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A 2005. május 18-i 122/05/COL határozattal, amelynek hiteles nyelvi változata ezen összefoglaló végén
található, az EFTA Felügyeleti Hatóság eljárást kezdeményezett az EFTA-államok közötti, a Felügyeleti
Hatóság és a Bíróság létrehozásáról szóló megállapodás (Felügyeleti és Bírósági Megállapodás) 3. jegy-
zőkönyve I. része 1. cikkének a (2) bekezdése szerint. A norvég kormányt tájékoztatták az e határozatról
készült másolat útján.

Az EFTA Felügyeleti Hatóság ezennel felszólítja az EGT-megállapodás szerződő feleit és az érdekelt feleket,
hogy a kérdéses intézkedéssel kapcsolatban küldjék meg észrevételeiket ezen értesítés közzétételét követő
egy hónapon belül az alábbi címre

EFTA Surveillance Authority
35, Rue Belliard
B-1040 Brussels

Az észrevételeket továbbítják a norvég kormánynak. Az észrevételeket előterjesztő érdekelt felek írásban –
kérésüket megindokolva – kérhetik személyazonosságuk bizalmas kezelését.

ÖSSZEFOGLALÓ

Eljárás

2003. június 5-én kelt levelükben a norvég hatóságok értesí-
tették az EFTA Felügyeleti Hatóságot (a továbbiakban: a
hatóság) a Felügyeleti és Bírósági Megállapodás 3. jegyzőkönyve
1. cikkének (3) bekezdése értelmében két létező támogatási
rendszer, nevezetesen az „Új energetikai technológiák beveze-
tését szolgáló támogatási program” és az „Információs és okta-
tási intézkedések az energiahatékonyság területén” elnevezésű
porgramok változtatásáról.

A támogatási intézkedés leírása

Norvégia már az EGT-megállapodás életbelépése előtt
működtette az „Új energetikai technológiák bevezetését szolgáló
támogatási program”-ot, amelynek keretében a norvég kormány
beruházási támogatást nyújtott megújítható energetikai techno-
lógiák bevezetéséhez. A második, „Információs és oktatási
intézkedések az energiahatékonyság területén” elnevezésű támo-
gatási rendszer keretében Norvégia az ipari, kereskedelmi és
háztartási szektorok részére az energiahatékonysággal kapcsola-
tosan tartott kampányokat és tanfolyamokat támogatta.

A támogatási rendszereket megváltoztatták: a támogatási rend-
szereket először egy új támogatási rendszerben, az Energia-
alapban egyesítették. Másodszor az új alapot nemcsak az állami
költségvetés támogatásaiból, hanem az áramszolgáltatási díjakra
kivetett illetékből is finanszírozzák. Harmadszor az Energia-

alapot egy újonnan felállított szerv, az Enova igazgatná, amely
a norvég állam tulajdona. Az Enova 2002. január 1. óta
működik, vagyis az Energiaalap felállításának időpontjától.

Az Energiaalap feladata, hogy előmozdítsa az energiával való
takarékosságot és az új környezetbarát energiaforrásokat, ame-
lyeknek együttesen 2010 végére el kell érniük a legalább 10
terawattórát.

A határozat meghozatalának időpontjáig bejelentett és
alkalmazott támogatás

A megújulóenergia-termeléshez nyújtott beruházási támogatás
vonatkozásában, Norvégia olyan energiaprojekteket támogat,
amelyeket a 2001/77/EK irányelv 2. cikke megújuló energiafor-
rásokként határoz meg. A vízenergia nem jogosult támogatásra.
Az Enova a támogatást a termelési költségek és az érintett ener-
giatípus beruházás időpontjában mért piaci ára közötti
különbség jelenértékeként határozza meg, azaz a nettó jele-
nérték számítás módszerét alkalmazza. A nettó jelenérték
számításához választott energiaárat vagy az északi energia-
tőzsde (Nordpool) határozza meg, vagy az a távfűtés esetén a
végső fogyasztó által fosszilis üzemanyagból származó ener-
giáért fizetett ár. Amikor a támogatási rendszert létrehozták, a
hatóság számára rendelkezésre álló információk alapján nem
fogadtak el szabályokat annak részletes meghatározására, hogy
mely költségek, különös tekintettel a beruházási költségekre,
tekinthetők az Enova által elszámolhatónak.
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A norvég hatóságok szerint a projekt csak annyi támogatásban
részesülhetne, amennyi szükséges a projekt elindításához,
vagyis a beruházás melletti döntés meghozatalához. Azonban
az alap támogatási mechanizmusa nem tartalmazott az indítási
hatás elérésére, vagyis arra az állapotra vonatkozó pontos
meghatározásokat, amikor a projekt nettó jelenértéke nulla.
Nem léteztek kifejezett korlátozások, amelyek szerint e pont
fölött nem nyújtható állami támogatás. Mindegyik projekt
jogosult volt tőkehozamra is, amelyet 7 %-ban állapítottak meg,
valamint kockázati prémiumra is, a projekt fajtájától és az érin-
tett energiától függően.

Az energiatakarékossági intézkedések támogatását a megújulóe-
nergia-projektek esetén alkalmazott nettó jelenérték számítással
határozzák meg. A támogatási intézkedések harmadik csoportja
az új energetikai technológia projekteket támogatja, amelyek
további fejlesztéseket igénylő, de jövedelmet termelő projek-
tekre terjednek ki.

Az Enova továbbá támogatott néhány információs és oktatási
programot, melyekből néhány 2004. január 1-én ért véget.
Továbbá az energiahatékonyság területén tanácsadói és konzul-
tációs szolgáltatásokat nyújtó vállalkozásokat is támogatott. Az
Enova néhány program esetén belátása szerint cselekedhetett.
Az Enova továbbá támogat egy olyan programot is, amely a
helyi önkormányzatok energiatervezéssel kapcsolatos képessé-
geit javítja.

Az Energiaalap a tervek szerint 2010.12.31-ig fog működni. A
határozat meghozatalának időpontjáig az Enova által támoga-
tott projektek többsége a csekély összegű támogatások (de
minimis) küszöbe alá esik, vagy olyan beszerzésekre vonatkozik
(pl. az energiahatékonysággal kapcsolatos piaci kampányok),
amelyeket az Enova a közbeszerzési szabályokkal összhangban
hajtott végre.

A norvég hatóságok észrevételei és a rendszer javasolt
módosításai

A norvég hatóságok rámutatnak arra, hogy a javasolt nettó jele-
nérték számítás biztosíthatja, hogy a támogatott projektek nem
részesülnek a „beruházási többletköltségeket” meghaladó támo-
gatásban megújulóenergia-termelés esetén, még akkor sem, ha
nem végeznek el hagyományos erőművekkel való összehasonlí-
tást. Norvégia a rendszer számos módosítását javasolta annak
érdekében, hogy az Energiaalap összeegyeztethető legyen az
EGT-megállapodás állami támogatásról szóló rendelkezéseivel.

A megújuló energia támogatása elsősorban arra irányuló kötele-
zettséget jelent, hogy a projektnek csak addig nyújtanak támo-
gatást, amíg annak negatív jelenértéke el nem éri a nulla nettó
jelenértéket. A biomassza kivételével, amely részesülhet maga-
sabb támogatásban, az Enova tiszteletben fogja tartani a
hatóság környezetvédelmi iránymutatásainak 54. pontjában
meghatározott küszöböt (amely a támogatást a termelési költ-
ségek és az érintett energia piaci ára közötti különbség érté-
kében korlátozza), továbbá korlátozza az erőművek értékcsök-
kenéséhez nyújtott támogatást. A megújulóenergia-projektek
működési költségei, melyek magasabbak a hagyományos ener-
giaforrások működési költségeinél, nem jogosultak támogatásra.
A szükséges tőkehozamot független szakértőnek kell meghatá-
roznia és a támogatható beruházási költségeket a 75/2002 –
Finnország európai bizottsági határozat tartalmazza. Az ener-

giatakarékossági intézkedésekkel kapcsolatban az Enova a több-
letköltségek meghatározására számítást fog végezni a hatóság
környezetvédelmi iránymutatásainak 25. és 32. pontjának
megfelelően, azaz egy projektnek energiatakarékossági berende-
zést nem tartalmazó projekttel történő összehasonlításán
keresztül. Az információs és oktatási támogatási intézkedés
vonatkozásában Norvégia bejelenti a hatóságnak a jövőbeli
programokat. A helyi önkormányzatoknak nyújtott támogatá-
soknak az önkormányzatok közszolgálati feladataira kell korlá-
tozódniuk.

Állami támogatás az EGT-megállapodás 61. cikkének (1)
bekezdése értelmében

A hatóság meglátása szerint a fenti intézkedések az EGT-megál-
lapodás 61. cikkének (1) bekezdése értelmében állami támoga-
tásnak minősülnek. Az állami költségvetésből nyújtott támoga-
tások, valamint az áramszolgáltatási díjakra kivetett illeték
állami források. Az adót az állam veti ki és szedi be az állam
által létrehozott alapba, miközben meghatározott vállalkozá-
sokat előnyben részesít, pl. a megújuló energia termelőit.

Az Enova által korábban támogatott információs és oktatási
támogatási intézkedések vonatkozásában a hatóság megjegyzi,
hogy a programok többségében az Enova jelentős mértékben
belátása szerint cselekedhetett, így az esetjog szerint egyes
vállalkozások másokhoz képest előnyösebb helyzetbe kerültek
és a támogatás nem általános, hanem szelektív intézkedéssé
vált. A kedvezményezettek olyan területeken működnek,
amelyeket EGT-kereskedelem érint. A támogatás torzítja a
versenyt, vagy a verseny torzításával fenyeget és hatással van a
szerződő felek közötti kereskedelemre. Az Energiaalap támoga-
tási rendszer jogellenes támogatást testesít meg a Felügyeleti és
Bírósági Megállapodás 3. jegyzőkönyv II. része 1. cikkének (f)
bekezdése értelmében.

Az EGT-megállapodás 61. cikkének (3) bekezdése c) pont-
jával való összeegyeztethetőség a hatóság környezetvé-
delmi iránymutatásainak összefüggésében

A hatóság határozatában külön értékeli a határozat meghozata-
lának dátumáig bejelentett és működtetett Energiaalapot, vala-
mint a Norvégia által javasolt módosításokkal ellátott rendszert.

A határozat meghozatalának időpontjáig bejelentett és alkalmazott
támogatás

A hatóság szerint a megújulóenergia-termelés támogatása
beruházási támogatás, amely a környezetvédelmi iránymuta-
tások 27. és 32. pontjában meghatározott rendelkezésekkel
összhangban támogatásban részesül. A hatóság kétségei arra
vezethetők vissza, hogy az Energiaalap nem olyan számítási
módszerre épül, amely a hagyományos erőművekkel összeha-
sonlítva határozza meg a többletköltségeket. Módosítások
nélkül a hatóságnak kétségei vannak afelől, hogy a javasolt
nettó jelenérték számítás, amely a környezetvédelmi iránymuta-
tások 54. pontjában kikötöttekhez hasonló rendelkezéseken
alapul, elfogadható-e. A hatóság külön hangsúlyozza, hogy
nem léteznek elégséges biztosítékok a túlzott mértékű ellentéte-
lezés elkerülésére, továbbá annak biztosítására, hogy csak a
beruházáshoz kapcsolódó költségeket támogatják.
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Ugyanezek a kétségek vonatkoznak az energiatakarékossági
intézkedések és az új energetikai technológiai projektek támo-
gatására. Különösen az energiatakarékossági intézkedésekkel
kapcsolatban a hatóság megállapítja, hogy a megújuló energia
támogatásával ellentétben, amelynek során a beruházási több-
letköltségek akár 100 %-át is támogathatják, az energiamegtaka-
rítás támogatását 40 %-os támogatási intenzitásra korlátozzák.
Az új energetikai technológiai projektek vonatkozásában a
hatóságnak továbbá meg kell állapítania, hogy ezek a projektek
csak megújulóenergia-projektekre korlátozódnak-e, ami a
környezetvédelmi iránymutatások alkalmazása miatt fontos.
Ehhez hasonlóan a hatóság felméri továbbá, hogy a további
fejlesztésre szoruló projekteket milyen mértékig értékeljék a
hatóság kutatás-fejlesztési iránymutatásai szerint.

A korábban a csekély összegű támogatások küszöbét meghala-
dóan támogatott információs és oktatási intézkedések vonatko-
zásában a hatóság megállapítja, hogy a támogatási intézkedések
nem korlátozódtak a kis- és középvállalkozások támogatására.
A tanácsadói és konzultációs szolgáltatások vonatkozásában a
hatóság megállapítja, hogy ezek a költségek a kis- és középvál-
lalkozások javára támogathatók a környezetvédelmi iránymuta-
tások 36. pontjával összhangban. Ugyanakkor a hatóság nem
rendelkezik elégséges és meggyőző információval arra vonatko-
zóan, hogy a támogatást csak ilyen vállalkozásoknak nyúj-
tották.

A Norvégia által javasolt módosított rendszer

A hatóság a hivatalos vizsgálati eljárás folyamán megvizsgálja,
hogy a norvég hatóságok által javasolt nettó jelenérték számítás
elfogadható-e beruházási támogatás nyújtására. A módszer nem
hasonlítja össze a megújulóenergia-projektet és egy választott,
hagyományos erőművet. Ugyanakkor a nettó jelenérték számí-
tási módszerrel, bizonyos feltételezések mellett, megállapítható,
hogy soha nem kerül sor túlzott mértékű ellentételezésre olyan
értelemben, hogy a kapott támogatás meghaladja a beruházási
többletköltségeket.

A hatóság előzetes értékelései alapján egy olyan nettó jelenérték
modell szerint, amely adott időszak alatt a bevételek és
működési kiadások állandó folyamát feltételezi, mindaddig,
amíg a hagyományos erőmű működési költségei meghaladják a
megújulóenergia-termelés működési költségeit, és a megújuló
energia előírt megtérülési rátája nem haladja meg a hagyomá-
nyos erőmű megtérülési rátáját, a támogatás mértéke kisebb
lesz a megújulóenergia-erőmű beruházási többletköltségeinél. A
Norvégia által megküldött adatok alapján a hagyományos
energia-előállítás működési költségei akár kétszeresen is megha-
ladhatják a megújuló energiaforrásokét, így annak való-
színűsége, hogy a rendszer túlzott mértékű ellentételezéshez
vezethet, nem magas. Ez csak az olyan esetekben valószínű,

amikor a projektekhez kivételesen magas kockázati tényező
kapcsolódik, amely csökkentené a projekt nettó jelenértékét és
emiatt magasabb támogatáshoz vezetne. Ilyen kockázatos
projektek megvalósítása semmi esetben sem valószínű. A
hatóság ugyanakkor megállapítja, hogy amennyiben a hagyo-
mányos erőmű és a megújulóenergia-termelés működési költ-
ségei megegyeznek, vagy egymáshoz közelítenek, a leszámíto-
lási ráta és a hozzáadott kockázati prémium fokozottabb
jelentőséggel bír annak megállapításában, hogy sor kerül-e
túlzott mértékű ellentételezésre. A norvég hatóságok ugyanak-
kor kötelezettséget vállaltak a környezetvédelmi iránymutatások
54. pontjában meghatározott küszöb betartásáért, amely a
támogatás mértékét a termelési költségek és a piaci ár közötti
különbség értékében korlátozza, továbbá a támogatást az
erőművek értékcsökkenésének összegében maximalizálja.

A hatóság továbbá megvizsgálja, hogy mennyiben alkalmaz-
hatók ebben az esetben a környezetvédelmi iránymutatások 54.
pontjának rendelkezései, de megállapítja, hogy ellentétben más
állami támogatásokra vonatkozó iránymutatásokkal valójában a
megújulóenergia-termelésnek nyújtott beruházási és működési
támogatás mindegyike beruházási költségek támogatásához
kapcsolódik. A környezetvédelmi iránymutatások általában
engedélyezik a megújulóenergia-termelés számára működési
támogatás nyújtását, mindaddig, amíg e támogatás az erőmű
értékcsökkenésére korlátozódik.

A hatóság továbbá megvizsgálja, hogy a megújulóenergia-
projekt jogosult-e további állami támogatásra, akkor is, ha a
támogatás nem minősül az EGT-megállapodás 61. cikkének (1)
bekezdése értelmében vett állami támogatásnak. E tekintetben a
hatóság elemezni fogja a környezetvédelmi iránymutatások 54.
pontját, amely szerint „a továbbiakban az erőmű által termelt
energia nem jogosult semmilyen támogatásra”. A hatóság előzetes
véleményében ez az EGT- megállapodás 61. cikke (3) bekezdé-
sének c) pontja szerinti arányossági vizsgálatot tükrözi, amely
szerint a projekt csak a szükséges mértékű támogatásban része-
sülhet. A hatóság vizsgálatai folyamán meghatározza, hogy
mindez milyen mértékig nyújt mozgásteret állami beavatko-
zásból származó további támogatásra.

A hatóság még nem tudja kialakítani végső álláspontját az új
energetikai technológiai projektek, valamint a tanácsadói és
konzultációs szolgáltatások támogatásával kapcsolatban. A
norvég hatóságok továbbra is mérlegelik e támogatási intézke-
dések módosítását. A hatóság továbbá elemezni fogja az áram-
szolgáltatási díjakra kivetett illetékre épülő finanszírozási
mechanizmust, amely valószínűleg adó jellegű díjnak fog
minősülni, mivel közvetett módon hatást gyakorol a behoza-
talra. Másrészt az illeték nem korlátozódik kizárólag a hazai
termelők támogatására.
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EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION

No 122/05/COL

of 18 May 2005

to initiate the procedure provided for in Article 1(2) in Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and
Court Agreement with regard to the Norwegian Energy Fund (Norway)

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY,

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

Having regard to the Agreement between the EFTA States on the establishment of a Surveillance Authority
and a Court of Justice (2), in particular to Article 24 as well as Article 1(2) in Part I and Articles 4(4) and
10 in Part II of Protocol 3 thereof,

Having regard to the Authority's Guidelines (3) on the application and interpretation of Articles 61 and 62
of the EEA Agreement, and in particular Chapter 15 relating to aid for environmental protection, thereof,

Whereas:

I. FACTS

1. PROCEDURE

By letter dated 5 June 2003 from the Norwegian Mission to the European Union, forwarding a letter from
the Ministry of Petroleum and Energy and the Ministry of Trade and Industry dated 4 June 2003, both
received and registered by the Authority on 10 June 2003 (Doc. No 03-3705-A, registered under case
SAM 030.03006), the Norwegian authorities notified, pursuant to Article 1(3) of Protocol 3 to the Surveil-
lance and Court Agreement, alterations of two existing aid schemes, namely ‘Grant programme for intro-
duction of new energy technology’ and ‘Information and education measures in the field of energy effi-
ciency’.

By letter dated 16 June 2003 (Doc. No 03-3789-D), the EFTA Surveillance Authority (hereinafter ‘the
Authority’) informed the Norwegian authorities that due to the fact that the scheme had already been put
into effect on 1 January 2002, i.e. before the notification, the measure would be assessed as ‘unlawful aid’
in accordance with Chapter 6 of the Authority's Procedural and Substantive Rules in the Field of State
Aid (4).

By letter dated 23 July 2003 (Doc. No 03-5070-D), the Authority requested further information, to which
the Norwegian authorities responded by letter dated 11 September 2003, received and registered by the
Authority on 15 September 2003 (Doc. No 03-6210-A). On 9 October 2003 the Authority and the
Norwegian authorities had a meeting to discuss various aspects of the case.

By letter dated 19 December 2003, the Authority requested further information (Doc. No 03-7431-D).

The Norwegian authorities replied to the information request by letter from the Norwegian Mission dated
15 July 2004, forwarding a letter from the Ministry of Trade and Industry dated 13 July 2004 and a letter
by the Ministry of Petroleum and Energy dated 9 July 2004, received and registered by the Authority on
16 July 2004 (Event No 287857). A meeting was held between the Authority and the Norwegian authori-
ties on 23 September 2004.
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(1) Hereinafter referred to as the EEA Agreement.
(2) Hereinafter referred to as the Surveillance and Court Agreement.
(3) Guidelines on the application and interpretation of Articles 61 and 62 of the EEA Agreement and Article 1 of

Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement, adopted and issued by the EFTA Surveillance Authority on 19
January 1994, published in OJ L 231, 3.9.1994 and EEA Supplement No 32, 3.9.1994. The Guidelines were last
amended on 15 December 2004.

(4) That chapter was subsequently deleted by Authority Decision 14 July 2004, 195/04/COL.



By letter dated 5 March 2005 (Event No 311504), the Authority requested further information. The
Norwegian authorities replied to this request by letter from the Norwegian Mission to the European Union
dated 12 May 2005, forwarding letters from the Ministry of Modernisation dated 9 May 2005 and the
Ministry of Petroleum and Energy dated 2 May 2005. The letter was received and registered by the Autho-
rity on 13 May 2005 (Event No 310982).

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE SUPPORT MEASURES

2.1. Description of the former support schemes for new energy technology and energy efficiency
measures

With its notification, the Norwegian government announced alterations of two existing schemes in the field
of energy which have been operating since 1978/1979.

The first scheme was the ‘Grant program for introduction of new energy technology’ by which the Norwe-
gian government gave investment support for the introduction of renewable energy technology. The
second scheme, ‘Information and education measures in the field of energy efficiency’ concerned support
for campaigns and courses on energy efficiency for the industry, commercial and household sectors.

The schemes were funded by grants from the fiscal budget. While in the beginning the schemes were admi-
nistered by the Ministry of Petroleum and Energy, they were gradually transferred to the Norwegian
Resources and Energy Directorate (NVE) in the early nineties.

The Authority was made aware of the schemes in 1994 and activities under these schemes have been
reported to the Authority as part of the yearly reporting from Norway.

2.2 The alterations to the schemes as of 1 January 2002

The notified alterations to the schemes, which are the subject of the current notification, concerned:

(i) the merger of the schemes under a new funding mechanism, the Energy Fund;

(ii) a different way of financing the schemes by introducing a levy on the electricity distribution tariffs in
addition to continued grants over the State budget; and

(iii) the administration of the Energy Fund by the newly established administrative body Enova. Likewise
new provisions and an Agreement between the Norwegian State and Enova have been adopted, which
should ensure that the support measures attain certain newly identified energy policy objectives.

2.2.1 Merger of the two support schemes

On 1 January 2002 the Energy Fund was established and the two schemes ‘Grant Program for introduction
of new energy technology’ and ‘Information and education measures in the field of energy efficiency’ were
merged under that Fund. The Fund serves as a financing mechanism for support measures, which continue
under the new regime.

2.2.2 The new mode of financing the Energy Fund

Whereas the existing schemes were funded by grants from the State budget, the newly established Energy
Fund is financed by grants from the State budget as well as by means of a levy on the electricity distribu-
tion tariffs (not a levy on the energy production itself).

This levy is provided for by the Energy Fund Regulation of the Ministry of Petroleum and Energy of 10
December 2001 (5). According to section 3 in conjunction with section 2a) of the Energy Fund Regulation,
any company which has been granted a license according to section 4-1 of the Energy Act (6) (‘omsetnings-
konsesjoner’) should, when it charges the end user for the withdrawal of electrical energy from the grid,
combine the invoice with a 0,3 øre/kWh supplement for each withdrawal (see also section 4-4 Energy
Act).
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(5) ‘Forskrift om innbetaling av påslag på nettariffen til Energifondet’ (regulation relating to the payment of a levy on the elect-
ricity distribution tariff to the Energy Fund, hereinafter ‘Energy Fund Regulation’).

(6) Lov av 29. juni 1990 nr. 50 om produksjon, omforming, overføring, omsetning og fordeling av energi m.m, energiloven.



The licensee shall then pay, in turn, a contribution to the Energy Fund of 0,3 øre/kWh multiplied by the
amount of energy for which the end user in the distribution network is invoiced.

2.2.3 The administration of the Energy Fund by Enova

On 22 June 2001, Enova SF was established. Enova is a new administrative body, which is owned by the
Norwegian State via the Ministry of Petroleum and Energy. It has been operating since 1 January 2002, i.e.
the date when the Energy Fund was established.

Enova's principal task is to implement the support schemes, administer the Energy Fund and to reach the
energy policy objectives which the Norwegian Parliament approved in 2000. Enova's principal tasks are
further specified in a new Agreement between the Norwegian State (the Ministry of Oil and Petroleum) and
Enova SF (hereinafter ‘the Agreement’) (7).

According to Enova's own description, ‘the establishment of Enova SF signals a shift in Norway's organization
and implementation of its energy efficiency and renewable energy policy’.

3. NATIONAL LEGAL BASIS FOR THE SUPPORT MEASURE

The national legal basis is a Parliamentary Decision of 5 April 2001 (8) with provisions by the Ministry of
Petroleum and Energy of 21 December 2000 (9) as well as the Energy Act of 29 June 1990 no 50 (Energi-
loven) with regulation of 10 December 2001 No 1377 concerning the levy on the electricity distribution
tariff (Forskrift om innbetaling av påslag på nettariffen til Energifondet).

Section 3 of the abovementioned Agreement provides that Enova shall administer resources from the
Energy Fund in accordance with and within the framework of the Norwegian Parliament's resolution on
the establishment of the Fund and the restrictions that form the basis for the resolution, namely the Energy
Act and the respective regulations on the Energy Fund, the Energy Fund resolutions and other govern-
mental resolutions relevant to the administration of the Fund's resources.

Enova shall administer the Energy Fund in a manner which ensures that the targets stipulated below are
reached.

4. THE OBJECTIVE OF THE SUPPORT MEASURES

According to the Norwegian government, the establishment of the merged schemes under the funding of
the newly established Energy Fund and the administration by Enova, should achieve a more cost-effective
use of public funding.

As regards the objectives of the schemes, section 4 of the Agreement stipulates as a primary objective that
the Energy Fund shall be used to promote an environmentally sound change in energy consumption and
energy production. This shall be achieved by promoting energy saving measures as well as by increased
access to environmentally sound energy (the latter aims at an increased use of renewable energy sources).

The following performance objective is to be achieved by 2010:

The Fund's resources shall contribute to the saving of energy and new environmentally sound energy,
which together shall make up a minimum of 10 TWh by the end of 2010, of which

– a minimum of 4 TWh shall be from increased access to water-borne heating based on new renewable
energy sources, heating pumps and thermal heating, and

– a minimum of 3 TWh shall be from increased use of wind energy (10).
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(7) Revised Agreement of 22 September 2004, ‘Avtale mellom den norske stat v/Olje- og energidepartementet og Enova SF om
forvaltningen av midlene fa Energifondet i perioden 2002-2005’.

(8) Odelstingets vedtak til lov om endringar i lov 29. juni 1990 nr. 50 om produksjon, omforming, overføring, omsetning og forde-
ling av energi m.m. (energilova). (Besl.O.nr.75 (2000-2001), cf. Innst.O.nr.59 (2000-2001) and Ot.prp.nr.35 (2000-
2001)).

(9) Ot.prp.nr.35 (2000-2001).
(10) On Enova's webpage, the increased use of land-based natural gas is mentioned as a further objective.



The Agreement stipulates as a secondary objective that the Fund's resources shall contribute to the saving
of energy and to new, environmentally sound energy, which together shall make up a minimum of 5,5
TWh (originally 4,5 TWh) by the end of 2005.

These goals should be viewed against the background of the energy production in Norway, which is almost
exclusively based on the use of hydropower. As stated by the Norwegian government in its budgetary
proposal (St.prp.nr.1 2004-2005), it is important for Norway to become less dependent on that energy
type and therefore promote the use of other, in particular renewable, energy sources. The following figures
reflect this dependency:

Electricity production, import and export, February 2004 — January 2005 (GWh)

Total 111 476

Hydro 110 296

Thermal electricity 893

Wind power 287

+ Import 14 774

– Export 4 468

As can be seen from this table, Norway also imports some of its energy. The percentage of electricity
imports in percentage of total consumption was 8 % in 2002, 6,8 % in 2003 and 8,5 % in 2004 (11).

5. THE ENERGY FUND SYSTEM AS NOTIFIED AND APPLIED UNTIL NOW — THE DIFFERENT SUPPORT
TYPES

5.1. General remarks on the Energy Fund

Enova can give investment support for energy saving systems and for production and use of renewable
energy sources as well as initial investment aid for new energy technologies.

The level of subsidy is determined by a technical and financial evaluation of each project and priority is
given to those projects which give the highest kilowatt-hour (kWh), saved or produced, per subsidised
NOK. This leads to a competition of projects for the receipt of public funds with the goal being to choose
the most efficient projects.

Calls for project proposals are announced in major national and regional newspapers at least biannually
and for most programmes four times a year.

5.2. Renewable energy

The eligible projects

As to the investment support for the production and use of renewable energy, Norway supports energy
projects which are defined in Article 2 of Directive 2001/77/EC (12) as renewable energy sources (see point
7 of the Authority's State Aid Guidelines on Environmental Aid, hereinafter ‘the Environmental Guide-
lines’). According to the Norwegian authorities, hydropower, which is the traditional energy source used in
Norway, should not be entitled to support (13). According to the information available to the Authority, the
current rules on the Energy Fund system do not seem to entail such an explicit limitation.

As to the notion of ‘use’ of renewable energy sources, the Norwegian authorities specified that this notion
should cover situations in which the investment is made for internal production, whereby the producer
and the user is the same entity (which is often the case for heat production).

Enova regards the following projects as qualifying for support in general terms: wind energy, bio energy,
tidal energy, geothermal energy, ocean wave energy. For solar energy this comprises passive solar building
integrated solutions, solar heating systems and PV (photovoltaic) production.
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(11) Net import figures.
(12) OJ 2001 L 283/33. The Directive as such has not yet been incorporated into the EEA Agreement.
(13) However, this was only clarified by the Norwegian authorities during the preliminary investigation.



When it comes to the notion of ‘bioenergy’, the Norwegian authorities have clarified that this term is used
for renewable energy (electricity or heat) based on biomass as defined under the Directive 2001/77/EC.
Bioenergy indicates that the project includes the conversion from biomass to electricity and/or heat in
contrast to biomass projects which only concern the production and processing of biomass itself. The
Authority understands that there could be situations in which the bioenergy consists only of a fraction of
biomass.

The calculation of the support — the net present value calculation method

Enova calculates the support as the present value of the difference between production costs of the project
and the market price of the relevant energy at the time of investment, i.e. it uses a net present value calcu-
lation (cash flow calculation).

According to an example submitted by the Norwegian authorities, the calculation is carried out according
to the following calculation mechanism. The example below is an actual wind power project (14).

Investments

Wind turbine NOK (…) (*) (…)

Infrastructure and foundation <> (…) (…)

Power electronics etc. <> (…) (…)

Project management <> (…) (…)

Cost of property/land and public fees <> (…) (…)

Financing cost <> (…) (…)

Allowance <> (…) (…)

Investment Total <> 8 875 000 100 %

Price of energy NOK/kWh (…)

Spot price (average) <> (…)

High season <> (…) 1 500

Mid season <> (…) hours (**)

Low season <> (…) 1 000

Green certificate price <> (…) hours (**)

Operational aid <> 0 500 hours (**)

Operating costs NOK/kWh

Operations and maintenance <>

Grid tariff <>

Other

Financial criteria and results (**)

Investment aid from Enova NOK 600 000

Discount rate 7 %

Net energy price NOK/kWh 0,267

Economic life Years 20 years

Net income annual income NOK 800 000

Net present value (NPV) NOK (399 789)

Net present value incl. investment aid NOK 200 211 (1)

Energy/aid ration kWh (***)/NOK 5,00

(*) Brackets indicate business secrets.
(**) Operating hours.
(***) Annual energy production.
(1) The Norwegian authorities later claimed, however, that the return on capital in this example was not correctly assessed which — if

that was corrected — would bring the NPV to zero.
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(14) Letter by the Norwegian authorities dated 11 September 2003 (Doc. No 03-6210), Annex 1 — investment aid
evaluation method, page 7.



The single parameters of the calculation are explained further below:

The investment costs

When the scheme was established, according to the information available to the Authority, no rules were
adopted to specify in detail which costs, in particular with regard to the investment, are considered by
Enova to be eligible. The Authority notes, from other abstract model examples brought to its attention, that
some of the projects might have received support also for so-called financial and indemnity costs or miscel-
laneous costs.

As the eligible costs were not specified further, the Authority cannot be entirely certain that no costs other
than investment costs were supported by the Energy Fund.

The relevant energy price

In order to choose the relevant market price, the Norwegian authorities distinguish between three different
situations:

Firstly, they consider the case of renewable energy production which is fed into the transmission grid and
therefore competes with traditional generation of electricity as quoted on the Nordpool power exchange.
This is the case for wind, bio, waste, solar, tidal and ocean wave energy and here the price quoted in Nord-
pool serves as a reference. On the Nordpool power exchange, both spot prices and forward prices up to
three years can be observed. As investments are based on the expectations of future electricity prices,
Enova refers to forward contracts which are traded on a daily basis. To cancel out random price fluctua-
tions, a six month average of the latest tradable future contracts is used. The price is quoted on the submis-
sion date of the project application, which occurs four times a year.

The second case is that of district heat, which is distributed on the local distribution net and competes with
heat from fossil fuels or from electricity. In this situation, Enova refers to the actual contract price (15) paid
by the consumer (the price of the ordinary energy — from fossil fuels and electricity).

The third scenario covers energy production which is not fed into the distribution net (e.g. on site power
generation based on residual steam not fed into the power grid). Here, the end user price including taxes is
used.

The 'triggering off' effect

The objective of the aid scheme is to encourage investment into renewable energies which would otherwise
not take place due to the fact that the energy price obtainable in the market does not cover the costs. For
that reason, the subsidy shall only compensate the extra costs of the production of renewable energy and
the support granted by Enova shall not exceed the amount deemed necessary in order to trigger the
project, i.e. to encourage a positive investment decision.

However, when the Energy Fund and Enova were established there were, according to the Authority's infor-
mation, no further specifications as to when the triggering effect would be considered to have been
reached, e.g. when the project reaches a zero net present value (16). While analyses were made to establish
when the project would break even, there were no explicit limitations which prevented State support above
that point.

When projects are granted support, Enova and the aid recipient enter into an aid contract, which regulates
the terms on which disbursement will take place. The disbursements might be adjusted in accordance with
any cost reduction during the construction period. After the investment is realised, there is a follow-up on
the realised costs against costs estimated in the application. If these factors differ to the advantage of the
applicant, Enova can adjust the financial aid downward to reflect the actual cost structure (17).
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(15) Large customers profit often from discounts because of their large delivery contracts. This is taken into account by
Enova when comparing prices of competing energy sources.

(16) As the above example shows, the support granted by Enova might in some instances have led to a positive net
present value of the project. The Authority is aware that the calculation was only given as an example and that
Norway claims that in the concrete case referred to the return on investment had not been correctly taken into
account. If that had been the case, the net present value would indeed have been zero. However, as there have been
no clear rules in place to limit the support to a zero net present value, the Authority cannot be certain whether the
support would indeed not have exceeded the threshold of a zero net present value.

(17) In the Authority's understanding, there is no upwards adjustment in case of a disadvantage to the applicant.



The fair return on capital

The basis for the trigger off requirement includes a fair return on capital. The discount rate used is
presently set at a rate of 7 % per annum (nominal, pre-tax rate) to which certain percentage points are
added as a risk premium. The Norwegian government explained that the use of the capital asset pricing
method is not suitable for project financing under the Energy Fund (18), as there are few renewable energy
projects and even fewer are listed on the stock market from which the information to establish the risk of
the asset would have to be derived.

The Norwegian government therefore suggested basing its analysis on public reports from acknowledged
government institutions in Norway, whereby the risk premium would vary between 2,5 to 4,5 %, depen-
ding on the type of energy and project.

5.3. Energy saving measures

According to the system as notified (19), energy saving measures are calculated according to the same net
present value calculation method used for renewable energy projects.

5.4. New energy technology

In this category, Enova supports technologies which still need some development and which need to be
proven before they are economically viable. The projects might be linked both to energy efficiency or
energy production.

Examples of such technologies are:

– a tidal energy installation (the tidal water which passes through a narrow strait drives a large propeller
which again drives a generator);

– a wave energy installation (the movement in the waves is picked up and drives a generator);

– a hybrid wind and hydrogen installation (a wind turbine is used to produce electricity which again is
stored as hydrogen which can be used for production of electricity when there is no wind).

Since these projects generate revenue, Enova uses the net present value calculation equally for them. The
income of the projects is based on the generation of electricity and heat for sale, which, according to the
Norwegian authorities, constitutes an income which makes the projects viable for the net present value
calculation approach. The Authority has not yet seen limitation that this support is limited to the develop-
ment of renewable energy technology. The Authority notes that some of the projects are in a pre-competi-
tive stage.

5.5. Information and education programmes in the field of energy efficiency

Enova operates an energy information helpline, whereby information and advice are provided free of
charge to anybody who is interested. Enova does not exercise any discretion as regards to whom such
advice and information is provided.

Until 1 January 2004, Enova also provided a programme for the development of teaching material and
learning concepts to stimulate and preserve knowledge in companies concerning renewable energies. This
was done in a tendering process, and Enova paid 50 % of the development costs.

Likewise until 1 January 2004, Enova offered a programme on developing education courses in energy for
technical personnel and engineers. This was organised by a tendering process. Only the first 50 persons to
have completed the course got the course paid for by Enova.
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(18) A method which shows the risk adjusted return on capital as a function of the risk of the market portfolio and the
risk of the asset (project) in question.

(19) See however Norway's suggestion for the future handling of energy saving measures, section I 9.3 of this Decision.



Until 1 January 2004, Enova offered a programme by which queries which required concrete follow-up in
undertakings on-site were handled by local sub-contractors which represented Enova in this field. The
support was provided free of charge. The Norwegian authorities state that Enova did not enjoy any discre-
tion in this respect.

While the programme was open to all interested undertakings, it seems that Enova enjoyed for some of the
measures (teaching material, developing education) the discretion to dismiss projects which did not meet
the objectives of the programme or could not ensure sufficient quality. The support element involved in
these programmes might have exceeded the de minimis threshold as stipulated in the Act referred to under
point 1e) of Annex XV to the EEA Agreement (20). These projects were neither limited to small and
medium sized undertakings (21) as mentioned in the Act referred to under point 1f) of Annex XV to the
EEA Agreement nor structured to meet the requirements of the Act referred to as point 1d) in Annex XV
to the EEA Agreement (22) (training aid).

Enova has also offered advisory and consultancy services free of charge to undertakings in the past, which
were neither limited to aid below the de minimis threshold nor to small and medium sized enterprises. As
of 2003, Enova granted money to firms to purchase such advisory and consultancy services, rather than
rendering the service itself.

In addition, Enova runs a programme to improve energy planning skills in local municipalities, in parti-
cular public planning and area planning according to the Norwegian Planning and Building Act. The prog-
ramme is offered free of charge.

The Authority so far does not have concrete or final data on the number of projects supported and the
support granted for each project.

6. BUDGET AND DURATION OF THE SCHEME

The scheme came into force on 1 January 2002 and will remain in force as long as the agreement between
the Norwegian State and Enova exists. The current duration of the agreement is 2002-2005. The agree-
ment was revised in 2003 and in 2004. The prolongation of the agreement will be negotiated in autumn
2005 with a view to start a new period as of 1 January 2006. The envisaged duration time of the Energy
Fund is therefore 31 December 2010.

The Norwegian Parliament had indicated that up to NOK 5 billion (approximately EUR 680 million) will
be allocated to the scheme, over a period of ten years. This would result in a yearly budgetary allocation of
approximately NOK 500 million (EUR 68 million). In the last three years EUR 46 million were spent in
2000, EUR 45 million in 2001 and EUR 38 million in 2002. As from 2002, approximately NOK 200
million (EUR 27 million) has been added yearly, stemming from the levy on the distribution tariffs.

7. NUMBER OF AID RECIPIENTS

Approximately 100 recipients per year are foreseen for the investment support for energy saving systems
and renewable energy sources. About 200 aid recipients per year are foreseen for information and educa-
tion measures.

Enova's total project portfolio until summer 2004 comprised 875 projects, of which 654 projects might
have fallen below the de minimis threshold. Another 96 projects (above the de minimis threshold) concerned
projects in favour of public entities and purchases carried out according to the public procurement
rules (23). This left a number of 125 projects to assess further under the State aid provisions. During 2004,
additional projects received aid and the total number relevant to the question of State aid rose from 125
projects to 232, of which 56 concerned renewable energy projects. The Authority lacks further information
on the remaining 232 projects so far supported to assess whether they were in compliance with the State
aid provisions.
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(20) Incorporating Commission Regulation (EC) No 69/2001 of 12 January 2001 on the application of Articles 87 and
88 of the EC Treaty to de minimis aid, OJ L 10, 13.1.2001, p.30, into the EEA Agreement.

(21) Incorporating Commission Regulation (EC) No 70/2001 on aid to small and medium-sized undertakings, OJ L 10,
13.1.2001, p. 33, as amended by Commission Regulation (EC) No 364/2004 of 25 February 2004 OJ L 63,
28.2.2004, p. 22 into the EEA Agreement.

(22) Incorporating Commission Regulation (EC) No 68/2001 of 12 January 2001 on the application of Articles 87 and
88 of the EC Treaty to training aid, OJ L 10, 13.1.2001, p. 20, as amended by Commission Regulation (EC) No
363/2004 of 25 February 2004, OJ L 63, 28.2.2004, p. 20 into the EEA Agreement.

(23) Which should normally involve no aid element. Such services concerned e.g. the purchase of marketing services for
energy efficient behaviour of private persons and undertakings.



8. AID CEILING/ NO CUMULATION

There is an additional criterion used by Enova that investment support is limited up to a maximum of
40 % of the total project costs or 50 % of the total investment related to new energy technology projects.
However, as confirmed by the Norwegian authorities, these thresholds do not limit the support with regard
to the aid ceilings stipulated in the Environmental Guidelines, as the project costs may be larger than the
investment costs and in particular the extra investment costs as stipulated by the Guidelines.

As to the cumulation of the support granted by Enova with other government support, the Authority notes
that in principle the projects might receive aid from other sources. The Norwegian authorities stated in the
notification that they would ensure that the aid granted would never exceed the thresholds of the Environ-
mental Guidelines. Applicants have to notify Enova if applications for additional government aid have been
submitted.

9. INFORMATION SUBMITTED BY NORWAY

9.1 General remarks

The Norwegian authorities stress that the Energy Fund has been set up in order to increase the efficiency in
the measures aimed at developing the market for renewable energy and energy efficiency technologies. This
is best achieved by comparing various projects with each other and eventually giving support only to those
projects which demonstrate the best ratio between the support granted and efficiency or production of
renewable energy achieved. Such a comparison is however, in the view of the Norwegian government, only
possible if a calculation method is used which takes account of the varying cost structures between diffe-
rent projects, i.e. a cash flow method, which is the commonly used investment criterion in a market based
energy sector.

9.2 Renewable energy production

The system as notified and applied until now — the calculation method as such

The Norwegian authorities stress the poor market position of the renewable energies which undermines
the possibility of these technologies to become a viable alternative to conventional technologies. The
Norwegian authorities point out that it is internationally accepted that these energy sources have a compe-
titive disadvantage and should therefore be supported. The Norwegian authorities refer to the Authority's
Environmental Guidelines which establish a balance between environmental and competition interests. In
this respect the Norwegian authorities note that by choosing the cash flow method it is in a position to
compare different projects in a non-discriminatory manner and give aid only to those projects which —
with the least support needed — achieve the highest benefit in environmental terms. By introducing an
element of competition in the application process, the Norwegian authorities can ensure that the most effi-
cient projects in environmental terms are supported and in the long run more renewable energy projects
will be realised and will compete increasingly with conventional energy production. The Norwegian autho-
rities therefore state that they should be entitled to use the same principles as laid down in point (54) of
the Authority's Environmental Guidelines (24). There is no risk of overcompensation, as only the support
needed to achieve a positive investment decision will be granted.

The Norwegian authorities assert that their suggested calculation method can ensure that the 100 % extra
cost ceiling stipulated in point D.1.3 (27) of the Environmental Guidelines (25) will never be exceeded, as
the support is aimed at compensating the disadvantage resulting from higher investment costs. The compa-
rison with traditional energy sources, however, would lead to arbitrary results, as it is very difficult to find
an appropriate reference investment. Also, in the Norwegian authorities' view investment in new renewable
energy projects and investment in traditional production capacity are not mutually exclusive options, but
the choice depends on the information about cost levels. In addition, large hydro or gas fired power plants
might not be available options for political, regulatory and physical reasons. In particular in Norway, a
country which is almost 100 % based on a renewable energy source (hydro) which incurs high investment
costs, the extra cost approach (26) might not leave sufficient room for granting investment aid to other
renewable energy sources.
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(24) According to point (54) of the Environmental Guidelines, EFTA States may grant aid — limited to plant depreciation
— in order to compensate for the difference between the production cost of renewable energy and the market price
of the form of power concerned.

(25) Point (27) of the Environmental Guidelines states that EFTA States can be supported with 40 % of the eligible costs,
however, where necessary, up to 100 % of eligible costs can receive support.

(26) According to point (32) of the Environmental Guidelines, for renewable energy the eligible costs are normally the
extra costs borne by the firm compared with a conventional power plant with the same capacity.



The Norwegian authorities further underline that the support in question is a one-off subsidy which is
granted in a lump sum and which does not entitle the project to receive further aid. In this respect, it is —
while administratively easier to handle — less distortive than classical operating aid schemes, which would
also be allowable under the Environmental Guidelines, but which distort competition over a given number
of years (as long as the system is in place). The Norwegian authorities point out that depending on how
such an operating aid system would be established, the difference to the investment aid system as suggested
by the Norwegian authorities would be rather minimal. A Norwegian operating aid system with a legally
binding contract for a given number of years, whereby the annual grants are fixed in advance and indepen-
dent of the project's actual economic development would be allowable under the Environmental Guidelines'
operating aid chapter, but in reality not be different from the solution to be used by Enova. The only diffe-
rence would be that the aid is paid out by Enova as a lump sum. The Norwegian authorities further point
out that the approach of the Environmental Guidelines to compare renewable energy projects to a conven-
tional plant rather favours capital intensive projects and might result in overcompensation, whereas other
projects might not receive a sufficient level of aid. In the Norwegian authorities' view the Environmental
Guidelines consequently allow the addition of operating aid to investment aid. In order to find the approp-
riate aid level to make the project viable, Enova would then be forced to create a joint investment/opera-
ting aid scheme, which is far more complicated to manage.

Suggested modifications by Norway

However, with a view to making the system compatible with the Environmental Guidelines, the Norwegian
authorities would be prepared to introduce certain amendments to its system, which are described below.

1. Norway will limit the support to projects falling within the definition of renewable energy sources in
Article 2 a and b (for biomass) of Directive 2001/77/EC with the exception of hydropower, which will
receive no State support under that programme.

2. The amount of aid will be calculated according to a net present value calculation to be based on the
difference between the production costs and the market price. The aid will be given as a lump sum.
The calculation method applied looks as followed (demonstrated with the example of an actual wind
energy project, amounts expressed in NOK):

Eligible investment cost (1) 123 000 000

Production kWh/year (…)

Price NOK/kWh (…)

Annual income (2)

Operating cost NOK/kWh (…)

Annual operating cost (…)

Annual net income (…)

Economic lifetime years (…)

Return on capital 6,33 %

NPV – 38 000 000

Investment aid 38 000 000

(1) The investment cost occurs at the beginning of year 0.
(2) The income occurs first time at the end of year 1.

As confirmed by the Norwegian authorities, financial costs, miscellaneous costs and indemnity costs
are not included in the eligible costs.

3. The market price for electricity used in the above calculation will be taken from the relevant Nordpool
prices or — in the case of district heating — should be the relevant price the end user of oil or electri-
city (whichever is lowest) faces when the decision about the State support is made. If the project
economy is based on large customer contracts with prices deviating from the observable end user price
of electricity and oil, the contract prices should be the relevant price. Regarding electricity production
not fed into the grid, the end user price including taxes should be used.
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4. The aid may cover a fair return on capital. However, the discount rate and the risk premium shall be
established for Enova by an external expert for each renewable industry concerned.

5. The aid will only be granted for plant depreciation, which is to be understood as aid granted for
investment costs only.

6. The eligible investment costs shall be those listed in Commission Decision N 75/2002 — Finland (27).

7. No more aid will be given than the amount necessary to trigger the project. This means that in case of
a negative net present value, — resulting from a net present value calculation which is calculated accor-
ding to the parameters stipulated in number 2 above — State support can only be given to ensure that
the project breaks even, i.e. to bring the net present value calculation up to a zero value.

8. A project with a calculated zero rate or a positive net present value without aid is not entitled to any
aid.

9. The support granted under this scheme shall never exceed the threshold — with the exception of
support for biomass — stipulated under D.3.3.1 (54) of the Environmental Guidelines.

10. Operating costs which exceed the operating costs for traditional power production from oil, gas and
coal will not be included in the net present value calculation described under number 2. Hence rene-
wable energy projects shall not be compensated for operating costs higher than for traditional power
production from oil, gas and coal.

11. For biomass, operating aid exceeding the investment costs might be granted. Under no circumstances
can more operating aid be granted than foreseen in point D.3.3.1 (55) (28) of the Environmental Guide-
lines.

12. For support under the system, biomass will be defined as the ‘biodegradable fraction of products, waste
and residues from agriculture (including vegetal and animal substances), forestry and related industries,
as well as the biodegradable fraction of industrial and municipal waste’ (see Article 2(b) of Directive
2001/77/EC). In case of the support of bio energy which contains sources other than biomass, opera-
ting aid as stipulated above in number 11 should only be given for that part which contains biomass.
The support of the other parts is limited to investment support as defined under number 6.

13. The scheme should be limited until 1 January 2011.

The Norwegian authorities have also submitted the following operating cost data for renewable and
conventional energy production data:

Total running costs, NOK/kWh

Technology O & M Fuel Total running costs

Figures from the IEA report: Projected costs of generating electricity 2005 update

Coal 0,034 — 0,068 0,076 — 0,152 0,11 — 0,22

Gas 0,023 — 0,031 0,187 — 0,249 0,21 — 0,28

CHP 0,17 — 0,44
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(27) A) Preparation and design costs, B) costs of buildings, machinery and equipment, installation costs or costs incurred
for the adjustment and repair work of existing buildings, machinery and equipment C) Up to the limit of 10 % of
the projects' eligible expenditure, costs arising from the purchase of land directly related to the investment and from
the construction of electric lines. D) Costs ensuing the construction of a pipe to be connected to a district heating
network. Costs incurred by the construction of a heat distribution network are eligible only in network projects
involving new technology, E) Costs of civil engineering work and supervision of construction work, F) Costs of clea-
rance and earth works, G) Commissioning costs and costs arising from training of operating personnel required for
commissioning. In this context, commissioning refers to the act of operating, testing and adjusting a system of unit
for the first time to ensure that it functions according to the specified performance, H) Costs of project-related infor-
mation dissemination, I) Costs of monitoring the investment, J) Costs related to feasibility studies for the various
types of projects (salaries of the participants in the project and indirect labour costs, equipment, accessories, soft-
ware, travel, information dissemination, other direct or overhead expenses). The aid recipient's overhead costs, inter-
ests paid during construction, adherence fees and deductible taxes will not be eligible.

(28) According to point (55) of the Environmental Guidelines, biomass — which has higher operating costs — may
receive operating aid which exceeds the amount of investment, if the EFTA State can show that the aggregate costs
borne by the firms after plant depreciation are still higher than the market prices of the energy.



Technology O & M Fuel Total running costs

Figures from NVE report: Costs of the production of energy and heat in 2002

Wind 0,05 0,05

Figures from the Enova project portfolio (examples)

Wind 0,05 — 0,10 0 0,05 — 0,10

Bio 0,07 — 0,15 0,2 -0,3 0,27 — 0,45

New renewable 0,05

District heating 0,05 — 0,10

9.3. Energy saving measures

As for the system notified and applied until now, the Norwegian authorities argue that the net present
calculation should also be accepted for the calculation of support for energy saving measures. However,
the Norwegian authorities proposed changes to the future application of the support measures for energy
saving, as follows:

The Norwegian authorities will calculate the investment aid for energy saving measures according to point
D.1.3 (25) (29) of the Environmental Guidelines in combination with point D.1.7 (32) of the Environmental
Guidelines, i.e. the investment costs of the project will be strictly confined to the extra investment costs
necessary to meet the environmental objective. This means that the costs of the energy saving investment
will be compared to the costs of a technically comparable investment that does not provide the same
degree of environmental protection. In cases of investment in additional equipment and procedures with
no other function than energy saving, where no alternative comparable investment exists, the comparable
investment costs are set at zero. Replacement costs of machines to meet Norwegian required standards are
not eligible for support.

1. The costs will be calculated net of the benefits accruing from any increase in capacity, costs savings
engendered during the first five years of the life of the investment and additional ancillary production
during that five-year period.

2. The eligible costs are confined to investment costs. In that respect, eligible costs should be the same as
those listed by the European Commission in its Decision N 75/2002 — Finland (30).

3. The amount of aid is limited to 40 % of the extra costs, calculated according to the above parameters
and no operating aid will be given under that scheme. According to point (30) of the Environmental
Guidelines, for small and medium sized enterprises the aid might be increased by 10 percentage points.
For that purpose, small and medium sized enterprises are to be defined according to Commission
Recommendation 2003/361/EC of 6 May 2003 concerning the definition of small and medium sized
enterprises, OJ L 124, 20.5.2003, p. 36.

4. The Norwegian government will ensure that, if combined with other public subsidies, the total aid will
not exceed the abovementioned limits.

5. The scheme shall be limited until 1 January 2011.
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(29) According to point (25) of the Environmental Guidelines, energy saving measures can be supported at the basic rate
of 40 % of eligible costs. According to point (32) of the Environmental Guidelines the support must be limited to
the extra investment costs. Eligible costs are calculated net of the benefits accruing from any increase in capacity,
cost savings engendered during the first five years of the life of the investment and additional ancillary production
during that five-year period.

(30) See point I 9.2. number 6 and fn. 28 of this Decision.



9.4. Support for new energy technologies

The Norwegian authorities are currently considering remodelling this programme. The Norwegian authori-
ties will notify to the Authority, should the revision include pre-competitive development activities accor-
ding to Chapter 14 of the Authority's State Aid Guidelines (Aid for Research and Development) or will be
based on the Act referred to in point 1f) of Annex XV to the EEA Agreement (31).

9.5. Information and education measures in the field of energy efficiency

The Norwegian government confirmed that the programmes for teaching material and learning concepts,
education courses for technical personnel and on site follow-up ended on 1 January 2004 and will, if these
or similar projects are to be taken up in the future, be notified to the Authority.

The Norwegian authorities further confirmed that the training programme for public entities relates to the
public function of the local municipalities.

9.6. Miscellaneous

The Norwegian authorities further confirmed that the support is applied in a non-discriminatory manner
also to foreign investors and that it will regularly report to the Authority on the application of the scheme.

II. APPRECIATION

1. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS

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

By notifying the Energy Fund scheme only in June 2003, after the Fund had been operative since 1 January
2002, the Norwegian authorities have not respected that obligation.

2. THE PRESENCE OF STATE AID

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

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

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

2.1. Presence of State resources

The measure must be granted by the State or through State resources. The support of the various invest-
ment projects is done by way of grants, which are financed from the State budget and from the levy on
the distribution tariff. The financing via direct budgetary allocations fulfils the criterion of ‘State resources’.
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(31) Incorporating Commission Regulation (EC) No 70/2001 on aid to small and medium-sized undertakings, OJ L 10,
13.1.2001, p. 33, as amended by Commission Regulation (EC) No 364/2004 of 25 February 2004 OJ L 63,
28.2.2004, p. 22 into the EEA Agreement.



With regard to the proceeds of the levy on the distribution tariff, the Authority takes note of the fact that
according to the established case law and Commission practice, the involvement of State resources where
money is transferred by a fund exists, when

– the fund is established by the State,

– the fund is fed by contributions imposed or managed by the State,

– the fund favours specific enterprises (32).

The levy is imposed by the Norwegian State by a Regulation (33) and the level of the fee is determined by
the State. The proceeds of the levy are then poured into a fund which allocates them to the chosen
projects. The levy benefits only certain companies, namely the producers of renewable energy or compa-
nies applying energy efficiency measures. The Authority therefore considers financing via the levy equally
as State resources in the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

2.2. Favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods

Firstly, the notified scheme gives the companies concerned an advantage as they receive grants for the
production and use of renewable energy sources, investment in new technologies and energy saving
measures which further reduce the companies' energy spending.

Also the various information and education measures and advisory and consultancy services provided to
these companies gave them an advantage as the programmes enabled the companies to apply more energy
efficient consumption or production methods which could lead to energy cost reductions within the
company. As regards the teaching material programme and the education courses for technical personnel,
the advantage consisted of grants for the development of material or a paid course to develop competence.
The on site programme and the programme on energy planning skills in local municipalities were provided
without remuneration, which constitutes an advantage. As regards advisory services, the services were
either rendered by Enova free of charge, or, as of 2003, money was handed out to companies to purchase
these services on the market.

Secondly, the measure must be selective in that it favours ‘certain undertakings or the production of certain
goods’. The investment support either favours only a certain group of producers or users (with regard to
renewable energy sources) or grants investment support to only certain companies chosen by Enova after
comparing the projects in the application process (energy saving and new technology support) and deci-
ding which is the most efficient project of the application round to be supported. As established by case
law (34), in a situation in which a fund enjoys ‘a degree of latitude which enables it to adjust its financial
assistance having regard to a number of considerations such as, in particular, the choice of the beneficia-
ries, the amount of financial assistance and the conditions under which it is provided, (…) the system is
liable to place certain undertakings in a more favourable situation than others’ (35). Not each project fulfil-
ling the application criteria can be certain to be supported, as this depends on the other projects competing
with it in the application round and the amount of money Enova is willing to allocate within the concrete
round of project evaluations. As Enova is free to choose how often and which kind of project calls it orga-
nises, the system gives Enova a considerable margin of discretion, which makes the support measures selec-
tive (36).

As for the information and educational support, it should be noted that the information helpline provided
by Enova is open to all undertakings, without Enova enjoying any discretion as to who the advice is given
to over this helpline. The measure could therefore be regarded as a general measure. This seems, however,
different concerning the other information and educational measures provided by Enova, in particular the
programmes which were ended on 1 January 2004, as Enova enjoyed discretion under the various prog-
rammes regarding whom to provide with information, educational and advisory support.
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(32) Case C-173/73 Italy v Commission, [1974] ECR 709, Case C-78/76 Steinike v Germany [1977] ECR 595, Commission
Decision N 707/2002 the Netherlands, N 490/2000 Italy.

(33) In that respect there is no doubt that the measure can be imputed to the State, who introduced the levy. This is a
different situation from the system discussed in Case C-345/02 Pearle BV, Hans Prijs Optiek Franchise BV and Rinck
Opticiëns BV v Hoofdbedrijfschap Ambachten, not yet reported, which concerned a charge decided by a board of profes-
sionals.

(34) C-241/94 Commission v France [1996] ECR I-4551, paragraph 23.
(35) See also Advocate General Jacobs in C-255/97 DM Transport S.A, delivered on 24 September 1998, paragraphs 39

and 40.
(36) This is supported by Enova's own assessment of its role on its webpage, where it is stated: ‘Enova SF enjoys conside-

rable freedom with regard to the choice and composition of its strategic foci and policy measures’.



This is apparent regarding the educational programme, in which only the first 50 applicants profited from
a paid course by Enova (no other company was entitled above that figure).

With regard to teaching material, it seems that Enova enjoyed discretion to dismiss projects. The Authority
has not seen additional documents on the tender process to assess on which basis projects were chosen by
Enova. It appears, however, that for these support measures each undertaking interested in the training and
educational programme would not automatically receive the support and it seems that Enova enjoyed a
considerable margin of discretion over the information and education programmes (37), which speaks
against a general measure. The Authority therefore preliminarily concludes that these support measures by
the Energy Fund are selective.

With regard to the on site programme, for which the Norwegian authorities state that Enova did not enjoy
any discretion, the Authority cannot — at this stage — conclude with the same certainty that this prog-
ramme is selective.

For the advisory and consultancy programmes, the Authority has not seen any guidelines, from which
Enova could not depart. It appears that Enova likewise enjoyed discretion in granting support under this
programme.

As for the support to municipalities, the Authority considers that this support does not constitute a selec-
tive advantage in favour of an undertaking, if the aid was limited to the public entity function. It will only
constitute an advantage, if the measure benefits the municipalities' commercial activities. Then the measure
could fall under Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement.

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

To be aid in the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement, the measures must distort or threaten to
distort competition and affect trade between the Contracting Parties. The measures are strengthening the
competitive situation of the supported enterprises in the global and within the energy and electricity
markets in the European Economic Area, where they actually or potentially compete with other energy
producers (38).

The Authority notes that quite a number of projects supported in the past (see section I 7 of this Decision)
might have fallen under the Act mentioned in point 1e) of Annex XV to the EEA Agreement (Commission
Regulation (EC) No 69/2001 of 12 January 2001 on the application of Articles 87 and 88 of the EC Treaty
to de minimis aid), because the allocated grants are below the de minimis threshold. However, this neither
applied to all of the supported projects nor was it a condition of the scheme.

As the electricity market is largely liberalised and there is trade flow in energy products and electricity
between the EEA States (e.g. Norway imports and exports a certain percentage of its energy), the described
(potential) distortion of competition takes place in relation to other EEA undertakings. This is further
demonstrated by the fact that various types of energy are traded in Nordpool, a common framework
between the Nordic countries. The Energy Fund system is therefore distorting or threatening to distort
competition and affect trade between the Contracting Parties.

2.4. New aid

The Norwegian government states that the programmes merged under the Energy Fund mechanism existed
before the entry of Norway into the European Economic Area. The schemes originally constituted existing
aid within the meaning of Article 1(b)(ii) in Part II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement.

With the notification, the Norwegian authorities informed the Authority about alterations to the existing
aid. These consist of the 2002 merger of the schemes under the newly established Energy Fund, the new
administration of the support by creating the new administrative body Enova, which enjoys a large discre-
tion concerning granting the support, new objectives in that the measures under the schemes should
achieve certain measurable energy efficiency and production goals, as well as a new financing mechanism
(levy on the distribution tariff). These changes were accompanied by a new set of legal provisions on
Enova, which have an impact on the support granted in that the measures should now achieve new policy
objectives agreed in 2002 between the Norwegian State and Enova.
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(37) Contrary to the on site programme, the Norwegian authorities have not denied any discretion in favour of Enova in
this respect.

(38) E.g. in relation to traditional energy producers, hydro power producers or other renewable energy producers not
supported by Enova or companies not being supported for the application of energy efficiency measures.



These alterations were not purely of a technical or administrative nature (see Article 4(1) in the Authority's
Decision of 14 July 2004 (195/04/COL)), but significantly changed the previously existing system and its
legal framework, so that the modified support measures are to be classified as new aid within the meaning
of Article 1(c) in Part II to Protocol 3 of the Surveillance and Court Agreement.

The Energy Fund system was belatedly notified to the Authority (see section II.1 of this Decision) and
thereby infringed the standstill obligation in Article 1(3) in Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and
Court Agreement. The aid is thus to be classified as ‘unlawful aid’ within the meaning of Article 1(f) in Part
II of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement. Any unlawful aid which is not declared compa-
tible with Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement, could be subject to recovery.

3. COMPATIBILITY OF THE AID

In the Authority's view, the aid measures do not comply with any of the exemptions provided for under
Article 61(2) or (3)(a), (b) and (d) of the EEA Agreement. Therefore, it needs to be assessed whether the aid
could be justified under Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement. Under this provision aid may be declared
compatible if ‘it facilitates the development of certain economic activities or of certain economic areas, where such aid
does not adversely affect trading conditions to an extent contrary to the common interest’.

The Authority has doubts whether the conditions of this provision, which are to be read in conjunction
with the Authority's Environmental Guidelines, are fulfilled. The Authority's 2001 Environmental Guide-
lines required the EFTA States to bring their environmental aid schemes into line with these guidelines
before 1 January 2002. The Norwegian authorities accepted this commitment by letter dated 6 July
2001 (39).

In the following assessment, the Authority will make a distinction between the Energy Fund system as noti-
fied to the Authority and applied since 1 January 2002 (see section II 3.1 of this Decision) and the future
changes envisaged by the Norwegian authorities which intend to make the support compatible with the
EEA State aid provisions (see section II 3.2. of this Decision).

3.1. The system as notified and applied since 1 January 2002

3.1.1. Support for production of renewable energy sources

The support granted by Enova has been characterised by the Norwegian authorities as investment aid. The
Authority has analysed the support measure in order to establish the nature of the aid. The difference
between the two forms of aid, investment aid and operating aid, is that the latter is aid which reduces the
charges resulting from ordinary everyday activities (running costs), which, in normal commercial circums-
tances, are borne out of the budget of the undertaking (40). However, according to the Authority's prelimi-
nary view, the support for renewable energy sources aims at concrete investments in an environmentally
friendly energy type and does not reduce ordinary running costs of the undertakings in question. The
Authority, at the present stage of the procedure, therefore classifies the aid as investment aid.

Investment aid for renewable energy production is, according to point D.1.3 (27) of the Environmental
Guidelines, allowed for 40 % of the eligible costs. However, where necessary — a criterion which is not
specified further — 100 % of the eligible costs can be supported, whereby the installations concerned will
then not be entitled to receive any further support. The eligible costs should be strictly confined to the
extra investment costs necessary to meet the environmental objectives, which means that these are normally
the extra costs borne by the firm compared with a conventional power plant with the same production
capacity (D 1.7 (32) of the Environmental Guidelines). The aid must be calculated net of the benefits
accruing from any capacity increase, cost saving engendered during the first five years of the life of the
investment and additional ancillary production during the five-year period. The Environmental Guidelines
stress (in point (27)) that the support of this energy source is one of the objectives which should be encou-
raged the most.

The Authority notes that the ‘extra cost approach’ of the Environmental Guidelines is not followed by the
system as notified, as no comparison with traditional energy production is carried out. This is sufficient for
the Authority to raise doubts on whether the approach by the Norwegian authorities to use a net present
value calculation instead, is compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.
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(39) Doc. No 01-5475-A.
(40) See Case 409/00 Spain v Commission, [2003] ECR I- 1487, paragraph 55 with a reference to Case C-351/98, Spain v

Commission [2002] ECR I-8031 paragraph 43, Case T-459/93 Siemens SA v Commission – [1995] ECR II-1675 parag-
raph 77.



As far as the notification of the Energy Fund system and its application until today is concerned, the
Authority does not have — at this stage of the assessment — to enter into a detailed analysis as to whether
alternatively the aid could be calculated according to the principles applied to operating aid (point D.3.3.1
(54) of the Guidelines). It suffices to note that even under the application of these principles, the Authority
would — without the envisaged amendments of the scheme mentioned under section I 9.2 of this Decision
— have doubts on the compatibility of the system as notified and applied until now.

The main concern is that the Energy Fund system — as applied hitherto — might in certain instances lead
to overcompensation, as the provisions regulating the Fund do not contain precise limitations to ensure
that the support does not exceed the difference between the market price of the energy concerned and the
production costs. In particular, the net present value calculation as suggested by Enova in the notification,
does not contain sufficiently clear stipulations of the single components of the calculation method, see
point (54), third subparagraph of the Environmental Guidelines. For example, it is not spelled out that the
aid may never exceed the threshold stipulated in point (54) of the Environmental Guidelines or that
support could only be given to achieve a zero net present value (41). However, as the net present value
calculation suggested by Enova includes a return on capital, the Authority is of the preliminary view that
support to be granted in excess of a zero net present value of the project will result in overcompensation.

Likewise, the Authority cannot be certain whether the chosen discount rate of 7 % is correct for all indust-
ries and whether the mechanism to establish the discount rate (by reference to government reports and
pre-established ranges of risk premiums for certain industries) is sufficient to establish a rate which prec-
ludes overcompensation.

It is further stated that the system stipulates that an applicant has to inform Enova about any other applica-
tions of aid and that the Norwegian authorities will assure that the aid does not exceed the allowed thres-
hold under the Environmental Guidelines.

The Authority notes that the evaluation aid method presented by Enova (42) states that other government
aid is taken into consideration, without, however, explicitly referring to an upper threshold as stipulated
under point (54) of the Environmental Guidelines. The Authority is aware that some projects receive aid
from different sources (43) and can not be entirely certain whether the cumulation rule has been respected
by Enova in all cases.

As further eligible costs are not clearly defined in the system as notified, the Authority would also not be
able to ascertain that aid is indeed limited to plant depreciation as stipulated by point (54) of the Environ-
mental Guidelines (44).

3.1.2. Energy saving measures

The Authority notes that similarly to energy saving measures, the support envisaged by the Norwegian
authorities is not calculated according to methods which compare renewable energy production with
production of traditional energy, see point D.1.3 (25) and D.1.7 (32) of the Environmental Guidelines. This
raises doubts as to the compatibility of the system as notified and applied with the functioning of the EEA
Agreement.
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(41) See Annex 1 of Norway's letter of 11 September 2003. While it is stated in several places in the document that
Enova will establish under which conditions the project will break even, it is not explicitly stated anywhere that the
aid cannot surpass a zero net present value threshold or will respect the threshold mentioned in point (54) of the
Environmental Guidelines. On page 3 of the same letter the triggering off effect is linked to a positive investment deci-
sion, which is not necessarily identical to a zero net present value. In conjunction with the example quoted above,
section I 5.2 of this Decision, which showed a positive net present value after the granting of investment aid by
Enova, the Authority cannot be certain that the zero net present value has been respected in all instances. The
Authority notes that the wind project quoted under section I 5.2 of this Decision is only a model calculation from
which it cannot be necessarily deducted that the projects actually supported received excess aid. It further notes that
Norway later explained that the positive net present value resulted from too low a rate on return on capital.
However, the example only further confirms the Authority's view that the absence of sufficiently clear criteria could
create the opportunity for granting aid which is, inadvertently, in excess of Enova's own stipulations.

(42) In letter dated 11 September 2003 from the Norwegian authorities, Annex I, page 5.
(43) E.g. the Utsira project which receives aid from Enova, the Research and Development Council and the Norwegian

Pollution Control Authority.
(44) See on the notion of plant depreciation also section II 3.2.1 of this Decision.



As to the net present value calculation suggested by the Norwegian government and whether such a calcu-
lation could be justified, it suffices to state that — apart from the concern of overcompensation (see 3.1.1)
— the possibility mentioned under point D.3.3.1 (54) of the Environmental Guidelines — to whose prin-
ciples the Norwegian authorities refer — is only open to renewable energy production and not to energy
saving measures. Also from the provisions on investment aid (point D.1.3 (25) of the Environmental
Guidelines) it becomes clear that renewable energy support is treated more favourably than energy saving
measures. While for the former up to 100 % of eligible costs might be supported (where necessary), the
support for energy saving measures is limited to 40 %. The Authority therefore has doubts that this calcula-
tion method could be used at all for energy saving measures.

3.1.3. Investment in new energy technology

At the present stage of the proceedings, the Authority does not yet have a full picture whether the support
of such technology is limited to renewable energy sources or could also cover other types of energy techno-
logy, which is relevant for determining which provisions of the Environmental Guidelines would apply to
the support in question.

In any event, as to the application of the net present value calculation, the Authority's preliminary findings
under section I 3.1.1 of this Decision would apply.

The Authority will investigate further whether the aid in question is investment support under the Environ-
mental Guidelines or rather aid for research and development which should have been assessed under the
Authority's Research and Development Guidelines.

3.1.4. Information and educational measures

The Authority does not have sufficient information to assess whether the projects exceeding the de minimis
threshold supported under this heading (in particular the programme on teaching material, educational
courses for technical personnel, the on site follow-up) can be declared compatible with Article 61(3)(c) of
the EEA Agreement.

The Authority notes that the schemes were not limited to small and medium sized companies, as stipulated
in the Act mentioned in point 1f) in Annex XV to the EEA Agreement (aid to small and medium-sized
enterprises) (45). Nor can the Authority be certain at this point whether such support would have been
limited to investment as stipulated in Article 4 of that Regulation.

Likewise the Authority does not have sufficient information to ascertain the application of the Act
mentioned as point 1 d) in Annex XV to the EEA Agreement (training aid) (46).

The Authority notes that in particular with regard to the advisory and consultancy services paid for by
Enova, some of the support might be acceptable as part of the eligible costs for energy saving measures or
investment support for renewable energy, or alternatively, under point D.2 (36) of the Environmental
Guidelines, as far as small and medium sized enterprises are concerned. However, the Authority does not
have sufficient information on all the projects supported so far to make this analysis and notes in general
that the system as such does not contain any limitation to these companies. The Authority does not see
any other Guidelines or Block exemptions that would justify these measures.

3.2. The system with the envisaged amendments by the Norwegian authorities

3.2.1. Renewable energy investment support

The Authority will, during the formal investigation procedure, examine whether the net present value
calculation suggested by the Norwegian authorities can be accepted for the grant of investment aid. The
starting point for the Authority's analysis is point D.1.3 (27) of the Environmental Guidelines which stipu-
lates that the rate for investment in support of renewable energy sources is 40 % of the eligible costs.
Where necessary — a criterion not further specified in the Environmental Guidelines — investment aid up
to 100 % of eligible costs can be granted. The eligible costs (see point D.1.7 (32) of the Environmental
Guidelines) normally consist of the extra costs borne by the firm in comparison to a conventional power
plant with the same capacity.
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(45) See fn. 22 of this Decision.
(46) See fn. 23 of this Decision.



At this stage in the proceedings, the Authority makes the following observations on the use of the net
present value calculation as suggested by the Norwegian authorities. The method proposed by Norway does
not make a straight comparison between a renewable energy project and a chosen conventional plant.
However, the net present value method may, with certain assumptions, ascertain that there will never be
any overcompensation in the sense that the received support exceeds the extra investment costs.

We may compare a renewable energy plant to a hypothetical conventional plant of the same capacity in
terms of output, but with different cost structures. A stylized example assuming constant flows of revenue
and operating costs over a given time span may shed light on the relationship between a subsidy to a rene-
wable plant and the extra investment costs such a plant would require compared to a conventional plant.
Letting subscript 1 relate to conventional plants and subscript 2 to renewable plants, and introducing the
following variables,

r = annual revenue

ck = annual operating costs, k = 1,2

Ik = investment costs, k = 1,2

ik = required rate of return k = 1,2

n = number of years

dk = present value factor of future cash flows =
Xn

j = 1

1
1 þ ikð Þj

, k = 1,2

S = subsidy to make net present value of renewable plant equal to zero,

one can write:

(1) rd1 – c1d1 – I1 = 0

implying that the net present value of a conventional plant is equal to zero (*), and furthermore

(2) rd2 – c2d2 – I2 + S = 0 (**).

As (1) = (2), S can be expressed as

(3) S = (I2–I1) + (r–c1) d1 – (r–c2)d2

It is evident that for a given investment in a renewable energy plant, S, will increase the higher the opera-
ting costs, c2, are. Likewise, the subsidy will increase the higher the required rate of return, i2, is and conse-
quently the lower d2 is. The higher the discount factor is, the lower the present value of the future net
income stream, r – c2, is.

If the required rate of return is equal for a conventional and a renewable energy plant, i.e. i1 = i2 and
d1 = d2 = d,

(4) can be written:

(5) S = (I2 – I1) – (c1 – c2)d.

This implies that as long as operating costs for a conventional plan, c1, are higher than those for a rene-
wable plant, c2, then the subsidy, S, will be smaller than the extra investment costs for the renewable plant,
(I2 – I1). In that case there is no risk for overcompensation in that the subsidy will exceed 100 % of the
extra investment costs.
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(*) In practice it would be equal to zero or positive, otherwise it would not be brought about. For simplicity it is
assumed here that it equals zero.

(**) As the plants are equal in size, the sales revenue, r, will be the same in both cases.



It may be illustrative to look at some concrete examples. The actual wind energy project referred to in
section I.9.2 above required an investment aid of NOK 38 million. On the basis of the data in the table on
operating costs for various power plants in the same section, it may be reasonable to assume that operating
costs for a conventional plant may be twice as high as for the wind energy project. Using such an assump-
tion and applying the formulas above, the aid intensity for the mentioned wind energy project, measured
as subsidy in relation to extra investment costs will be 40 %. It is thus assumed that the required rate of
return, 6,33 %, is equal for both projects. If, however, the required rate of return for the wind project
would be 2 percentage points higher, i.e. 8,33 %, the subsidy amount would increase to some NOK 52
million and the aid intensity would increase to 55 %.

In the cases described, where operating costs are twice as high for conventional as for renewable energy
plants, it is rather unlikely that there would be any overcompensation. This would occur only with excep-
tionally high risk premiums attached to renewable energy projects, and hence these projects would be
rather unrealistic.

On the other hand, if the operating costs for a renewable energy plant approach the operating costs for a
conventional plant and the required return for the former is higher than for the latter due to a perceived
extra risk related to investment in renewable energy, the picture may be different. If it is assumed that
operating costs are equal for both alternatives, c1 = c2 = c, then (4) can be written:

(6) S = (I2 – I1) + (r – c)(d1 – d2).

Higher required return for a renewable energy plant means that d2 < d1, and in that case the subsidy will
exceed the extra investment costs.

According to point 10 in section I.9.2 above, Norway commits itself not to grant aid to renewable energy
projects for operating costs that exceed those for conventional plants. In the Authority's understanding, this
may mean that operating costs equal to those for conventional plants may be covered. If this understan-
ding is correct, the result may be, in light of what has been said just above, still overcompensation.

However, the commitment as stated in point 9 and 5 in section I.9.2 may pose a more efficient constraint
for the amount of aid granted. According to this commitment, the Norwegian authorities will, except for
biomass, not grant aid beyond the threshold in point (54) of the Environmental Guidelines. Point (54)
establishes that operating aid may be granted to compensate for the difference between production costs of
renewable energy and the market price for the power concerned. However, the aid may be limited to plant
depreciation.

At the outset, aid to compensate for the difference between production costs and market price is just what
is necessary to achieve a net present value for the project equal to zero. As long as this aid is less than the
actual depreciation, it is considered to be compatible.

While point (54) of the Guidelines refers to current operating aid, the Authority's preliminary view is that
the principle thus established may as well be applied to aid granted in relation to an investment provided
that the value of the aid does not get higher than point (54) provides for. That will be taken care of if the
value of annual depreciation is discounted to present value and that this value sets a ceiling of the amount
of aid that can be granted.

According to this principle investment aid may be granted to compensate for the difference between
production costs and market price as long as this amount is lower than the discounted value of future
depreciation.

As explained above the amount of an investment subsidy aimed at compensating for the difference
between production costs and market price will increase with increasing discount factor (required rate of
return including risk premium). In that case the present value of future net operating income will diminish
thus requiring more aid to make the project profitable.

While the amount of subsidy thus increases with increasing requirements to return, the present value of
annual depreciation decreases. This limits the amount of aid that can be granted as risk premiums and thus
requirements of return on investment in renewable energy projects increases. The project as mentioned in
I.9.2 above may illustrate this. The aid amount was calculated to NOK 38 million using a discount rate of
6,33 %. Assuming a linear depreciation over the life-time of the project, the present value of depreciation
is NOK 61 million. If the discount factor were to be increased, the amount of aid would need to be
increased to break even while the value of future depreciation would decrease. At a discount rate of 8,25 %
the need for subsidy would be NOK 51,4 million. The present value of future depreciation would reach the
same amount. Higher discount rates would increase the amount required to break even while the allowable
subsidy would decrease making the project unprofitable and hence unworkable.
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As the present value of future depreciation is unaffected by development of operating costs, it is also const-
raining how much subsidy can be granted because of increasing operating costs. As shown above the
present value of future depreciation in the quoted example, using a discount factor of 6,33 %, is NOK 61
million. If operating costs were higher than in the quoted example, that could be catered for to the extent
that the total subsidy was within this limit. In the concrete example, operating costs 40 % higher than
those specified could be compensated for, but not more than that.

As stated above, in the Authority's preliminary view the principles of point (54) of the Environmental
Guidelines can be used to allow for such a calculation method. According to point (54) of the Environ-
mental Guidelines, aid to renewable energy projects can be granted as the difference between the produc-
tion costs of a renewable energy project and the market price, limited however to plant depreciation, which
is, in the Authority's view, to be understood as investment depreciation. Against this background, the
Authority then notes that the aid granted under point D.3.3. (54), while described under the heading
‘operating aid’, in reality also concerns investment aid. In other words, both aid given under point D.1.3
(27) and aid given under point D.3.3 (54) in reality deal with investment support (47). This can be already
derived from point (53) of the Environmental Guidelines which introduces the operating aid calculation
with the words that ‘in the renewable energy field, unit investment costs are particularly high and generally account
for a significant proportion of the firms' costs and do not allow firms to charge competitive prices on the market.’
Based on the assumption that it is the high (extra) investment costs which cause the competitive disadvan-
tage, point (54) of the Environmental Guidelines allows for the covering of these investment costs (plant
depreciation) in full (i.e. up to 100 %), as far as they cannot be covered by the market price. The support
by Enova respects this threshold.

It should be noted that contrary to how operating aid is normally treated under the State aid provisions,
for renewable energy projects the Environmental Guidelines stipulate that operating aid should normally
be allowed, see point (49) of the Environmental Guidelines (48). A renewable energy project can legitimately
receive both investment aid and operating aid under the Environmental Guidelines, as long as the threshold
for operating aid is not exceeded (see point D.3.3.1 (54), second paragraph of the Environmental Guide-
lines (49)). This shows that Enova could legitimately have chosen to support these projects solely on the
basis of operating aid principles and granted up to 100 % of the investment costs exceeding the market
price with an aid scheme which granted project financing in instalments rather than in the form of a lump
sum payment foreseen by the Energy Fund system. The difference of a one-off investment lump sum
payment as envisaged by the Norwegian authorities compared to an operating aid system which would
grant aid in fixed instalments over a certain period of time, is small. While administratively easier to
handle, the aid granted by Enova might be rather less distortive than a continuous classical operating aid
scheme (50). The Authority will analyse this point further in its investigation.

In the formal investigation procedure the Authority will further investigate the possibilites of Enova to
grant further assistance for the energy produced by the project. Point (54) of the Environmental Guidelines
stipulates that aid might only be granted for plant depreciation and that ‘[a]ny further energy produced by the
plant will not qualify for any assistance’. In the Authority's preliminary view this formulation constitutes a
concretisation of the proportionality test under Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement which provides for
only so much aid so that a project can reach the (horizontal) objectives, in this case environmental protec-
tion. The need for support for renewable energy projects is based on the competitive disadvantage which
these projects face in relation to traditional energy production. They are therefore entitled to receive aid to
reach the market. The aid is therefore smaller the bigger the income base of the project. In concrete terms,
the Authority is concerned that without any further modifications to the Enova system, projects funded by
Enova might receive, in future, State support. Given that the net present value calculation used by Enova
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(47) The only exception is support for biomass, for which the ‘real’ running costs of the company are supported, if it
exceeds the investment; see point (55) of the Environmental Guidelines.

(48) Normally investment aid and operating aid are treated according to very different principles under the State aid
provisions, taking into account that operating aid normally does not contribute to any horizontal objectives but just
reduces the company's running costs without creating an overall benefit for society. Operating aid should therefore,
in principle, not be allowed under the State aid provisions. Here, however, the Environmental Guidelines make a
different choice for the support of renewable energy projects.

(49) The aids would then be calculated together to establish that the threshold of point (54) is not exceeded. See e.g.
Commission Decisions N 727/2002 – the Netherlands, MEP – Stimulating renewable energy and N266/2003 – the
Netherlands, The Q7 Wind project, where the project first received operating aid and later investment aid. The Euro-
pean Commission established, in the second decision, that the investment aid added to the already authorised opera-
ting aid scheme did not exceed the maximum operating aid amount.

(50) In this respect it should also be noted that the European Commission has, in its decision on investment aid which
has been calculated according to the extra cost approach, also taken the companies' operating costs into account,
see e.g. N 266/2003 – the Netherlands, where the operating costs of the company were considered in the assess-
ment of the cost savings calculation. This demonstrates that for both, investment aid and operating aid, operating
costs are indeed to be considered. It is therefore not to Norway's advantage that the calculation method in D.3.3.1
(54) of the Environmental Guidelines includes the operating costs as a calculation factor.



already includes a fair return on capital, such further support is likely to result in excess profit. The Autho-
rity will therefore investigate whether there is need for a further limitation to the system, in that a
supported project, which has reached a zero net present value and for which the threshold of point (54) of
the Environmental Guidelines has been met, is not entitled to receive further support, regardless of whether
this support would legally qualify as State aid. This would mean that under the item ‘income’ in the net
present value calculation used by Enova, all income must be taken into account, i.e. not only commercial
revenues, but also other benefits resulting from State intervention.

The Authority notes positively that regarding the possible introduction of a green certificate system (51)
which might be introduced in the near future, the Norwegian authorities have stated that contracts with
recipients of Enova support contain a clause stipulating that the whole amount of investment support must
be reimbursed prior to entry. As the Authority has doubts on the necessity of the aid, it will examine
whether the clause must be extended to other types of government invention.

The Authority still questions the Norwegian authorities' suggestion that the net present value calculation
for renewable energy projects should also cover such projects which, due to higher operating costs which
cannot be supported in the Authority's view, end up with a negative present value. The Norwegian authori-
ties have suggested to the Authority to amend the Energy Fund system in that ‘operating costs which exceed
the operating costs for traditional power production from oil, gas and coal will not be included in the net present value
calculation described in number 2 (52). Hence renewable energy projects shall not be compensated for operating costs
higher than for traditional power production from oil, gas and coal.’ The Authority is not certain whether such
projects would not better fit the logic of the support of new energy technologies and should be supported
under that programme. The current approach seem to involve a deviation from the rationale of the net
present value approach in that the support should enable the project to reach the market, which with the
formulation chosen by Norway would not be the case. The Authority will investigate this point further.

As to the eligible costs, the Authority notes that the Norwegian authorities wish to base the investment
costs on the list of accepted cost items in Commission Decision N75/2002 (53). The Authority might find
support for these costs acceptable, as long as they concern extra investment necessary to meet the environ-
mental objective. However, the Authority already states at this stage of the procedure that only such costs
which actually occur in a project can be supported. E.g. as far as the Commission Decision, in the case of
Finland, accepted certain costs related to district heating items, these cost items cannot be transferred to
other projects. The Authority further notes that in line with Commission Decision N 266/2003 — O7
wind project, the Netherlands, the financial costs of the project are not eligible. This covers the deprecia-
tion, the recipient's overhead costs, interest paid, adherence fees and deductible taxes. The Norwegian
authorities have confirmed to the Authority that financial costs will not be included in the calculation,
neither will so-called ‘miscellaneous’ or ‘indemnity costs’.

In its assessment the Authority will also take into account that according to point D.1.3 (27) of the Envi-
ronmental Guidelines, renewable energy sources are one of the environmental objectives that should be
encouraged the most. While Norway uses predominantly renewable energy in the form of hydro power,
there could be concerns about a potential increase of energy imports into Norway, given that hydro power
suffers from various instabilities. In order not to substitute the dependency on hydro power with a depen-
dency on energy imports (from fossil fuels), the Norwegian authorities have developed the current support
scheme.

3.3. Energy saving measures

The Norwegian authorities suggest amending the notified system (see section I. 9.3 of this Decision) and
intend, for the support of energy saving measures, to apply the ‘extra cost approach’ as stipulated in points
(27) and (32) of the Environmental Guidelines. The Authority notes that this approach as such is in line
with the Environmental Guidelines.

3.4. New energy technologies

Given that the Norwegian authorities are considering reviewing the mechanism, the Authority cannot yet
form a final view on this aid measure. If unchanged, the comments made under section II 3.1.3 of this
Decision remain valid.
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(51) A system by which power producers earn Green Certificates as proof of energy being generated from renewable
sources. For additional revenue, producers can sell their Green Certificates separately from their electricity. The certi-
ficates are often traded at a minimum price set by the Government, which may not classify as State aid. See Case C-
379/98 Preussen Elektra [2001] ECR I-2099. Norway is considering the introduction of such a system possibly for
2007.

(52) See section I 9.2. number 10 of this Decision.
(53) See fn. 28 of this Decision.



3.5. Information and education measures

The Authority notes that the majority of the programmes, i.e. the programme on the development of
teaching materials and learning concepts, as well as the education courses in energy for technical personnel
and engineers/on site follow up ended on 1 January 2004. If any of these programmes — or similar prog-
rammes — are to be started again, the Authority should be notified in case the programme triggers off a
notification requirement (e.g. programmes above the de minimis threshold, etc.) The Authority therefore
does not need to further comment on the projects.

As to the advisory and consultancy services, the Authority is still awaiting further information from the
Norwegian authorities as to whether these services should be only given to small and medium sized under-
takings in the future and might therefore be acceptable either under point (36) of the Environmental
Guidelines in conjunction with Commission Regulation (EC) No 70/2001 on aid to small and medium
sized enterprises or as part of the investment costs for energy saving measures according to points (27),
(32) of the Environmental Guidelines. The Authority cannot, therefore, develop a definite view on this
support measure.

As to the programme in favour of local municipalities, the Authority is awaiting further explanation as to
the way in which it is guaranteed that the programme does not benefit the commercial activities of the
local authorities.

3.6. Annual Reporting

If the Authority were to accept the amended Energy Fund system in a final Decision, it would require the
Norwegian authorities to report in a detailed manner on the support of, in particular, the energy saving
measures, renewable energy products and new energy technologies. However, the details of the reporting
obligation will only emerge during the formal investigation procedure.

3.7. The financing mechanism

According to established case law, one cannot separate an aid measure from the method by which it is
financed. As the European Court of Justice has held, the financing mechanism of a support scheme might
render the whole aid incompatible with the common market (54), in particular if it entails discriminatory
aspects. The need to consider the financing mechanism together with the aid scheme is in particular
requested, when the levy has been explicitly created for the financing of the aid scheme, which is the case
for the Energy Fund.

This means that the Authority has to take into account that the measures supported by the Energy Fund
are financed via a levy on the distribution tariff. This levy on the distribution tariff, while not levied on the
energy production as such, will indirectly also concern imported energy. In this respect the Authority
notes, in particular, that the levy is linked to the volume of energy consumption, and not levied at a fixed
rate (55). However, the link to the volume generally reflects the polluter-pays principle of the Environmental
Guidelines and, in line with Commission practice, the financing mechanism might be declared compatible
with the State aid provisions (56).

In this respect it should be taken into account that there is no restriction in the whole support scheme that
the aid should only benefit Norwegian producers. In particular for energy saving measures, it is likely that
a certain share of subsidiaries of foreign companies active in Norway will profit from the measures.
However, the Authority will require further information on this point to form a final view.
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(54) Cases C-261/01 and C-262/01, Belgische Staat between Calster, Cleeren, Openbaar Slachthuis NV, paragraph 46, Case
C-47/69 France v Commission [1970] ECR 487, paragraph 4.

(55) This was considered relevant in some Commission decisions on ‘stranded costs’, see N 161/04 — Portugal and
N 490/2000. In the two cases, the levy was linked to consumption, but was not shared equally between domestic
and foreign operators. However, at this stage it is not clear whether this case law is relevant for the present case.

(56) See e.g. Commission Decision 707/2002 — the Netherlands, N 553/01 — Ireland.



4. CONCLUSION

The Authority therefore concludes that it has doubts as to whether the Energy Fund system is compatible
with the functioning of the EEA Agreement, in particular with Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement in
conjunction with the Authority's Environmental Guidelines. These doubts concern the system as notified in
2003 and applied since 1 January 2002. The Authority in particular notes that it does not have informa-
tion on the projects so far supported by the Energy Fund to establish whether they would be in compliance
with the amended Energy Fund system, should the Authority accept the latter suggestions by the Norwe-
gian authorities. The doubts, however, also extend to some aspects of the suggested amendments for the
future application of the system, as outlined in this Decision.

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

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

In light of the foregoing considerations, the Authority requires the Norwegian government, within one
month of receipt of this Decision, to provide all documents, information and data needed for the assess-
ment of the compatibility of the support measures under the Energy Fund,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

1. The Authority has decided to open the formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) in
Part I of Protocol 3 to the Surveillance and Court Agreement with regard to the Norwegian Energy
Fund.

2. The Norwegian government is requested, pursuant to Article 6(1) in Part II of Protocol 3 to the
Surveillance and Court Agreement, to submit its comments on the opening of the formal inves-
tigation procedure within one month from the notification of this Decision and to provide all
such information as may help to assess the aid measure.

3. The Norwegian government shall be informed by means of a letter containing a copy of this Decision.

4. The EC Commission shall be informed, in accordance with Protocol 27(d) of the EEA Agreement, by
means of a copy of this Decision.

5. Other EFTA States, EC Member States, and interested parties shall be informed by the publishing of this
Decision in its authentic language version, accompanied by a meaningful summary in languages other
than the authentic language version, in the EEA Section of the Official Journal of the European Union and
the EEA Supplement thereto, inviting them to submit comments within one month from the date of
publication.

6. This Decision is authentic in the English language.

Done at Brussels, 18 May 2005.

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority
Einar M. BULL

Acting President

Bernd HAMMERMANN

College Member
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