
INFORMĀCIJA ATTIECĪBĀ UZ EIROPAS EKONOMIKAS ZONU 

EBTA UZRAUDZĪBAS IESTĀDE 

Uzaicinājums iesniegt piezīmes saskaņā ar Nolīguma starp EBTA valstīm par Uzraudzības iestādes 
un Tiesas izveidi 3. protokola I daļas 1. panta 2. punktu par valsts atbalstu saistībā ar iespējamo 

atbalstu uzņēmumiem AS Oslo Sporveier un AS Sporveisbussene Norvēģijā 

(2012/C 204/04) 

Ar 2012. gada 28. marta Lēmumu Nr. 123/12/COL, kas autentiskajā valodā pievienots šim kopsavilkumam, 
EBTA Uzraudzības iestāde uzsāka procedūru saskaņā ar Nolīguma starp EBTA valstīm par Uzraudzības 
iestādes un Tiesas izveidi 3. protokola I daļas 1. panta 2. punktu. Norvēģijas iestādes tika informētas, 
nosūtot tām lēmuma kopiju. 

Ar šo EBTA Uzraudzības iestāde aicina EBTA valstis, ES dalībvalstis un ieinteresētās personas viena mēneša 
laikā no šā paziņojuma publicēšanas dienas iesniegt savas piezīmes par minēto pasākumu, nosūtot tās uz 
adresi: 

EFTA Surveillance Authority 
Registry 
Rue Belliard/Belliardstraat 35 
1040 Bruxelles/Brussel 
BELGIË/BELGIQUE 

Piezīmes paziņos Norvēģijas iestādēm. Ieinteresētās personas, kura iesniedz piezīmes, identitāti var neizpaust, 
ja tiek iesniegts rakstisks lūgums, kurā izklāstīti šāda lūguma iemesli. 

KOPSAVILKUMS 

Vispārīga informācija 

Norvēģijā vietējo autobusa sektoru regulē 2002. gada Komerciālā transporta likums (KTL) un 2003. gada 
Komerciālā transporta noteikumi (KTN). Gan KTL, gan KTN atcēla iepriekšējos tiesību aktus, kas satura ziņā 
bija līdzīgi. Šis tiesiskais regulējums cita starpā paredz koncesiju sistēmu, lai uzņēmumiem varētu uzticēt 
veikt sabiedrisko autobusu pakalpojumu sniegšanu, un uzliek par pienākumu apgabaliem, kā piemēram, 
Oslo pašvaldībai, piešķirt kompensācijas uzņēmumiem, kas darbojas nerentablos maršrutos. Šādu kompen­
sāciju var piešķirt, lai segtu starpību starp ieņēmumiem no biļešu tirdzniecības un pakalpojuma sniegšanas 
izmaksām. 

Jau pirms EEZ līguma stāšanās spēkā koncesionāriem Oslo tika piešķirta ikgadējā kompensācija par neren­
tabliem maršrutiem saskaņā ar pilsētas budžeta kārtību. Kompensācija tika izmaksāta ar ikgadēju vienreizējo 
maksājumu, balstoties uz izmaksām, kas radušās iepriekšējos gados, ņemot vērā dažādus korekcijas koefi­
cientus. Kopš 2008. gada līgumi regulāro autobusu pārvadājumu pakalpojumu sniegšanai tika piešķirti, 
izmantojot atklāta konkursa procedūru, un kopš tā laika AS Oslo Sporveier iepriekšminētā kompensācija 
par regulāro autobusu pārvadājumu pakalpojumu sniegšanu vairs nav piešķirta. 

AS Oslo Sporveier un vēlāk tā meitasuzņēmumam AS Sporveisbussene jau ilgi pirms EEZ līguma stāšanās spēkā 
un līdz 2008. gadam bija uzticēts Oslo nodrošināt regulāros pārvadājumus autobusos saskaņā ar iepriekš 
aprakstītajiem noteikumiem.
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Kopš 1994. gada AS Oslo Sporveier ir notikušas vairākas reorganizācijas. Piemēram, 1997. gadā visu auto­
busu pakalpojumu sniegšana Oslo, tai skaitā komerciālo tūrisma autobusu pakalpojumu un regulāro auto­
busu pārvadājumu pakalpojumu sniegšana uz līguma pamata tika nodota meitasuzņēmumam AS Sporveis­
bussene. Tā rezultātā AS Oslo Sporveier un AS Sporveisbussene noslēdza tā saucamo Transporta nolīgumu, lai 
AS Sporveisbussene varētu kļūt par faktisko ikgadējās kompensācijas saņēmēju. Saskaņā ar Transporta nolī­
gumu kompensācija par regulārajiem autobusu pārvadājumiem tika samaksāta kā to paredz iepriekšminētie 
noteikumi. Norvēģijas iestādes apgalvo, ka visā izmeklēšanā apskatītajā laika posmā – no 1994. līdz 2008. 
gadam – Oslo Sporveier group pastāvēja nodalīta grāmatvedība attiecībā uz komerciālo un sabiedrisko pakal­
pojumu sniegšanu un ja komerciālo darbību veikšanai tika izmantoti pakalpojumi, kas sniegti sabiedrisko 
darbību ietvaros, par tiem vienmēr tika iekasēta tirgus cena. 

2004.gadā Oslo pašvaldība - toreiz 98,8 % AS Oslo Sporveier akciju turētāja – iepludināja uzņēmumā 
kapitālu NOK 111 760 000 apmērā, lai segtu AS Sporveisbussenes darbinieku pensiju fondu nepietiekamo 
finansējumu. Nepietiekamais finansējums izveidojās laika posmā pirms 1997. gada sakarā ar AS Oslo 
Sporveier pensiju saistībām attiecībā uz darbiniekiem gan sabiedrisko pakalpojumu, gan tūrisma autobusu 
nodaļā. AS Oslo Sporveier bija pienākums novērst nepietiekamo finansējumu. Oslo pašvaldība, īpašnieka 
statusā, izvēlējās kapitāla iepludināšanu kā vislētāko risinājumu. 

Pasākuma novērtējums 

Valsts atbalsta esība 

Uzraudzības iestāde uzskata, ka gan kapitāla iepludināšana, gan ikgadējās kompensācijas maksājumi uzska­
tāmi par valsts atbalstu. 

Uzraudzības iestāde pašlaik nevar izslēgt, ka kapitāla iepludināšana, lai segtu komercdarbības nepietiekami 
finansētos pensijas kontus, piešķir AS Oslo Sporveier ekonomiskas priekšrocības, tā kā nav iesniegta infor­
mācija pierādot, ka tas būtu noticis saskaņā ar tirgus investora principu. 

Turklāt, Uzraudzības iestādes provizoriskais viedoklis ir, ka gan ikgadējā kompensācija, gan kapitāla ieplu­
dināšana, lai segtu nepietiekami finansētos sabiedrisko pakalpojumu sniedzēju pensiju kontus (kas ir saistīti 
ar izmaksām, kas arī varēja būt par pamatu ikgadējām kompensācijām) netika veikta, izmantojot publiskā 
iepirkuma procedūru, un nelīdzinās izmaksām, kas būtu radušās labi pārvaldītam un atbilstoši nodrošinātam 
uzņēmumam. Tādējādi 4. kritērijs Altmark lietā, nav izpildīts, un tāpēc abi pasākumi uzskatāmi par valsts 
atbalstu EEZ līguma 61. panta 1. punkta nozīmē. 

Atbalsta raksturs 

Uzraudzības iestāde šajā posmā nevarēja secināt, vai atbalsts ir piešķirts saskaņā ar pastāvošu atbalsta shēmu, 
kas pamatojas uz KTL un KTN, kā to piemēroja Oslo pirms EEZ līguma stāšanās spēkā. Jāatzīmē, ka kopš 
2008. gada atbalsts vairs netika piešķirts saskaņā ar iepriekšminētajiem noteikumiem. Pieņemot, ka pastā­
vošā atbalsta shēma ir spēkā kopš 1994. gada, Uzraudzības iestāde pašlaik nespēj noteikt precīzas šīs shēmas 
aprises, un vai viss atbalsts tika piešķirts pamatojoties uz šo shēmu. Turklāt nav iespējams izslēgt, ka atbalsta 
pasākumi, vismaz zināmā mērā, uzskatāmi par nelikumīgu un nesaderīgu valsts atbalstu, jo īpaši attiecībā uz 
pensiju saistību segšanu komercdarbībā iesaistītajiem. 

Atbalsta saderīgums 

Šajā posmā Uzraudzības iestādei šķiet, ka maksājumi, kas veikti līdz brīdim, kad 2008. gadā izbeidzās tieši 
piešķirtās koncesijas, un 2004. gada kapitāla iepludināšana ar mērķi kompensēt finansējuma nepietiekamību 
pensiju fondā, varētu, vismaz zināmā mērā, būt saderīgi kā kompensācija par sabiedrisko pakalpojumu 
sniegšanu, kas paredzēta EEZ līguma 49. pantā. Saderīguma novērtējums galīgajā lēmumā tādējādi būs jo 
īpaši vērsts uz to, lai noskaidrotu, vai kompensācija ir bijusi pārmērīga. Turklāt, atbalsts, vismaz daļēji, varētu 
būt saderīgs 61. panta 1. punkta c) apakšpunkta nozīmē. 

Secinājums 

Ņemot vērā iepriekš minētos apsvērumus, Uzraudzības iestāde nolēma uzsākt formālu izmeklēšanas proce­
dūru saskaņā ar EEZ līguma 1. panta 2. punktu. Ieinteresētās personas tiek aicinātas iesniegt piezīmes viena 
mēneša laikā no šā paziņojuma publicēšanas dienas Eiropas Savienības Oficiālajā Vēstnesī.

LV C 204/16 Eiropas Savienības Oficiālais Vēstnesis 12.7.2012.



EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION 

No 123/12/COL 

of 28 March 2012 

opening the formal investigation into potential aid to AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene 

(Norway) 

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY (‘THE AUTHORITY’), 

HAVING REGARD to the Agreement on the European Economic Area (‘the EEA Agreement’), in particular to 
Articles 49 and 61 to 63 and Protocol 26, 

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

HAVING REGARD to Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement (‘Protocol 3’), in particular to 
Article 1 of Part I and Article 4(2) and (4) and Articles 6 and 13 of Part II, 

HAVING REGARD to the consolidated version of the Authority’s Decision No 195/04/COL of 14 July 2004 
on the implementing provisions referred to under Article 27 of Part II of Protocol 3 (‘the Implementing 
Provisions Decision’) ( 1 ), 

Whereas: 

I. FACTS 

1. Procedure 

1.1. Administrative procedure leading to the Authority’s Decision No 254/10/COL 

(1) By letter dated 11 August 2006, the Authority received a complaint from Konkurrenten.no AS (‘the 
complainant’) alleging that the Norwegian authorities had granted State aid to AS Oslo Sporveis­
bussene (‘the complaint’). The letter was registered by the Authority on 16 August 2006 (Event No 
384017). By letter dated 17 August 2006 to the complainant, the Authority acknowledged the 
receipt of the complaint (Event No 384134). 

(2) By letter dated 7 September 2006, the Authority forwarded the complaint to the Norwegian au­
thorities and invited them to comment (Event No 387163). By letter dated 11 October 2006, the 
Norwegian authorities replied to the information request. The letter was registered by the Authority 
on 19 October 2006 (Event No 392725). 

(3) By letter dated 20 October 2006, the complainant submitted further comments. The letter was 
registered by the Authority on 23 October 2006 (Event No 394520). 

(4) By letter dated 29 November 2006, the Authority requested further information from the Norwegian 
authorities (Event No 394397). The Norwegian authorities replied by letter dated 11 January 2007. 
The letter was registered by the Authority on 12 January 2007 (Event No 406541). 

(5) By letter dated 19 June 2007, the Authority requested further information from the Norwegian 
authorities (Event No 425271). The Norwegian authorities replied by letter submitted electronically 
on 16 August 2007 (Event No 434326). 

By e-mail dated 20 February 2008, the complainant submitted further information (Event No 
466226). 

(6) By letter submitted electronically on 2 April 2008, the Authority requested yet further information 
from the Norwegian authorities (Event No 471926). The Norwegian authorities replied by letter 
submitted electronically on 29 April 2008 (Event No 475480). 

(7) The complainant submitted further information by e-mails dated 25 May 2008 (Event No 478132), 
2 June 2008 (Event No 479743), 9 July 2008 (Events No 489623 and 489626), 14 August 2008 
(Event No 489591), 15 August 2008 (Event No 488527), 1 September 2008 (Event No 489591), 
20 January 2009 (Event No 505210) and 22 January 2009 (Event No 505503).
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( 1 ) Available at: http://www.eftasurv.int/media/decisions/195-04-COL.pdf

http://www.eftasurv.int/media/decisions/195-04-COL.pdf


(8) During the beginning of 2010, the Authority and the Norwegian authorities had informal contact 
both via telephone and e-mail regarding the case. Information received by the Authority in this 
context was consolidated in a letter submitted to the Authority electronically on 21 April 2010 by 
the Norwegian authorities (Event No 554417). 

(9) On 21 June 2010, the Authority adopted Decision No 254/10/COL closing the case on the grounds 
that the aid involved existing aid that was incompatible with Article 49 of the EEA Agreement and 
Regulation (EC) No 1370/2007. However, as the existing aid measures had been terminated on 
30 March 2008, the Authority concluded that no further measures were required. By letters dated 
21 June 2010, the Authority forwarded copies of Decision No 254/10/COL to the Norwegian 
authorities (Event No 558824) and the complainant (Event No 561949). 

1.2. Judgment of the EFTA Court in Case E-14/10 Konkurrenten.no AS v EFTA Surveillance 
Authority 

(10) By application lodged at the Registry of the EFTA Court on 2 September 2010, the complainant 
brought an action for annulment of the Authority’s Decision No 254/10/COL. 

(11) On 22 August 2011, the EFTA Court rendered its judgment in Case E-14/10 Konkurrenten.no v EFTA 
Surveillance Authority, annulling Decision No 254/10/COL in its entirety, for the following reasons. 

(12) Firstly, the Court found that the Decision was inadequately reasoned, in that the Authority had failed 
to explain how the renewal of the concession, as of 1 January 2000, could be classified as part of an 
existing aid scheme, or why it could not be considered to be a relevant alteration of that aid 
scheme ( 2 ). 

(13) Secondly, the Court held that the Authority had infringed its obligation to open the formal inves­
tigation procedure in respect of aid granted during the period 1997-2000. It found that the 
Authority could not exclude the possibility that AS Oslo Sporveier had received aid over and 
above the losses associated with discharging the public service obligation, and that the Authority 
indeed considered that such overcompensation was likely. Given that the Authority was unable, after 
almost four years of investigation, to establish which parts of the aid were existing aid and which 
parts were unlawful aid, the Authority should have opened the formal investigation procedure in 
order to become, as far as possible, fully informed of the facts. The applicant’s plea addressing the 
same issues with regard to the period 2000-2008 was also declared well founded ( 3 ). 

(14) Thirdly, the Court held that the Authority had failed to identify whether the capital injection only 
concerned unfunded pension liabilities that arose in connection with the discharge of public service 
obligations, or if it also covered other activities. As the Court could not review the Decision in 
relation to the applicant’s claim that the capital injection did not correspond to a payment for 
transport services provided, this amounted to a lack of reasoning ( 4 ). 

1.3. Re-assessment of the complaint 

(15) The Authority commenced a reassessment of the complaint, and by e-mail dated 25 October 2011 to 
the Norwegian authorities (Event No 613053) requested additional information. The Norwegian 
authorities responded in a telephone conference on 28 October 2011. Additionally, the 
Norwegian authorities provided further information in meetings in Oslo on 29 November 2011 
and in Brussels on 9 December 2011 and 17 January 2012. By e-mails of 13 December 2011 (Event 
No 621639) and 20 January 2012 (Event No 622816), the Norwegian authorities submitted further 
information. 

(16) By letter dated 27 January 2012 (Event No 622888), the Authority requested further information 
from the Norwegian authorities. The Norwegian authorities responded by letter dated 22 February 
2012 (Events No 625908, 625916, 625949, 626065 and 626066) and e-mails of 5 March 2012 
(Events No 627096 and 627097).
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( 2 ) Judgment, paras. 55-63. 
( 3 ) Ibid., paragraphs 76-80. 
( 4 ) Ibid., paragraphs 84-91.



2. The content of the complaint 

(17) The complaint alleged that the following measures may involve unlawful State aid: 

1. cross-subsidies between the four companies: AS Oslo Sporveier, AS Sporveisbussene, Arctic 
Express AS and Sporveisbussenes Turbiler AS ( 5 ); 

2. a capital injection of NOK 41 499 000 made in 2004 by AS Oslo Sporveier into AS Sporveis­
bussene; 

3. a favourable tax position acquired in a non-competitive market, allowing AS Sporveisbussene to 
avoid paying tax on profits; and 

4. guarantees granted by AS Sporveisbussene to the benefit of its subsidiaries Arctic Express AS and 
Sporveisbussenes Turbiler AS. 

3. Background: Norwegian legislative framework on local scheduled bus transport 

3.1. Commercial Transport Act 2002 and Commercial Transport Regulation 2003 

(18) At present, the local bus transport sector is regulated by the Commercial Transport Act of 2002 (the 
‘CTA’) ( 6 ) and the Commercial Transport Regulation of 2003 (the ‘CTR’) ( 7 ). The CTA repealed and 
replaced the Transport Act of 1976 ( 8 ). The CTR repealed and replaced two regulations ( 9 ). 

(19) Based on the information submitted by the Norwegian authorities, the relevant provisions regulating 
local bus transport, presented in the following, appear not to have been significantly altered since the 
entry into force of the EEA Agreement in 1994. 

3.2. Administrative responsibility of the counties 

(20) In Norway, the responsibility of providing local public transport services is conferred on the counties. 
However, the counties are not under any obligation to offer such services. 

(21) The counties can either administer local bus transport services through their own organisation, or 
through an administrative company ( 10 ) set up by the county. The CTA provides that when the 
county sets up an administrative company, the funds intended for the financing of the local bus 
transport services will be allocated to that company ( 11 ). The administrative companies can obtain the 
bus transport services from a third party, or provide the services themselves. 

3.3. Co-financing of local transport services by the State and counties 

(22) The counties partly finance the local transport services with tax revenue. In addition, under the CTA 
the counties receive State funding by way of annual block grants ( 12 ). The amount of the grants are 
determined on the basis of the extent to which the counties need contributions from the State. 
Therefore, the counties have to provide the Ministry of Transport with budgets, accounts and other 
relevant information necessary to assess the need for contributions ( 13 ). 

3.4. Concessions 

(23) Under the CTA, concessions are required to carry out remunerated bus transport services ( 14 ). 

Both a general and a special concession are needed for operators of scheduled passenger transport 
services.
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( 5 ) References to the ‘Oslo Sporveier Group’ in this Decision will be used to refer to AS Oslo Sporveier and its 
subsidiaries. 

( 6 ) Act of 21.6.2002 No 45 (e.i.f. 1.1.2003). 
( 7 ) Regulation of 26.3.2003 No 401 (e.i.f. 1.4.2003). 
( 8 ) Act of 4.6.1976 No 63 (e.i.f. 1.7.1977). Repealed and replaced by the CTA on 1.1.2003. 
( 9 ) Regulation of 12.8.1986 No 2170 (e.i.f. 1.1.1987) and Regulation of 4.12.1992 No 1013 (e.i.f. 1.1.1994). Both 

repealed and replaced by the CTR on 1.4.2003. 
( 10 ) In Norwegian: Administrasjonsselskap. 
( 11 ) Article 23 CTA. 
( 12 ) Article 22(3) CTA. 
( 13 ) Article 22(4) CTA. 
( 14 ) Articles 4 and 6 CTA.



3.4.1. General concession for remunerated passenger transport 

(24) Undertakings providing passenger transport services for remuneration must have a general conces­
sion ( 15 ). In order to obtain a general concession, the applicant must (i) provide a certificate of good 
conduct, (ii) have satisfactory financial means and abilities, and (iii) have satisfactory professional 
qualifications ( 16 ). General concessions are not time-limited ( 17 ). 

3.4.2. Special concessions for scheduled passenger transport 

(25) In addition to the general concession, any undertaking wishing to carry out scheduled passenger 
transport for remuneration must have a special concession ( 18 ). There are two types of special 
concessions: (i) area concessions; and (ii) route-specific concessions. The area concession is of a 
residual nature, in that it permits its holder to operate scheduled bus transport services in the 
entire area covered in so far as other route-specific concessions have not been granted for routes 
in the area. The holder of a route-specific concession is the sole entity entitled to operate scheduled 
bus transport on that route. 

(26) The special concession confers upon the concessionaire both a right and a duty to carry out the 
transport service as set out in the concession ( 19 ). When applying for a special concession, a proposal 
for a transportation schedule and tariffs must be submitted ( 20 ). Schedules and tariffs are subject to 
the control of the counties. The counties can order changes in the schedules and tariffs ( 21 ). 

(27) The special concessions can either be awarded (i) through tender procedures (granted for the period 
determined in the tender procedure ( 22 ), which in any event will not be for a longer period than 10 
years ( 23 )), or (ii) directly, without the use of a tender (granted for a 10-year period) ( 24 ). 

3.5. Contracts 

(28) To complement the concessions, the counties may enter into contracts with the concessionaires 
about the provision of the public service. The counties are free to determine the form of these 
contracts ( 25 ). 

3.6. Remuneration to the concessionaires 

(29) The counties are responsible for remunerating the concessionaires ( 26 ). Compensation is granted to 
undertakings that operate unprofitable routes (i.e. where the revenue generated from the sale of 
tickets does not cover the cost of operating the service). 

(30) According to the Norwegian authorities, under Article 22 of the CTA the county is under the 
obligation to compensate the operators for the provision of the transport service on unprofitable 
routes. The counties are free to determine the manner in which the concessionaires are to be 
remunerated; the CTA and the CTR do not have any particular provisions on how the compensation 
is to be provided. 

(31) The Authority understands that Article 22 of the CTA is read as allowing for compensation to cover 
the cost of the public service minus the ticket revenue, and that compensation beyond that could not 
be based on the CTA. 

4. Organisation of the local scheduled bus transport in Oslo 

(32) As noted above, the responsibility of providing local scheduled public transport services is conferred 
on the counties. Oslo Municipality is a county as well as a municipality. In the following, it is referred 
to as Oslo Municipality.
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( 15 ) Article 4(1) CTA. 
( 16 ) Article 4(2) CTA and Chapter I of the CTR. 
( 17 ) Article 27(1) CTA. 
( 18 ) Article 6(1) CTA. 
( 19 ) Article 25 CTR. 
( 20 ) Articles 28 and 29 CTR. These are the requirements the Authority considers to be the most relevant for the purposes 

of describing the national scheme, however, a number of other detailed requirements for a special concession are set 
out in the CTR. 

( 21 ) Articles 28(2) and 29(2) CTR. 
( 22 ) Article 27(2) CTR. 
( 23 ) As stated in the preparatory works, Chapter 10.1 of Prop. 113 L (2009-2010). 
( 24 ) Article 8 CTA. The possibility to tender the concessions was introduced by an amendment of the Transport Act of 

1976 by Act of 11.6.1993 No 85 (e.i.f. 1.1.1994). 
( 25 ) Article 22(5) CTA. The 1997 Transport Agreement between AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene, discussed in 

Section I.4 below, is an example of such a contract. 
( 26 ) Article 22(1) CTA.



From before 1994, all public transport administration in Oslo was carried out by AS Oslo Spor­
veier ( 27 ), as Oslo Municipality has delegated to the company the task of planning and administering 
public transport in Oslo ( 28 ). At the same time, AS Oslo Sporveier operated an in-house depart­
ment ( 29 ) carrying out most ( 30 ) of the scheduled bus transport in Oslo. This activity was carried out 
on the basis of an area concession awarded on 16 November 1992, permitting AS Oslo Sporveier to 
operate scheduled bus transport services in the entire Oslo grid in so far as other route-specific 
concessions had not been granted. 

(33) The concession had been granted for a 10-year period, with retroactive effect from 1 January 1990. 

(34) Additionally, from 1994, AS Oslo Sporveier operated small-scale tour bus services outside its public 
service remit. 

(35) On 23 April 1997, the bus department, including the small tour bus division, was separated from AS 
Oslo Sporveier and transferred to a newly established company, AS Sporveisbussene. From then on 
AS Sporveisbussene carried out the scheduled local bus transport in accordance with the concession 
awarded to AS Oslo Sporveier. 

(36) The companies entered into a Transport Agreement, signed on 23 April 1997, and with retroactive 
force with effect from 1 January 1997 (‘the Transport Agreement’). The Transport Agreement was 
due to expire at the date of expiry of the existing concession (i.e. 31 December 1999), but it would 
be prolonged automatically for one year at a time as long as AS Oslo Sporveier’s area concession 
would be renewed. Under this Transport Agreement, AS Sporveierbussene assumed the public service 
activities of AS Oslo Sporveier and received remuneration directly from AS Oslo Sporveier for these 
services. 

(37) The area concession was renewed for another 10 years on 20 September 2001, with retroactive effect 
from 1 January 2000. 

(38) In 2001, Oslo Municipality decided that all scheduled bus transport in Oslo should be tendered out. 
On this basis, scheduled bus transport was gradually put up for public tender in five lots during the 
period 2003-2008. The respective contracts entered into force the year following that in which they 
had been tendered out. The last lot was tendered in 2007, and the last contract entered into force on 
30 March 2008. 

(39) Due to its residual nature, the scope of the area concession would be reduced in accordance with the 
gradual tendering of the routes that once had been covered by the area concession. Thus, the area 
concession awarded to AS Oslo Sporveier expired on 30 March 2008 (when all scheduled bus 
transport in Oslo had been tendered out). As the concession lapsed, so did the Transport Agreement. 

(40) As set out above, in 1997 AS Sporveisbussene took over the small tour bus division from AS Oslo 
Sporveier. 

(41) In 2003, AS Sporveisbussene established a subsidiary, Nexus Trafikk AS, in order to participate in 
tenders for operating scheduled bus transport routes in Oslo. In 2005, AS Sporveisbussene acquired 
the company Arctic Express AS and its subsidiary Lavprisexpressen.no, engaged in airport express 
services and regional bus transport. In 2006, the tour bus division was separated from AS Sporveis­
bussene into a newly established company, Sporveisbussenes Turbiler AS, owned 100 % by AS 
Sporveisbussene. 

(42) From 1 July 2006 to 1 January 2007, the administration of the public transport in Oslo was 
reorganised. A new company was established under the name AS Oslo Sporveier (the ‘new AS 
Oslo Sporveier’). The former AS Oslo Sporveier changed its name to Kollektivtransportproduksjon 
AS (‘KTP’). The administrative functions of the former AS Oslo Sporveier were transferred to the new 
AS Oslo Sporveier.
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( 27 ) Since 1934, Oslo Municipality has practically been the sole owner of AS Oslo Sporveier (with 98,8 % ownership) 
until a reorganisation in July 2006. Following this reorganisation, a new company, Kollektivtransportproduksjon, 
which is wholly owned by Oslo Municipality, became the 100 % owner of AS Oslo Sporveier. 

( 28 ) According to the Norwegian authorities, Oslo Municipality was involved in all issues of commercial importance 
relating to the carrying out of collective bus transport by AS Oslo Sporveier, including financial aspects of agree­
ments/contracts with subsidiaries (such as AS Sporveisbussene) or other third parties. Oslo Municipality was involved 
via the management board of AS Oslo Sporveier. 

( 29 ) Additionally, AS Oslo Sporveier had other departments operating i.a. underground, tram and ferry services. 
( 30 ) Three other operators, ING. M.O. Schøyens Bilcentraler A/S, Norgesbuss AS/Oslo and Follo Busstrafikk A/S also held 

concessions for carrying scheduled bus transport on a few specified routes in Oslo. Norgesbuss AS/Oslo acquired 
Follo Busstrafikk A/S in 1996 and with that took over its concessions.



(43) KTP retained the operative part of AS Oslo Sporveier and the ownership of AS Sporveisbussene. The 
latter turned into a parent company with three subsidiaries. The subsidiaries were renamed (from 
Nexus Trafikk to Unibuss AS; Sporveisbussenes Turbiler AS to Unibuss Tur AS; and Arctic Express 
AS to Unibuss Ekspress AS). 

5. Compensation for the public service obligation in Oslo 

5.1. Administrative practice 

(44) As noted above, Oslo Municipality is responsible for compensating operators of public services it 
wishes to establish or maintain within its region ( 31 ). 

(45) In Oslo, there is a common ticketing system that applies to all operators for bus, tram, underground 
and ferry. The public service operators are not responsible for the ticketing system. The ticketing 
system is the responsibility of KTP (formerly AS Oslo Sporveier), and the ticket prices are subject to 
the control of Oslo Municipality. 

(46) The concessionaire is allowed to keep the ticket income generated by the operation of the scheduled 
bus transport ( 32 ). When the ticket income is not sufficient to cover the cost of the operations, the 
concessionaire is eligible for public service compensation from Oslo Municipality. 

(47) In the late 1980s, a system of compensation in the form of annual grants of lump sums was 
introduced. In essence, a lump sum that covered the difference between the estimated costs of 
operating the public service in question and the income from sale of tickets was determined by 
Oslo Municipality and the concessionaire. This was done as part of the general budget process in 
Oslo Municipality. According to the Norwegian authorities, the budget process can be outlined as 
follows: 

January/February The City Government (Byrådet) decides the budget limits for the next year. 

March The municipal departments and undertakings are informed of the budget limits 
and the time limit for submission of budget proposals. 

March/April The municipal undertakings deal with the budget of the following year. 

May The municipal departments and undertakings submit their budget proposals 
based on previous years income and costs, activity level, budget limits and 
assumptions on future cost developments and efficiency gains. 

June-August Discussions between the departments/undertakings and the responsible govern­
mental unit are carried out in order to clarify the budget and the activities 
covered by it. 

September The budget proposal is announced by the City Government. 

October The different committees of the City Council (Bystyret) deal with the different 
parts of the budget. 

October/November The City Government proposes a revised budget. 

December The budget is approved by the City Council. 

(48) According to the Norwegian authorities, this has been the administrative practice in Oslo Munici­
pality at least since 1994. 

(49) With regard to the compensation for the scheduled bus transport, the aim of the process was to 
determine the amount of compensation necessary to cover the difference between the estimated costs 
of operating the public service and the income from the sale of tickets. 

(50) Based on the budget proposals (and possible amendments during the budget discussions in the City 
Council), the compensation was granted by budget decisions within certain presumptions that were 
specified in each decision, i.e. to achieve certain efficiency gains and maintain the preceding year’s 
transport services to the public. The decisions also contained certain goals with respect to, inter alia, 
the volume of produced transportation services and costs per travel.
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( 31 ) Article 22 CTA. 
( 32 ) All ticket revenue generated by direct sale on their own buses, plus a share of the ticket revenue stemming from AS 

Oslo Sporveier, Stor-Oslo Lokaltrafikk and Norges Statsbaner.



(51) The assessment of the amount of compensation was based on the costs incurred in the preceding 
years, corrected for efficiency gains, the development of the Norwegian consumer price index, 
salaries, taxes, and laws and regulations that would affect the costs. 

(52) According to the Norwegian authorities, separate accounts were kept for the public service and 
commercial activities (i.e. the tour bus service) carried out by AS Oslo Sporveier. According to the 
Norwegian authorities, the cost of the commercial activities of AS Oslo Sporveier was not taken into 
account for the calculation of the annual compensation for public services. 

(53) According to the Norwegian authorities, also under the Transport Agreement concluded in 1997, 
which lapsed on 30 March 2008 when all public service contracts had been tendered and the area 
concession itself lapsed, the calculation of the compensation was carried out on an annual basis in 
accordance with the principles described above. 

(54) Thus, the public service compensation was determined in accordance with the same procedure. The 
amount of public service compensation was determined on the basis of the difference between cost 
and revenue on the public service and adjusted in accordance with the same correction factors 
throughout the entire period under assessment, and separate accounts were kept for the public 
service activities and the non-public service activities. 

5.2. Introduction of a quality bonus/malus system 

(55) According to the Norwegian authorities, a quality bonus/malus system was agreed on by AS Oslo 
Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene and introduced before 2004. According to that system, the 
performance of AS Sporveisbussene was assessed in accordance with the following criteria: (i) total 
customer satisfaction; (ii) punctuality; (iii) level of safety and comfort; and (iv) the driver being 
forthcoming. 

(56) AS Oslo Sporveier granted a quality bonus to AS Sporveisbussene of NOK 3,9 million in 2004. The 
Authority is not aware of any other quality bonuses being granted. 

5.3. Common cost and intra-group transactions 

(57) According to the Norwegian authorities, AS Sporveisbussene paid market prices for all services that 
were provided by AS Oslo Sporveier. 

(58) Likewise, the Norwegian authorities maintain that the commercial activities of AS Oslo Sporveier and 
AS Sporveisbussene and its subsidiaries were always charged market prices for all services provided 
by AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene (for example, the tour bus division paid market prices 
for their use of office space, garage facilities and administration provided by the Oslo Sporveier 
Group). 

(59) The Norwegian authorities have indicated that from 2004 onwards, […] ( 33 ) % of the overall costs 
were levied from all subsidiaries for general overheads. 

(60) However, the Norwegian authorities have not submitted further information on the allocation of the 
common costs, or whether such a particular allocation key was used for this purpose, or whether the 
payment for the services that the commercial subsidiaries of AS Sporveisbussene received was done 
on an arms-length basis and on market terms. 

(61) Furthermore, no explanations have been provided as to the rationale of introducing a ‘general 
overhead fee’ in 2004, and if overheads were exclusively born by the public service activities 
before that date. 

5.4. Profitability of the public service 

(62) According to an overview of the annual results of the bus activities of AS Oslo Sporveier and AS 
Sporveisbussene submitted by the Norwegian authorities, the average annual profit of the companies 
was 0,49 % in the period from 1994 to 2008. This figure, however, includes commercial activities 
from 2005 onwards. The average annual return for the period between 1994 and 2005, for which 
the data submitted by the Norwegian authorities relates exclusively to the public service, was 
1,98 % ( 34 ).
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( 33 ) The exact figure is covered by the obligation of professional secrecy. It is in the range of 2 %-7 %. 
( 34 ) Own calculation by the Authority.



6. Capital injection of 2 April 2004 

6.1. The complaint 

(63) The complainant states that AS Oslo Sporveier transferred NOK 41 499 000 in new equity to AS 
Sporveisbussene in 2004, and alleges that this transaction may have involved State aid as no private 
market investor would inject capital in a loss-making company. The complainant furthermore 
questions whether capital has been injected in order to fund new activities taking place in a 
market exposed to competition. 

(64) The Norwegian authorities have confirmed that Oslo Municipality injected new capital into Oslo 
Sporveier Group on 2 April 2004, and that this measure related to a one-time contribution to the 
pension fund of the Group (Oslo Sporveiers Pensjonskasse) ( 35 ) to cover an accumulated shortage of 
funds in the existing pension fund accounts. The amount of this capital injection allocated to AS 
Sporveisbussene was NOK 111 760 000. The Norwegian authorities have furthermore explained that 
at the same time as the capital injection took place, AS Sporveisbussene changed accounting prin­
ciples for estimating future pension obligations with the result that from 2004 onwards such 
obligations were recognised in their accounts ( 36 ). 

(65) Based on the information submitted by the Norwegian authorities, the Authority assumes that the 
complainant, when referring to the transfer of NOK 41 499 000 in his correspondence with the 
Authority, has compared the 2003 and 2004 accounts of AS Sporveisbussene, and deducted NOK 
39 501 000 (total equity in 2003) from NOK 81 000 000 (total equity in 2004) ( 37 ). In this 
Decision, the Authority will assess the actual capital injection of NOK 111 760 000, which is the 
amount allocated to cover the pension obligations of AS Sporveisbussene (as opposed to NOK 
41 499 000 referred to by the complainant). 

(66) The Norwegian authorities have submitted explanations regarding the rationale for this capital 
injection, which relates to the pension liabilities of AS Sporveisbussene. These are summarised in 
the following. 

6.2. Mid-1990s shortfall in AS Oslo Sporveier Group’s pension fund and increased annual 
compensation 

(67) The Norwegian authorities have explained that the Norwegian local authorities — and companies 
owned or controlled by them — were obliged to provide their employees with an indexed pension 
equal to 70 % or 66 % of their final salary upon retirement at the age of 67 ( 38 ). 

(68) By the mid-1990s, it had become clear that the pension fund of the Oslo Sporveier Group was 
underfunded. The underfunding had accumulated over several years as the payments of premiums to 
the pension fund did not take adequate account of increased pension obligations resulting from 
factors such as increases in the employees’ salaries, longer life expectancy, changes in expected rates 
of disability etc. According to the Financial Supervisory Authority of Norway (Kredittilsynet), the 
pension fund of AS Oslo Sporveier had a coverage of only 46,9 % per 31 December 1995. 
Municipal pension funds with a coverage below 95 % must be increased with a minimum of 
1,5 % per year ( 39 ). Oslo Municipality, as its owner, was therefore legally obliged to cover the

LV C 204/24 Eiropas Savienības Oficiālais Vēstnesis 12.7.2012. 

( 35 ) Oslo Sporveiers Pensjonskasse was the pension fund for the employees of the Oslo Sporveier Group. The 2004 
capital injection covered the underfunding related to the pension obligations of Oslo Sporvognsdrift AS, Oslo 
T-banedrift AS, AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene. 

( 36 ) The Norwegian authorities have explained that prior to the 2004 capital injection, AS Sporveisbussene recorded its 
pension obligations using the so-called ‘corridor solution’. Using this accounting method, the company amortised 
adjustments in calculated pension obligations over a period of 10 years. The ‘corridor solution’ was based on the 
assumption that there will be deviations every year between the long-term assumptions and realities and that, over 
time, such differences will even out. In 2004, the Norwegian authorities decided to change the accounting method 
used for recording pension obligations. Annual adjustments that included, in the accounts, all costs over the period of 
assumed average employment were made. As a consequence, AS Sporveisbussene recorded in 2004 a reduction in 
equity of NOK 80 934 000 (under the item ‘estimatavvik’), which reflects this change in accounting methods. These 
changes resulted in an increase in the obligations recognised in the balance sheet and a corresponding reduction of 
the equity capital of the company. This change in accounting principles did not have an impact on the amount of 
capital needed to offset the underfunding of the pension fund, but rather explains some of the changes in the 
accounts of AS Sporveisbussene from 2003 to 2004 to which the complaint referred. 

( 37 ) Alternatively, the complainant might have deducted the share capital reduction of NOK 70 261 000 (as reported in 
the accounts of 2004) from the actual capital injection, which amounted to NOK 111 760 000. 

( 38 ) Given that Norwegian national insurance would provide a basic pension between 40 % and 50 %, the employer 
provided the remaining part through either pension funds or life insurance companies. Oslo Sporveier Group 
organised their pension fund as a municipal pension fund (Oslo Sporveiers Pensjonskasse), in accordance with 
Chapter 7 of the Insurance Act of 10.6.2005 No 44. 

( 39 ) Regulation of 19.2.1993 No 117, Section 28 A.



underfunding of Oslo Sporveier Group ( 40 ). Thus, as resolved by Decision of 23 December 1996, AS 
Oslo Sporveier had to submit a plan on how to make up for the shortfall. Consequently, a payment 
plan to eliminate the shortfall by 2020 was laid down. This plan was approved by the Financial 
Supervisory Authority on 9 July 1997. 

(69) In accordance with the payment plan, Oslo Municipality adjusted upwards the annual public service 
compensation so as to cover the increased pension premiums. 

6.3. Capital injection into Oslo Sporveiers Pensjonskasse 

(70) According to the Norwegian authorities, Oslo Municipality decided in 2003 to cover the pension 
fund shortfall at Oslo Sporveier Group with a one-time payment. As a result, on 2 April 2004, AS 
Oslo Sporveier injected NOK 802,5 million ( 41 ) in Oslo Sporveiers Pensjonskasse to cover the current 
total shortfall ( 42 ). The capital injection covered the underfunding of the pension liabilities relating to 
the employees of Oslo Sporvognsdrift AS, Oslo T-banedrift AS, AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Spor­
veisbussene. 

(71) The Norwegian authorities have explained that although Oslo Municipality was legally obliged to 
cover the underfunding of Oslo Sporveier Group, it was not required to do so by a one-time 
payment: it chose to do so as this solution would be more cost-efficient than adhering to the 
existing amortisation plan. The annual amortised amount to service the underfunding was higher 
than the finance costs needed to service a bank loan of the same size. Moreover, a one-time payment 
was estimated to provide savings in the operating budget of approximately NOK 160 million, and 
reduce the Group’s annual pension costs by NOK 60 million. 

(72) Of the NOK 802,5 million, NOK 111 760 000 went to cover the pension obligations of AS Spor­
veisbussene. According to the Norwegian authorities, the full amount was paid directly from AS Oslo 
Sporveier to the Oslo Sporveiers Pensjonskasse and was not transferred as cash to AS Sporveis­
bussene. In the annual accounts of AS Sporveisbussene for 2004, the pension contribution of NOK 
111 760 000 was recorded as an injection of new share capital. 

6.4. Underfunding of the pension liabilities for the tour bus employees 

(73) According to the Norwegian authorities, a part of the capital injection transferred to AS Sporveis­
bussene covered pension liabilities for employees in the tour bus operation for the period 1994 
(when the tour bus operations commenced) until 1 January 1997. 

(74) The Norwegian authorities have submitted calculations according to which approximately NOK 
430 300 of the total capital injection was related to pension liability underfunding in the tour 
bus division. 

6.5. Change of pension funds to Vital Forsikring ASA 

(75) The payment of NOK 111 760 000 also enabled AS Sporveisbussene to transfer its pension fund 
from Oslo Sporveiers Pensjonskasse to Vital Forsikring ASA, a life insurance company. The change 
took effect on 1 June 2004. Under the then applicable Norwegian law, all premiums intended to 
cover the shortfall had to be paid in full, before AS Sporveisbussene could transfer its pension 
obligations from one fund to another ( 43 ). 

7. Taxation of the Oslo Sporveier Group 

7.1. Allegations of the complainant 

(76) The complainant has argued that AS Oslo Sporveier’s negative tax position has been used to reduce 
the tax burden on AS Sporveisbussene. According to the complainant, favourable tax conditions in 
the Oslo Sporveier Group could possibly have been used to avoid payment of tax on profits made in 
a market wholly or partially exposed to competition. The basis for this complaint seems to be that 
AS Sporveisbussene in the period 2000-2004, while having a profit before tax of approximately 
NOK 54 796 000, only had a taxable income of NOK 2 027 000. 

(77) According to the Norwegian authorities, it seems that the complainant is referring to the taxation 
rules regarding contributions between companies belonging to the same group (group contributions). 
AS Sporveisbussene has apparently transferred parts of its profits thus avoiding the payment of 
income tax on the amount transferred.
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( 40 ) Not complying with this obligation could have had several legal consequences for Oslo Sporveier Group, for instance 
it may have been declared bankrupt. 

( 41 ) Of which NOK 800 million was transferred from Oslo Municipality. 
( 42 ) The amount paid to Oslo Sporveiers Pensjonskasse was NOK 711 980 000 (NOK 90 519 282 (14,1 % of the total 

amount NOK 802,5 million) was employment tax). 
( 43 ) Act of 10.6.1988 No 39 (repealed), Article 8c-11 in conjunction with Article 8c-10 at paragraphs 1 and 3.



7.2. The relevant provision of the Norwegian Tax Act 

(78) According to the Norwegian Tax Act ( 44 ), every undertaking within a group shall be taxed as a single 
taxable entity; there is no consolidation of groups of companies for tax purposes. However, under 
certain conditions, the taxation rules permit income earned by the companies in the group to be 
distributed within the group by way of so-called ‘group contributions’. 

(79) Group contributions are allowed ( 45 ) when the contributing company and the receiving company are 
limited liability companies ( 46 ) and belong to the same group ( 47 ). In addition, the parent company 
has to own more than 90 % of the subsidiary, and hold an equivalent share of the votes ( 48 ). A group 
contribution may consist of money, working capital or other financial contributions ( 49 ). 

(80) The group contributions are deductible for the granting company to the extent that the contribution 
is covered by the taxable income of the contributor ( 50 ). The receiving company, on the other hand, is 
liable for paying taxes on the group contribution ( 51 ). The contribution is considered as an income 
for the receiving company in the same year as the granting company deducts the contribution in its 
tax assessment. Provided that the recipient suffers a deficit, the contribution may be set off against 
any losses, also those incurred in previous years. 

II. ASSESSMENT 

1. The presence of State aid 

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

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

(82) The Authority will in the following assess whether the four alleged measures referred to in the 
complaint constitute State aid within the meaning of Article 61 of the EEA Agreement. The 
Authority will assess (i) whether there are State resources involved, (ii) whether the alleged 
measures confer an economic advantage on the relevant entities of the Oslo Sporveier Group, and 
(iii) whether the alleged measures distort competition and have an effect on trade between the 
contracting parties. 

2. Alleged cross-subsidies — compensation for the public service and the 2004 capital 
injection 

2.1. Introduction 

(83) A preliminary assessment of the complaint concerning the alleged cross-subsidisation and the 2004 
capital injection is set out below. 

Concerning the complaint that cross-subsidisation has occurred between the public service activities 
and the commercial activities of AS Oslo Sporveier, AS Sporveisbussene, Arctic Express AS and 
Sporveisbussenes Turbiler AS, the Authority understands the allegation to be that compensation for 
the provision of the local scheduled transport service has subsidised the commercial activities carried 
out by the Oslo Sporveier Group. 

(84) It is evident that cross-subsidisation (in the sense of entailing incompatible State aid) can only occur if 
the cross-subsidising undertaking receives State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA 
Agreement. Thus, in respect of this part of the complaint, the Authority must first assess if the 
financing measures, i.e. (i) the annual payments from Oslo Municipality granted to AS Oslo Sporveier 
and AS Sporveisbussene (via AS Oslo Sporveier) as compensation for the provision of scheduled bus 
services, and (ii) the 2004 capital injection, entail State aid.
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( 44 ) The Tax Act of 26.3.1999 No 14, Article 2-2. 
( 45 ) Articles 10-2 to 10-4 of the Tax Act. 
( 46 ) According to Article 10-1 of the Tax Act, the rules governing group contributions are applicable for ‘aksjeselskap, 

allmennaksjeselskap samt likestilt selskap og sammenslutning’. 
( 47 ) As provided by Act of 13.6.1997 No 44, Articles 1-3 and 1-4. 
( 48 ) Article 10-4(1) of the Tax Act. 
( 49 ) The actual payment does not necessarily need to take place in the same year as the income is made, provided that it 

will be effected by a real transfer of wealth at a later date. Accordingly, it is sufficient that the granting company 
undertakes an unconditional obligation to make the contribution. 

( 50 ) Article 10-2(1) of the Tax Act. 
( 51 ) Article 10-3(1) of the Tax Act.



2.2. Presence of State resources 

(85) In order to constitute State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, the aid 
must be granted by the State or through State resources. 

(86) As a preliminary point, both local and regional authorities are considered to be equivalent to the 
State ( 52 ). Hence, Oslo Municipality is equivalent to the State for the purposes of the EEA State aid 
rules. 

(87) In the present case it is clear that the State, in the capacity of Oslo Municipality, provided funding to 
AS Oslo Sporveier for carrying out scheduled bus transport until 1997. For the period 1997-2008 it 
is undisputed that AS Oslo Sporveier passed on the annual compensation to AS Sporveisbussene, 
according to the terms of the Transport Agreement, which appears in essence to have formalised the 
previous unwritten administrative practice of calculating the annual compensation ( 53 ). 

(88) As regards the 2004 capital injection into AS Sporveisbussene to cover the underfunding of the 
pension fund it is undisputed that the State, in the capacity of Oslo Municipality, contributed NOK 
111 760 000 as capital for AS Sporveisbussene. 

(89) The Authority therefore comes to the preliminary conclusion that the 2004 capital injection and the 
compensation to AS Oslo Sporveier, and then to AS Sporveisbussene (via AS Oslo Sporveier) for 
carrying out bus transport services in Oslo were granted by the State and financed by State resources. 

2.3. Economic advantage 

2.3.1. Introduction 

(90) In order to constitute State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, the 
measure must confer an economic advantage on an undertaking, for example by relieving it of 
charges that are normally borne from its budget. 

(91) The beneficiaries of any potential aid will be AS Oslo Sporveier and/or AS Sporveisbussene. That an 
undertaking, or undertakings, will benefit from any economic advantage does not therefore raise any 
doubts. 

2.3.2. Compensation for scheduled bus transport in Oslo 

(92) As mentioned above, the compensation to AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene for carrying 
out bus transport services in Oslo constitutes — at least in part — compensation for costs incurred 
by providing a public service. Such compensation does not entail an economic advantage if the 
criteria established in the Altmark case-law of the European Court of Justice are met ( 54 ). 

(93) Furthermore, as regards the 2004 capital injection, the Authority considers that AS Sporveisbussene 
received the capital injection to cover the underfunding of pension obligations that had accrued 
before 1997, and is at this stage of the view that the entire capital injection was used for this 
purpose. It is also worth noting that whilst certain changes to the capital position of AS Sporveis­
bussene were recorded in the accounts, the full amount was paid directly from AS Oslo Sporveier to 
the pension fund and was not transferred as cash to AS Sporveisbussene. 

(94) However, in order to determine whether the capital injection described above entailed an economic 
advantage for AS Sporveisbussene, a distinction needs to be drawn between the capital that was 
injected to remedy the underfunding of the pension accounts of the public service employees (‘public 
service capital injection’), and the capital that covered the underfunding of the pension accounts of 
the employees in the commercial arm of AS Sporveisbussene (‘commercial activities capital injection’). 
As set out above, according to the Norwegian authorities, approximately NOK 430 300 of the 2004 
capital injection appears to have been related to underfunding of pension accounts in the commercial 
tour bus division.
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( 52 ) Article 2 of Commission Directive 2006/111/EC on the transparency of financial relations between Member States 
and public undertakings, OJ L 318, 17.11.2006, p. 17, incorporated by means of Annex XV to the EEA Agreement. 

( 53 ) As regards, in particular, the quality bonus from AS Oslo Sporveier to AS Sporveisbussene of NOK 3,9 million, the 
Authority has not received information allowing it to exclude that the funds stem from State resources, or that the 
payment is not imputable to the State. As Oslo Municipality is involved in all issues of commercial importance 
relating to the provision of scheduled bus transport in the Oslo region, and AS Oslo Sporveier is a publicly-owned 
company, it is likely that the transaction could be held to be imputable to the State and thus represent State resources 
within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. 

( 54 ) Case C-280/00 Altmark [2003] ECR I-7747. See also Case T-289/03 BUPA [2008] ECR II-81.



(95) As for the public service capital injection, it does not relate to new costs but to costs accrued in the 
past which had technically not been reflected in the general accounts of the company. However, these 
liabilities were already present at the time of the capital injection, which seems to have been 
necessary to make up for the shortfall in the pensions funds. 

(96) Therefore, the public service capital injection can be considered to form part of the cost that Oslo 
Municipality had to bear in exchange for AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene (via AS Oslo 
Sporveier) providing the public service. Instead of injecting this capital, Oslo Municipality could have 
paid out a higher annual public service compensation. 

(97) Thus public service capital injection constituted an integral part of the public service compensation 
granted to AS Sporveisbussene, as it had been from the mid-1990s until the capital injection was 
made (and as it would have been if carried out in accordance with the amortisation plan until 2020). 

E x c l u s i o n o f a i d b a s e d o n A l t m a r k 

(98) In the Altmark judgment the European Court of Justice (the ‘Court of Justice’) held that compensation 
for a public service does not constitute State aid when four cumulative criteria are met. 

— First, the recipient undertaking must actually have public service obligations to discharge and such 
obligations must be clearly defined. 

— Second, the parameters on the basis of which the compensation is calculated must be established 
in advance in an objective and transparent manner. 

— Third, the compensation cannot exceed what is necessary to cover all or part of the costs incurred 
in the discharge of the public service obligations, taking into account the relevant receipts and a 
reasonable profit. 

— Fourth, and finally, where the undertaking which is to discharge public service obligations is not 
chosen pursuant to a public procurement procedure which would allow for the selection of the 
tenderer capable of providing those services at the least cost, 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 equipped, would have incurred ( 55 ). 

(99) The Authority will firstly examine the fourth criterion, namely whether the compensation was based 
on a tender or on the basis of the costs of an efficient and well-run company. 

(100) Oslo Municipality paid an annual compensation to AS Oslo Sporveier for scheduled bus transport 
services, which from 1997 was passed on to AS Sporveisbussene. However, with regards to the 
routes operated under the area concession, neither AS Oslo Sporveier nor AS Sporveisbussene were 
selected in a public procurement procedure. Hence, neither the compensation from Oslo Municipality 
to AS Oslo Sporveier nor the compensation subsequently passed on from AS Oslo Sporveier to AS 
Sporveisbussene were based on prices resulting from public tenders. 

(101) Furthermore, the Norwegian authorities have neither argued that (nor provided the Authority with 
information enabling a verification of whether) the costs incurred by AS Oslo Sporveier or AS 
Sporveisbussene correspond to the costs of a typical undertaking, well run and adequately 
equipped. Therefore, the preliminary opinion of the Authority is that the fourth Altmark criterion 
is not met. 

(102) On the basis of the above, the Authority considers at this stage that the scheduled bus transport 
services carried out under the area concession in Oslo have, both in the case of AS Oslo Sporveier 
and AS Sporveisbussene, therefore not been discharged in accordance with the fourth criterion of the 
Altmark judgment. Consequently, as the Altmark criteria must be satisfied cumulatively for public 
service compensation not to constitute State aid ( 56 ), the Authority’s preliminary conclusion is that 
the annual compensation, including the public service capital injection, confers an economic 
advantage to AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene.
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2.3.3. The commercial activities capital injection 

(103) As set out above, approximately NOK 430 300 of the 2004 capital injection appears to have been 
related to underfunding of pension accounts in the tour bus division. As this part of the injected 
capital does not relate to public service cost, it cannot be assessed on the basis of Altmark. Thus, 
according to settled case-law, it is necessary for the Authority to establish whether the recipient 
undertaking, AS Sporveisbussene, received an economic advantage which it would not have obtained 
under normal conditions ( 57 ). In doing so, the Authority has to apply the market economy investor 
test ( 58 ) which in essence provides that State aid is granted whenever a State makes funds available to 
an undertaking which in the normal course of events would not be provided by a private investor 
applying ordinary commercial criteria and disregarding other considerations of a social, political or 
philanthropic nature ( 59 ). 

(104) It should be recalled that the initial amortisation plan was triggered by a decision of Norway’s 
Financial Supervisory Authority requesting AS Oslo Sporveier to make up for the shortfall in its 
pension fund. This meant that the owners of AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene needed to 
either remedy the underfunding in their business, or run the risk of their company becoming 
insolvent. 

(105) In assessing whether the capital injection was done on conditions that would be acceptable to a 
private investor, the Authority points out that a private owner/investor in a similar situation — i.e. 
with the options to either (a) inject fresh capital into the company, or (b) liquidate the company and 
invest the same amount elsewhere, would choose strategy (a) only if it was globally more profitable 
than strategy (b). The fact that the owner had made a previous investment is otherwise irrelevant in 
this context ( 60 ). This means that it is not sufficient to choose the ‘cheapest’ solution, which the 
Norwegian authorities have submitted the capital injection was, in order to meet the market economy 
investor benchmark, but that it is necessary to demonstrate an acceptable rate of future return for the 
‘price of this cheapest solution’. 

(106) The Norwegian authorities have not, however, further substantiated their argument in this respect, 
and have in particular not submitted any profitability forecasts that a market economy investor 
would presumably have made. 

(107) Furthermore, none of the information submitted indicates that the Municipality of Oslo injected 
further capital in this part of the business based on expectations of acceptable long-term profit. 
Moreover, the Authority is not aware of then minority shareholder(s) of AS Oslo Sporveier having 
contributed to remedy the underfunding — and a private shareholder surely would have requested 
the other shareholders to either do so pro rata, or would have increased its stake. 

(108) For the above reasons, the Authority is at this stage uncertain whether the market economy investor 
test is met with regard to the commercial activities capital injection. 

3. Favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods 

(109) In order to constitute State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, the aid 
measure must be selective by favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods. 

(110) The Court of Justice has held that in order to determine whether a measure is selective, the question 
is whether the undertaking(s) in question are in a legal and factual situation that is comparable to 
other undertakings in the light of the objective pursued by the measure ( 61 ). 

(111) In the present case, the annual compensation and the capital injection favoured AS Oslo Sporveier 
and/or AS Sporveisbussene to the exclusion of other bus transport operators. Such other bus
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operators operate scheduled bus transport services in Norway or elsewhere in the EEA and were 
therefore in a similar legal and factual situation compared to AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveis­
bussene. For these reasons, the Authority is of the preliminary view that these two measures are 
selective. 

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

(112) In order to constitute State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, the aid 
measure must distort or threaten to distort competition and affect trade between contracting parties. 
According to the EFTA Court case law, this requires the Authority to examine whether such aid is 
liable to affect trade and to distort competition ( 62 ). 

(113) Since before the entry into force of the EEA Agreement in Norway several undertakings have 
provided scheduled bus services in Oslo, the Authority preliminarily concludes that the annual 
compensation and the capital injection were liable to distort competition since then ( 63 ). 

(114) With respect to the effect on trade and the fact that the present case concerns a local market for bus 
transport in Oslo, the Authority recalls that in the Altmark judgment, which also concerned regional 
bus transport services, the Court of Justice held that 

‘a public subsidy granted to an undertaking which provides only local or regional transport services 
and does not provide any transport services outside its State of origin may none the less have an 
effect on trade between Member States … The second condition for the application of Article 92(1) 
of the Treaty, namely that the aid must be capable of affecting trade between Member States, does 
not therefore depend on the local or regional character of the transport services supplied or on the 
scale of the field of activity concerned ( 64 ).’. 

(115) This means that even if — as in the present case — only the local bus transport market (Oslo) is 
concerned, public funding made available to one operator in such a local market is liable to affect 
trade between contracting parties ( 65 ). Consequently, the Authority considers that the annual compen­
sation and the capital injection were liable to affect trade between contracting parties. 

5. Taxation of the Oslo Sporveier Group 

(116) The complainant has argued that AS Oslo Sporveier’s negative tax position has been used to reduce 
the tax burden on AS Sporveisbussene. 

(117) Based on the submissions of the Norwegian authorities, it appears to the Authority that the 
complainant is referring to the taxation rules regarding contributions between companies 
belonging to the same corporate group (‘group contributions’). 

(118) The Authority observes that these rules are applicable to AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene, 
as the latter is a wholly-owned subsidiary of the former. Thus, AS Oslo Sporveier or any of its 
subsidiaries could in principle offset taxable profits by distributing contributions within the group. 

(119) The Authority points out that the complainant seems to have taken issue with what appears to be an 
application of the general Norwegian rules on corporate taxation. The Authority notes that the 
complainant has neither alleged, nor submitted any information sustaining that the relevant tax 
rules are drafted in a manner which could lead to State aid being granted to specific companies. 

(120) Moreover, and with more particular regard to the case at hand, it appears to the Authority that the 
offsetting of taxable income by making a group contribution would not confer an economic 
advantage on AS Sporveisbussene when it, as a condition of benefitting from the tax deductions, 
was obliged to make a contribution to the group of the same amount as the tax base reduction 
obtained in this manner. By transferring income, AS Sporveisbussene may avoid paying taxes on the 
transferred amount, but the amount will not be at its disposal. Arguably, the benefit of not paying 
taxes on an income which is no longer disposable does not produce any obvious effects resulting in 
an economic advantage for that entity (although the situation may be different for the corporate 
group as a whole).
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(121) However, the Authority considers that it is in possession of insufficient facts and information 
allowing it to assess the application of the Norwegian Tax Act to and by the Oslo Sporveier 
Group, and to exclude without any doubt that in this case a potential economic advantage may 
have indirectly been derived by AS Sporveisbussene, or the Oslo Sporveier Group, in a manner 
incompatible with the State aid rules. 

6. Alleged guarantees from AS Sporveisbussene to its subsidiaries 

(122) The Authority has asked the Norwegian authorities to clarify whether the subsidiaries of AS Spor­
veisbussene have benefitted from any guarantees granted by their owner, as alleged by the 
complainant. 

(123) The Norwegian authorities have stated that no guarantees have been granted by AS Sporveisbussene, 
and that its subsidiaries consequently have not benefitted from any guarantees from AS Sporveis­
bussene. The Authority is in possession of no information suggesting that this is incorrect. 

(124) In light of this, the Authority sees no reason to investigate further this part of the complaint. 

7. Conclusion 

(125) The Authority preliminarily concludes that the annual compensation disbursed until 2008 and the 
2004 capital injection of NOK 111 760 000 in Oslo constitute aid within the meaning of 
Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. 

(126) As regards the allegations concerning the taxation of AS Sporveisbussene, the Authority is, as 
indicated above, unable to exclude without any doubt that a potential economic advantage may 
have indirectly been derived by AS Sporveisbussene, or the Oslo Sporveier Group, in a manner 
incompatible with Article 61(1). 

The Authority sees no reason to investigate further the alleged guarantees from AS Sporveisbussene 
to its subsidiaries. 

8. Classification of the aid as existing or new 

(127) Regarding the allegation of potential cross-subsidisation, it is necessary in this context to firstly 
determine if the aid in question is to be qualified as existing or new aid. Were the public service 
compensation existing aid (i.e. granted under an existing aid scheme), the Authority could at most 
request the Norwegian State to bring it in line with the State aid provisions of the EEA Agreement (if 
the aid was deemed incompatible and the existing aid scheme in question still applicable). If, on the 
other hand, the aid was considered as new aid, the consequence of its incompatibility would normally 
be the recovery of the aid. 

8.1. Introduction — the Court’s judgment 

(128) Article 1(b)(i) of Part II of Protocol 3 provides that ‘existing aid’ shall mean: 

‘all aid which existed prior to the entry into force of the EEA Agreement in the respective EFTA 
States, that is to say, aid schemes and individual aid which were put into effect before, and are still 
applicable after, the entry into force of the EEA Agreement.’. 

(129) The Authority notes that AS Oslo Sporveier, at the time of the entry into force of the EEA 
Agreement in Norway (1 January 1994), was compensated for carrying out scheduled bus 
transport in Oslo in accordance with the provisions of the transport legislation and established 
administrative practice (pre-dating the EEA Agreement), as described in detail above. 

(130) In the judgment in Case E-14/10 annulling the Authority’s Decision No 254/10/COL, the EFTA Court 
stated the following on the question of the existing or new nature of the aid: 

‘Whether the aid granted […] constitutes “existing aid” […] depends upon the interpretation of the 
provisions of Protocol 3 SCA […] 

[…] to qualify as an “existing aid measure” under the EEA State aid rules, it must be part of an aid 
scheme that was put into effect before the entry into force of the EEA Agreement ( 66 ).’.
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8.2. Aid scheme 

(131) Article 1(d) of Part II of Protocol 3 provides that an aid scheme: 

‘shall mean any act on the basis of which, without further implementing measures being required, 
individual aid awards may be made to undertakings defined within the act in a general and abstract 
manner and any act on the basis of which aid which is not linked to a specific project may be 
awarded to one or several undertakings for an indefinite period of time and/or for an indefinite 
amount;’. 

(132) Article 1(e) of Part II of Protocol 3 provides that individual aid: 

‘shall mean aid that is not awarded on the basis of an aid scheme and notifiable awards of aid on the 
basis of an aid scheme;’. 

(133) This distinction is of particular importance in the context of existing aid, as Protocol 3 only provides 
the Authority with a competence to keep under constant review existing systems of aid (cf. Article 1.1 
of Part I of Protocol 3). Likewise, Section V of Part II of Protocol 3 only applies to existing aid 
schemes (the terms ‘aid schemes’ and ‘systems of aid’ are to be treated as synonyms in the Authority’s 
view ( 67 )). 

The Authority recalls that the Norwegian transport legislation in essence sets out the following key 
parameters that are relevant for the aid measures at hand: (i) a system of co-financing of scheduled 
bus transport services (from State and county); (ii) that the counties are responsible for administering 
the scheduled bus transport services, control concessions, routes, schedules and ticket prices; and (iii) 
a detailed concession system. 

(134) Moreover, according to the Norwegian authorities, Article 22 of the CTA entails that Oslo Munici­
pality is under the obligation to compensate the operators for the provision of the transport service 
on unprofitable routes (where the revenue generated from the sale of tickets does not cover the cost 
of operating the service). The Authority understands that the compensation aims to cover the gap 
between the costs and the revenues (in the form of ticket sales). 

(135) Before the entry into force of the EEA Agreement, Oslo Municipality had chosen to provide 
scheduled bus transport services under the relevant provisions of the CTA and CTR, compensating 
unprofitable routes in accordance with the administrative practice described above. This continued 
without interruption until the last directly awarded concession had run its course (on 30 March 
2008). 

(136) Whether the system in Oslo as outlined above constitutes an aid scheme in accordance with the 
definition of Article 1(d) of Part II of Protocol 3 depends on whether the legal framework for the 
financing of scheduled bus transport in Oslo can be considered to be ‘an act on the basis of which, 
without further implementing measures being required, individual aid awards may be made to 
undertakings defined within the act in a general and abstract manner’. 

(137) The Authority notes that this definition was incorporated into the EEA Agreement in 2001 with the 
insertion of Part II of Protocol 3. Prior to 2001, when Protocol 3 was brought in line with the 
Procedural Regulation, there was no similarly precise definition in EEA law determining what an aid 
scheme was. Moreover, the rationale for the concept of existing aid — in principle that of providing 
EEA States and beneficiaries of State with some legal certainty regarding arrangements that predate 
the entry into force of State aid control in their legal systems whilst providing the Authority with the 
possibility of bringing such systems in line with EEA law — must in the Authority’s view be borne in 
mind. 

(138) Furthermore, the Authority notes that the case-law of the European Courts does not provide detailed 
guidance as regards the interpretation of this definition. The Authority has thus reviewed its own case 
practice and that of the European Commission and found that existing ‘aid schemes’ were held to 
encompass non-statutory customary law ( 68 ) and administrative practice related to the application of
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statutory ( 69 ) and non-statutory law ( 70 ). In one case, the European Commission found that an aid 
scheme relating to Anstaltslast and Gewährträgerhaftung was based on the combination of an unwritten 
old legal principle combined with widespread practice across Germany ( 71 ). 

(139) Nevertheless, the Authority is at this stage in doubt as to whether the three criteria defining an ‘aid 
scheme’ as provided for in Protocol 3 — (i) an act on the basis of which aid can be awarded; (ii) 
requiring no further implementing measures; and (iii) defining the potential aid beneficiaries in a 
general and abstract manner — are met. 

As for the first criterion, the Authority notes that the CTA and the CTR are acts on the basis of 
which Oslo Municipality could award aid. 

(140) As for the second criterion, the Authority notes that the administration of any aid scheme requires a 
certain decision-making process which can (but does not have to) lead to individual awards of aid 
being made. However, an arrangement that would for example require, for individual aid to be 
awarded, the adoption of further legislative measures, cannot be considered as an aid scheme. 

(141) A mere ‘technical application’, as indicated above, of the provisions providing for the scheme would 
thus not be an implementing measure ( 72 ). Moreover, the mere fact that a decision awarding aid 
under an aid scheme has implications for the budget of the authority administering that scheme, 
cannot, in the Authority’s view, mean that such decisions are to be regarded as implementing 
measures. 

(142) In a similar vein, considering acts of entrustment such as the award of a concession, for which the 
CTA foresees a duration of 10 years, in the case at hand as an implementing measure would make it 
ex ante impossible to set up an aid scheme for public service compensation under which aid to 
several undertakings could be awarded, as any entrustment would then entail individual aid. A 
concession — as any other act of entrustment — specifies one particular undertaking, and could 
thus not relate to a group of undertakings, ‘defined in a general and abstract manner’. 

(143) On the other hand, the Authority is of the view that ‘implementing measures’ should be understood 
as entailing a certain degree of discretion, that could influence the amount, characteristics or 
conditions under which the aid is granted to a significant degree. In particular, it would seem that 
every scheme determines for which clearly defined purpose aid can be awarded. Thus, where a public 
body for example has general powers allowing it to use different instruments to promote the local 
economy, and grants several capital injections based on those general powers, this granting of capital 
injections implies the use of considerable discretion as to the amount, characteristics or conditions 
and purpose for which the aid is granted, and is hence not to be regarded as an aid scheme ( 73 ). 

(144) In the case at hand, it is clear that no further legislative measures needed to be adopted for 
compensation payments to AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene to be made. The preliminary 
opinion of the Authority is that the CTA and CTR arguably ringfenced the discretion of Oslo 
Municipality, to the extent that they appear to have been applied by the Municipality, in line with 
its administrative practice, in a way that did not allow for compensation in excess of cost for the 
public service minus revenue. Moreover, the compensation was not based on discretionary budget 
allocations. Oslo Municipality, after choosing to maintain the public service, was not free to decide 
whether to cover the loss of AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene or not. Oslo Municipality
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was obliged to do so, and did so, every year until 2008, in line with a routine procedure. It is also 
evident that the compensation was and could only be granted for the purpose of financing local 
scheduled bus transport in Oslo. The municipality could not have awarded aid for different purposes 
on the basis of the provisions described above. 

(145) However, the Authority cannot, on the basis of the information provided, conclude that the 
provisions and practice that set out how providers of scheduled bus services were to be remunerated 
in Oslo is sufficiently precise and detailed. The Authority has doubts as to the exact extent of the 
discretion enjoyed by Oslo Municipality, taking into account the administrative practice, in deter­
mining the amount of compensation for scheduled bus services. 

(146) As for the last criterion, the compensation system in Oslo applies to all concessionaires that have 
been entrusted with providing bus services on unprofitable routes. 

(147) Consequently, in particular given the Authority’s doubts as regards the second criterion mentioned 
above, the Authority cannot at this stage conclude that the financing of AS Oslo Sporveier and AS 
Sporveisbussene, as described above, constitutes an aid scheme. 

(148) However, so as to address issues of law relevant for the final assessment of this case, the Authority 
sets out its preliminary views below based on the assumption that public service compensation for 
AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene has been awarded on the basis of an aid scheme. 

8.3. Existing aid due to the entry into force of the EEA Agreement 

(149) Article 1(b)(i) of Part II of Protocol 3 provides that existing aid encompasses all aid which existed 
prior to the entry into force of the EEA Agreement in the respective EFTA States, that is to say, aid 
schemes and individual aid which were put into effect before, and are still applicable after, the entry 
into force of the EEA Agreement. 

(150) As described above, the provisions providing for the scheme have been in place since before the EEA 
Agreement entered into force in Norway on 1 January 1994. As it appears that the market for local 
bus transport was already exposed to some competition on that date, the Authority is of the 
preliminary view that the scheme became an existing aid scheme on 1 January 1994. 

8.4. Aid not granted on the basis of the provisions providing for the scheme 

8.4.1. Judgment in Case E-14/10 

(151) In the judgment in Case E-14/10, the EFTA Court stated the following on the question of the existing 
or new nature of the aid: 

‘(…) what is relevant is whether the aid was granted in accordance with the provisions providing for 
it. 

(…) in so far as the compensation payments were indeed used to finance the operation of non- 
profitable scheduled bus services, the defendant (the Authority) may correctly have classified those 
payments as existing aid. 

However, (…) any aid granted to Oslo Sporveier in excess of the losses actually incurred in 
connection with the services in question cannot be regarded to constitute, on the basis of that aid 
scheme, existing aid (…)’ ( 74 ). 

(152) The Authority understands the judgment of the EFTA Court to mean that only payments made on 
the basis of the existing aid scheme can be considered as existing aid disbursed under that scheme. 
Payments not made on the basis of the provisions providing for the scheme cannot be protected by 
the existing aid nature of that scheme ( 75 ). 

Therefore, to determine whether the aid granted is existing or new, the Authority must assess 
whether it was granted in accordance with the scheme providing for it. 

(153) The Authority’s preliminary view is that the scheme was based on the CTA, the CTR as applied in 
Oslo in accordance with the established administrative practice.
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(154) The scheme only provided for cost coverage (the difference between cost and revenue) of the 
unprofitable scheduled bus services that the concessionaires provided. This therefore is the 
benchmark against which the Authority must assess the extent to which the measures covered by 
the complaint have been made on the basis of the aid scheme. 

(155) In the following, the Authority assesses whether (i) the annual compensation and (ii) the 2004 capital 
injection were granted on the basis of the provisions providing for the system of compensation. 

8.4.2. Annual compensation 

(156) As set out above, the Authority is at this stage of the view that at least a large part of the 
compensation that AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene have received has been awarded in 
line with the existing aid scheme, which provides in essence for loss coverage for the public service. 
Such a scheme would appear to presuppose the separation of accounts, an appropriate allocation of 
common costs and arms-length intra-group transactions for undertakings that in addition to 
providing public services also engage in commercial activities. Complying with these principles 
seems necessary to avoid that aid is granted outside the scheme. 

(157) According to the Norwegian authorities, market prices were paid for services that were provided 
between the companies in the Oslo Sporveier Group. 

(158) However, aside from indicating that from 2004 onwards, […] ( 76 ) % of the overall costs were levied 
from all subsidiaries for general overheads, the Norwegian authorities have not submitted information 
that would allow the Authority to conclude that the allocation of the common costs was done in 
accordance with a particular allocation key, or that the payment for the services that the commercial 
subsidiaries of AS Sporveisbussene received was done on an arms-length basis and on market terms. 
Furthermore, no explanations have been provided as to the rationale of introducing a general 
overhead fee in 2004, and if overheads were exclusively born by the public service activities 
before that. 

(159) Thus, the Authority cannot, on the basis of the information provided, conclude that all payments to 
AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene were made on the basis of the provisions providing for 
the aid. 

In particular, the Authority has doubts as to whether the commercial activities carried out by the 
Oslo Sporveier Group (the tour bus activities in particular), were financed by the annual public 
service compensation in contravention of the provisions providing for the aid. The information 
provided has not enabled the Authority to conclude that the annual payments were restricted to 
cover only costs that could be covered in accordance with the legal framework of the scheme — in 
other words, whether the annual compensation exceeded the difference between the costs and the 
revenues of the public service. 

8.4.3. 2004 capital injection 

(160) Turning to the 2004 capital injection, already since the mid-1990s, it was clear that the pension fund 
of AS Oslo Sporveier was underfunded. Thus, a payment plan to remedy the fund’s shortfall by 2020 
was implemented. In accordance with that plan, Oslo Municipality increased the public service 
compensation to AS Oslo Sporveier in order for the compensation to cover all the costs incurred 
by the provision of the public service. 

(161) In 2004, the remaining shortfall was covered by a capital injection of NOK 111 760 000. Although 
it was not granted as part of the annual lump sum to AS Sporveisbussene, the payment appears to 
mainly ( 77 ) have been made on the basis of the existing aid scheme, in that it went to cover a cost 
incurred whilst providing the public service. 

(162) As noted above, the CTA and the CTR do not have any particular provisions on how the conces­
sionaire is to be compensated for the public service, in practice, the compensation has simply been 
awarded annually in the form of lump sums in accordance with the established administrative 
practice. The EFTA Court has held ( 78 ) that when an existing aid scheme does not have any particular 
provisions on how the aid is to be provided, a divergence from the usual procedure cannot in and of
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itself, lead to the finding that the aid was not granted on the basis of that scheme. The fact that the 
2004 capital injection was not made in accordance with the normal annual block grant procedure 
cannot in and of itself entail that it was not made on the basis of the scheme. 

(163) As described above, Oslo Muncipality had since the mid-1990s increased the annual public service 
compensation payments to cover a historic shortfall in the pension fund of the Oslo Sporveier Group 
by 2020. These pension costs were predominantly ( 79 ) linked to the public service which Oslo 
Municipality was obliged to cover in accordance with their obligation to cover the cost of the 
public service. Instead of continuing with the annual payments until 2020, it was decided that the 
2004 capital injection should cover the remaining share of the underfunding, thus eliminating the 
need for further annual payments to cover the historic underfunding. 

(164) On this basis, the Authority is of the preliminary opinion that the 2004 capital injection was largely 
carried out in accordance with the provisions providing for the aid. 

(165) However, the Norwegian authorities have informed the Authority that the capital injection was not 
restricted to cover the cost of the pensions related to the public service. The Norwegian authorities 
have explained that the capital injection also covered pension obligations related to employees 
engaged in commercial tour bus services and have calculated the amount of this compensation to 
be approximately NOK 430 300. 

(166) As this portion of the compensation does not appear to have been disbursed on the basis of the 
provisions providing for the aid, it appears that it cannot be held to be covered by the existing aid 
scheme. Thus, the preliminary opinion of the Authority is that it represents new aid. 

8.5. Alterations to existing aid 

(167) According to Article 1(b)(i) of Part II of Protocol 3, a measure that existed prior to the entry into 
force of the EEA Agreement and was still in force afterwards is existing aid. 

(168) Further, Article 1(c) of Part II of Protocol 3 provides that ‘new aid’ is: 

‘all aid, that is to say, aid schemes and individual aid, which is not existing aid, including alterations 
to existing aid;’. 

(169) In Namur, the Court of Justice stated the following: 

‘[…] the emergence of new aid or the alteration of existing aid cannot be assessed according to the 
scale of the aid or, in particular, its amounts in financial terms at any moment in the life of the 
undertaking if the aid is provided under earlier statutory provisions which remain unaltered. Whether 
aid may be classified as new aid or as alteration of existing aid must be determined by reference to 
the provisions providing for it ( 80 ).’ 

(170) As set out in the factual description of the case above, there are a number of events that could 
potentially be considered as altering the scheme and turning it into new aid. 

8.5.1. 1997 internal reorganisation 

(171) In 1997, an internal reorganisation led the newly established entity AS Sporveisbussene to take over 
the responsibility of carrying out the scheduled bus transport services previously provided by AS Oslo 
Sporveier. 

(172) Purely formal or administrative changes to an aid scheme do not lead to the reclassification of 
existing aid as new ( 81 ). The question is whether this reorganisation brought with it a change to 
the existing aid scheme involving new aid. 

(173) The Norwegian authorities have explained that, in essence, the change from AS Oslo Sporveier to AS 
Sporveisbussene as the provider of the service was a change of a formal nature. By establishing AS 
Sporveisbussene, AS Oslo Sporveier created a subsidiary for operating public bus services that it 
formerly ran itself. AS Oslo Sporveier — in its position as the mother company — remained,
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however, the primary recipient of the compensation and holder of the concession, and simply 
underwent an internal reorganisation that led to AS Sporveisbussene being in charge of providing 
the services in accordance with the concession. For this it received compensation from its mother 
company. The reorganisation did necessitate the conclusion of the Transport Agreement, which 
however, as the Norwegian authorities have explained, did not substantially change the established 
administrative practice relating to the financing of the public service. Additionally, the reorganisation 
did not involve any changes to the CTA or CTR. 

(174) On this basis, the reorganisation of 1997 cannot be held to have involved a substantive change to 
the aid scheme ( 82 ). Consequently, the scheme remained in the Authority’s preliminary view an 
existing aid scheme after the reorganisation. 

8.5.2. Renewal of concession 

(175) With reference to the description of the scheme above, the Authority notes that it does not consider 
the concession to form part of the provisions providing for the existing aid scheme. The concession, 
granted for a duration of 10 years pursuant to the CTA, appears to be an act of entrustment. The 
entrustment in essence determines the route(s) for which the concessionaire has a right and 
obligation to provide a scheduled service. The Authority considers that an existing aid scheme will 
not be altered by the grant or renewal of an act of entrustment under that scheme. 

(176) In any event, other than the temporal prolongation, no changes were made to the renewed 
concession. AS Sporveisbussene simply continued, on the same terms, to carry out the public 
service on behalf of AS Oslo Sporveier on the basis of the concession. 

(177) Therefore, the Authority does not consider the renewal of the concession as an alteration to the 
existing aid scheme. 

8.5.3. Introduction of a quality bonus/malus system 

(178) AS Oslo Sporveier introduced a new bonus/malus system some time before 2004. The Authority has 
not received exact information on when this system was introduced. Nor has the Authority received 
information on how the system was implemented in the contractual relationship between AS Oslo 
Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene. Thus, further information is necessary for the Authority to fully 
assess the nature of the quality bonus and its relationship to the existing aid scheme. 

(179) The Authority is at this stage of the opinion that the quality bonus that AS Sporveisbussene received 
in 2004 pursuant to the bonus/malus system could either form part of the compensation for the 
public service, possibly constituting part of the reasonable profit that the company appears to have 
been entitled to, or a change to the existing aid scheme. If so, this measure could constitute new 
aid ( 83 ). 

8.6. Period subsequent to 30 March 2008 

(180) In the early 2000s, Oslo Municipality decided to tender all public service contracts for scheduled bus 
transport in the Oslo region. By 30 March 2008, this process was brought to an end, thus AS Oslo 
Sporveier’s concession was without object, and all services were provided on the basis of tendered 
contracts. 

(181) Therefore, from 30 March 2008 onwards, the new concessionaires have been remunerated on the 
basis of the tendered contracts, and not in accordance with the system described above under which 
aid had been granted to AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene before. 

9. Compatibility of the aid 

(182) As set out above, the Authority is of the preliminary view that a substantial part of the aid to AS 
Oslo Sporveier (in the form of annual compensation and the 2004 capital injection) was granted 
under an existing aid scheme. The Authority has furthermore come to the preliminary conclusion
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that the bonus/malus system introduced some time before 2004 may represent new aid. Moreover, 
the Authority has preliminarily concluded that some of the aid was potentially granted outside the 
aforementioned scheme and thus constitutes new aid. 

(183) The Authority notes that the Norwegian authorities have not submitted any arguments relating to the 
compatibility of either the new or existing aid described above. In the absence of such information 
and, in particular, without a detailed account of which costs formed the basis for the annual payment 
negotiations and the methodology and justification for the allocation of common cost, the Authority 
cannot take a final view on this matter. 

(184) However, it would appear to the Authority that the compensation payments for the public service, or 
at least parts thereof, and the capital injection to offset the underfunding of the pension fund, or at 
least parts thereof, could be compatible public service compensation under Article of the 49 EEA. 
This provision cannot be applied directly ( 84 ) but only by virtue of Council Regulations, i.e. Regu­
lation (EEC) No 1191/69 ( 85 ) or Regulation (EC) No 1370/2007 ( 86 ). An essential element in the 
assessment under both regulations is to verify that aid in the form of public service compensation 
only covers the cost of the public service (including a reasonable profit) and does not lead to 
overcompensation. 

(185) Moreover, it also cannot be excluded at this stage that the aid measures under assessment, in 
particular the capital injection to remedy the underfunded pension fund, could be compatible 
under Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement. 

(186) Should any new aid have been granted that benefitted the commercial activities of the Oslo Sporveier 
Group, the Authority does not at this stage envisage any provision in EEA State aid law that could 
form the basis for deeming such aid compatible. As the Authority expresses solely a preliminary view 
however, the Norwegian authorities are invited to submit arguments and information regarding the 
compatibility of all State aid that was granted to the Oslo Sporveier Group, including (potential) aid 
to the commercial activities. 

10. Conclusion 

(187) Based on the information submitted by the complainant and the Norwegian authorities, the 
Authority has come to the conclusion that the complainant’s allegations that guarantees provided 
by AS Sporveisbussene may involve unlawful State aid are unfounded. 

(188) However, the Authority preliminarily considers that the three additional measures referred to by the 
complainant — namely: (i) the annual compensation payments for scheduled bus services; (ii) the 
2004 capital injection; and (iii) an alleged favourable tax position benefiting AS Sporveisbussene — 
may entail State aid in the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. As regards the second 
measure, the Authority has doubts whether (parts of) it might indeed have been granted in line with 
the market economy investor principle. 

(189) As established above, the Authority moreover is at this stage of the view that most of the State aid 
appears to have been granted on the basis of an existing aid scheme which entitled concessionaires 
that provided public scheduled bus services in Oslo to a compensation which would cover the 
difference between ticket revenue and cost for discharging the public service. However, the 
Authority has doubts as to the precise delineation of that scheme, i.e. how exactly the costs, that 
formed the basis for the annual negotiations on the compensation payment, were calculated, and 
which costs were exactly taken into account. Given that the beneficiary is also engaged in commercial 
activities, the Authority doubts at this stage if indeed costs that should have been borne by those 
commercial activities were taken into account in the process of calculating the annual compensation. 

(190) Furthermore, and in line with the judgment of the EFTA Court, the Authority is of the view that any 
aid not granted in line with the scheme would have to be qualified as new aid. It preliminarily 
considers that the 2004 capital injection also covered underfunded pension funds of employees of 
the commercial activities of the beneficiary. Moreover, it doubts whether the quality bonus described 
above has been granted on the basis of the scheme, or whether it is a severable amendment to the 
scheme involving new aid.
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(191) Finally, if any new aid not in line with the scheme has been granted, the Authority has doubts as to 
whether such aid would be compatible with the EEA Agreement, in particular Articles 49 and 
61(3)(c) thereof. 

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

(193) In light of the foregoing considerations, the Authority, acting under the procedure laid down in 
Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3, invites the Norwegian authorities to submit their comments, as 
well as all documents, information and data needed to address the doubts of the Authority outlined 
above, as well as all relevant information that will enable the Authority in consolidating its 
preliminary views expressed in this Decision. In particular, it invites the Norwegian authorities to 
comment, within one month of the date of receipt of this Decision, on: 

(a) the compliance of the commercial activities capital injection with the market economy investor 
principle; 

(b) the description of the potential existing aid scheme in this Decision; 

(c) the costs that were taken into account for the calculation of the annual compensation, and 
whether it can be excluded that costs of the commercial activities were taken into account for 
this purpose; 

(d) the distribution of common costs between the various activities and subsidiaries, and the 
methodology for the pricing of services provided by the public service activities to the 
commercial activities; 

(e) a detailed description of the rules on group taxation, and their application to and by the Oslo 
Sporveier Group; 

(f) the nature and potential compatibility of the amounts paid under the bonus/malus system; 

(g) how, should any of the above measures entail new aid, they could be considered compatible with 
the EEA Agreement. 

(194) The Authority requests the Norwegian authorities to immediately forward a copy of this Decision to 
the potential recipients of the aid. 

(195) The Authority must remind the Norwegian authorities that, according to Article 14 of Part II of 
Protocol 3, any incompatible aid unlawfully granted to the beneficiaries will have to be recovered, 
unless, exceptionally, such recovery would be contrary to a general principle of EEA law, 

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION: 

Article 1 

The EFTA Surveillance Authority considers the allegation that guarantees provided by AS Sporveisbussene to 
its subsidiaries may involve unlawful State aid are without object. 

Article 2 

The formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3 is opened into the 
compensation for scheduled bus services in Oslo paid to AS Oslo Sporveier and AS Sporveisbussene during 
the period 1 January 1994-30 March 2008, the capital injection paid by Oslo Municipality on 1 June 2004, 
and the application of the group taxation rules to and by the Oslo Sporveier Group. 

Article 3 

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

Article 4 

The Norwegian authorities are requested to provide within one month from notification of this Decision all 
documents, information and data needed for assessment of the nature and compatibility of the aid 
measures.
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Article 5 

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Norway. 

Article 6 

Only the English language version of this Decision is authentic. 

Decision made at Brussels, 28 March 2012. 

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority 

Oda Helen SLETNES 

President 

Sabine MONAUNI-TÖMÖRDY 

College Member
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