits to
SEL, as it does not have the cost of investing in a
costly greenfield magazine paper mill, there is no
excessive capacity expansion and it contains a convenient
opportunity to develop its technology base without
incurring excessive financial or economic risk. There
was no alternative to the investment that would allow
a recycling percentage of 80% at a lower cost, e.g.,
adaptation of PM2 would allow a recycling percentage
of 55% at maximum. Any paper producer that wishes to
remain technologically and environmentally competitive
in the long run has to make such investments in inno-
vation from time to time. The incentive effect of the aid,
therefore, remains doubtful, even if the investment would
be considered as going beyond the ‘state-of-the-art’.

Third, there is a commitment at a European level to
obtain 56 % recycled fibre use on average by 2005.
The current average in Belgium would be 49,8 %.
Although magazine paper may typically have a lower
RCF content, it appears difficult to attain these objectives
by only increasing further the RCF content in paper other
than magazine paper. SEL itself stresses that, because of
its position in the Belgium paper industry, the norms
have a direct link to its activities. Newsprint is only a
limited part of all paper produced, not all newsprint
facilities may be located sufficiently near sources of
recovered paper and for several of them it may not be
economically attractive to adapt them to a higher use of
RCF already by 2005. Therefore it is not surprising that
also for magazine paper increasing RCF content is a
trend.

(%) Notably case N713/02 — Aid in favour of LEIPA Georg Leinfelder
GmbH, Brandenburg (Germany), O] C 110, 8.5.2003, p. 13.



26.2.2005

Official Journal of the European Union

L 53/77

(86)  Fourth, Belgium and SEL have not explained what the
alternative investment cost would have been of a similar
investment for production of magazine paper of a (more)
‘normal’ recycled fibre content, and which cost savings
the actual investment would engender in comparison to
such an alternative investment. In contrast, they consis-
tently explain that the additional cost is necessary not
only for achieving 80% RCF content, but also for
achieving high quality magazine paper production with
a machine that was originally built for newsprint. E.g.,
the investment cost includes items such as de-watering
capacity (as ‘SC-paper dewaters more difficultly), a third
drying-compartment (as ‘SC-paper is heavier), online
2x4-nips soft calanders for obtaining a good brilliance
of the paper and reels adapted for SC quality, new
pulping tools in order to pulp SC quality. At best, only
a part of the investment could be considered as exclu-
sively intended to increase the recycling rate (29).

(87)  Fifth, as explained in sub-section 6.3.1., there is no
guarantee that the investment will lead to an increased
use of RCF or an increased use of RCF derived form SEL’s
own sales. The aid is, e.g., not made conditional upon
taking up an additional quantity of waste paper from the
municipal waste stream as was the case with the aid in
favour of Shotton. Without a direct environmental
benefit, the aid’s objective appears to be in the first
place innovation. On the basis of the Community
Framework for State aid for Research and Deve-
lopment (?!), however, the Commission may approve
aid only for the phases of fundamental and industrial
research and pre-competitive development. The closer
the R&D is to the market, the more significant may
be the distortive effect of the aid. Therefore, point 2.3
of the Framework excludes aid for activities that could be
regarded as innovative but do not correspond to the
above mentioned R&D phases from its scope. The
third party’s comment confirmed the likely distortive
effect on competition in this case.

6. CONCLUSION

(88) Belgium has complied with its obligation to notify the
aid pursuant to Article 88(3) of the Treaty and point 76
of the Environmental aid guidelines.

(89)  SEL’s investments in PM4 allow reducing consumption of
electricity, additives and water compared to a conven-
tional newsprint mill. The eligible investment cost

amounts to EUR 14 100 000, hence aid to the amount
of EUR 5640000 can be found compatible with the
common market. With respect to the investment in the
sludge CHP-installation the Commission finds an aid
amount of EUR 13449 600 compatible with the
common market. With respect to the investments in
rail infrastructure and related waste paper storage, the
Commission finds a maximum aid of EUR 4 432 000
compatible with the common market. In total, EUR
23521 600 is found compatible.

(90)  SEL’s investments in PM3, DIP2, fresh water and effluent
water treatment are not eligible for aid.

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:
Article 1

The State aid which Belgium is planning to implement for Stora
Enso Langerbrugge, consisting in a subsidy to the amount of
EUR 25 900 000 and an exemption from the property tax with
a potential benefit of EUR 9 million, is compatible with the
common market to the amount of EUR 23 521 600.

The implementation of this aid up to the amount of EUR
23 521 600 is therefore authorised.

The remainder is incompatible with the common market and
may accordingly not be implemented.

Article 2

Belgium shall inform the Commission, within two months of
notification of this Decision, of the measures taken to comply
with it.

Article 3

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Belgium.

Done at Brussels, 8 September 2004.

For the Commission
Mario MONTI
Member of the Commission

(2% This shows as well that if the investment in PM3 would be
considered as eligible for aid, in analogy to point 36 and 37 of
the guidelines only a part of the cost could be considered as extra
cost.

(1) O] C 45, 17.2.1996, p. 5.
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CORRIGENDA

Corrigendum to Commission Regulation (EC) No 1582/2004 of 8 September 2004 initiating an investigation

concerning the possible circumvention of anti-dumping measures imposed by Council Regulation (EC) No

1470/2001 on imports of integrated electronic compact fluorescent lamps (CFL-i) originating in the People’s

Republic of China by imports of integrated electronic compact fluorescent lamps (CFL-i) consigned from

Vietnam, Pakistan or the Philippines, whether declared as originating in Vietnam, Pakistan or the Philippines
or not, and making such imports subject to registration

(Official Journal of the European Union L 289 of 10 September 2004)

On page 56, in the first paragraph of Article 1:
for: (TARIC code 8539 31 90*91),,
read: (TARIC code 8539 31 90*92).

Corrigendum to Commission Regulation (EC) No 305/2005 of 19 October 2004 amending Council Regulation
(EC) No 312/2003 as regards tariff quotas for certain products originating in Chile

(Official Journal of the European Union L 52 of 25 February 2005)

On page 8, in the Annex, in the first column of the table:

for: “09.1937 (*
read: ‘09.1940 (*);

for: ‘09.1939
read: ‘09.1941’;

for: 09.1941 (=
read: ‘09.1942 (**).
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