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II

(Comunicações)

COMUNICAÇÕES DAS INSTITUIÇÕES, ÓRGÃOS E ORGANISMOS DA UNIÃO 
EUROPEIA

COMISSÃO EUROPEIA

Autorização de auxílios estatais no âmbito das disposições dos artigos 107.o e 108.o do Tratado sobre 
o Funcionamento da União Europeia

Casos relativamente aos quais a Comissão não levanta objeções

(Texto relevante para efeitos do EEE)

(2017/C 422/01)

Data de adoção da decisão 12.5.2010

Número do auxílio SA.27472 (N 28/2009)

Estado-Membro Bélgica

Região — Regiões mistas

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Soutien au cinema et a l'audiovisuel

Base jurídica Décret relatif au soutien au cinéma et à l'audiovisuel
Arrêtés d'application (avant-projet)
Avant-projet de commentaires des articles du décret relatif au soutien au cinéma 
et à l'audiovisuel

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Cultura

Forma do auxílio Subvenção direta

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 83,4 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 13,9 (em milhões)

Intensidade 20 %

Duração (período) 1.1.2009 — 31.12.2015
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Setores económicos ACTIVIDADES ARTÍSTICAS; DE ESPECTÁCULOS E RECREATIVAS

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Communauté française de Belgique Boulevard Léopold II, 44 — B-1080 
Bruxelles

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adopção da decisão 04.04.2012

Número do auxílio SA.32022 (2012/NN)

Estado-Membro Portugal

Região ALENTEJO N.o 3, alínea a), do artigo 107.o

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Auxílio alegadamente ilegal e incompatível à Embraer

Base jurídica SI Inovação — Portaria No 1464/2007; Decreto-Lei n.o 249/2009

Tipo de auxílio Auxílio individual —

Objectivo Desenvolvimento regional

Forma do auxílio Empréstimos em condições preferenciais, Subvenção directa, Outros, Desagra-
vamento fiscal

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 50,93 (em milhões)

Intensidade 29,75 %

Duração 01.09.2008 — 31.12.2017

Sectores económicos Fabricação de aeronaves; veículos espaciais e equipamento relacionado

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Ministério da Economia; Ministério das Finanças; Município de Évora

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 18.12.2014

Número do auxílio SA.34646 (2014/NN)
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Estado-Membro Países Baixos

Região — —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

E-aanbestedingsplatform TenderNed

Base jurídica Aanbestedingswet 2012

Tipo de auxílio Auxílio ad hoc —

Objetivo Outros

Forma do auxílio —

Orçamento Orçamento anual: EUR 6,4 (em milhões)

Intensidade 0 %

Duração (período) —

Setores económicos Actividades dos serviços de informação

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Ministerie van Economische Zaken
Postbus 20401
2500 EK Den Haag

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 11.1.2013

Número do auxílio SA.35398 (2012/N)

Estado-Membro Letónia

Região — —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Extension of the Latvian film support scheme

Base jurídica Film Law
Draft Regulation of the Government «Procedures for the Granting of Co-
-Financing from the State Budget for Foreign Film Productions in Latvia»

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Cultura
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Forma do auxílio Subvenção direta

Orçamento Orçamento global: LVL 19,5 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: LVL 3 (em milhões)

Intensidade 25 %

Duração (período) até 31.12.2018

Setores económicos Actividades cinematográficas; de vídeo e de programas de televisão

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

National Film Centre of Latvia
Peitavas 10/12, Riga LV-1050

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 16.9.2014

Número do auxílio SA.36918 (2014/N)

Estado-Membro Finlândia

Região — —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Baltic Sea Submarine cable, Finland

Base jurídica Governmental Decision 29.11.2013

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios A state own company or its subsidiary to be 
established for running the submarine cable 
business.

Objetivo Desenvolvimento setorial, Desenvolvimento regional

Forma do auxílio Subvenção direta

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 20 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 20 (em milhões)

Intensidade 40 %

Duração (período) até 31.12.2016

Setores económicos INFORMAÇÃO E COMUNICAÇÃO, Telecomunicações

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Prime Ministers Office ownership department
PO Box 31, FI-00023 Government
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Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 11.6.2014

Número do auxílio SA.37058 (2013/N)

Estado-Membro Alemanha

Região ZWICKAUER LAND N.o 3, alínea a), do artigo 107.o

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Zweckverband «Am Sachsenring»

Base jurídica 1. § § 23, 44 der Haushaltsordnung des Freistaates Sachsen (Sächsische 
Haushaltsordnung — SäHO) i. d . F. d. Bek. vom 10.04.2001, zuletzt 
geändert durch Artikel 2 des Gesetzes vom 15. Dezember 2010

2. Verwaltungsvorschriften des Sächsischen Staatsministeriums der Finanzen 
zur Sächsischen Haushaltsordnung (VwV-SäHO) vom 27. Juni 2005, zuletzt 
geändert durch Verwaltungsvorschrift vom 14. Juli 2010

3. Gemeindeordnung für den Freistaat Sachsen (SächsGemO) i. d. F. d. Bek. vom 
18.03.2003

4. Sächsisches Gesetz über kommunale Zusammenarbeit (SächsKomZG)

Tipo de auxílio Auxílio ad hoc Zweckverband

Objetivo Desenvolvimento setorial

Forma do auxílio Subvenção direta

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 1.4143 (em milhões)

Intensidade 90 %

Duração (período) 11.6.2014 — 28.9.2014

Setores económicos Actividades desportivas; de diversão e recreativas

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Sächsisches Staatsministerium für Wirtschaft, Arbeit und Verkehr
Wilhelm-Buck-Str. 2, 01097 Dresden

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 30.9.2013

Número do auxílio SA.37326 (2013/N)
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Estado-Membro França

Região — —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Crédits d’impôt cinéma et audiovisuel — modifications pour l'année 2013 — 
compléments

Base jurídica — article 220 sexies du code général des impôts: http://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/
/affichCodeArticle.do?cidTexte=LEGITEXT000006069577&idArticle=LE-
GIARTI000006303577&dateTexte=&categorieLien=cid

— articles 46 quater-0 YL à 46 quater-0 YO de l’annexe III au code général des 
impôts: http://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichCode.do;jsessioni-
d=0E26D753415B2C68C503E5D6EEBF36FC.tpdjo07v_3?idSectionTA=LE-
GISCTA000006162354&cidTexte=LEGITEXT000006069574&dateTex-
te=20050503

— article 33 de la loi 2012-1510 du 29 décembre 2012 de finance rectificative 
pour 2012:
http://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORF-
TEXT000026857857&fastPos=1&fastReqId=900233340&categorieLien=i-
d&oldAction=rechTexte

— Décret no 2006-325 du 20 mars 2006.

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Cultura

Forma do auxílio Redução da taxa do imposto

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 2 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 2 (em milhões)

Intensidade 50 %

Duração (período) 1.10.2013 — 31.12.2013

Setores económicos Actividades de produção de filmes; de vídeo e de programas de televisão; de 
gravação de som e de edição de música

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

CNC
12 rue de Lübeck 75016 Paris

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 7.5.2014

Número do auxílio SA.38446 (2014/N)

Estado-Membro França
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Região — —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Taxe sur les éditeurs et distributeurs de services de télévision (TST) — services de 
télévision de rattrapage

Base jurídica Articles L.115-6 à L.115-13 du code du cinéma et de l’image animée

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Cultura

Forma do auxílio Subvenção direta

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 7,5 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 2,5 (em milhões)

Intensidade 0 %

Duração (período) até 31.12.2017

Setores económicos Actividades de produção de filmes; de vídeo e de programas de televisão; de 
gravação de som e de edição de música

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

CNC
12 rue de Lübeck, 75016 Paris

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 24.10.2017

Número do auxílio SA.41147 (2017/NN)

Estado-Membro França

Região — —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Mise à exécution par la France en faveur de La Banque Postale

Base jurídica Article L.221-1 et L.518-25-1 du code monétaire et financier en vertu de la Loi 
de Modernisation de l'économie (Loi 2008-776 du 4 août 2008)

Tipo de auxílio Auxílio ad hoc La Banque Postale

Objetivo Serviços de interesse económico geral

Forma do auxílio Subvenção direta
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Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 1 830 (em milhões)

Intensidade —

Duração (período) 1.1.2015 — 31.12.2020

Setores económicos ACTIVIDADES FINANCEIRAS E DE SEGUROS

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

France Ministère de l'économie et des finances
139, rue de Bercy 75572 Paris Cedex 12

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adopção da decisão 19.09.2016

Número do auxílio SA.41539 (2016/N)

Estado-Membro Lituânia

Região Lithuania —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Investicinė pagalba didelio efektyvumo kogeneracinei jėgainei Vilniaus mieste, 
UAB Vilniaus kogeneracinė jėgainė

Base jurídica A. Lietuvos Respublikos 2014–2020 metų Europos Sąjungos fondų investicijų 
veiksmų programa, patvirtinta 2014 m. rugsėjo 8 d. Komisijos įgyvendinimo 
sprendimu C(2014)6397.

B. Lietuvos Respublikos Vyriausybės 2014 m. gegužės 28 d. nutarimas Nr. 486 
«Dėl Vilniaus ir Kauno miestų centralizuoto šilumos tiekimo ūkio 
modernizavimo įrengiant vietinius ir atsinaujinančius energijos išteklius 
naudojančias kogeneracines elektrines projektų pripažinimo valstybei 
svarbiais ekonominiais projektais».

C. Lietuvos Respublikos Vyriausybės 2015 m. kovo 18 d. nutarimas Nr. 284 
«Dėl Nacionalinės šilumos ūkio plėtros 2015–2021 metų programos 
patvirtinimo».

D. Lietuvos Respublikos Vyriausybės 2002 m. balandžio 12 d. nutarimas 
Nr. 519 «Dėl valstybinio strateginio atliekų tvarkymo plano patvirtinimo» su 
pakeitimais, padarytais 2015 m. rugpjūčio 19 d. nutarimu Nr. 888 ir 
2016 m. birželio 1 d. nutarimu Nr. 544

Tipo de auxílio Auxílio individual UAB Vilniaus kogeneracinė jėgainė
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Objectivo Poupança de energia, Protecção do ambiente

Forma do auxílio Subvenção directa

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 153 (em milhões)

Intensidade 60 %

Duração a partir de 31.10.2016

Sectores económicos Produção e distribuição de electricidade; gás; vapor e ar frio

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

The Ministry of Energy of the Republic of Lithuania
Gedimino av. 38, Vilnius Lithuania

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adopção da decisão 24.07.2015

Número do auxílio SA.41939 (2015/N)

Estado-Membro Reino Unido

Região SOUTH NOTTINGHAMSHIRE, 
SOUTH YORKSHIRE

—

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Aid To UK Coal

Base jurídica Section 7(1) Industrial Development Act 1982
Section 158 Small Business, Enterprise and Employment Act 2015

Tipo de auxílio Auxílio individual UK Coal Thoresby Limited, UK Coal Kellin-
gly Ltd and UK Coal Production Ltd.

Objectivo Auxílio ao encerramento

Forma do auxílio Outros, Subvenção reembolsável — Assumed liability

Orçamento Orçamento global: GBP 48 (em milhões)

Intensidade 0 %

Duração a partir de 03.08.2015

Sectores económicos Extracção de carvão e lenhito
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Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Department of Business, Innovation and Skills
1 Victoria Street, London SW1H 0ET

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 23.10.2017

Número do auxílio SA.42028 (2017/NN-2)

Estado-Membro Finlândia

Região — —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Väitetty sääntöjenvastainen valtiontuki Yliopiston Apteekki Oy:lle
Påstått statligt stöd som beviljats till Universitetets Apotek

Base jurídica Lääkelain 395/1987 ja Yliopistolain (558/2009)
Läkemedelslagen 395/1987 och universitetslagen 558/2009

Tipo de auxílio Auxílio individual Yliopiston Apteekki Oy (UHP)

Objetivo —

Forma do auxílio Outros, Benefício fiscal ou isenção fiscal

Orçamento —

Intensidade %

Duração (período) —

Setores económicos Outras atividades de saúde humana

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

—

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adocão da decisão 18.7.2017

Número do auxílio SA.45692 (2017/N)
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Estado-Membro Reino Unido

Região SCOTLAND —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Highlands and Islands Airport Limited — Inverness Airport

Base jurídica Section 34 of the Civil Aviation Act 1982 — http://www.legislation.gov.uk/
/ukpga/1982/16/section/34.

Tipo de auxílio auxílio ad hoc Highlands and Islands Airports Limited — 
Inverness Airport.

Objectivo Serviços de interesse económico geral, Infraestrutura ou equipamento aero-
portuários, Exploração de aeroportos

Forma do auxílio Subvenção direta

Orçamento Orçamento anual: GBP 6.636 (em milhões)

Intensidade 100 %

Duração 1.2.2012 — 14.7.2022

Sectores económicos Todos os setores económicos elegíveis para beneficiar de auxílios

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Transport Scotland
Area 2F (N), Victoria Quay, Edinburgh, EH6 6QQ

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 29.9.2017

Número do auxílio SA.46552 (2017/NN)

Estado-Membro França

Região FRANCE —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Soutien par appels d'offres au développement des installations de production 
d'électricité à partir de l'énergie solaire au sol entre 500 kWc et 17 MWc

Base jurídica Code de l'énergie

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Energias renováveis
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Forma do auxílio Outros — Complément de rémunération

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 2 057 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 102,85 (em milhões)

Intensidade 0 %

Duração (período) A partir de 24.8.2016

Setores económicos Produção de eletricidade

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

DGEC
Tour Sequoia — 92055 La Défense Cedex

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 19.12.2016

Número do auxílio SA.46871 (2016/N)

Estado-Membro Polónia

Região — —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Fifteenth prolongation of the Polish bank guarantee scheme — H1 2017

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

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Sanar uma perturbação grave da economia

Forma do auxílio Garantia

Orçamento Orçamento global: PLN 160 000 (em milhões)

Intensidade —

Duração (período) —

Setores económicos ACTIVIDADES FINANCEIRAS E DE SEGUROS
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Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Minister Waszczykowski
ul. Świętokrzyska 12, 00-916 Warszawa

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adopção da decisão 19.06.2017

Número do auxílio SA.47184 (2016/N)

Estado-Membro Itália

Região ITALIA —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Incentivi fiscali agli investimenti in start up innovative

Base jurídica Decreto legge n. 179/2012, articolo 29
Legge di bilancio n. 232/2016, articolo 1, commi 66/67

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objectivo Financiamento de risco

Forma do auxílio Desagravamento fiscal, Redução da matéria colectável

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 166,5 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 18,5 (em milhões)

Intensidade 0 %

Duração até 31.12.2025

Sectores económicos Todos os sectores económicos elegíveis para beneficiar de auxílios

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Ministero dello Sviluppo Economico
Via Veneto 33 — Roma I

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 5.5.2017

Número do auxílio SA.47205 (2016/N)
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Estado-Membro França

Região FRANCE —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Complément de rémunération pour l'éolien terrestre à partir de 2017

Base jurídica Code de l'énergie

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Energias renováveis

Forma do auxílio Outros — Complément de rémunération

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 20 160 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 2 016 (em milhões)

Intensidade 0 %

Duração (período) A partir de 1.1.2017

Setores económicos Produção de eletricidade

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Ministère de l'environnement, de l'énergie et de la mer
Tour Séquoïa — place carpeaux — 92055 Paris — la Défense

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 25.10.2017

Número do auxílio SA.47716 (2017/N)

Estado-Membro Espanha

Região ASTURIAS —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

ECON-Ayudas destinadas al salvamento, reestructuración y relanzamiento de 
empresas en crisis

Base jurídica Resolución de la Consejería de Empleo, Industria y Turismo, por la que se 
aprueban las bases reguladoras de la concesión de ayudas destinadas al 
salvamento, reestructuración y relanzamiento de empresas en crisis

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Recuperação de empresas em dificuldade, Reestruturação de empresas em 
dificuldade
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Forma do auxílio Subvenção direta, Garantia, Bonificação de juros, Adiantamentos reembolsáveis

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 8 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 2 (em milhões)

Intensidade 60 %

Duração (período) até 31.12.2020

Setores económicos Todos os setores económicos elegíveis para beneficiar de auxílios

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Instituto de Desarrollo Económico del Principado de Asturias — IDEPA
Parque Tecnológico de Asturias — 33428 — Llanera — Principado de Asturias

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 29.9.2017

Número do auxílio SA.47753 (2017/NN)

Estado-Membro França

Região FRANCE —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Soutien par appels d'offres au développement des installations de production 
d'électricité à partir de l'énergie solaire, implantées sur bâtiments.

Base jurídica Code de l'énergie

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Energias renováveis

Forma do auxílio Outros — Tarif d'achat ou complément de rémunération

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 2 592 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 129,6 (em milhões)

Intensidade %

Duração (período) A partir de 24.2.2017

Setores económicos Produção de eletricidade
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Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

DGEC
Tour Sequoia — 92055 La Défense Cedex

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 7.6.2017

Número do auxílio SA.48050 (2017/N)

Estado-Membro Itália

Região MARCHE —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

INTERVENTI URGENTI PER ASSICURARE LE ATTIVITA'' DI SERVIZIO DI 
TRASPORTO AEREO NELLA REGIONE MARCHE

Base jurídica INTERVENTI URGENTI PER ASSICURARE LE ATTIVITA'' DI SERVIZIO DI 
TRASPORTO AEREO NELLA REGIONE MARCHE

Tipo de auxílio Auxílio ad hoc Aerdorica spa

Objetivo Recuperação de empresas em dificuldade

Forma do auxílio Empréstimos em condições preferenciais

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 7,28 (em milhões)

Intensidade 0 %

Duração (período) A partir de 7.6.2017

Setores económicos Transportes aéreos

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Nardo Goffi
via Palestro, 19 — 60125 Ancona

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 29.9.2017

Número do auxílio SA.48066 (2017/NN)
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Estado-Membro França

Região FRANCE —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Appel d'offres triannuel pour l'éolien terrestre

Base jurídica Code de l'énergie
code de l'énergie

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Energias renováveis

Forma do auxílio Outros — Compément de rémunération

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 3 763 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 188,15 (em milhões)

Intensidade 0 %

Duração (período) A partir de 1.11.2017

Setores económicos Produção de eletricidade

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Ministère de l'environnement, de l'énergie et de la mer
Tour Séquoïa — Place Carpeaux — 92055 Paris — la Défense

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 29.9.2017

Número do auxílio SA.48238 (2017/N)

Estado-Membro França

Região FRANCE —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Soutien par appels d'offres au développement des installations de production 
d'électricité à partir de l'énergie solaire photovoltaïque ou éolienne terrestre

Base jurídica Code de l’énergie (partie législative)
Code de l’énergie (partie réglementaire)
Code de l’énergie (partie réglementaire)

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Energias renováveis
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Forma do auxílio Outros — Complément de rémunération. Le montant annuel est donné à titre 
indicatif (moyenne sur 20 ans) et ne constitue pas un plafond annuel.

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 124 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 6,2 (em milhões)

Intensidade 0 %

Duração (período) até 31.12.2023

Setores económicos Todos os setores económicos elegíveis para beneficiar de auxílios

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Ministère de l’Écologie et du Développement durable, DGEC
Tour Sequoia — 92055 La Défense Cedex

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

Data de adoção da decisão 9.11.2017

Número do auxílio SA.48771 (2017/N)

Estado-Membro Reino Unido

Região — —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

High-End Television Tax Relief — prolongation

Base jurídica Finance Act 2013 (inserted into Part 15A Corporation Tax Act 2009)
Finance Act 2015

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objetivo Cultura

Forma do auxílio Outra forma de benefício fiscal, Redução da matéria colectável

Orçamento Orçamento global: GBP 1 075 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: GBP 179 (em milhões)

Intensidade 20 %

Duração (período) 1.4.2018 — 1.4.2023

Setores económicos Actividades de produção de filmes; de vídeo e de programas de televisão
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Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Her Majesty's Revenue and Customs
100 Parliament Street
London, SW1A 2BQ
United Kingdom

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/index.cfm. 
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Autorização de auxílios estatais no âmbito das disposições dos artigos 107.o e 108.o do Tratado sobre 
o Funcionamento da União Europeia

Casos relativamente aos quais a Comissão não levanta objeções

(Texto relevante para efeitos do EEE, com excepçao dos produtos abrangidos pelo anexo I do Tratado)

(2017/C 422/02)

Data de adocão da decisão 29.9.2017

Número do auxílio SA.47085 (2017/N)

Estado-Membro Bélgica

Região BELGIQUE-BELGIE —

Denominação (e/ou nome do beneficiá-
rio)

Vergoeding van verliezen die door aardappelproducenten zijn geleden ingevolge 
maatregelen tegen schadelijke organismen.

Base jurídica Koninklijk besluit van 5 december 2004 tot vaststelling van de door de 
aardappelproducenten verschuldigde tijdelijke crisisbijdragen voor het vergoeden 
van verliezen ingevolge maatregelen tegen schadelijke organismen.

Tipo de auxílio Regime de auxílios —

Objectivo Auxílios aos custos de prevenção e erradicação de doenças animais e de pragas 
vegetais e auxílios destinados a remediar os danos causados por doenças animais 
e pragas vegetais

Forma do auxílio Subvenção direta

Orçamento Orçamento global: EUR 3,35 (em milhões)
Orçamento anual: EUR 0,67 (em milhões)

Intensidade 100 %

Duração até 31.12.2022

Sectores económicos Produção vegetal e animal; caça e atividades dos serviços relacionados

Nome e endereço da entidade que 
concede o auxílio

Federale Overheidsdienst Volksgezondheid, Veiligheid van de Voedselketen en 
Leefmilieu
Victor Hortaplein 40 bus 10 — 1060 Brussel

Outras informações —

O texto original da decisão, expurgado dos dados confidenciais, está disponível no endereço:

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

(Avisos)

PROCEDIMENTOS RELATIVOS À EXECUÇÃO DA POLÍTICA DE 
CONCORRÊNCIA

COMISSÃO EUROPEIA

AUXÍLIO ESTATAL SA.45359 (2016/N) — ESLOVÁQUIA

Auxílio estatal SA.45359 (2017/C) (ex 2016/N)

Auxílio à Jaguar Land Rover s.r.o.

Convite à apresentação de observações nos termos do artigo 108.o, n.o 2, do Tratado sobre o 
Funcionamento da União Europeia

(Texto relevante para efeitos do EEE)

(2017/C 422/03)

Por carta de 24 de maio de 2017, publicada a seguir ao presente resumo em inglês, a Comissão notificou a 
Eslováquia da decisão de dar início ao procedimento previsto no artigo 108.o, n.o 2, do Tratado sobre o 
Funcionamento da União Europeia relativamente ao auxílio acima mencionado.

As partes interessadas podem apresentar as suas observações sobre o auxílio relativamente ao qual a 
Comissão dá início ao procedimento no prazo de um mês a contar da data de publicação do presente resumo 
e do ofício que o acompanha, enviando-as para o seguinte endereço:

Comissão Europeia
Direção-Geral da Concorrência
Registo dos Auxílios Estatais
1049 Bruxelles
BELGIQUE/BELGIË
Fax: +32 22961242
stateaidgreffe@ec.europa.eu

Essas observações serão comunicadas à Eslováquia. As partes interessadas que apresentarem observações 
podem solicitar por escrito o tratamento confidencial da sua identidade, devendo justificar o pedido.

TEXTO DO RESUMO

Descrição da medida e do projeto de investimento

A Eslováquia notificou um auxílio ao investimento com finalidade regional de 129 812 750 EUR, em valor nominal 
(125 046 543 EUR em valor atual) a favor da grande empresa Jaguar Land Rover («JLR») para investimento na região de 
Nitra, na Eslováquia, uma região elegível para auxílios com finalidade regional nos termos do artigo 107.o, n.o 3, alínea a), 
do TFUE, com um limite máximo normal para auxílios com finalidade regional de 25 % ao abrigo do mapa dos auxílios 
com finalidade regional da Eslováquia aplicável para o período de julho de 2014 a 2020.

O projeto de investimento, com custos de investimento elegíveis propostos de 1 406 621 000 EUR, visa a criação de uma 
fábrica de veículos automóveis com uma capacidade anual de 150 000 veículos do «segmento Premium D SUV». O 
investimento teve início em dezembro de 2015 e será concluído em 2020. O investimento terá lugar num parque industrial 
em construção, o Nitra Strategic Park (a seguir «NSP»).
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Para além do auxílio com finalidade regional notificado, a JLR pode ter beneficiado de outros auxílios estatais sob a forma 
de 1) venda de terrenos abaixo do preço de mercado no NSP, que poderiam ser destinados à JLR e 2) isenção de uma taxa 
exigível aquando da exclusão do terreno do «fundo de terrenos agrícolas» antes de aquele ser convertido em terreno 
industrial. Estes dois elementos do pacote de incentivos não foram notificados à Comissão.

Apreciação da compatibilidade das medidas de auxílio

Na fase de apreciação preliminar, a Comissão não pôde estabelecer a compatibilidade das medidas mencionadas supra com 
as disposições das Orientações relativas aos auxílios estatais com finalidade regional para 2014-2020 (1) (a seguir 
designadas «OAR»).

As OAR exigem que o Estado-Membro notificante demonstre que os auxílios regionais ao investimento 1) têm um efeito de 
incentivo, 2) são proporcionais, e 3) não têm efeitos negativos sobre as trocas comerciais e a concorrência, nem sobre a 
coesão da UE.

1) Falta de efeito de incentivo do auxílio regional notificado

O ponto 61 das OAR estabelece que a existência do efeito de incentivo (substantivo) pode ser determinada com base em 
dois cenários possíveis: na ausência do auxílio, o investimento não seria suficientemente rentável (cenário 1) ou, na ausência 
do auxílio, o investimento teria lugar noutra localização (cenário 2).

No caso do cenário 2, o Estado-Membro deve provar que o auxílio proporciona um incentivo ao beneficiário do auxílio 
para localizar o investimento previsto na região selecionada e não noutra região em que o investimento fosse mais rentável, 
uma vez que o auxílio compensa o beneficiário das desvantagens e dos custos associados à região selecionada em 
comparação com a outra região «contrafactual».

A Eslováquia alega que, no caso em apreço, o cenário mais relevante em matéria de efeito de incentivo é o «cenário 2», uma 
vez que, na ausência do auxílio, o investimento teria sido localizado no México. De acordo com a notificação, o valor atual 
líquido do projeto de investimento no México durante o período de vida de 20 anos do projeto teria sido inferior em 
413 milhões de EUR, em relação a Nitra, na Eslováquia.

No que diz respeito às provas de que o auxílio tem de facto um efeito de incentivo, compete ao Estado-Membro apresentar 
uma descrição exaustiva do cenário contrafactual e à Comissão verificar que estes cenários são realistas e credíveis.

A Comissão tem dúvidas de que a medida de auxílio com finalidade regional notificado tenha um efeito de incentivo. A 
Comissão tem dúvidas quanto ao facto de a documentação subjacente provar que o México constituía um cenário 
alternativo credível na altura da decisão de localização. A Comissão considera que é possível que a verdadeira localização 
contrafactual de Nitra, na Eslováquia, não seja o México, mas, antes, uma localização em Jawor, na Polónia. As dúvidas da 
Comissão sobre o efeito de incentivo da medida de auxílio regional notificada têm igualmente por base a grande diferença 
em termos de valor atual líquido entre o México e Nitra, que só parcialmente é compensada pelo auxílio com finalidade 
regional notificado. Por conseguinte, as considerações estratégicas para a escolha de Nitra em vez do México, descritas na 
notificação, como a proximidade da sede da JLR (na Grã-Bretanha), a atividade vulcânica e a eficácia do Governo do México, 
etc. parecem ter sido as verdadeiras razões pelas quais o beneficiário escolheu Nitra em vez do México, e não os 
125 milhões de EUR (valor atual) do auxílio notificado.

2) Falta de proporcionalidade

De acordo com as OAR, o montante total do auxílio com finalidade regional concedido a um projeto de investimento inicial 
não deve exceder o limite máximo ajustado para os auxílios regionais estabelecido no mapa dos auxílios com finalidade 
regional. O auxílio notificado é equivalente ao montante máximo de auxílio que pode ser concedido para o investimento na 
região de Nitra nos termos do atual mapa de auxílios com finalidade regional da Eslováquia. Este máximo pode ser 
ultrapassado se a Comissão chegar à conclusão de que o projeto beneficia de medidas de auxílio adicionais sob a forma de 
1) venda de terrenos abaixo do preço de mercado no NSP, que poderiam ser destinados à JLR e 2) isenção de uma taxa 
exigível aquando da exclusão do terreno do «fundo de terrenos agrícolas» antes de o terreno ser convertido em terreno 
industrial.

a) Possível auxílio sob a forma de uma transferência de terrenos abaixo do valor de mercado do NSP

A Comissão considera, nesta fase, que existe uma possibilidade de a venda de terrenos à JLR poder implicar um certo 
montante de auxílio estatal adicional.
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A Eslováquia teve já de suportar 75 milhões de EUR para a expropriação de terrenos agrícolas nos quais o NSP em 
construção será localizado. Teve ainda de suportar um montante significativo de despesas adicionais para o 
desenvolvimento do sítio em si mesmo. Ao mesmo tempo, de acordo com as informações apresentadas pela Eslováquia, 
a JLR pagará apenas uma fração dos custos totais para o desenvolvimento do NSP. A discrepância entre os custos 
suportados pela Eslováquia para a expropriação de terrenos e para neles desenvolver o NSP, bem como o preço a pagar pela 
JLR pelo terreno do NSP suscita a questão de saber se a venda do terreno do NSP à JLR envolve um auxílio estatal.

A Eslováquia alega que a construção do NSP não pode envolver auxílios estatais, uma vez que se enquadra no exercício da 
autoridade pública na aceção do ponto 17 da Comunicação da Comissão sobre a noção de auxílio estatal nos termos do 
artigo 107.o, n.o 1, do Tratado sobre o Funcionamento da União Europeia («NOA»); por conseguinte, a construção do NSP 
não constitui uma atividade económica. Além disso, de acordo com a Eslováquia, a JLR pagará um preço de mercado pelo 
terreno terras do NSP que adquira, devendo o preço de mercado ser estabelecido com base em avaliações efetuadas por 
peritos independentes.

No entanto, nesta fase, a Comissão manifesta algumas dúvidas quanto à questão de saber se a situação do NSP é análoga à 
situação a que se refere o ponto 17 da NOA, apenas aplicável às medidas que não envolvam infraestruturas dedicadas.

Os acordos contratuais entre a Eslováquia e o beneficiário conferem à JLR direitos de propriedade ou direitos de preferência 
para a posterior aquisição relativa a quase toda a superfície do NSP em construção. De acordo com o Regulamento (UE) n. 
o 651/2014 da Comissão, de 17 de junho de 2014, que declara certas categorias de auxílios compatíveis com o mercado 
interno, em aplicação dos artigos 107.o e 108.o do Tratado (RGIC) e a prática casuística aplicável, a infraestrutura é dedicada 
quando construída para uma ou mais empresas identificáveis ex ante e adaptada às suas necessidades. A Comissão 
considerou, a título preliminar, que o NSP pode ser considerado uma infraestrutura dedicada à JLR, pelas seguintes razões: 
1) uma grande superfície está reservada para a empresa ao abrigo de disposições contratuais, 2) a beneficiária era uma 
empresa identificada ex ante e 3) aparentemente, o NSP foi adaptado às necessidades específicas do beneficiário.

No caso de se confirmar que o NSP é uma infraestrutura dedicada à JLR, a empresa teria de pagar os custos de 
desenvolvimento do sítio, com exceção dos custos relativos a elementos verdadeiramente gerais da infraestrutura, que 
continuam por definir no caso em apreço.

Mesmo que do resultado do inquérito decorra que o NSP não é uma infraestrutura dedicada, ainda subsistem questões 
quanto ao método a utilizar para determinar um preço de mercado e se o preço pago pela JLR é conforme com o preço do 
mercado. Em particular, a Comissão questiona se o valor das obras de desenvolvimento específicas levadas a cabo pela 
Eslováquia e que beneficiam diretamente a JLR está corretamente refletido nas avaliações elaboradas por peritos 
independentes ou se a JLR paga uma parte proporcional do custo de desenvolvimento do NSP compatível com o seu 
interesse de proprietário do parque.

b) Possível auxílio sob a forma de isenção de uma taxa exigível aquando da exclusão do terreno do «fundo de terrenos 
agrícolas» antes dos terrenos serem convertidos em terrenos industriais

A Comissão considera que a Eslováquia pode ter concedido ao beneficiário uma isenção de uma taxa habitualmente exigível 
aquando da exclusão da terra do «fundo de terras agrícolas» antes dos terrenos agrícolas serem convertidos em terrenos 
industriais. A Eslováquia alega que o montante não constitui um auxílio de Estado pois 1) faz parte da missão de serviço 
público da construção do parque industrial e 2) a responsabilidade pelo pagamento da taxa relativa aos terrenos agrícolas é 
de uma empresa estatal que compra o terreno agrícola, o prepara para uso industrial, e posteriormente o revende a 
terceiros, como o beneficiário. Assim, a isenção da referida taxa é uma questão que diz respeito a transferências dentro do 
próprio Estado.

Nesta fase, a Comissão não pode excluir que, apesar do envolvimento de uma empresa estatal na transação, possa existir 
imputabilidade do Estado eslovaco e a concessão de uma vantagem seletiva ao beneficiário. Por conseguinte, nesta fase, a 
Comissão considera que a isenção do pagamento dessa taxa pode constituir um auxílio estatal na aceção do artigo 107.o, n. 
o 1, do TFUE.

3) Efeitos negativos manifestos

a) O limite máximo de intensidade de auxílio estatal ultrapassado

Existe um efeito negativo manifesto sempre que o montante de auxílio proposto exceda, em comparação com as despesas 
de investimento elegíveis, o limite máximo da intensidade do auxílio aplicável a um projeto de uma determinada dimensão. 
O auxílio com finalidade regional notificado em valor atual resulta numa intensidade de auxílio, prima facie, abaixo da 
intensidade máxima de auxílio para este investimento na região de Nitra. No entanto, qualquer elemento de auxílio 
adicional (sob a forma de auxílio à transferência de terrenos abaixo do valor de mercado e/ou a isenção da taxa relativa à 
transformação de terrenos agrícolas) determinaria que o montante total do auxílio fosse superior a este limite máximo de 
intensidade do auxílio. Por conseguinte, nesta fase da sua apreciação, a Comissão tem dúvidas de que as medidas de auxílio 
cumpram a exigência fundamental do respeito do limite máximo da intensidade de auxílio para um projeto de investimento 
notificado com o montante de investimento elegível notificado na região de Nitra.

8.12.2017 PT Jornal Oficial da União Europeia C 422/23



b) O auxílio tem um efeito anticoesão manifesto

As OAR especificam que, caso se verifique o cenário 2, na ausência do auxílio, o investimento teria sido localizado numa 
região com uma intensidade de auxílio com finalidade regional superior ou igual à da região visada, o que constitui um 
efeito negativo pouco suscetível de ser compensado por qualquer outro efeito positivo do auxílio, na medida em que é 
contrária à lógica de coesão dos auxílios com finalidade regional.

Nesta fase, a Comissão tem dúvidas quanto ao facto de o México ser uma alternativa credível, questionando se, na realidade, 
a localização alternativa não seria Jawor, na Polónia. Cálculos internos da empresa revelam que o investimento teria sido 
mais rentável em Jawor, na Polónia, uma região com o mesmo limite máximo de intensidade de auxílio estatal com 
finalidade regional do que Nitra, ou seja, 25 %. Por conseguinte, a Comissão considera, a título preliminar, que, sem o 
auxílio, o investimento poderia ter sido localizada em Jawor, e que o auxílio ao investimento tem, portanto, um efeito 
anticoesão manifesto.

Pelas razões expostas supra, a Comissão tem dúvidas quanto à compatibilidade da medida de auxílio com as condições 
previstas nas OAR e convida as partes interessadas a apresentarem as suas observações.
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TEXTO DA CARTA

Sir,

The Commission wishes to inform Slovakia that, having examined the information supplied by your authorities on the aid 
measures referred to above, it has decided to initiate the procedure laid down in Article 108(2) of the Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union.

1. PROCEDURE

(1) By electronic notification registered on 12 May 2016, the Slovak authorities notified to the Commission an EUR 
125 046 543 regional aid measure in favour of Jaguar Land Rover Slovakia s.r.o. subject to Commission approval. In 
addition to this notified aid measure, Slovakia may have granted additional non-notified aid via its Investment 
Agreement and Agreement on Future Agreements (1) with the beneficiary in the form of public funding for 
infrastructure that may be dedicated to the beneficiary, and in the form of exemption from the obligation of paying 
an ‘agricultural land transformation fee’ normally due at the exclusion of agricultural land from the ‘Agricultural 
Land Fund’.

(2) By letters of 26 May, 6 July, 14 October, 10 November 2016, 26 January, 22 March and 28 April 2017, the 
Commission requested information which was submitted by letters of 27 May, 20 June, 14 September, 30 November 
2016, 14 February, 27 March 2017 and 3 May 2017. Regarding the information relevant to the non-notified 
possible aid, information was also received in the case SA.45562 (2016/EO) — Aid measures related to the Act on 
Agricultural Land Fund (hereinafter ‘the Agricultural Land Fund case’) and Slovakia confirmed by letter of 3 May 
2017 that this information can be used in the current case. By letters of 15 June, 16 August, 21 November 2016 and 
9 January 2017 the Commission requested information in the Agricultural Land Fund case which was submitted on 
11 July, 16 August, 13 October, 16 December 2016 and 6 February 2017. By a language waiver submitted on 
7 April 2017, Slovakia agreed that this Commission decision will be adopted and notified to Slovakia in the English 
language.

2. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE AID MEASURES

2.1. Objective of the aid

(3) The Slovak authorities intend to promote regional development by providing regional aid for an investment by the 
large undertaking Jaguar Land Rover Slovakia s.r.o. for building and tooling a premium aluminium vehicle 
manufacturing facility in Nitra, which is situated in the Nitra region, an area eligible for regional aid under 
Article 107(3)(a) TFEU, with a standard regional aid ceiling of 25 % under the Slovak regional aid map for the time 
period from July 2014 to 2020 (2) (hereinafter ‘Regional Aid Map’). The project is expected to create 2 834 new 
direct jobs.

2.2. The beneficiary

(4) Slovakia indicates that the direct recipient of the aid is Jaguar Land Rover Slovakia s.r.o., which is 85 % owned by 
Jaguar Land Rover Limited and 15 % owned by Jaguar Land Rover Holdings Limited. Jaguar Land Rover Limited is 
100 % owned by Jaguar Land Rover Holdings Limited which in turn is 100 % owned by Jaguar Land Rover 
Automotive plc. The immediate parent of Jaguar Land Rover Automotive plc is Tata Motors Limited Holdings PTE, 
which is 100 % owned by Tata Motors Limited India.

(5) Tata Motors Limited India is a public company incorporated in India, and listed on the National Stock Exchange of 
India and on the New York Stock Exchange. The main business activities of Tata Motors Limited India are the 
manufacture and sale of passenger cars, commercial vehicles, buses and coaches. Tata Motors Limited India is 34.3 % 
owned by Tata Group Companies (mainly Tata Sons, the central holding company of the Tata Group). The remaining 
shares are mainly owned by public shareholders; no other shareholder owns more than 10 %. The term ‘Tata Group’ 
has not been defined by the Slovak authorities in the notification. The Commission considers that the ultimate 
beneficiary of the aid measures is Tata Motors Limited India. Where Slovakia refers in the notification to ‘JLR’, it 
refers to the ‘Jaguar Land Rover Slovakia s.r.o. (JLR) Group’ and the reference does not include Tata Motors Limited 
India.

(6) JLR has more than 36 000 employees globally and manufacturing facilities in the United Kingdom, Brazil, India and 
China. More than 80 % of the cars produced in the UK are exported to 160 markets worldwide. JLR had total 
revenues of GBP 21 866 million in the financial year 2015 (3).
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(1) The Investment Agreement and the Agreement on Future Agreements between Slovakia and JLR were signed on 11 December 2015.
(2) SA.37423 (N/2013), OJ C 280 of 22.08.2014 p. 1.
(3) The financial figures are consolidated at the level of Jaguar Land Rover Automotive plc.



(7) The Slovak authorities confirmed and provided information on the basis of which the Commission verified that JLR, 
and its parent company Tata Motors Limited do not constitute companies in difficulty within the meaning of the 
Guidelines on State aid for rescuing and restructuring non-financial undertakings in difficulty (4).

2.3. The investment project

2.3.1. The notified project

(8) The investment project in its notified scope aims at setting up a new establishment (green-field investment) for the 
production of the All-new Land Rover Discovery (known as […] (*) and […] (known as […]), both of which belong 
to the ‘Premium D SUV segment’ as defined by the consultancy IHS Markit (5). The production site will have an 
annual capacity of 150,000 units of these models, which will be built on one single platform, the […] aluminium 
intensive architecture. The investment will take place in an industrial park under construction, the Nitra Strategic 
Park (hereinafter ‘NSP’), on land which, on 8 July 2015, was still predominantly privately owned, agricultural land.

(9) The scope of the investment project, as originally (until September 2015) proposed in JLR's aid application to the 
Slovak authorities, referred to an investment with an annual production capacity of 300 000 units to be 
implemented in two phases, Phase 1 and Phase 2, and including the production of two further, not yet decided 
models. In the notification, Slovakia states that in the autumn of 2015 the beneficiary decided to reduce the initial 
scope of the project to a plant with the notified production capacity of 150 000 cars per annum. The investment 
itself involves the Phase 1 investment and some elements initially envisaged under Phase 2, but also usable in Phase 
1. The beneficiary may extend the investment project into Phase 2 beginning in [2020-2025]. However, Slovakia 
states that the product to be manufactured in Phase 2 at the site is currently not known, and the expansion of the 
investment into Phase 2 has not yet been decided. Therefore, the intended subject matter of the notification is 
exclusively the Phase 1 project (6).

2.3.2. Infrastructure investment and legislative changes in view of the notified project

Legislative changes

(10) The Slovak government decided on 27 May 2015 to change the Significant Investments Act (Act No. 175/1999 on 
significant investments) and other laws (such as Act No 50/1976 on spatial planning and building order i.e. ‘the 
building act’, and Regulation 58 of the Government of the Slovak Republic of 13 March 2013 on fees for the 
disappropriation and unauthorised engagement of agricultural land, (‘Regulation 58/2013’) to facilitate the creation 
of large industrial parks (300-400 hectares). The main elements of the planned changes included 1) a modification of 
the definition of ‘significant investment’ (to transform it into investments that are in the public interest), 2) adding a 
definition of ‘strategic parks’, 3) streamlining the rules relating to the issuance of certificates of ‘significant 
investments’, 4) simplifying the ownership transfer and expropriation of land in case of ‘significant investments’, 5) 
simplifying the planning permission process for ‘significant investments’ and 6) introducing an exemption from the 
obligation of paying an ‘agricultural land transformation fee’, normally due at the exclusion of agricultural land from 
the ‘Agricultural Land Fund’ (hereinafter ‘ALF’) in favour of land used for ‘significant investments’ with investment 
costs of at least EUR 1 billion which lead to the creation of at least 2000 new jobs. This is the so-called ‘Exemption 
G’ (7).

(11) Most of the changes were decided and initiated by the government on 27 May 2015 and entered into effect on 7 and 
8 July 2015. ‘Exemption G’ entered into force on 1 August 2015 but, following contacts between the Commission 
and the Slovak authorities in the framework of the Agricultural Land Fund case, was repealed on 7 December 2016 
without ever having been applied.

(12) A further change to Regulation 58 (8) introduced another exemption (the so-called ‘Exemption H’) from the 
‘agricultural land transformation fee’ which applies to land purchased by 100 % state owned companies that 
construct strategic industrial parks that are recognised as ‘significant investments’. This exemption entered into force 
on 31 October 2015.
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(4) OJ C 249, 31.7.2014, p. 1–28.
(*) Business secret
(5) See Annex 8 ‘IHS Premium D SUV Segment’ Market Share May 2016 p. 21 of Slovakia's submission of 30 November 2016.
(6) The Board of Tata Motors Limited noted in September 2015 that the project will be carried out in two phases. Documents submitted 

do not show that the decision to implement Phase 2 is suspended, only that Jaguar decided to apply for aid only for the first phase, 
as the models to be produced in the second phase are not yet defined, and the Commission could not have assessed the competition 
effects of aid for these unknown models in this situation.

(7) This exemption is laid down in section 4 (g) of Regulation 58 of the Government of the Slovak Republic of 13 March 2013 on fees 
for the disappropriation and unauthorised engagement of agricultural land", as amended.

(8) In the Agricultural Land Fund case, Slovakia states that land purchases in connection with the NSP started on 14 July 2015, 
presumably of land that did not need expropriation.



Investment into infrastructure/Exemption from the ALF

(13) The JLR investment will take place in a new industrial park, the NSP, which is now under construction. The NSP is 
located next to an already existing industrial park of 29,7 hectares. The site where the beneficiary's future production 
site will be located is partially still agricultural land, or has until recently been agricultural land, without any existing 
infrastructure that would enable productive investments to settle on the site. The NSP was recognised, by decision of 
the Slovak government, upon entry into force of the relevant legislative change mentioned above, as a ‘significant 
investment’ on 8 July 2015.

(14) The entity made responsible by the Slovak authorities for the implementation of the NSP is MH Invest (hereinafter 
‘MHI’), a 100 % State-owned company that is controlled, governed and financed by the Ministry of Transport, 
Construction and Regional Development of Slovakia.

(15) MHI is responsible for (i) land expropriation, (ii) preparatory land works and the construction of the NSP. The Slovak 
authorities (through MHI's engagement of third parties, such as the Slovak Rail and Strabag and likely others) are 
carrying out the following works on the NSP: 1) certain preparatory land remediation works, in the value of 
EUR 221 million, 2) infrastructure development work, such as temporary utilities for EUR 2.1 million, final utilities 
at the point of connection for EUR 8,58 million, 3) motorway connection, rail connection, general road 
infrastructure and dual carriageway in the industrial park for EUR 185,9 million, 4) flood defence system and 
ground water management for EUR 25 million, and 5) logistics improvements in the form of intermodal, finished 
goods storage and expedition for EUR 51,85 million.

(16) MHI is becoming the initial owner of the future site of the NSP. MHI has already purchased the bulk of the land 
needed for the notified JLR investment project for a total amount of EUR 75 million (9).

(17) In the system that Slovakia created under Exemption H, the exempted and developed land is to be sold by MHI to 
third parties as industrial land at a price which according to Slovakia will reflect the market price as established on 
the basis of independent evaluation reports, which take into account the fact that the land is no longer designated as 
agricultural land, but has already been converted into industrial land.

(18) The NSP is to be developed in two phases. In a first phase it is foreseen to have 469.9 hectares of land developed, of 
which 298.9 hectares will be available for investors (excluding 29.7 hectares of the existing industrial park next to 
the NSP under construction and a further 171 hectare area designated for general infrastructure — a so-called 
‘Technical Land’ — that are not available for commercial use). The 298.9 hectare area will be called hereinafter ‘the 
NSP under construction’. The NSP will be extended, in a second phase, to 732,9 hectares, of which 441,9 hectares 
will be available to investors. This area will be called hereinafter ‘the future, enlarged NSP’.

(19) MHI will transfer ownership and contractual options rights of the developed site to JLR. The Investment Agreement 
stipulates MHI's obligation to acquire the ‘Site’ (a parcel of 185,3 hectares where the first sections of JLR's plant will 
be located), prepare it for industrial use and then resell it to JLR in a ‘future purchase agreement’. The Investment 
Agreement clearly states that ‘Slovakia undertakes, represents and warrants that the S[pecial] P[urpose] V[ehicle] [i.e. 
MHI], the wholly owned subsidiary of the Ministry shall become owner of the Site [i.e. the initial parcel of 
185,3 hectares’ and ‘transfers the Site to the Company [i.e. JLR]’. The Investment Agreement contains similarly 
binding language with respect to options to purchase two further parcels. One is an option for 12 months after 
purchase of the Site to buy the so-called ‘South Land’ (44,4 hectares) and another one for 10 years after purchase of 
the Site to buy ‘the Expansion Land’ (136 hectares). In addition, JLR received a right of first refusal for 20 years to buy 
another parcel, the so-called ‘North Land’ (10) (a further 69 hectares). The Investment Agreement provides that the 
market value of the ‘optional’ lands will be determined on the basis of market reports when they come up for sale. 
Besides, the Investment Agreement contains detailed obligations for Slovakia's execution of various land preparation 
and infrastructure development obligations, such as land reorganisation, site remediation works, utilities provision, 
etc. The Investment Agreement appears to give JLR wide-ranging oversight rights to ensure that preparatory works 
correspond to the specific needs of JLR (at least very clearly with respect to the initial ‘Site’). The Investment 
Agreement also contains a list of certain Investor Specific Works which according to Slovakia will be paid for by JLR 
in the amount of EUR 16,9 million.

8.12.2017 PT Jornal Oficial da União Europeia C 422/27

(9) The allocated budget for land acquisition is estimated at EUR [80-110] million.
(10) Since the Slovak government is marketing this piece of land, this right of first refusal is effectively an option to buy at a time when 

the Slovak government is in the position to offer the land to a company other than JLR.



(20) The actual land purchase agreement for the initial 185,3 hectares (i.e. the Site) is expected to be signed in the second 
quarter of 2017, and the Agreement on Future Agreement stipulates that the land purchase agreement would be 
signed by 31 December 2018. The information relating to the price JLR will be paying for the Site is contradictory. 
On the one hand, the Slovak authorities declared that the land will be transferred to JLR at market value given that 
the price to be paid by JLR is calculated as an average of three independent expert valuations. Two land valuation 
reports specifically prepared for JLR state that the market value for the Site was assessed on the basis of the land 
being construction ready (11). One of the evaluation reports (12) indicates a EUR 15/m2 value for the land in 
question, indicating a total value for the 185,3 hectares as circa EUR 27 795 000. Another one (13) indicates a price 
of EUR 15,5/m2 (equalling EUR 28 725 000). Both reports were prepared on the order of the beneficiary and already 
contain ‘market value’ for the South Land and the North Land (14). A third report (15), a real estate market report 
prepared for MHI, indicates the value of industrial land in the Nitra area as between EUR 25 and EUR 35 per m2, 
although it is unclear what the size of such industrial land would be. According to notification documents (e.g. in the 
application form for aid with the Slovak authorities in June 2015), the price JLR is expecting to pay for the 185,3 
hectare parcel is about EUR 30 million, and the Agreement on Future Agreement indicates a price of EUR 15,83/m2 

(plus VAT).

(21) It is to be noted that JLR received the land purchase options relating to the South Land, the North Land and the 
Expansion Land free of charge.

(22) As regards the issue of the exemption from the ALF, the Investment Agreement states that ‘Slovakia declares no part 
of the Site and no part of the Expansion Land will be classified as agricultural land pursuant to Act No. 220/2004 
Coll. on the Protection and use of the Agricultural Land, as amended, prior to their sale to the Company (16).’ The 
Slovak authorities state in the notification that it is MHI that, as the owner of the land on which the NSP will be 
established, is ‘liable’ to pay the fee for the exclusion of the respective land from the ALF and that it is therefore also 
MHI that had to request the exemption. The Commission has no information as to the overall amount of the ALF fee 
that was payable to transform the land needed for the NSP or for the notified JLR project. It notes though that JLR 
internal documents prepared for the site selection process (e.g. presentation of 15 June 2015) indicated that JLR 
would possibly have to pay EUR [50 — 110] million. This relates to a 368 hectares area, which appears to include 
land that is later designated as the South Land and the North Land. The Commission also notes that the same 
document already indicates a commitment by the Slovak government to exempt JLR from the obligation to pay the 
exemption fee.

2.3.3. Eligible investment costs

(23) According to the notification documents, the total envisaged investment costs for the notified project are GBP 1,665 
billion (circa EUR 1,99 billion calculating with the beneficiary's internal exchange rate of 1,2 for EUR/GBP used at 
the time of the investment decision for corporate planning purposes) (17). The proposed eligible investment costs 
were indicated as amounting to EUR 1 406 620 591 in nominal value, (circa GBP 1,172 billion) which is 
EUR 1 369 295 298 in present value (18). Table 1 below presents the breakdown of the proposed eligible costs in 
nominal value.
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(11) Construction ready means in two of the evaluation reports that the Site and the optional parcels are zoned for industrial use, that 
utilities in the site are relocated and made available at site boundary, that the site has been remediated and levelled, that road systems 
and public parking are put in place throughout the park, that there is clear title and that there is no conversion cost associated with 
the transfer of agricultural land to industrial use.

(12) The […] Valuation Report.
(13) The […] Valuation Report.
(14) The value of the South Land and the North Land combined is EUR 17 010 000 according to […] and EUR 20 461 000 according to 

[…].
(15) Slovakia real Estate market report ‘CBRE’.
(16) The Commission considers that the expression ‘as amended’, which is attached to ‘Act No. 220/2004 Coll. on the Protection and use 

of the Agricultural Land’ in the sentence, is likely to refer to Exemption H which entered into force on 31 October 2015 as an 
amendment to Regulation 58/2013 (see recital 12).

(17) The Commission notes that the total investment cost for the Nitra project is indicated as GBP 1 billion in press articles; see e.g. 
http://media.jaguarlandrover.com/news/2015/12/jaguar-land-rover-confirms-new-factory-slovakia; but also in Tata Motors Limited's 
filing document 20F with the US Securities and Exchange Commission: See e.g. pages 20, 23 and 75 of the form under the link 
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/926042/000 119312516662177/d185203d20f.htm#tx 18520313. On page 20 of this 
document, for example, there is the following statement: ‘In December 2015, Jaguar Land Rover concluded an agreement with the 
Government of the Slovak Republic for the development of a new manufacturing plant in western Slovakia with the first cars 
expected to be produced in 2018. The new facility represents an investment of GBP 1 billion and initial annual capacity of up to 
150 000 units…’ (emphasis added). The Commission notes the discrepancy for the purpose of accuracy.

(18) The present values in this decision are calculated on the basis of a discounting rate of 1,17 %, applicable at the time of submitting the 
aid application (24 November 2015). Present values are discounted to the UK financial year 2015/2016, which is the planned date 
of award. JLR uses the UK financial year running from 1 April to 31 March.

http://media.jaguarlandrover.com/news/2015/12/jaguar-land-rover-confirms-new-factory-slovakia
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/926042/000119312516662177/d185203d20f.htm#tx18520313


Table 1

Breakdown of proposed eligible investment costs (nominal in EUR thousands)

In EUR thousand (rounded)/UK financial years 2015/
/2016

2016/
/2017

2017/
/2018

2018/
/2019

2019/
/2020 Total

Land […] […] […]

Building […] […] […] […] […] […]

Machinery/Equipment […] […] […] […] […] […]

Intangible assets […] […] […] […] […]

Total […] […] […] […] […] 1 406 621

(24) According to notification documents, at least a GBP [60 — 85] million investment cost item that is listed as eligible 
cost in notification documents is described as ‘provision’, which Slovakia describes as ‘unexpected overspend’.

(25) The Slovak authorities stated that […]% of the eligible costs will be spent on vendor tooling (19), and commit that all 
vendor tooling assets will be located in a NUTS area which is either of the same maximum State aid intensity ceiling 
as Nitra, or higher.

(26) The Slovak authorities confirmed that all assets included in the proposed eligible expenditure will be new and that 
intangible assets are obtained from third parties at market prices. The Slovak authorities also confirmed that the 
intangible assets will be used exclusively in the establishment receiving the aid, they are amortisable as part of the 
beneficiary's assets, and will remain associated with the aided project for at least five years after its completion.

2.4. Legal basis

(27) The notified financial support is based on the following legal acts:

a. Act No. 561/2007 Coll. On Investment Aid Act and on amendings and supplements to certain acts as amended;

b. Act No. 358/2015 Coll. governing certain relationships in state aid agenda and de minimis aid and on 
amendments and supplements to certain acts (state aid act);

c. Government Regulation No. 219/2015 Coll. of 26 August 2015 fixing the maximum intensity of investment aid 
and the amount of investment aid in particular regions of the Slovak Republic;

d. Decree of the Ministry of the Economy of the Slovak Republic no. 123/2012 Coll. laying down a template 
application for the granting of investment aid.

(28) Slovakia submitted the summary information for the resulting regional aid scheme (20) as required by Article 11 of 
Commission Regulation (EU) No 651/2014 of 17 June 2014 declaring certain categories of aid compatible with the 
internal market in application of Articles 107 and 108 of the Treaty (21) (hereinafter GBER) on 5 April 2015.
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(19) Vendor tooling is equipment installed at a supplier's production facility used for the manufacture of parts to be used in the 
beneficiary's production.

(20) SA. 41768 (2015/X).
(21) OJ L 187, 26.6.2014, p. 1-78.



2.5. Notified aid amount

(29) The notified aid is to be awarded in the form of a direct grant and amounts to EUR 129 812 750 in nominal value 
and EUR 125 046 543 in present value. The aid is planned to be paid out according to the following schedule:

Table 2

Nominal aid amount (nominal in EUR thousands)

In 1 000 EUR (rounded)
UK financial years

2015/
2016

2016/
2017

2017/
2018

2018/
2019

2019/
2020

2020/
2021

Total

Grants […] […] […] […] 129 812

2.6. Notified aid intensity

(30) The notified aid of EUR 125,046 million in present value refers to the above mentioned eligible expenditure of 
EUR 1 369 295 000 in present value, and thus corresponds to an aid intensity of 9,13 %.

(31) The Commission notes that the Slovak authorities confirmed that neither the approved maximum aid amount in 
present value nor the approved aid intensity will be exceeded if the amount of eligible expenditures deviates from the 
estimated amount and that the notified regional investment aid will not be cumulated with other State aid with 
respect to the same eligible costs.

2.7. Own contribution

(32) The aid beneficiary will contribute at least 25 % to the financing of the investment.

2.8. Maintenance of the assisted activity

(33) The direct grant is awarded under the condition that the beneficiary will maintain the investment in the assisted 
region for a minimum period of five years after completion of the investment project (Phase 1).

2.9. Slovakia's arguments why the aid contributes to regional development (cohesion) objective

(34) Slovakia explained that the investment will contribute to the regional development of the Nitra region for the 
following reasons:

— The investment project creates 2 834 additional jobs at the beneficiary. The quality of the created jobs will be 
high and this will be reflected in the average monthly total salary costs which will be much higher than the 
average monthly salary cost in Slovak manufacturing (EUR […] per month in 2016 for JLR as compared with 
EUR 965 per month in June 2015 for Slovak manufacturing).

— The investment will also lead to the creation of indirect jobs in the supply chain. Slovakia estimates that each new 
direct JLR job will generate at least 4 new jobs in the supply chain.

— Further employment effects can be expected in service industries during the construction phase and once the 
plant is operational.

— The beneficiary is also active when it comes to training for employees and attaches great importance to the 
regular further training of his own employees. JLR will also be able to share the best practice and lessons learned 
from successful training programmes.

— The beneficiary expects to work in partnership with local universities and technical colleges in the region in order 
to stimulate the pipeline of talent into JLR, the supply base and the industry in general. JLR will engage with local 
education and training establishments in order to build a workforce motivated by engineering and manufacturing 
as a future career choice and to support the development of skills of the local population. The project will 
significantly impact the development of higher education by bringing increased cooperation between universities 
and industry in formulating the content of higher education, particularly in the fields of mechanical engineering, 
electrical engineering and materials so that the graduates are ready to be employed in industry.
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— The beneficiary's world-leading use of aluminium in automotive manufacturing will also encourage investment 
in the aluminium processing in research and development facilities such as the R&D Centre in Žiar and Hronom.

— The investment project will facilitate innovation at local level and the transfer of technology to a less-favoured 
region. The first to benefit will be the suppliers which will be assisted in order to achieve the JLR ‘Q’ standard, a 
JLR-specific governance model with definitive criteria for suppliers to follow.

— The beneficiary plans for the facility to achieve environmental excellence and sustainability.

2.10. Slovakia's arguments why the aid is appropriate

(35) Slovakia notes that attracting foreign direct investment is a vital part of the regional development plan for the Nitra 
region. In 2014, the regional GDP of Nitra represented 10,9 % of the total GDP of the Slovak Republic and the GDP 
per capita was below the national average: i.e. EUR 12 030 versus EUR 14 010 for the entire Slovak Republic. The 
unemployment rate was 11,21 % which is close to the national average.

(36) The Slovak authorities pointed out that the low level of economic development is also demonstrated through the fact 
that infrastructure in the Nitra region is of poor quality, which has not yet been upgraded and that revenues from the 
investment project will be necessary to improve this aspect of the economic climate of the region.

(37) Slovakia considers that a direct grant was necessary in order to generate sufficient incentive for JLR to locate the 
investment in Slovakia. Equivalent benefits in form of tax incentives were not preferred due to their administrative 
complexity.

2.11. Slovakia's arguments why the measure has incentive effect — counterfactual scenario

2.11.1. Formal incentive effect requirement

(38) The Commission notes that a first aid application (relating to the then envisaged, combined Phase 1 and Phase 2 
project) for a nominal aid amount of EUR [230-320] million regarding an investment volume of circa EUR [2,7-3,7] 
billion was submitted to the Slovak authorities on 25 June 2015 and a unilateral letter of intent to support the 
investment, subject to Commission approval, was issued on 8 July 2015. After a reduction of the scope of the 
investment, another application for aid was submitted to Slovakia on 24 November 2015. As works started in 
December 2015, the aid application took place before start of works.

2.11.2. Counterfactual scenario: The decision making process

(39) Slovakia argues that the counterfactual scenario is a so-called scenario 2 situation within the meaning of 
Paragraph 61 (b) of the Guidelines on regional State aid for 2014-2020 (22) (hereinafter ‘the RAG’): the aid triggered 
the beneficiary's decision to locate the investment in Nitra, Slovakia, as opposed to H[…] in the State of Puebla, in 
Mexico.

(40) Slovakia submitted information about relevant corporate governance and the decision making process and included 
documentary evidence to underpin the information about the decision making process, as described below.

Decision making bodies for investment decisions

(41) Slovakia explains that the JLR Board is ultimately responsible for the company. JLR’s normal practice of governance 
is as follows: the CEO and other Executive Committee Members (ECM) lead the management of business operations 
with authority delegated from the Board. There are regular Board meetings to assist the Board’s oversight of JLR’s 
business.

(42) Two groups of directors act as a board to JLR Automotive plc, JLR Holdings Limited and Jaguar Land Rover Limited, 
which form ‘the JLR Board’. The Board approves decisions relating to investments. Before final approval by the JLR 
Board, JLR management engages in a number of preliminary steps to test and assess investment decisions. These 
steps involve various governance fora. At the respective fora, proposals are prepared, reviewed and recommended for 
approval/amendment. The comprehensive description on Corporate Governance given by Slovakia does not include 
information on the involvement and role of the Tata Motors Limited Board in investment and location decisions. The 
Commission notes however that the Tata Motors Limited India Board was also involved in the decision making 
process.
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(43) In the notified case, three key fora were involved under the authority of the ECM in supporting the decision making 
process:

a. Strategy Council. The purpose of this forum is to govern the major gateways of the strategy planning process, 
review strategic options and make decisions and recommendations for the allocation of company resource for 
future investment. This body meets […] times a year.

b. Globalisation Forum. (NB: the International Development Committee and International Programme Review are 
historical names for the Globalisation Forum). The role of the committee is to consider and approve the long term 
globalisation strategy and oversee its deployment and evolution. This body meets […].

c. Product Strategy Forum. The purpose is to provide a discussion and decision making platform for the ECM to 
discuss both product and technology strategies in the cycle plan phase.

The actual decision making process for the investment

(44) According to Slovakia, JLR undertook within a period of at least 18 months before 10 July 2015, an extensive global 
search to identify one or several possible locations for new production facilities that were considered necessary to 
meet actual capacity shortages and to satisfy expected future demand. The process considered dozens of potential 
sites in North America (Canada, Mexico, and the Unites States), in the EU (in particular Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Poland, and Slovakia), and in Turkey. A possible location in the UK had been excluded at a preliminary stage. This 
process led on 10 July 2015 to the recommendation to locate the additional capacities in Slovakia. The 
recommendation was approved (‘ratified’) by the JLR board on 3 August 2015 and by the Tata Motors Board on 
7 August 2015. On 10 August 2015, Slovakia and JLR signed a Letter of Intent on the location of the investment 
project in its initially intended scope in Nitra. The Tata Motors Limited Board meeting of 18 September 2015 
confirmed the investment project and its location, establishing that it will be implemented in two phases, each 
covering a capacity of 150 000 vehicles per annum. The models for Phase 1 were confirmed at ECM level in 
September/October 2015, and on 15 November 2015, the JLR Board authorised the ECM and its CEO to apply for 
aid for the Phase 1 investment (application introduced on 24 November 2015) for the selected models, and to sign 
the Investment Agreement (signed on 11 December 2015).

(45) JLR used a green-field site selection process (called Project Oak) in the North American Free Trade Agreement 
(‘NAFTA’)region starting in 2014 which resulted in the identification of Mexico as the most promising country and 
the selection of the H[…] site in Puebla, Mexico as the preferred option. A second selection process starting in 
February 2015 (titled ‘Project Darwin’) focused on a range of low cost Central and Eastern European (hereinafter 
‘CEE’) countries.

(46) The notification indicated a number of key dates on which meetings relating to the investment project and its 
location took place: 21 January, 30 March, 27 April, 15 May, 1 June, 15 June, 10 July, 3 August, 7 August, 18 
September, 21 October and 18 November 2015.

Project Oak

(47) JLR started by looking at suitable sites in the NAFTA region in 2014. Following an initial phase (called project ‘[…]’) 
in which mothballed manufacturing sites in the region were examined, JLR started to look at possible sites for a 
green-field (or brownfield) site in the region in a project that later became known as ‘Project Oak’.

(48) Project Oak's site selection process involved the following ‘filtering’ steps: an 1) initial macroeconomic country 
evaluation, 2) identification of key assumptions and assessment criteria, 3) pre-filtering based on key criteria for state 
selection (i.e. within the selected countries), 4) request for information and communication packages, 5) roadshows 
across preselected states and commercial analysis to enable site evaluation based on key criteria for the 
manufacturing site.

(49) The economics of production were examined on the basis of a set of key criteria (including the later further 
developed ‘Golden Site requirements’) such as 1) access to population with high skills, 2) political environment, 
including experience with OEMs and availability of suppliers 3) national economy (labour costs, productivity, GDP, 
etc.,) 4) infrastructure/logistics/proximity to transport junctions, 5) quality of site/time line for construction and 6) 
availability of incentives.

(50) Although North America had been the company’s preferred starting point for its new global manufacturing site, in 
November 2014 JLR decided to engage in a wider assessment of options in order to determine the optimal location 
of the new plant. A desktop global manufacturing competitiveness study was already undertaken in November 
2014, including benchmarking lower cost CEE countries to the NAFTA region. This was the genesis of ‘Project 
Darwin’, i.e. the European site selection process.
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(51) Late in the year of 2014, JLR analysed possible US locations in more detail, and started to pre-select states in Mexico 
for screening. In December 2014 meetings took place with Mexican authorities and some states in Mexico were 
visited. Following this, in January 2015, JLR carried out a more detailed quantitative and qualitative assessment of 
whether to locate manufacturing in US/Canada or at a lower cost location or combination of locations in Mexico 
and Eastern Europe (Hungary, or perhaps Turkey). The US/Canada option had the major advantage of being a mature 
market, but it had to be balanced against the option of lower costs in Mexico and Hungary. The process of this 
analysis was captured in an ‘ECM Off-site’ presentation of 21 January 2015: it was based on six factors, such as 
sourcing, commercial, political environment, people, logistics and site suitability. On this basis, a ranking of the sites 
was set up and an intention was indicated to visit Mexico in February 2015.

(52) At that point in time, although this was not specifically mentioned by the Slovak authorities in the notification, it 
appears that JLR was considering the possibility of building two new production facilities, possibly on two different 
continents. The 21 January 2015 presentation shows that the establishment of even two different sites, perhaps both 
in the NAFTA region, or one in Europe and one in the NAFTA region, was still contemplated. The minutes of the 
21 January 2015 ECM meeting explicitly state that Canada, Mexico and the US were to be considered for Plant 2, 
while priority was given to the evaluation of locations in CEE for Plant 1. At this junction, it appears that the 
Canadian and US sites started to be seen as having too many disadvantages and that they were shortly thereafter 
eliminated as potential sites.

(53) In the meantime, by early 2015, JLR had further refined its criteria for the assessment of potential manufacturing 
sites, as it developed a more sophisticated set of criteria, the so-called ‘Golden Site’ requirements that would enable it 
to optimise the design, cost, speed of construction and operational efficiency of a site. The Golden Site requirements 
were in fact a collection of desired standards in respect of manufacturing, supply chain, logistics, HR and IT 
requirements. A report on 20 March 2015 prepared by Ernst & Young analysed Mexican locations for a possible site 
through this set of criteria. The report provided information on the characteristics of the H[…] site, although the 
Commission notes that there are gaps in the information relating to a number of ‘golden site criteria’ (e.g. on land 
stability, ground capacity, main utilities, infrastructure quality, cost difference between workforce in-house versus 
outside workforce, supplier base and their availability in close proximity, skilled workforce for suppliers, applicant 
pool availability to recruit, expat offering, such as leisure, availability of schools, hospital, nursery, shopping, etc. 
safety of site and site's adherence to safety and health requirements).

(54) In May 2015, the notification states, JLR provided feedback to Mexican states and received further information from 
the Puebla government in the form of an information package. The information package provided broad time lines 
for the following steps in site preparation: land grading to be completed by 12/2016, water wells to be completed by 
12/2015; waste water treatment plant by 12/217; road infrastructure to be completed by 7/2017, rail infrastructure 
to be completed by 11/2017, land acquisition to be completed by early 2017 and obtaining operating permit by 11/
/2016, while start of construction by JLR was indicated as March 2016 and start of production as June 2018. In June 
2015, a JLR team visited Puebla. A presentation which appears to have been made on 16 June 2015 to the JLR 
delegation in Mexico contained the following information: 1) details of an incentive package including infrastructure 
works on site, offices, training, recruitment assistance, payroll tax reimbursement, etc. and USD [750-1100] million 
in general infrastructure measures, including highways and by-passes to site, of which one bypass appears to amount 
to USD [150-220] million. (A total amount of USD [400-600] million for apparent infrastructural development 
expenditure could prima facie be linked directly to a JLR plant at the H[…] location); 2) general information about the 
State relating to work force, their educational level in general terms, number of universities, number of strikes, 
presence of Tier 1 suppliers in State, seismic activity in the State, crime rate, etc. 3) In terms of JLR Site requirements: 
rail connection was indicated as 2.5 miles away, and electric substation as well as a gas station at a 0,9 and 0,6 mile 
distance, respectively.

(55) However, the Commission notes that the information submitted does not appear to contain the results of a scoring 
exercise that would be comparable in its level of detail to the scoring exercise prepared for the CEE sites.

(56) On 25 June 2015, JLR confirmed in writing that H[…] has been shortlisted together with a number of CEE locations. 
The letter says that JLR ‘look forward to continuing a positive working relationship with [the Puebla governor] and 
[his] team over the next few months as [JLR] enter[s] the next phase of Project Oak’.

Project Darwin

(57) The project dealing with the selection of an EU site started with a global desktop competitiveness study 
commissioned in November 2014 that included benchmarking of lower cost CEE countries to the NAFTA region. 
Project Darwin was officially started early 2015.
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(58) Slovakia explains that by the end of February 2015, JLR finalised its site selection methodology for the European site, 
by developing a ‘scoring methodology’ or ‘scoring model’. This scoring model consisted of [60-80] country level and 
[35-65] site related criteria (with an individual weighting for each) which were fed into 6 factors (23) — so-called 
‘programme objectives’: 1) operating costs, 2) site fundamentals, 3) labour market, 4) business risks, 5) timing and 6) 
upfront cash. ‘Country level’ filtering criteria and ‘site level’ filtering criteria, (this latter being the ‘Golden Site’ 
requirements) were assessed together with a ‘business case’ for a given site. The ‘business case’ appears to consist of 1) 
operating costs, 2) investment costs, 3) cash-flow) and 4) sensitivities.

(59) The scoring model and the ‘business case’, Slovakia explained, supported the country/site selection decision in 
different ways. In particular, the scorecard (scoring methodology) combined macro-level and site specific views to 
give a broader perspective on the sites. The business case focused in greater detail on the financials for each country/
/site. Once developed, the Slovak authorities stated, the scoring model as described above remained the same 
throughout the assessment.

(60) Slovakia further states that given that by February 2015 considerable progress had already been made with the 
search in the NAFTA region, Project Darwin had to be accelerated. After eliminating 11 countries from an initial 32 
due to severe political, economic or geographical problems, 21 countries in the CEE region were subjected to a 
further filtering process focusing on the level of political risks, access to supply chain, and the existence of 
established OEMs. This resulted in 10 pre-selected countries. On the basis of macroeconomic data, business and 
fiscal security, stability, infrastructure/logistics, labour costs and quality as well as material costs (including supplier 
base) four front-runner countries were identified: the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia and Poland.

(61) After reviewing 27 sites in these four countries against the Golden Site requirements by the 30 March 2015 meeting 
of the International Development Committee (IDC), the following four sites have been shortlisted: B[…] (Czech 
Republic), Nitra (Slovakia), D[…] (Hungary) and S[…] (Poland) which were in turn subjected to a more intensive 
analysis. It is to be noted that another Polish site, Jawor, (which was later re-introduced into the site selection 
process), was by this date eliminated as a potential site. The reasons included the insufficient size of the site, limits to 
future expansion due to an electric power line, existing tenants on the land and a roadway dissecting the site. In 
addition, the region was classified as an agricultural zone and not a Special Economic Zone (SEZ).

(62) Slovakia states that, after the initial 4 favourite sites were selected, each was assessed in further detail in the spring 
and early summer of 2015, which included a number of site visits. In this iterative process the pros and cons of each 
site were explored and analysed in detail. As JLR evaluated the CEE sites in greater level of detail, its evaluation of 
risks associated with the sites evolved and changed significantly, some being mitigated, others being compounded. 
During this time, and up until the 10 July 2015 Globalisation Forum meeting in which the preferred site was selected 
for recommendation to the JLR and Tata Motors Limited Boards, the order in which the shortlisted sites ranked 
changed a number of times.

(63) Relating to milestones of this site selection process, the Slovak authorities submitted documents showing that 
meetings took place on key dates of which especially the following ones appear to be of particular relevance: 
30 March, 27 April, 15 May, 1 June, 15 June, 10 July, 3 August, 7 August, 18 September, 21 October and 
18 November 2015.

(64) The first important date in the CEE site selection process is the 30 March 2015 IDC meeting, when S[…] and Nitra 
were considered to be front-runners while D[…] and B[…] were scoring lower due to relative disadvantages in 
labour, logistics, timing and other reasons. For S[…] it was stated as a negative that it was contingent on a 20 km 
connecting road to the nearest highway.

(65) At the Strategy Council meeting of 27 April 2015 S[…] was on top despite a continuing question mark regarding 
the 20 km connecting road, and B[…] improved its ranking to second place due to a promise of accelerated time 
line. Nitra became 3rd (due to a drop of confidence in the team's ability and a timing problem, the only positive in 
Nitra was that ‘site is on established industrial estate’) and D[…] fell out of the competition despite favourable 
operating costs due to lower labour availability and other reasons. The presentation contained very detailed scoring 
for all four sites (24). The presentation also included elaborate project start plans for S[…], and stated that the 
company ‘will undertake a detailed financial comparison of the H[…] site against S[…]’ (25).
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(66) At the Globalisation Forum meeting of 15 May 2015, S[…] was still the preferred site. This was despite a delay of 
one further year in the construction of a connecting road to the closest highway as well as heightened site enabling 
requirements and poor local road quality, as government activity and commitment was perceived as still very high. A 
reassessment of other Polish sites, including Jawor was undertaken. The B[…] site, ranked second, was put on hold as 
a result of environmental issues, site deliverability, infrastructure quality and flood risks for which no plan existed. B 
[…] was replaced with Nitra as an alternative to S[…], as flood risks also existing on this site were promised to be 
solved, and the beneficiary was prepared to evaluate the timing and costs impact of this flood mitigation (26).

(67) The notification further explains that between 15 May and 1 June 2015 the problems with the highway connection 
at S[…] were explained to Poland where the government was asked to propose solutions.

(68) On 27 May 2015 the Slovak government decided to amend the Significant Investments Act and Regulation 58/2013 
(about the Agricultural Land Fund) to facilitate the creation of large industrial parks (300-400 hectares, the details of 
which are explained in recitals 10-12 of this decision.)

(69) At the 1 June 2015 meeting of the IDC, S[…] was still the frontrunner and Nitra is compared with S[…] and to a 
lesser extent Jawor. By this date, JLR's perception was that the risks associated with S[…] increased. Nitra's position 
has been strengthened as a clear second choice as it is already described as ‘the best insurance policy due to site 
readiness and infrastructure’ and progress is foreseen with the ‘significant investment status’ and with ‘land 
acquisition’. In the presentation prepared for this meeting, there is indication that a Mexico field trip was going to 
take place, but the presentation already states that despite the NPV advantage of Mexico, ‘there are additional strategic 
factors associated with Mexico that need to be explored further, such as distance from operational base, 
infrastructure risk, natural disaster risk, government effectiveness, political stability, regulatory quality, control 
corruption, forecast GDP growth, potential US-EU FTA’.

(70) At the 15 June 2015 meeting of the Strategy Council S[…] was put on hold due to the highway connection issue and 
poor road quality, after the Polish authorities had failed to find a satisfactory solution to the motorway connection 
problem. At this point, a very extensive comparison took place between Nitra, Jawor and S[…] which resulted in the 
following conclusions:

(a) Nitra was the site with the highest score. The reasons for this appear to be the following: government authority 
to expropriate and rezone the site and a promise to exempt JLR from the agricultural land transformation fee, 
land acquisition and preparation costs that were lower than at the other sites and that included areas outside the 
site boundary, a flood mitigation strategy had been developed, and highest incentives were provided as there was 
a lower risk in an established industrial site. This was in addition to the commitments given by Slovakia 
regarding improvements in rail and road connections to site, the bringing of utilities to site and the setting up of 
a training centre at no cost to JLR (for which the promise was made at this time, but which in the end appears to 
have been paid for by JLR). In a summary statement, Nitra was characterised as a site with no major flaw and no 
major infrastructure need.

(b) For Jawor, on the other hand, the following drawbacks were identified: delay in the construction of a connecting 
road to the motorway and for the motorway construction, lack of industrial land status for the site, potentially 
significant upfront cash requirements and lack of funding for infrastructure items.

(c) For S[…], road infrastructure (the condition of existing road and delay in new highway connecting road) was 
now flagged as a fatal flaw, and additional drawbacks, such as larger upfront cash requirement (for land 
preparation) and a lack of an offer for a training centre were identified.

At this junction (i.e. 15 June 2015), a detailed operating cost comparison (27) was carried out between Slovakia and 
Poland, which showed that Nitra had a GBP [80-120] million NPV disadvantage (28) vis-à-vis Jawor Poland, (for the 
entire lifetime of the project, linked to a GBP [110-150] in per unit operating cost disadvantage) but this was viewed 
as being compensated by Jawor's timing disadvantage and Slovakia's upfront cash offer and lower land preparation 
costs in the amount of GBP [70-100] million, As regards the Mexico alternative, the presentation mentions that 
‘Mexico vs. Darwin decision [should be made] w/c 6 July’. The minutes of this meeting refers to Mexico only to the 
extent that it says: ‘Action: Conduct Mexico field trip to discuss RFP (Request for proposal) on Puebla site’.
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(71) On 24 June 2015, the beneficiary submitted an application for regional investment aid to the Polish authorities and 
on 25 June, it did the same with respect to the Slovak authorities. The Commission notes that there was no 
indication that an ‘aid application’ was submitted with the Mexican authorities.

(72) On 8 July 2015, the Slovak Republic issued an unilateral letter of intent to support the investment (then still planned 
to be EUR [2,7-3,7] billion with a planned investment aid of EUR [230-320] million) with the condition that the 
Commission's approval is secured.

(73) According to the presentation of 10 July 2015, the Globalisation Forum meeting ended the race between Mexico/
/Nitra/Jawor and finally selected Nitra as the site to be recommended to the Boards as the best location for the 
investment. As regards the Jawor site, the Slovak authorities stated that JLR considered the proposed highway 
dissecting the site as a ‘red flag’ and that it doubted that the required infrastructure and site preparation could be 
completed in time. In addition, it was stated that ‘the site in Poland was far less advanced than the sites at H[…] in 
Mexico and Nitra’. The minutes of the 10 July 2015 meeting stated with respect to the Polish site that ‘significant 
concerns [were identified] with site fundamentals and deliverability whilst timing and upfront cash requirements 
were also significant concern.’

(74) The Commission notes that the 6 factors described in recital 58 of this decision, which according to Slovakia's 
statement had not changed since February 2015, were modified by 10 July 2015 for the purpose of the final 
considerations of the Globalisation Forum: the factor ‘business risk’ was eliminated (or renamed) and another factor 
was added to make up a total of seven factors: 1) automotive cluster, 2) site fundamentals, 3) labour availability, 4) 
timing, 5) operating costs, 6) upfront cash and 7) deliverability. The slide presentation of 10 July 2015 contains the 
following details:

(a) Jawor had a marginally better operating cost of GBP [120-180] p.u. (29) which was compensated by Slovakia 
through an ‘upfront cash impact of incentive, land cost and timing’ equalling a total amount of GBP [230-290] 
million. This was composed of GBP [200-300] million land cost advantage (30), GBP [10-30] million timing and 
composition advantage of Slovak aid (as half of the Polish aid would have been in the form of tax exemption) and 
GBP [80-120] million ‘working capital’ advantage (VAT advantage and a shorter VAT reclaim period).

(b) Infrastructure and site fundamentals: in Nitra, the site ‘is in established industrial park with infrastructure that 
exists today’, but half of the future site was owned by 1 600 owners who would be expropriated by November 
2015 for which ‘no issues [were] envisaged’. Besides, the Slovak government planned industrial park preparation, 
including planned investment into what is described as general public infrastructure (general road infrastructure, 
i.e. road carriageway around site, motorway connection, logistics infrastructure: intermodal truck staging, 
parking, finished goods storage, plus utilities to site) with an indication of a total value of GBP 339 million. The 
investment agreement was going to include commitment relating to these ‘general infrastructure’ measures. As to 
the Polish site, it was agricultural land requiring rezoning that could pose a timing issue (a three month delay 
behind Nitra) which is marked with a red flag. Besides, JLR would need to pay for land remediation, the extension 
of an electricity line and it would not be getting a state-of-the-art training centre. The general infrastructure 
planned by Poland for the benefit of the beneficiary would only amount to GBP 129 million (and the investment 
agreement would not contain a commitment about the ‘general infrastructure measures’). In addition, a 
connecting road would only be ready for the first or second quarter of 2018 which required an acceleration or 
interim solution for which promise was given.

(c) Further factors: established industrial park in Nitra and existence of suppliers to supply other OEMs reduced State 
aid risks and government promised further job creation incentives. As to Poland, the supplier park could be 
considered dedicated infrastructure for the benefit of JLR. The Nitra project is better linked to a regional 
development strategy, whereas the Polish site is not. The Slovak team is more motivated, and the Polish team 
lacks […] although its commitment remained high. In a summary chart of the presentation, the Polish team's 
delivery capabilities are designated with a ‘red flag’.
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(29) This must be more than GBP [80-120] million during the lifetime of the project, as on 15 June 2015 the operating cost disadvantage 
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(30) I.e. land differential of GBP [40-60] million + GBP [20-40] million ‘deferred land repayment’ + GBP [30-50] million construction 
timing delay. To be noted that the land value in Slovakia on 10 July is GBP [25-45] million whereas on 15 June it is still GBP [80-
-120] million, possibly indicating that in the meantime a promise was made by Slovakia to cover at least some land preparation 
costs.



(75) On 10 July 2015, according to the presentation to the Globalisation Forum, Mexico's cost advantage in NPV against 
Nitra was based on the ‘Business case’ criteria of 1) operating costs such as material, logistics, labour, 2) cash-flow 
data, such as duties and taxes and 3) ‘sensitivities’, such as incentives from Mexico which is indicated as GBP [150-
-220] million. The NPV calculation showed a difference of GBP 437 million over the 20 years lifetime of the project. 
JLR considered, based on market intelligence that was received too late to be incorporated in the NPV calculation, 
that there was a likelihood that Slovakia would have a timing advantage ranging from 6 to 9 months which would 
reduce the NPV gap between Mexico and Slovakia by a figure ranging from GBP [80-130] million to GBP [110-180] 
million. By deducting the maximum amount of State aid available which was calculated as GBP [100-110] million in 
present value (using JLR internal discounting rate of […]%) (31), the net advantage of the Mexican location was 
ranging from GBP [110-180] million to GBP [200-250] million. At the same time, there is a statement in this 
presentation that in case Slovakia is chosen ‘mobility should be maintained for as long as possible to permit 
assessment of payment risk as the regulatory process unfolds.’

(76) The minutes of the 10 July 2015 Globalisation Forum meeting state that the ‘ECM attached particular importance to 
the timing impacts, distance from JLR HQ and the relatively higher risk of reputational damage associated with 
Mexico.’ The minutes of the 10 July meeting go on to say that ‘the decision [in favour of Slovakia] was very finely 
balanced with particular concern that the NPV of the Slovakian location was substantially lower than the Mexican 
location and moreover the NPV of the Slovakian site depended on a grant offer that was at the maximum level 
permitted under EU rules.’ The ECM was concerned about the deliverability of this component of the project NPV, 
given that it depended on obtaining approval from the European Commission. It was noted that the judgment of the 
project team was that the Government of Slovakia had the capacity and was prepared to defend its grant decision 
before the European Commission. It was also noted that Slovakia had coherent arguments as to why approval should 
be forthcoming.

(77) The location choice with the investment volume of 300 000 vehicles as explained in recital 9 recommended by the 
Globalisation Forum of 10 July 2015 was ratified at a meeting of 3 August 2015 of the JLR Board and a meeting on 
7 August 2015 of the Tata Motors Limited Board. Slovakia describes the ‘conclusion’ of the 10 July 2015 meeting as 
follows: ‘this [i.e. the 10 July 2015] internal decision was ratified by the JLRA plc Board on 3 August 2015, and by 
the TML Board on 7 August 2015’. The Commission notes that documents on the basis of which the conclusions on 
3 and 7 August took place were not submitted by Slovakia but the minutes of the 3 August JLR Board meeting states 
that ‘the approval was subject to a more detailed business plan, investment, volume, return analysis, cost structure 
assumptions and actions to maximise cost savings, to be presented at the time of approval.’ In addition, the minutes 
of Tata Motors' Board meeting of 7 August 2015 stated that ‘a detailed presentation would be made by the JLR CFO 
on the project financials at the next meeting (32).’

(78) On 10 August 2015, a Letter of Intent was signed by Slovak Prime Minister Robert Fico and JLR in which Slovakia 
promised to develop what was called the Nitra industrial park and make it available for potential investors.

(79) In view of the language of minutes submitted by Slovakia (see recital 77), which appeared to indicate that the 
decisions of the JLR and the Tata Motors Limited Boards in August 2015 were not final, the Commission asked 
Slovakia to indicate the Tata Motors Limited Board meeting at which the final location decision was made and 
requested documentation of that meeting. Slovakia stated in its reply of 30 November 2016 that ‘Tata Motors 
Limited approved the location decision for the investment project at its meeting of 18 September 2015.’

(80) Minutes of the meeting of Tata Motors Limited's Board on 18 September 2015 show that the decision was made that 
the capacity of the project would be 300 000 units p.a. and it ‘would be spread out in two phases equally for 
producing […]: […] and […] (150 000 units) in Phase 1, and […] ([…] and […]) (150 000 units) in Phase 2.’ The 
minutes also state that ‘Factoring elements of qualitative risk, the total revised State aid of GBP [150-200] million in 
cash was sufficient to continue to progress Nitra over Mexico.’
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(31) The maximum State aid used for the calculation was GBP [180-230] million in nominal value which was the equivalent of EUR 
[230-320] million for the originally planned eligible investment costs of EUR [2.7-3.7] billion with a conversion rate of 1.35 (based 
on the exchange rate from June 2015, the time of the initial aid application) and not the long-term business planning rate of 1.2 
which was subsequently chosen by JLR for all the calculations.

(32) As far as other important events in August are concerned, an email of 19 August 2015 summarizing a phone call to a high level 
Mexican official explained that the ‘Mexican authorities had given a very positive impression and built a good relationship and that it 
was really [JLR's] focus on timing and deliverability that swung it in favour of Slovakia, i.e. more about where [JLR's] business is 
today rather than about [Mexico]’.



(81) Slovakia states in the notification that ‘the vehicle product strategy was finally decided at the Globalisation Forum on 
21 October 2015’, which ‘defined the initial investment project for the purposes of the revision of the draft State aid 
application form. The Phase 2 vehicle strategy was not available’, Slovakia continues, and ‘the Investment Agreement 
reflects that JLR did not commit to Phase 2.’ At this meeting, other formerly considered CEE locations, or any 
possible Mexico location were not discussed. In fact, the presentation for this meeting suggests that the most 
important consideration for the reduction of the project to Phase 1 was the State aid application process. A nine-
-page presentation for this meeting focuses largely on the implications of applying for State aid only for Phase 1. It 
states, for example, that the State aid implication for removing Phase 2 from the eligible costs would be GBP [20-70] 
million or GBP [10-40] million less in NPV. The minutes of this meeting state this: ‘Solid and committed business 
case for Phase 2 is required for aid application — which is not available within the available time window. Phase 2 
potential aid is c. £[10-50] million (NPV, i.e. equivalent to cost of only two weeks of slippage of Job 1 timing; 
Recommendation: Redefine initial investment project for aid calculation purposes as Phase 1 only. Include generic 
commitment (investment amounts and job creation) in Investment Agreement with SK government.’

(82) Ahead of the JLR Board Meeting of 18 November 2015, which was to confirm the reduced project emphasizing that 
the reduction is needed for State aid recalculation purposes, the NPV calculations for Nitra and Puebla were adjusted 
by removing the Phase 2 investment.

(83) The NPV difference between Mexico and Slovakia which was communicated to the JLR Board for the amended 
investment project on 18 November 2015 was GBP 344 million (33) or EUR 413 million using an exchange rate of 
1:1.2. This figure included revised assumptions as to the amount of Mexican financial incentives that were reduced 
from GBP [150-220] million to GBP [80-120] million. The nominal aid amount to be granted by Slovakia was 
known and amounted to GBP 108 million (EUR 129 million), which was GBP 76 million (EUR 91 million) in present 
value using JLR discounting rate of […]% and exchange rate of 1,2. The timing advantage for the Nitra site, to which 
in July a specific value was attributed (i.e. between GBP [80-130] million and GBP [110-180] million) was 
considered only as a qualitative factor in November (34).

(84) Slovakia argues that the reasons for the decision to locate the investment in Slovakia as opposed to Mexico are 
captured in this presentation of 18 November 2015 for the JLR Board. It shows that Nitra was the preferred location 
despite the fact that, even after taking into account the maximum permissible level of State aid, the implementation 
of the investment project in Mexico would have resulted in a substantially higher NPV than in Slovakia.

(85) Slovakia argues that in JLR's internal decision making, the direct State aid grant reduced the NPV disadvantage to 
GBP 268 million (i.e. GBP 344 million minus GBP 76 million), and the rest of the disadvantage was accepted in view 
of certain not directly quantifiable, qualitative elements, such as distance to JLR headquarters, delays in timing, 
natural disaster risks in Mexico, (volcanic activity), political instability, government effectiveness and corruption 
risks, brand equity considerations and investment in the EU as hedge against the possibility of the UK's departure 
from the EU.

(86) Slovakia described JLR's concerns relating to the Mexico option in more detail as follows:

— The distance of Mexico from the UK: the Slovak Republic is advantageous due to its closer proximity to the 
beneficiary's headquarters, thus leadership and technical experts are only a short haul flight away. The time 
difference with Mexico would increase the difficulty in communicating through the various chains of command.

— Earthquake and volcano risk poses potential for major disruption. The risk was assessed as low but potentially 
high impact.

— […] and the quality of public administration in Mexico.

— Brand equity considerations. There is a school of thought that attributes greater brand equity to EU produced 
vehicles.
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(33) The planned project revenues were identical. The lifetime of the project was 20 years and the NPV was calculated using a cost of 
capital discount rate of […]%, which was the same rate the company used in its business planning. The main cost items used in the 
NPV calculation included net revenues, material costs, inbound and outbound logistics, duties, manufacturing costs and investment 
costs.

(34) At this meeting, other formerly considered CEE locations were not discussed. This meeting did not discuss any other Mexican 
locations either, and the conclusions only repeated the general Mexico-related doubts articulated in July. It is to be noted that no Tata 
Motors Limited approval appears to have been made regarding the definitive reduction of the project to Phase 1 only.



— The likelihood and timing of any TTIP deal. This would substantially erode Mexico's advantages over the EU, e.g. 
in respect of output that would be destined for the US market.

(87) Slovakia holds that these qualitative factors alone were not sufficient to bring the investment to Slovakia in the 
absence of aid, and that the grant offer equivalent to the maximum amount permissible under the State aid rules was 
necessary to trigger the balance, and had thus incentive effect to locate the new production facility in Nitra.

2.11.3. Slovakia's arguments as to the proportionality of the aid

(88) Slovakia intends to compensate the EUR 413 million disadvantage resulting from the NPV calculation by providing 
regional investment aid of nominal EUR 129 million which amounts to EUR 91 million in NPV using company 
internal discounting rate. Slovakia considers that this aid amount is proportionate as it does not exceed the amount 
necessary for the beneficiary to locate its investment in Nitra instead of Mexico.

2.11.4. Slovakia's arguments about the possible negative effects of the aid

Avoidance of negative effects on competition and trade

(89) In the notification, the Slovak authorities suggest that the relevant product market for the EEA market is the 
Premium D SUV segment and geographic market for this segment is the global market given that, with the exception 
of China, there are no obstacles or barriers isolating one geographic region from competitive pressure of companies 
located in another region. The arguments brought by the Slovak authorities are linked to the fact that JLR's vehicles, 
and most of its competitors in the relevant product market, in this case the Premium D SUV segment, are 
manufactured in just one global location to serve the entire global market leading to high levels of cross-border 
trade. The vehicles manufactured at the Nitra factory are planned to be exported all over the world, [60-90]% of 
them outside Europe and, according to Slovakia, there are no plans to produce these models locally or regionally 
outside Europe.

(90) The Slovak authorities understand that in previous car sector cases the Commission considered the relevant markets 
to be EEA-wide (35). However, they consider that in the current case the impact of the investment aid on competition 
will be insignificant, and they suggest that it is not necessary to reach a final decision on the relevant geographic 
market definition. Therefore, Slovakia provided the data necessary for the assessment of the competition effects of 
the aid for the EEA, as well as for the global market, and it does not oppose at this stage an assessment at EEA level.

(91) As regards market power, the information submitted by Slovakia indicates that the market share of the beneficiary at 
Tata Motors Group level in the Premium D SUV segment in the EEA in the time period from 2012 to 2021 is 
estimated to lie between [4-8] % and [20-30] % in volume.

(92) As regards capacity increase, the Slovak authorities simply state that ‘no concern [exists] that the relevant product 
market has existing overcapacity’.

(93) As regards expected market performance, the Slovak authorities provided information about expected EEA sales in 
the Premium D SUV segment (36). The Slovak authorities emphasized that the market for Premium D SUV segment is 
not suffering from underperformance which, according to paragraph 136 of the RAG, is measured in comparison to 
the EEA GDP over the three years before the start of the project or on the basis of projected growth rates in the 
coming three to five years. In the three years prior to the start of the project (i.e. 2012-2014), the EEA market for the 
Premium D SUV segment achieved annual average growth rate in volume (AAGR) of 1,00 % as compared to an 
AAGR of 0.5 % for the EEA GDP and the AAGR of the segment is expected to be 9,9 % in the years 2015-2017.

Manifest negative effects

(94) The Slovak authorities state that without the aid, the investment would not have been located in a region with a 
regional aid intensity that was higher or the same as in the Nitra region, as without the aid, the investment would 
have been carried out in Mexico.

(95) The Slovak authorities confirmed that the beneficiary at group level had not closed down the same or a similar 
activity in another area of the EEA in the two years prior to aid application (i.e. 24 November 2015) and did not 
intend to do so at the time of aid application in a time period of up to two years after completion of the investment. 
The beneficiary confirmed that the new investment will not result in the loss of any jobs at existing JLR locations 
within the EEA.

8.12.2017 PT Jornal Oficial da União Europeia C 422/39

(35) In fact, the Commission considered that it could not exclude that these markets were only EEA wide.
(36) The source of this information is IHS market data from May 2016.



2.12. Transparency requirements

(96) The Slovak authorities confirmed that they will publish on a central website, or on a single website retrieving 
information from several websites at least the following information on the notified measure: granting authority, 
individual beneficiary, aid amount, and aid intensity. The information will be published after the granting decision 
has been taken, will be kept for at least 10 years and will be available for the general public without restrictions.

3. ASSESSMENT OF THE AID MEASURE AND COMPATIBILITY

3.1. Existence of aid

3.1.1. The notified direct grant

(97) The financial support that will be awarded by the Slovak authorities in the form of a direct grant will be financed 
from the state budget. The support will thus be given by a Member State and through State resources within the 
meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU.

(98) As the aid is to be granted to a single company, JLR, the measure is selective.

(99) The financial support in the form of the grant of nominally EUR 129 812 750 will relieve JLR from costs which it 
normally would have to bear itself as part of its business operations. Therefore, the company will benefit from an 
economic advantage over its competitors.

(100) The measure is likely to affect trade between Member States as it applies to the automotive sector, where trade 
between Member States exists.

(101) The favouring of JLR and its production by the Slovak authorities over other car manufacturers means that 
competition is distorted or threatened to be distorted.

(102) Consequently, the Commission considers that the direct grant constitutes State aid within the meaning of Article 107 
(1) of the TFEU.

3.1.2. Possible further aid related to the sale of NSP land

(103) As explained in recitals 15-16, the Slovak authorities (through MHI's engagement of third parties) carried out 
expropriation of land for the development of the NSP. They are also carrying out certain preparatory and 
infrastructural work on the NSP, such as land remediation works, temporary utilities, final utilities at the point of 
connection, motorway connection, rail connection, general road infrastructure and dual carriageway in the industrial 
park, flood defence system and ground water management, logistics improvements in the form of intermodal, 
finished goods storage and expedition. It is unclear at this stage to what extent some of these infrastructures can be 
regarded as truly general infrastructures available to the general public.

(104) As explained in recitals 19-20, JLR will obtain a 185,3 hectares parcel, the Site, in the NSP in outright ownership for 
about EUR 30 million. It will also obtain (at no extra cost) options to buy as well as a right of first refusal relating to 
further parts of the NSP. It must also be noted that certain Investor Specific Works, according to one of Slovakia's 
reply to an information request, will be paid for by JLR in the amount of EUR 16,9 million.

(105) The discrepancy between the price paid by JLR for the 185,3 hectares of NSP land to be purchased in accordance 
with the Investment Agreement and the cost for the expropriation and the development of that land raises questions 
as to whether this transaction could involve State aid to JLR.

(106) The Slovak authorities argue in the context of the Agricultural Land Fund case that ‘ensuring the construction of 
strategic parks’ does not involve an economic activity but falls within the public remit pursuant to paragraph 17(f) of 
the Commission Notice on the notion of State aid as referred to in Article 107(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of 
the European Union (37). Expenditures incurred in connection with the NSP consequently do not constitute State 
aid (38), provided that the land is subsequently sold to an undertaking such as JLR at a price established on the basis 
of a valuation carried out by an independent expert, given that this undertaking would not receive any advantage.
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(37) OJ C 262, 19.7.2016, p. 1.
See: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52016XC0719(05)&from=EN.

(38) This information also comes from the case SA.45562 (2016/EO), as Slovakia did not provide full information in the framework of 
this notification about the NSP construction.

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52016XC0719(05)&from=EN


(107) The Commission has doubts whether this reasoning can be sustained in the case of sale of the 185,3 hectares of NSP 
land to JLR for two reasons. First, the Commission questions whether this reasoning remains valid in case the 
infrastructure (i.e. the NSP) is found to be dedicated to JLR. Second, the Commission questions to what extent the 
price at which the NSP land is valued by the independent experts reflects, in addition to the general land preparation 
costs that would normally be covered by the public remit function of the State, works that are specifically carried out 
for the benefit of JLR and that should, therefore, also be borne by JLR. These two assessments and their implications 
for the finding of possible State aid in the land sale transaction are discussed in more detail below.

3.1.2.1. The development of NSP as an economic activity

(108) The notion that the construction of industrial parks constitutes a public task and is not an economic activity is set 
out in the Commission Decision SA.36346 — Germany — GRW land development scheme for industrial and 
commercial use (39). In that case, in the context of a measure that supported the revitalisation (including 
decontamination) of public land by local authorities, the Commission found that making a public terrain ready to 
build upon and ensuring that it is connected to utilities (water, gas, sewage and electricity) and transport networks 
(rail and roads) did not constitute an economic activity, but was part of the public tasks of the State, namely the 
provision and supervision of land in line with local urban and spatial development plans.

(109) The Commission notes, however, that this approach is only applicable to situations which do not involve dedicated 
infrastructure. The scheme assessed in the GRW case in fact excludes customised development of land for 1) ex-ante 
identified undertakings which are 2) tailored to the undertaking's specific needs, i.e. ‘bespoke’ land development that 
is dedicated to one single undertaking. Therefore, development of public land tailored to specific needs of the 
undertaking identified ex-ante is considered dedicated infrastructure and, its development and revitalisation 
constitutes an economic activity. It is to be noted that the GBER also defines dedicated infrastructure as infrastructure 
that is ‘built for ex-ante identifiable undertaking(s) which is tailored to their needs’ (40).

(110) The Commission considers that there are a number of elements that suggest that the NSP could be regarded as an 
infrastructure that is dedicated to JLR and hence that the works related to the development and revitalization of the 
NSP constitute an economic activity. They are discussed below.

3.1.2.2. Existence of an advantage

(a) Part of the commercially exploitable area of the NSP sold to or reserved for JLR

(111) As mentioned in recitals 18 and 19, the NSP in a first phase has a total surface of 469,9 hectares, of which 298,7 
hectares, the NSP under construction, is commercially exploitable. According to the Investment Agreement and the 
Agreement on Future Agreements, 185,3 hectares of this land is to be sold outright to JLR and the company is given 
options on a further 113,4 hectares (taken together this accounts for 100 % of the NSP under construction in the 
first phase). The Slovak authorities indicated that JLR is prepared to release 12 hectares from its option to buy the 
South Land. If this release were put into effect, JLR would still own or have option rights over some 97 % of the NSP 
under construction. In addition, JLR also has a purchase option for the ‘Expansion Land’ (136 hectares) of the second 
phase of the NPS construction, which would give it ownership or optional rights over 98 % of the future, enlarged 
NSP. Under the Investment Agreement, JLR could therefore end up owning 100 % or close to 100 % of the 
commercially exploitable surface area of the NSP (41).

(b) JLR as a pre-identified undertaking

(112) The Slovak authorities claim that ‘the Nitra location was already recommended for a strategic park in 2003, and the 
government decided to build the NSP on 8 July 2015, at [which] time no concrete investor was confirmed for the 
site.’
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(39) Commission decision of 27 March 2014 on State aid SA.36346 — Germany — GRW land development scheme for industrial and 
commercial use, OJ C 141, 9.5.2014, p. 1.

(40) Article 2(33) of Commission Regulation (EU) No 651/2014 of 17 June 2014 declaring certain categories of aid compatible with the 
internal market in application of Articles 107 and 108 of the Treaty.

(41) As to what ‘dedicated infrastructure’ in the Commission's case practice is, the Commission would like to point out that in the case 
SA.36147 (C 30/2010) regarding alleged infrastructure aid in favour of Propapier PM2 GmbH, the Commission found that a waste 
water treatment plant was not infrastructure dedicated to Propapier for reasons, among other things, the construction of the waste 
water treatment plant was planned long before the arrival of Propapier, that Propapier used only a maximum of 70 % of the capacity 
of the plant and that the plant had a modular design that allowed expansion of its capacity for other users.



(113) In terms of evidence, Slovakia submitted three documents: one document of July 2003 in which the Slovak 
government approved a Study for the Location of Industrial Parks in Selected Areas of the Slovak Republic, 
evaluating the suitability of 529 different locations across Slovakia for industrial parks, a second document from 
December 2003 which listed one site among about 60 other potential sites, which appears to be partially covering 
the site in question, and a third document identifying the area as the only site for an investment park suitable for 
international investment in 2004, although the plan was for R&D activities and innovative productive investments.

(114) The existence of these documents does not address the question of why no concrete plans for the Nitra Strategic Park 
were specifically made before end of May 2015, when JLR emerged as a pre-identified undertaking.

(115) The fact that JLR was a pre-identified undertaking is supported by the finding that a significant (perhaps the most 
important) element in Slovakia's pitch for the JLR investment throughout the bidding process was the ‘readiness or 
existence of an industrial site’ argument. On 30 March 2015, Slovakia competed with the ‘strategic park factor’ 
statement: ‘situated on professionally developed industrial park’ (42). On 27 April 2015, the only positive argument 
in Nitra's favour in the summary chart assessing the competing CEE sites (see recital 65) was that the ‘site [was] on an 
established industrial estate’. On 15 May 2015, the presentation (see recital 66 and footnote 26) states that the 
investment project in Nitra is ‘not infrastructure project reliant like CZ ad PL’. On 1 June 2015, the information (see 
recital 69) shows that Nitra was ‘best insurance policy due to site readiness and infrastructure’ and that the next step 
will be ‘progress Significant Investor Status and land acquisition’. On 15 June 2015, the information (see recital 70) is 
given that the site is ‘in established industrial site with rail and road connection’ and that incentives for Slovakia 
include ‘land preparation costs including outside of site boundary, utilities at no cost for delivery to site, and road 
and rail access improvements supporting the site’ and that in sum, there is no ‘major infrastructure need.’

(116) It could be argued that no specific investor was confirmed for the site on 8 July 2015, and that the selection of the 
site for formal recommendation of the Globalisation Forum to the JLR and Tata Motors Limited Boards took place on 
10 July 2015. However, 8 July is very close to 10 July and the analysis on 15 June already strongly suggests that Nitra 
is favoured as the top choice. In addition, Slovakia's unilateral Letter of Intent to support the investment was issued 
on 8 July 2015. Thus, on the basis of the above, the Commission considers at this stage that JLR was a pre-identified 
user for the NSP at the time when the NSP was declared to be a significant investment on 8 July 2015. In addition, 
the Letter of Intent of 10 August 2015 made explicit reference to the commitment of Slovakia to carry out the 
infrastructural development on what was called the Nitra industrial park.

(c) The NSP as a site tailored to JLR's needs

(117) The Investment Agreement also gave JLR an extensive supervisory role over the construction phase (at least relating 
to the 185.3 hectares to be purchased outright) in order to ensure that the NSP is tailored to its specific needs. The 
Investment Agreement contains detailed description about what site remediation works should be carried out and 
provides extensive supervisory authority to JLR. The language of the contract is unclear as to whether these 
supervisory rights refer only to the 185.3 hectares (i.e. the Site) initially to be purchased by JLR or to the entire site 
construction, but considering that JLR reserved rights to virtually the entirety of the NSP, such rights have either 
been provided or will be provided once JLR decides to exercise its rights of option to buy. In terms of detail, the 
Investment Agreement specifies that ‘SPV [Special purpose vehicle, i.e. MHI] and its subcontractors would have to 
provide all relevant design drawings and specifications to the Investor [i.e. JLR] and the Investor’s team of consultants 
to review and provide feedback on seven days before the work is scheduled to commence. The drawings shall be 
provided in DWG format and shall include plans, details of relevant areas and supporting information outlining the 
methodology for executing the works. The Investor shall be issued with a weekly Site report outlining the progress of 
the works during the period.’ On this basis the Commission considers at this stage that the NSP is tailored to the 
specific needs of JLR.

Preliminary conclusion:

(118) The above suggests that it could be argued that the NSP is an infrastructure that is dedicated to JLR. If that were to be 
confirmed, in order to exclude an advantage to JLR, JLR's consideration for ownership interest and other rights 
relating to the NSP would have to cover the infrastructural development costs incurred by the Slovak State in the 
construction of the NSP, with the exception of the costs relating to the development of infrastructures that are of a 
truly general nature, which still remain to be defined in this case.
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(42) It must be pointed out that it is clear that the NSP was not ready in 2015. Statements in internal documents of the beneficiary to the 
effect that the industrial park is ‘ready’, or ‘established’ presumably refer to a future condition, when the industrial park will have 
been ready. It is unlikely that the industrial park that is adjacent to the future NSP and which did exist in 2015 is referred to in these 
presentations as the ‘site’.



(d) Possible advantage to JLR in case the NSP is not dedicated

(119) In case the NSP is not dedicated to JLR, the Commission is of the preliminary view that the transaction relating to the 
infrastructure may still involve State aid to JLR, as certain infrastructural development measures may have been 
designed specifically to satisfy the specific needs of JLR (43). The Commission must assess whether the sale of 62 % of 
the NSP under construction (i.e. the 185.3 hectares) confers an advantage to JLR. In the case of a land sale, an 
independent expert evaluation can establish the market value on the basis of generally accepted market indicators 
and valuation standards, only if these methods accurately establish the land value.

(120) Case practice (44) suggests that certain infrastructural development costs benefitting a settler of an industrial site 
constitute State aid to the extent that they are not reflected in the land sales price. The cases do not present a unified 
approach, but each mentions at least some of the following items: internal development of the site, site clearance, site 
levelling, waste water treatment facility, electricity, gas and other pipe line construction, water provision, connection 
to water mains, road link.

(121) As explained in recital 20 above, the market evaluation reports prepared for JLR indicate a value of EUR 27 795 000 
and EUR 28 725 000 for this 185,3 hectares parcel in a condition which is ‘construction ready’. A third report 
prepared for MHI indicates a square meter price of EUR 25 to EUR 35 for industrial land in the Nitra region, which 
would result in a value of between EUR 46 325 000 and EUR 64 855 000 for the 185,3 hectares parcel. The sales 
prices indicated in the first two reports are based on the following assumptions: all utilities are at the border of the 
subject site; the site has been remediated and levelled; all existing utilities and a railway line across the industrial site 
are relocated and road systems and a public parking are developed throughout the park (45).

(122) These estimates from the evaluation reports appear to be very low in the light of the much higher amounts (to be) 
spent by Slovakia on the expropriation of the land (see recital 16) and on the development of the site, even if a 
significant part of Slovakia’s expenditure on works to develop the site could be regarded as related to truly general 
infrastructures.

(123) As explained in recital 20, the price JLR is expected to pay amounts to about EUR 30 million for the outright 
purchase of 185,3 hectares land and the Agreement on Future Agreement indicates a price of EUR 15,83 (plus VAT) 
per square meter (46). JLR is responsible for an additional EUR 16,9 million ‘investor specific site development costs’ 
in relation to the purchase of the 185,3 hectares. This increases JLR's contribution to a total of circa EUR 47 million 
in relation to the purchase of the 185,3 hectares, which appears to be only a fraction of the corresponding 
expropriation and development costs, which should ultimately be the basis of its market value. Therefore, the 
Commission's preliminary finding is that the sale of the 62 % ownership interest in the NSP under construction 
could confer an advantage on JLR, even if the infrastructure is not dedicated.

(124) In this respect, the following questions can be raised. A first question is what the market price estimates established 
by the independent experts (referred to in recital 121) actually relate to. It should be clarified whether they reflect 
exclusively the general land preparation costs that would normally be covered by the public remit function of the 
State (i.e. expropriation, decontamination, basic levelling of the site, bringing transport, energy and 
telecommunication infrastructures to the border of the site owned by the company), or whether they also cover 
costs of investor specific works (such as costs for company specific foundations, transport, energy, 
telecommunication infrastructure on the site to be utilised by the company itself etc.).

(125) In addition, to the extent that the market price estimates established by the independent experts do not reflect the 
investor specific development works, the question arises as to whether a company settling in an industrial site, even 
if that industrial site cannot be regarded as a dedicated infrastructure, should be expected to bear the cost of these 
company specific works or a proportionate share of the costs that are associated with the development of the site 
commensurate with their ownership/use and that go beyond the costs associated with the public remit activities) in 
order to ensure market conformity of the sale.
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(43) The Commission also notes that in case the conclusion is reached that the NSP is not dedicated, and that therefore the construction 
of the NSP does not constitute an economic activity, but a public task, the question could still arise whether JLR, the purchaser of the 
developed land benefits from State aid in the form of sale of land below the market price. (See recital 40 of the GRW case, which 
stipulates that in order to exclude a benefit for the purchaser of developed land, a market price must be paid for the land.)

(44) E.g. Fritz Egger Spanplattenindustrie, State Aid C 41/94 (ex NN 37/94) Germany OJ C 281, 26.9.96, p. 18, Mercedes-Benz in 
Ludwigsfelde, OJ L 5, 9.1.97, p. 30. Sangalli Manfredonia Vetro, OJ L 137, 8.63.2000, p. 1, Lenzing Lyocell GmbH, OJ L 260, 6.10.1999, 
p. 1.

(45) The third report prepared by CBRE for MHI and submitted by the Slovak authorities may possibly not be complete as some sections 
that are refered to in it such as Valuation Considerations section –Land Sales Evidence section, as well as the appendix E referred to in 
point 28 footnote 10 of the notification form are missing, making it impossible to determine what the assumptions used in the 
report were.

(46) This would would bring the total price for the 185,3 hectares parcel to some EUR 29,33 million (plus VAT) which is of the same 
order of magnitude as the EUR 30 million mentioned as the purchase price JLR is expected to pay according to the notification 
documents.



3.1.2.3. Other elements of the notion of State aid

(126) State resources: The costs of NSP development (in full, or in part) stem from the budget of the Slovak State. Moreover, 
the site to be sold to JLR belongs to the State (through the state owned company MHI) and thus forms part of its 
State resources. The support will thus be given through State resources within the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU.

(127) Imputability: Any aid that may be linked to the sale of NSP land to JLR is imputable to the Slovak State. As explained 
in recitals 14-16 and 19-21 above, the State-owned company MHI becomes the initial owner of the future site of the 
NSP and will transfer ownership or contractual options rights of the developed site to JLR. Imputability can be 
inferred from the fact that the Investment Agreement laying down the commitment of Slovakia to purchase and 
resell parts of the NSP (initially 185.3 hectares, and the parcels subject to the option or right of first refusal at a later 
point in time) to JLR through a State owned company (MHI) was concluded directly between the beneficiary and the 
Slovak State.

(128) Selectivity: Expenditure for the development of the NSP, with the exception of the expenditure relating to the 
development of infrastructures that are of a truly general nature, seems to benefit a single company, Jaguar Land 
Rover Slovakia, s.r.o., thus the measure is selective.

(129) The measure is likely to affect trade between Member States as it applies to the automotive sector, where trade 
between Member States exists. The favouring of JLR and its production by the Slovak authorities means that 
competition is distorted or threatened to be distorted.

(130) In sum, the Commission has doubts whether the sale of NSP land to JLR involves the granting of further State aid to 
JLR. In this respect it seeks comments from interested parties, and more in particular on the following issues:

— To what extent the NSP under construction can be regarded as an infrastructure that is dedicated to JLR.

— The discrepancies between the price paid for expropriating the land and the purchase price JLR is expected to pay 
(see recital 122).

— Even if it were to be concluded that the NSP under construction is an infrastructure that is dedicated to JLR, what 
cost items (see recital 103) could be regarded as costs related to general infrastructure.

— If it were to be concluded that the NSP is not an infrastructure that is dedicated to JLR, what method should be 
used to establish whether the price paid by JLR for the land is in line with the market price. In this context, the 
question arises as to the extent to which the market prices indicated in the […] and the […] evaluation reports 
reflect specific development costs directly benefitting JLR, or alternatively, a proportionate share of the NSP 
development costs commensurate with JLR's outright ownership interest in the NSP in the initial phase..

— In case the market price indicated in the market evaluation reports does not need to reflect all or a proportionate 
share of the development costs incurred by the Slovak government in developing a ‘construction ready’ industrial 
site for JLR, the Commission would need to assess whether the price range between EUR 27 795 000 and 
EUR 28 725 000 indicated by these two reports constitutes the market price for the parcel in question or 
whether the third, CBRE report indicating a value of between EUR 46 325 000 and EUR 64 855 000 should 
instead be taken into account.

3.1.3. Exemption from the agricultural land transformation fee

Economic activity

(131) As explained above in recitals 12 and 22, the so-called Exemption H provides an exemption from the agricultural 
land transformation fee. The Slovak authorities' argument on why the exemption does not constitute State aid was 
similar to the argumentation described above in relation to the expenditure incurred for the NSP development, 
which, in their view, is not economic.

(132) As explained above (see recital 110), the Commission at this point considers that the development of the NSP may be 
regarded as an economic activity. If that is confirmed, the exemption from the agricultural land transformation fee is 
targeted at the economic activity in question.

State resources

(133) The exemption granted by the Slovak authorities, stems from the State budget as the State forgoes a fee that is due to 
it. Therefore, the granting of the exemption involves State resources.
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Imputability

(134) As explained in recital 12, Regulation 58/2013 as amended provides an exemption from the agricultural land 
transformation fee to State owned companies that construct strategic industrial parks that are recognised as 
‘significant investments’, such as the NSP. Moreover, in the Investment Agreement between Slovakia and JLR, the 
Slovak State committed towards JLR that the NSP will not be classified as agricultural land and there will not be any 
liability for JLR for land transformation costs. Hence, the exemption is imputable to the State.

Selective advantage

(135) The Commission considers that in its application to the NSP construction, Exemption H confers a selective advantage 
to JLR. The intermediary MHI serves merely as a vehicle in order for the Slovak State to pass that advantage to JLR 
(see also recitals 14-17). The exemption, therefore, is passed on to JLR, which is the actual beneficiary of the 
exemption. This is also supported by the fact that both the Investment Agreement between Slovakia and JLR, as well 
as the land evaluation reports prepared for JLR contain references that the sites will not be classified as agricultural 
land and there will not be any liability for JLR for land transformation costs (See recitals 20 and 22 and footnote 11). 
The measure provides a selective advantage to JLR over other undertakings, which would be liable for the agricultural 
land transformation fee, should they purchase agricultural land for the purpose of turning it into industrial land and 
carrying out an investment on it.

Other elements of the notion of State aid

(136) The measure is likely to affect trade between Member States as it applies to the automotive sector, where trade 
between Member States exists.

(137) The favouring of JLR and its production of automotive vehicles by the Slovak authorities means that competition is 
distorted or threatened to be distorted.

(138) Consequently, the Commission considers at this stage that the exemption from the agricultural land transformation 
fee may constitute State aid within the meaning of Article 107(1) of the TFEU.

(139) The Commission is seeking comments from interested parties on this question, specifically as regards the advantage 
granted to JLR.

3.2. Legality of the aid measures

(140) The notified regional investment aid in form of a direct grant of nominally EUR 129 812 750 constitutes an 
individually notifiable measure, as the amount exceeds the notification threshold laid down in Article 4(1)(a) of the 
GBER. In Nitra, the applicable notification threshold is EUR 18,75 million.

(141) Slovakia confirmed that in line with the provisions of Article 108(3) TFEU, and as reflected in the Investment 
Agreement, the notified aid will be granted only after the Commission has approved it. By notifying the planned 
direct grant subject to Commission approval, the Slovak authorities have thus respected their obligations under 
Article 108(3) TFEU with regard to that part of the aid.

(142) As regards the legality of the non-notified possible aid measures linked to the sale of NSP land and to the exemption 
from the ALF, the Commission considers that the measures have been granted.

(143) As regards the possible infrastructure development aid, as described in recital 19, the Investment Agreement signed 
by JLR and the Slovak government on 11 December 2015 clearly entrusts ownership of the Site to the State owned 
MHI with the obligation to transfer the Site to JLR- and obliges MHI to carry out various land preparation and 
infrastructure development works. The Investment Agreement contains similarly binding language with respect to 
the options to purchase the South Land and the Expansion Land and the right of first refusal to the North Land. It is 
also to be noted that there is a commitment already to future land remediation in relation to the Expansion Land, 
should JLR exercise its option to buy this parcel in the future. The fact that the granting of aid in connection with the 
NSP related transaction has taken place can also be derived from the Agreement on Future Agreements, which was 
also signed on 11 December 2015. This agreement contains further modalities on the conclusion of the land sales 
agreement and contains a sales price element of EUR 15,83/m2. Therefore, the Commission considers that those two 
agreements have conferred to JLR the right to receive the infrastructure development aid under the applicable 
national rules (47).
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(144) As regards the exemption from the ALF, the Investment Agreement states that ‘Slovakia declares no part of the Site 
and no part of the Expansion Land will be classified as agricultural land pursuant to Act No. 220/2004 Coll. on the 
Protection and use of the Agricultural Land, as amended prior to their sale to the Company,’ In addition, the land 
evaluations reports also state that the Site will be free of a ‘conversion fee associated with transfer of agricultural/
/arable land use to industrial use.’ Finally, in its reply of 11 July 2016 in the ‘Agricultural Land Fund’ case, Slovakia 
indicated that an exemption in the amount of EUR 17 806 000 had been granted in connection with the NSP by 
11 July 2016. These facts, in addition to the promise made to JLR during the bidding process about the exemption, 
demonstrate that JLR has been conferred the right to receive the exemption under the applicable national rules (48).

(145) Therefore, the infrastructure development aid and the the exemption from the ALF constitute unlawfully granted aid 
measures in favour of JLR.

3.3. Compatibility of the aid measures

(146) As the notified measure constitutes State aid and the aid in the form of 1) dedicated infrastructure development and 
2) exemption from the agricultural land transformation fee is likely to constitute State aid, it is necessary to examine 
whether they can be found compatible with the internal market.

3.3.1. Legal basis for the assessment of the compatibility of the aid

(147) As Slovakia invokes that the objective of the measure is to promote regional development in an area designated in 
accordance with Article 107(3)(a) TFEU, and the aid is to be granted in the period between 1 July 2014 and 
31 December 2020, the legal basis for its assessment are the RAG 2014-20.

(148) In line with the provisions of the RAG, the Commission will verify the compatibility of the aid measures in 
application of the Common Assessment Principles laid down in the RAG.

3.3.2. Eligibility of the investment project

(149) JLR is investing in setting up a new establishment in Nitra. Nitra is located in the Nitra region, an area eligible for 
regional aid under Article 107(3)(a) TFEU, with a standard regional aid ceiling of 25 % under the Slovak regional aid 
map for the period from July 2014 to 2020.

(150) JLR's investment in ‘the setting up of a new establishment’ in Nitra constitutes an initial investment within the 
meaning of the RAG. An initial investment is defined in paragraph 20(h) RAG as inter alia an investment in tangible 
and intangible assets related to (i) the setting-up of a new establishment. On the basis of the above, the Commission 
considers that the investment project is eligible for regional aid and State aid can be found compatible with the 
internal market, provided that all compatibility criteria of the RAG are met.

3.3.3. Eligibility of expenditure

(151) According to paragraph 20 (e) of the RAG, ‘“eligible costs” means, for the purpose of investment aid, tangible and 
intangible assets related to an initial investment or wage costs’. In the presentation to the JLR Board of 18 November 
2015, GBP [60 — 85] million is estimated for ‘provision costs’ as one of the cost items of the Phase 1 project. As 
explained by the Slovak authorities, they constituted ‘unexpected overspend’ (see recital 24). The Commission has 
doubts whether ‘provision costs’ which appear to be included in the eligible costs can be considered to be eligible for 
the purpose of regional investment aid.

3.3.4. Other elements of the compatibility assessment

(152) The Commission communication on state aid modernisation (49) of 8 May 2012 called for the identification and 
definition of common principles applicable to the assessment of the compatibility of all aid measures. In their 
section 3, the RAG defines and operationalizes these ‘Common Assessment Principles’ (CAP) for the purposes of 
regional aid.

(153) The assessment under the CAP of the RAG takes place in three steps:

— in a first step, it is checked whether minimum requirements regarding credibility of counterfactual scenario, 
appropriateness, incentive effect, and proportionality of the aid and its contribution to regional development are 
met (see RAG, sections 3.2-3.6);
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— in the second step, it is verified, that the aid does not lead to manifest negative effects (blacklist) that would 
prohibit the granting of aid, e.g. aid exceeding the allowable maximum aid intensity ceiling, creating overcapacity 
in a sector in absolute decline, attracting an investment that would have gone without the aid to another region 
with a similar or worse socio-economic situation, or causal for the closure of activities elsewhere in the EEA (see 
RAG, section 3.7.2);

— in the third step, for not blacklisted aid projects meeting the minimum requirements, a balancing test is carried 
out to ensure that the contribution to regional development outweighs the negative effects on trade and 
competition (see RAG, sections 3.7.1 and 3.7.4).

3.3.4.1 Minimum requirements

(a) Contribution to regional objective and need for State intervention

(154) According to Section 3.2. of the RAG, aid must contribute to regional development. Section 3.2.2. of the RAG lays 
down a number of indicators to demonstrate the contribution of individual investment aid to the development of the 
target region. The Commission takes note of the positive effects of the aided investment project, as presented by 
Slovakia (see recital 34 of this decision) on regional development. In particular the direct and indirect job creation 
effects, the partnership with local universities and technical colleges, the knowledge transfer into the region and the 
training activities organised represent a contribution to the development of the region and to the achievement of the 
EU cohesion objective, in line with Section 3.2.2. of the RAG.

(155) To ensure that the investment makes a real and sustained contribution to the development of the area concerned, the 
investment has to be maintained in the area concerned for a minimum period of five years (three years for SMEs) 
after completion of the investment (50). The Commission notes that the beneficiary commits to keep the investment 
for 5 years after completion of the project in the area concerned (see recital 33 of this decision).

(156) To ensure that the investment is viable, the beneficiary must provide a financial contribution of at least 25 % of the 
eligible costs, provided through its own resources or by external financing, in a form that is free of any public 
financial support (51). The Commission notes that the beneficiary will contribute at least 25 % of the proposed 
eligible costs.

(157) According to Section 3.2 of the RAG, State intervention is considered justified for the development of the areas 
included in the regional aid map. The Commission notes that Nitra (situated in the Nitra area) is eligible for regional 
aid pursuant to Article 107(3)(a) of the TFEU, which is in line with Section 3.2. of the RAG.

(b) Appropriateness of regional aid and of the aid instrument

(158) According to Section 3.4 of the RAG, the notified aid measure must be an appropriate policy instrument to address 
the policy objective concerned. An aid measure will not be considered compatible if other less distortive policy 
instruments or other less distortive types of aid instruments are available.

(159) Member States, considering the bottlenecks to regional development and the specific handicaps of firms operating in 
the target region, have to clarify to what extent these bottlenecks could also successfully be targeted by non-aid 
measures. Under the second appropriateness test, the Member State has to indicate why — in view of the individual 
merits of the case — the chosen form of regional investment aid is the best instrument to influence the investment 
or location decision.

(160) Slovakia based its explanation for appropriateness of the notified investment aid on the economic situation in the 
Nitra area and provided evidence to prove that the area is disadvantaged in terms of GDP per capita and of available 
income in comparison with the average of the Slovak Republic. (See recital 35.)

(161) The Commission notes that the underdeveloped nature of the Nitra region in general is confirmed by its status as a 
region eligible for regional aid in accordance with Article 107(3)(a) TFEU.
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(162) The Commission notes that Slovakia provided sufficient justification that horizontal measures alone would be 
insufficient to address the particular challenges of the region. For example, Slovakia mentions that the general 
infrastructure (such as the road and rail network) surrounding the Nitra region is of very poor quality and that 
additional revenues that the notified project will create will be necessary to upgrade these networks. The 
Commission, in line with earlier case practise under comparable provisions of the Communication from the 
Commission on the criteria for an in-depth assessment of regional aid to large investment projects (52) (hereinafter 
‘IDAC’) (e.g. in the Dell Poland decision (53), Porsche decision (54)), accepts that State aid, and investment aid in 
particular, is an appropriate form of support to achieve the cohesion objective for the concerned area of Nitra.

(163) The Commission considers that a direct grant constitutes in principle an appropriate aid instrument to bridge 
viability gaps by reducing investment costs and that tax incentives were not preferred due to their administrative 
complexity.

(164) Although no argument was made by Slovakia regarding the appropriateness of the infrastructure aid and an 
exemption from the payment of certain duties and levies, (given that according to Slovakia, these elements do not 
constitute State aid), the Commission preliminarily does not exclude that in principle these constitute appropriate 
policy instruments in the particular case.

(c) Incentive effect

(165) According to Section 3.5 of the RAG, regional aid can only be found compatible with the internal market, if it has an 
incentive effect. An incentive effect is present when the aid changes the behaviour of an undertaking in a way that it 
engages in additional activity contributing to the development of an area which it would not have engaged in 
without the aid or would only have engaged in such activity in a restricted or different manner or in another 
location. The aid must not subsidise the costs of an activity that an undertaking would have incurred in any event 
and must not compensate for the normal business risk of an economic activity.

(166) Paragraphs 64-65 of the RAG set out the formal incentive effect requirements, which stipulate that works on an 
individual investment can start only after the application form for aid was formally submitted. The Commission 
notes that the formal incentive effect requirement for the grant has been respected (see recital 38).

(167) In addition to the formal incentive effect requirement, Paragraph 61 of the RAG stipulates that the (substantive) 
incentive effect can be proven in two possible manners: in the absence of aid the investment would not be 
sufficiently profitable (scenario 1); in the absence of aid the investment would take place in another location 
(scenario 2).

(168) As set out in section 3.5.2 of the RAG, the Member State must provide clear evidence that the aid effectively has an 
impact on the investment choice or the location choice. To this end, the Member State must provide a 
comprehensive description of the counterfactual scenario in which no aid would be granted to the beneficiary. The 
Commission has to verify that these scenarios are realistic and credible. According to paragraph 68 of the RAG, a 
counterfactual scenario is credible if it is genuine and relates to the decision-making factors at the time of the 
decision.

(169) The Commission notes that Slovakia presents as the counterfactual scenario a scenario 2 situation, under which the 
alternative for locating the investment in Nitra (Slovakia) would have been to locate it in H[…] (Mexico).

(170) Paragraph 71 of the RAG indicates that for scenario 2, the Member State could provide the required proof of the 
incentive effect of the aid by providing contemporary company documents that show that a comparison has been 
made between the costs and benefits of locating the investment in the assisted region selected with alternative 
locations. For that purpose, the Member State is invited by paragraph 72 of the RAG to rely on official board 
documents, risk assessments, financial reports, internal business plans, expert opinions, other studies and documents 
that elaborate on various investment scenarios.
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(171) The Commission notes that the Slovak authorities submitted the required information in the form of an explanation 
of the location selection process based on contemporary documents which the Slovak authorities also submitted. 
These documents described the decision-making process of the beneficiary concerning the investment and location 
decision.

(172) The Commission notes, however, that the very significant NPV gap between Mexico and Nitra Slovakia, with NPV 
higher in Mexico, is only to a very limited extent covered by the notified State aid amount (55). To have an incentive 
effect and attract the investment to Nitra instead of Mexico, the aid should in principle cover a significant proportion 
of the gap.

(173) More in particular, the Commission is of the preliminary view that the qualitative factors against the Mexico location 
may have tilted the location choice in favour of Nitra. These factors were the following: distance to JLR headquarters, 
delays in timing, natural disaster risks in Mexico, (volcanic activity), political instability, government effectiveness and 
corruption risks, brand equity considerations and investment in the EU as hedge against the possibility of the UK's 
departure from the EU. The conclusions of the 10 July 2015 presentation from the field trips of June 2015 appear to 
emphasize the remaining concerns over safety, seismic activity, deliverability, port capacity and risk of OEM 
saturation in Mexico.

(174) The preliminary finding that it was not the notified regional aid that was the decisive factor in the location decision 
but rather strategic considerations is also confirmed by the minutes of the 10 July 2015 Globalisation Forum 
meeting that state that the ‘ECM attached particular importance to the timing impacts, distance from JLR HQ and the 
relatively higher risk of reputational damage associated with Mexico.’ The summary of a phone call to a Mexican 
official on 19 August 2015 explained that the Mexican authorities had given JLR a very positive impression and built 
a good relationship and that it was really JLR's ‘focus on timing and deliverability that swung [JLR] in favour of 
Slovakia, i.e. more about where our business is today rather than about them’.

(175) Based on the above, the Commission expresses doubts as to whether the investment aid had an incentive effect and 
cannot exclude that strategic considerations were the main reason for selecting a CEE location over Mexico. The 
Commission seeks comments from interested parties.

Credibility of the Mexico alternative

(176) With respect to the credibility of the Mexico scenario, the Commission also has doubts that this alternative was a 
genuine and credible alternative to Nitra, Slovakia, at the time when the location decision was made.

(177) The Commission first examined the issue of when the location decision was made. It appears from the information 
submitted that the location decision was made by the JLR and Tata Motors Limited Board meetings of 3 and 
7 August 2015, respectively (56), for which the location recommendation was made on 10 July. Therefore, the 
Commission considers that the location choice was made in July/August 2015.

(178) Second, the Commission examined whether the scenario (Nitra versus H[…], Mexico) at the time when the location 
decision was made was realistic and credible. Credibility can be established if the evidence of the comparison is 
genuine and it relates to the decision making factors at the time of the decision making.

(179) Regarding the issue of the comparison relating to the decision making factors at the time of the decision making, the 
Commission notes that the comparison was based on the same factors in both locations, with the exception of the 
incentives, which were only taken into account for the Mexico location.

(180) Despite the fact that the factors for comparison appear to be the same, the Commission has doubts at this point that 
the Mexico alternative was indeed a credible and genuine alternative to Nitra at the time of the recommendation of 
Nitra for the location, i.e. on 10 July 2015.
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(181) There are several factors contributing to doubts that Mexico was indeed a realistic alternative scenario to an EEA site 
and that the aid had provided an incentive to lure the investment away from Mexico. On the basis of the submitted 
documents, it appears at this stage of the assessment that Project Oak was meant to be a separate project. It was 
either not meant to be merged with the Darwin project, and was going to have a life on its own, or was abandoned 
altogether in the spring of 2015 (57). In either case, there are indications that it was not meant to be a credible 
alternative to this investment project at the time of the location recommendation/decision, i.e. in July, August 2015. 
The reasons for this preliminary conclusions are as follows:

— First, two locations for two different investment projects were seriously considered, in two separate search 
processes, for an extended period of time (see recital 52). The information submitted by Slovakia did not provide 
a clear answer as to when the two location approach was abandoned. However, even as late as 11 December 
2015, JLR said to the Puebla State governor that it was looking forward to further developing its relationship as it 
continues to realise its global expansion plans and that Puebla and Mexico remain very much at the front of JLR's 
mind. In addition, at the discussion of 27 April 2015, when Mexico was identified as an alternative to the CEE 
location to be selected in July 2015, an on-line article (see footnote 57) says JLR is planning a more than 
$500 million investment in Mexico. This raises the possibility that a Mexico location was seriously considered in 
April 2015, not as an alternative location for the Nitra investment, but rather for an investment project that is 
fundamentally different from the one in Nitra. Finally, the presentation of 27 April 2015 marks the fate of the 
non-EU alternative to this project with a question mark for the time period following 30 June 2015. This could 
suggest that it was questionable in April 2015, what the ‘fate’ of a Mexico alternative will be after the location 
decision for the investment project in question will have been made, i.e. in July 2015. These elements together 
question whether the Mexico alternative was considered as a genuine alternative to the investment project to be 
carried out in Nitra.

— Second, the analysis that appears to have been prepared for the Mexican site for comparison with the CEE 
alternatives analysed as part of Project Darwin is less detailed. Notably, there is no elaborate scoring that would 
be comparable in detail to the elaborate scoring prepared for the CEE sites that took into account over 100 
criteria. At the 27 April 2015, when H[…] is said to have been selected as the non-EU alternative, there is much 
more detailed analysis for Turkey, another non-EU alternative, which was also eliminated on that date. About 
Mexico, an information slide from a presentation from January 2015 was recycled comparing Mexico with 
Hungary, Canada and the US and another slide described generalities without any quantitative information. 
Appendix F, designated in an introductory slide as one providing an ‘update from Oak study’, is missing from this 
presentation. Finally, even as late as 10 July 2015, Project Oak is presented on 4 slides with fewer details about H 
[…] than about the remaining CEE locations (i.e. Nitra and Jawor). These only extend to plot size, distances from 
Puebla, and Mexico City, labour availability, the existence of good road and rail connection and the designation 
‘flat land’ as well as very general information about the political environment, economic environment and 
geographic considerations, while there was very detailed information on the Nitra and the Jawor sites extending 
to 17 slides.

— Third, while it is apparent that timing was critical for the project, the Mexico alternative appeared to have 
significant delay. A Request for Proposal was only issued for Mexico in the days when Poland's and Slovakia's 
replies to a Request for Proposal were already in the discussion phase, i.e. on 24, 26 and 28 May 2015. As 
regards site related information from H[…], (factors analysed in great detail for several weeks in the spring of 
2015 for the CEE sites), as late as until June 2015 only rudimentary information appears to be available 
regarding site preparation activities. (See recital 54.)

(182) Based on these considerations, the Commission raises doubts about the credibility of the Mexico location as a 
counter-factual scenario within the meaning of paragraph 68 of the RAG for the present investment. On the basis of 
the information available at this point, the Commission cannot exclude the possibility that the aid measure did not 
have incentive effect to attract the investment to Nitra. If an incentive effect with regard to the Mexico alternative is 
not demonstrated, it cannot be excluded that the real alternative scenario to the Nitra location was Jawor, Poland and 
that the effective location decision was based on a pure intra-EEA scenario 2 analysis. The Commission calls upon 
interested parties to comment on this element.
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(57) This latter view seems to be confirmed by internal anonymous JLR sources cited in a FT article https://www.ft.com/content/
/4ec6972c-73db-11e5-bdb1-e6e4767162cc. In late July (2015) the Polish Deputy Prime Minister reportedly stated that Poland was 
in negotiation with JLR about the investment when no location decision had been made by JLR, which ‘for months had fastidiously 
told journalists no decision had been made on the location except it would be in eastern Europe.’ [emphasis added]. Another on-line 
article on 27 April 2015 at http://www.autoblog.com/2015/04/27/jaguar-land-rover-plant-mexico-report/ states that the ‘British 
automaker is considering spending more than half a billion $ [emphasis added] to build a new assembly plant in Mexico’ and that 
JLR could conceivably be thinking about two different plants: one in the US and another one in Mexico. This article suggests that JLR 
may have been thinking about another plant (or plants) in the NAFTA region, and not the one that is an alternative to the Nitra 
plant.

https://www.ft.com/content/4ec6972c-73db-11e5-bdb1-e6e4767162cc
https://www.ft.com/content/4ec6972c-73db-11e5-bdb1-e6e4767162cc
http://www.autoblog.com/2015/04/27/jaguar-land-rover-plant-mexico-report/


(d) Proportionality of the aid amount (58)

(183) The Commission has to assess the proportionality of the aid package. According to section 3.6 of the RAG, the aid 
amount must be limited to the minimum needed to induce the additional investment or activity in the area 
concerned.

(184) According to paragraph 78 pf the RAG, as a general rule, notified individual aid will be considered to be limited to 
the minimum, if the aid amount corresponds to the net extra costs (‘net-extra cost’ approach) of implementing the 
investment in the area concerned, compared to the counterfactual in the absence of aid. Pursuant to paragraph 80 of 
the RAG, in scenario 2 situations (location incentives), the aid must not exceed the difference between the net present 
value (NPV) of the investment in the target area with the NPV of the investment in the alternative location, while 
taking into account all relevant costs and benefits.

(185) The Commission notes that the notified aid of EUR 129 812 750 in nominal value and EUR 125 046 543 in present 
value does not exceed the NPV difference of EUR 413 million in costs between the Nitra location and the H[…], 
Mexico locations.

(186) However, the Commission takes at this stage the preliminary view that the public expenditure on the NSP 
construction — fully or partially (as described in recitals 103, 111, 121, 123 and 130) — and/or the exemption 
from the ALF may constitute State aid to the benefit of JLR (see recital 139), and that it cannot be excluded that the 
cost difference of EUR 413 million between the Mexico and the Nitra alternatives would be exceeded. Any amount in 
excess of the EUR 413 million identified would be disproportionate. In fact, as Slovakia invokes multiple quantitative 
and credible factors that reduce the attractiveness of Mexico, the proportionality threshold could be reached already 
at a much lower level. The Commission does not consider it necessary at this stage to quantify the resulting effective 
proportionality threshold.

(187) In view of the above, the Commission raises doubts that the total amount of aid (the notified regional aid in 
combination with the possible infrastructure aid and agricultural land transformation fee exemption Slovakia is 
planning to grant) to JLR in the framework of this investment project is proportionate and seeks comments from 
interested parties on this question.

(e) Conclusion as to the respect of the minimum requirements

(188) In view of the doubts expressed in connection with the possible lack of the incentive effect, (see recitals 165-182), 
and doubts as to the proportionality of the aid (see recital 187), the Commission at this point has doubts that the 
regional aid measure meets the minimum requirements of the RAG.

3.3.4.2 Avoidance of undue negative effects on competition and trade

(189) Pursuant to paragraph 139 of the RAG, if the counterfactual analysis suggests that without the aid the investment 
would have gone ahead in another location (scenario 2) which belongs to the same relevant geographical market, 
and if the aid is proportional, possible outcomes in terms of overcapacity or substantial market power would in 
principle be the same regardless of the aid. In such cases, the positive effects of the aid are likely to outweigh the 
limited negative effects on competition.

(190) Although Slovakia argued that the relevant geographic market in this case is the worldwide market except for China, 
it did not provide sufficient information to corroborate this view. Therefore, the Commission leaves the relevant 
geographic market definition open at this stage, but considers for the present preliminary assessment that it cannot 
exclude that the relevant geographic market is the EEA.

(191) Section 3.7 of the RAG describes certain situations where the aid could potentially have an undue negative effect on 
competition and trade. One of these situations is where the aid induces a substantial capacity expansion in an 
underperforming market. Another situation is when the aid enables the beneficiary to increase or maintain 
substantial market power in the relevant market.
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(58) See the following section of this decision regarding conformity with the applicable aid intensity ceiling (see paragraph 81 to 86 and 
paragraph 107 of the RAG).



(192) The Commission accepts Slovakia's proposition that the relevant product market in this case is the Premium D SUV 
segment. As regards the relevant geographic market, the Commission notes that even if it considers that the relevant 
geographic market is EEA, the required competition analysis does not reveal any problem. Indeed, as the market 
share of the beneficiary in the Premium D SUV segment in the EEA in the time period from 2012 to 2021 is 
between [4-8]% and [20-30]% and since the relevant market is not in relative or absolute decline (see recital 93) on 
the EEA, the Commission finds that the measure does not have an undue negative effect on competition through the 
increase or maintenance of market power or an excessive capacity creation in a declining market.

3.3.4.3 Manifest negative effects on competition and trade

(193) Section 3.7.2 of the RAG explicitly lists a series of situations where the negative effects on trade and/or competition 
manifestly outweigh any positive effects, so that the regional aid cannot be found compatible with the internal 
market.

(a) Manifest negative effect: The (adjusted) aid intensity ceiling is exceeded

Eligible costs and aid intensity

(194) A manifest negative effect would exist according to paragraph 119 of the RAG where the proposed aid amount 
exceeds, compared to the eligible (standardised) investment expenditure (59), the maximum (adjusted) aid intensity 
ceiling that applies to a project of a given size, taking into account the required ‘progressive scaling down’ (60).

(195) The applicable regional aid ceiling in the Nitra region is 25 %. The proposed planned total eligible expenditure for 
the notified investment project is EUR 1 406 620 591 in nominal value, which is EUR 1 369 295 298 in present 
value. The notified grant aid amount is EUR 129 812 750 in nominal value and EUR 125 046 543 in present value 
resulting in an aid intensity of 9,13 %, which is prima facie below the maximum scaled down allowable aid intensity 
of 9,24 % for this investment in the region of Nitra.

(196) Sections 3.6.1.1 and 3.6.1.2 of the RAG explain which investment costs can be taken into account as eligible 
costs (61). Slovakia assured the Commission that the acquired assets will be new (62). Intangible assets amount to 
about […]% of the total eligible costs, which is below the maximum allowed proportion of 50 %. Slovakia confirmed 
that all other conditions that apply to intangible assets will be complied with. In the present case, section 3.6.1.1 of 
the RAG applies as the proposed eligible costs for the proposed investment aid are calculated on the basis of 
investment costs. Slovakia agreed that in case the eligible costs are below the notified aid amount, the notified 
regional aid measure will be adjusted in order to ensure that the aid does not exceed the maximum State aid intensity 
for the investment project. The Commission notes that should the GBP [60-85] million ‘overspend’ element turn out 
to be ineligible, the notified aid amount should certainly need to be reduced to ensure that the maximum State aid 
intensity ceiling for the project is not exceeded.

The possibility that the adjusted aid intensity ceiling may be exceeded through infrastructure aid and the exemption 
from the ALF

(197) As explained in recitals 103, 111, 121, 123, 130 and 139, the Commission is of the preliminary view that Slovakia 
is likely to grant additional incentives to JLR in the forms of 1) financing the NSP development and 2) an exemption 
from the obligation to pay an agricultural land exclusion fee related to the NSP.

(198) On the basis of these considerations, the Commission has doubts, at this stage of its assessment, that the basic 
requirement that the maximum aid intensity ceiling for the notified investment project with the notified eligible 
investment amount in the Nitra region be respected, is satisfied. This is because the additional incentives possibly 
granted in the form of expenditure on the NSP and the exemption from the ALF that Slovakia is planning to grant 
combined with the notified regional aid measure exceed the maximum State aid intensity of 9.24 %. The 
Commission seeks comments from interested parties on this question (63).
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(59) The standardised eligible expenditure for investment projects by large firms is described in detail in section 3.6.1.1 and 3.6.1.2 of the 
RAG.

(60) See paragraph 86 and 20(c) of the RAG.
(61) Pursuant to paragraph 20(e) of the RAG, eligible costs means for the purpose of investment aid, tangible and intangible assets related 

to an initial investment or wage costs.
(62) See RAG, paragraph 94.
(63) Of course, should these additional infrastructure cost elements be added to the total cost of the investment project, in principle, 

more aid could be granted under the Nitra region's maximum State aid intensity ceiling. However, under no circumstances could all 
additional investment cost items be financed from State aid. A full financing would certainly exceed the costs that could be eligible 
for regional aid for such an ‘enlarged’ investment project.



(b) Manifest negative effect: Counter-cohesion effect

(199) Paragraph 121 of the RAG specifies that where, in a scenario 2 case, without the aid the investment would have been 
located in a region with a regional aid intensity which is higher or the same as the target region, this will constitute a 
negative effect unlikely to be compensated by any positive effect of the aid because it runs counter the cohesion 
rationale of regional aid.

(200) First, the Commission considers that the provision applies to a scenario 2 situation in which both alternative 
locations are in the EEA.

(201) Slovakia argues that the counterfactual scenario is a site in Mexico. In section 3.3.4.1.(c) above the Commission 
expresses doubts about the credibility of this scenario. The extensive and detailed comparisons between several 
locations in CEE, the timing delay and other elements (see recital 181) suggest that the incentive effect scenario is 
indeed a scenario 2 (location) decision, but that it may have been an intra-EU location decision.

(202) Second, the Commission interprets the anti-cohesion provisions set out in paragraph 121 of the RAG (i.e. ‘the 
investment would have been located in a region with a regional aid intensity which is higher or the same as the target 
region’) to mean that without the aid, the investment would have been more cost-effective or economically more 
viable in that other, at least equally disadvantaged, location.

(203) The Polish site (Jawor) is located in a region with the same aid intensity ceiling as Nitra (64), which is the starting 
point for the examination of possible anti-cohesion effects under the RAG.

(204) Company internal documents of the beneficiary indicate that the investment, in comparison to Slovakia and in the 
absence of the incentives offered by Slovakia, could have been more cost-effective in Jawor. As explained in recital 70 
above, on 15 June 2015, Nitra (Slovakia) had an ‘NPV disadvantage’ of GBP [80-120] million compared to Jawor in 
Poland (for the entire lifetime of the project and linked to a GBP [110-150] in per unit operating cost disadvantage). 
The operating cost disadvantage per unit was GBP [120-180] on 10 July 2015, which, based on the relationship 
between what JLR calls the ‘NPV’ and the ‘operating cost’ disadvantage per unit, means that Nitra's NPV disadvantage 
was likely to have been higher that the GBP [80-120] million on 15 June. Moreover, as explained in footnote 25, 
page 53 of the aid application form for Poland of 24 June 2015 shows an NPV gap between Mexico and Poland 
(Jawor) as GBP 320 million, using NPV factors also used for the Nitra/Mexico NPV analysis on 10 July 2015. Given 
that the Nitra Mexico NPV gap on 10 July 2015 was GBP 437 million, which is higher than the Mexico Poland NPV 
gap of GBP 320 million, a full NPV comparison of the investments in Poland and Nitra suggests that the investment 
was more cost effective in Poland than in Nitra.

(205) Therefore, the Commission is of the preliminary view that, if the Mexico alternative would prove to be non-credible, 
and if the real counter-factual to Nitra was Jawor (Poland), then it cannot be excluded that the aid package provided 
to JLR by Slovakia has a manifest negative effect. The Commission is seeking interested parties to comment on this 
question.

(206) The Commission notes that in case the Mexico alternative proves to be credible, then the anti-cohesion element is 
not present, as the counter-factual scenario is not within the EEA.

(c) Manifest negative effect: Closure of activities/relocation

(207) Pursuant to paragraph 122 of the RAG, where the beneficiary has concrete plans to close down or actually closes 
down the same or a similar activity in another area in the EEA and relocates that activity to the target area, if there is 
a causal link between the aid and the relocation, this will constitute a negative effect that is unlikely to be 
compensated by any positive elements.

(208) The Slovak authorities confirmed that the beneficiary has not closed down the same or similar activity in the EEA in 
the two years preceding the application for aid, and does not have any concrete plans to do so within two years after 
completion of the investment. Therefore, the Commission concludes that the measure does not lead to a closure of 
activities or relocation of activities

8.12.2017 PT Jornal Oficial da União Europeia C 422/53

(64) SA.37485 — Regional aid map for Poland, OJ C 210, 4.7.2014, p. 1.



(d) Conclusion as to the existence of manifest negative effects on competition and trade

(209) In the light of the assessment in recitals 198 and 205 of this decision, the Commission concludes at this stage that it 
cannot be excluded the aid has manifest negative effects on competition and trade in the meaning of section 3.7.2 of 
the RAG as the allowable aid intensity ceiling may have been exceeded and the measure may have a manifest anti-
-cohesion effect.

3.3.4.4 Balancing of positive and negative effects of the aid

(210) Paragraph 112 of the RAG lays down the following: ‘For the aid to be compatible, the negative effects of the measure 
in terms of distortion of competition and impact on trade between Member states must be limited and outweighed 
by the positive effects in terms of contribution to the objective of common interest. Certain situations can be 
identified where the negative effects manifestly outweigh any positive effects, meaning that aid cannot be found 
compatible with the internal market.’

(211) As explained in recital 188, the Commission cannot conclude at this point that the notified regional aid measure 
satisfies the minimum requirements of the RAG in view of the doubts expressed in connection with the aid package's 
incentive effect and proportionality. The Commission also concludes at this point that it cannot be excluded that the 
aid has manifest negative effects (see recital 209).

(212) In the light of these considerations, the Commission has doubts as to whether, in view of the doubts expressed, the 
positive effects of the aid would outweigh their negative effects.

3.3.4.5 Transparency

(213) In view of para.II.2 of the Transparency Communication from the Commission (65) Member States must ensure the 
publication on a comprehensive State aid website, at national or regional level, of a full text of the approved aid 
scheme or the individual aid granting decision and its implementing provisions, or a link to it; the identity of the 
granting authority or authorities; the identity of the individual beneficiaries, the form and amount of aid granted to 
each beneficiary, the date of granting, the type of undertaking (SME/large company), the region in which the 
beneficiary is located (at NUTS level II) and the principal economic sector in which the beneficiary has its activities 
(at NACE group level). Such information must be published after the decision to grant the aid has been taken, must 
be kept for at least ten years and must be available to the general public without restrictions. Member States are not 
required to publish the above-mentioned information before 1 July 2016.

(214) The Commission notes that Slovakia confirmed that all requirements concerning transparency set out in para.II.2 of 
the Transparency Communication will be respected.

3.4. Doubts and grounds for opening

(218) For the reasons set out above, the Commission, after a preliminary assessment of the aid package granted by Slovakia 
to JLR, has doubts as to conformity of the package with the provisions of the RAG concerning 1) the eligibility of 
certain elements that apparently form part of the eligible investment costs (see recital 151), 2) the incentive effect of 
the aid (recitals 175, 182), 3) the proportionality of the aid (see recital 187). As a result, the Commission cannot 
conclude at this point that the notified regional aid measure satisfies the minimum requirements of the RAG (see 
recital 188).

(219) In addition, the Commission cannot exclude that the notified aid may have two manifest negative effects on trade 
and competition, and this for two reasons. On the one hand, the totality of the aid may exceed the applicable 
regional aid intensity ceiling (see recital 198) as public expenditure on the infrastructural development (or a part of 
it) may be regarded as additional State aid in favour of the beneficiary (see recital 130). The same could be argued for 
the exemption from the agricultural land transformation fee (see recitals 138-139). On the other hand, it cannot be 
excluded that the measure has an anti-cohesion effect (see recital 209). For all these reasons the Commission raises 
doubts as to the compatibility of the notified aid measure with the internal market. The Commission also raises 
doubt as to the compatibility in view of the balancing of positive and negative effects of the aid.
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(65) Communication from the Commission amending the Communications from the Commission on EU Guidelines for the application 
of State aid rules in relation to the rapid deployment of broadband networks, on Guidelines on regional State aid for 2014-2020, on 
State aid for films and other audio-visual works, on Guidelines on State aid to promote risk finance investments and on Guidelines 
on State aid to airports and airlines, OJ C 198, 27.6.2014, p. 30.



(220) Consequently, the Commission is under duty to carry out all the required consultations and, therefore, to initiate the 
procedure under Article 108(2) of the TFEU. This will give the opportunity to interested parties whose interests may 
be affected by the granting of the aid to comment on the measure. In the light of both the information submitted by 
the Member State concerned and that provided by interested parties, the Commission will assess the measure and 
will take its final decision.

(221) The Member State and interested parties are invited to provide in their comments to the opening decision all 
information necessary to carry out this formal investigation.

(222) On the basis of the evidence submitted concerning the above mentioned factors, the Commission will perform a 
balancing exercise of the positive and the negative effects of the aid. The overall assessment of the impact of the aid 
will allow the Commission to take a final decision and close the formal investigation procedure.

(223) In the light of the foregoing considerations, the Commission, acting under the procedure laid down in Article 108(2) 
of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, requests Slovakia to submit its comments and to provide all 
such information as may help to assess the aid, within one month of the date of receipt of this letter. It requests your 
authorities to forward a copy of this letter to the potential recipient of the aid immediately.

(224) The Commission wishes to remind Slovakia that Article 108(3) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European 
Union has suspensory effect, and would draw your attention to Article 14 of Council Regulation (EC) No 659/1999, 
which provides that all unlawful aid may be recovered from the recipient.

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

(226) Finally, the Commission notes that Slovakia exceptionally agreed to have the present decision adopted and notified in 
the English language.

If this letter contains confidential information which should not be published, please inform the Commission within 
fifteen working days of the date of receipt. If the Commission does not receive a reasoned request by that deadline, 
you will be deemed to agree to publication of the full text of this letter. Your request specifying the relevant 
information should be sent by registered letter or fax to:

European Commission
Directorate-General for Competition
State Aid Registry
B — 1049 Brussels
Fax No: 32 2 296 12 42

Yours faithfully,

For the Commission

Margrethe Vestager

Member of the Commission 
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