
Felhívás észrevételek benyújtására az EFTA-államok közötti, a Felügyeleti Hatóság és a Bíróság 
létrehozásáról szóló megállapodás 3. jegyzőkönyve I. része 1. cikkének (2) bekezdése szerint, a 
Hurtigruten részére Norvégiában nyújtott kiegészítő kifizetésekkel kapcsolatos állami támogatás 

kérdésében 

(2010/C 320/06) 

A 2010. július 14-i 325/10/COL határozattal, amelynek eredeti nyelvű szövege ezen összefoglaló végén 
található, az EFTA Felügyeleti Hatóság eljárást kezdeményezett az EFTA-államok közötti, a Felügyeleti 
Hatóság és a Bíróság létrehozásáról szóló megállapodás 3. jegyzőkönyve I. része 1. cikkének (2) bekezdése 
szerint. A norvég hatóságokat a határozat másolatának megküldésével értesítették. 

E felhívással az EFTA Felügyeleti Hatóság felkéri az EFTA-államokat, az EU-tagállamokat és az érdekelt 
feleket, hogy a közzétételtől számított egy hónapon belül juttassák el észrevételeiket a szóban forgó 
intézkedéssel kapcsolatban az alábbi címre: 

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

Az észrevételeket megküldik a norvég hatóságoknak. Az észrevételeket benyújtó érdekelt fél személyazo­
nossága indokolást tartalmazó írásbeli kérelemre titokban tartható. 

ÖSSZEGZÉS 

Előzmények 

A Hurtigruten ASA tengeri szállítási szolgáltatásokat nyújt, amelynek keretében személyek és áruk kombi­
nált szállítását végzi a norvég partvonal mentén Bergenből Kirkenesbe, és egész éven át 34 kikötőt szolgál ki 
nap mint nap. A Hurtigruten-megállapodás a szolgáltatás 2005. január 1. és 2012. december 31. közötti 
végzését szabályozza. A szolgáltatásokért a norvég hatóságok 2005. évi árakban kifejezve összesen 
1 899,7 millió NOK összegű ellentételezést fizetnek a megállapodás fennállásának nyolc évére. 

A Hurtigruten-megállapodás újratárgyalása 

A Hurtigruten-megállapodás 8. cikke felülvizsgálati záradékot tartalmaz, amelynek értelmében mindkét fél 
újratárgyalási eljárást kezdeményezhet. A Hurtigruten-megállapodás 2008. október 27-én, újratárgyalás után 
megkötött módosítását követően a Hurtigrutennek fizetendő, közszolgáltatásért járó ellentételezést három 
különböző intézkedéssel növelték: 

1. a 2007. évre vonatkozó ún. NOx-adó 90 %-ának, valamint a 2008 januárjától 2008 júniusáig terjedő 
időszakra vonatkozó NOx-hozzájárulás 90 %-ának az ún. NOx alapba történő megtérítésével, összesen 
59 millió NOK összegben. A szándékok szerint e megtérítés a Hurtigruten-megállapodás fennállásának 
hátralevő részében is folytatódni fog; 

2. 2008-ra vonatkozóan további 66 millió NOK „általános ellentételezés” fizetésével, tekintettel a Hurtig­
ruten gyenge pénzügyi helyzetére, amelynek oka a nyújtott szolgáltatással kapcsolatos költségek általános 
növekedése. Ezt évente fizetnék a Hurtigruten-megállapodás 2012. december 31-i lejártáig, amennyiben a 
társaság pénzügyi helyzete jelentősen nem javul; végül pedig 

3. a téli időszakban (5 hónapig) a hajók számának 11-ről 10-re történő csökkentésével a Hurtigruten- 
megállapodás lejártáig, a megállapodásban szereplő csökkentési rendelkezések alkalmazása nélkül. Ez a 
megoldás csökkenti a Hurtigruten által nyújtott szolgáltatás mértékét, és a felek szándéka szerint a 
Hurtigruten-megállapodás fennállásának hátralevő részében is fennmarad.
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Az intézkedés értékelése 

Állami támogatás fennállása 

A Hatóság úgy véli, hogy az újratárgyalt megállapodásból eredő kiegészítő kifizetések esetében állami 
támogatásról van szó. A norvég hatóságok által előadottakkal ellentétben a Hatóság úgy véli, hogy az 
eredeti közbeszerzési eljárás szükségképpen nem terjed ki a vizsgált módosításokra. A Hatóság álláspontja 
szerint az a fontos, hogy a felülvizsgálati záradék objektív feltételeken alapuló, egyértelmű és átlátható 
ármódosításról rendelkezett-e, vagy a későbbi módosításokat egyszerűen új tárgyalások körébe utalta. A 
záradék nem biztosít a Hurtigruten számára emelt összegű ellentételezésre vonatkozó jogot, hanem csupán 
az újratárgyalás kezdeményezésének jogát rögzíti új és előre nem látott közjogi kötelezettségek vagy a 
szolgáltatásnyújtás költségeinek jelentős növekedése esetére, és a rendelkezés ennél részletesebben nem jelöli 
meg, hogy mely események alapján kerülhet sor újratárgyalásra. A közbeszerzés általános elvei szerint a 
szerződés jelentős mértékű módosításához rendszerint új közbeszerzési eljárásra van szükség. Ezen indo­
kokra tekintettel a Hatóság előzetes álláspontja az, hogy az Altmark-ügyben kialakított ítélkezési gyakorlat 
értelmében az ellentételezés növekedését nem közbeszerzési eljárásban határozták meg. Ennélfogva – a 
Hatóság álláspontja szerint – a kiegészítő kifizetések az EGT-megállapodás 61. cikkének (1) bekezdése 
értelmében állami támogatásnak minősülnek. 

A támogatás összeegyeztethetősége 

A Hatóság kétségbe vonja, hogy az intézkedés az EGT-megállapodás 59. cikkének (2) bekezdése értelmében 
igazolható lenne közszolgáltatásért járó ellentételezésként vagy másodlagosan – miként azzal a norvég 
hatóságok érveltek – a szolgáltatás folyamatosságának az új közbeszerzési eljárás lefolytatásáig történő 
biztosítását szolgáló rendkívüli intézkedésként. 

A Hatóságnak meg kell vizsgálnia, hogy a közszolgáltatásért járó ellentételezés növekedése nem haladta-e 
meg a Hurtigruten által végzett közszolgáltatás végzésével kapcsolatos költségek nettó növekedését. A 
benyújtott dokumentumok alapján a Hatóság kétségbe vonja, hogy az említett NOx-ellentételezés csak a 
közszolgáltatási kötelezettségek teljesítésével kapcsolatos költségnövekedésnek felelne meg. E tekintetben a 
Hatóság figyelembe vette, hogy a Hurtigruten tevékenysége nem – és a közszolgáltatást nyújtó 11 hajó 
tekintetében sem – csak a közszolgáltatás nyújtására terjed ki, hanem olyan kereskedelmi tevékenységekre is, 
mint az oda-vissza utak, a hajókirándulások és az egyéb hajóutak. Mivel figyelembe venni csak a közszol­
gáltatással kapcsolatos költségeket lehet, a Hatóság kétségbe vonja, hogy a NOx-adó rendszeréből eredő 
megnövekedett költségeknek valóban 90 %-át lehetne a szóban forgó közszolgáltatás végzésének tulajdoní­
tani. 

Ami a 2008-ra vonatkozó „általános ellentételezést” illeti, a norvég hatóságok a közszolgáltatási kötele­
zettség részét képező konkrét elemek megnövekedett költségei tekintetében nem bocsátották rendelkezésre 
azon általános ellentételezés részletes lebontását, amelynek célja a társaság állítólagos gyenge pénzügyi 
helyzetének leküzdése volt. 

Végül a Hatóságnak kétségei vannak a tekintetben, hogy a szolgáltatásnak a – téli időszakban igénybe vett 
hajók számának csökkentésével történő – mérséklése hogyan felelhet meg a közszolgáltatási kötelezettség 
ellátásával kapcsolatos költségek növekedésének. 

Ami azt az indokolást illeti, miszerint annak érdekében került sor rendkívüli szolgáltatás igénybevételére, 
hogy a szolgáltatás folyamatossága az új közbeszerzési eljárás lefolytatásáig biztosított legyen, a Hatóság 
kétségbe vonja, hogy ezek az érvek a Hurtigrutennek fizetett bármilyen túlzott ellentételezést igazolhat­
nának, mivel az új közbeszerzési eljárást csak 20 hónappal az újratárgyalás vége után hirdették meg. 

Végül a norvég hatóságok a 61. cikk (3) bekezdésének c) pontja, valamint a vonatkozó hatósági irány­
mutatás szerinti megmentési célú és szerkezetátalakítási intézkedésként utaltak az intézkedésre, de az 
esetleges megmentési célú támogatást nem jelentették be, és megfelelő szerkezetátalakítási tervet sem 
mutattak be. 

Következtetés 

A fenti megfontolások alapján a Hatóság hivatalos vizsgálati eljárás indítása mellett határozott, összhangban 
az EGT-megállapodás 1. cikkének (2) bekezdésével. Felkérjük az érdekelt feleket, hogy az e felhívásnak az 
Európai Unió Hivatalos Lapjában való közzétételétől számított egy hónapon belül nyújtsák be észrevételeiket.
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EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION 

No 325/10/COL 

of 14 July 2010 

to initiate the formal investigation procedure with regard to the additional payments to Hurtigruten 

(Norway) 

THE EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY (the Authority), 

Having regard to the Agreement on the European Economic Area (the EEA Agreement), in particular to 
Articles 59(2), 61 to 63 and Protocol 26, 

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

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

Having regard to the Authority’s State Aid Guidelines on application and interpretation of Articles 61 and 
62 of the EEA Agreement, in particular the Chapter on aid for maritime transport and the Chapter on aid 
for rescuing and restructuring firms in difficulty ( 1 ), and Council Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92 applying the 
principle of freedom to provide services to maritime transport (maritime cabotage) within the Member 
States ( 2 ), 

Whereas: 

I. FACTS 

1. Procedure 

By letter dated 28 November 2008 (Event No 500143), the Norwegian authorities informed the Authority 
about the renegotiation of the agreement between the Norwegian authorities and Hurtigruten ASA on 
acquisition of transport services between Bergen and Kirkenes in Norway. 

By letter dated 18 February 2009 (Event No 502277), the Authority requested additional information from 
the Norwegian authorities. By letter dated 3 April 2009 (Event No 514420), the Norwegian authorities 
replied to the information request. 

The Authority and the Norwegian authorities discussed the case in a meeting held in Oslo on 16 September 
2009. The Norwegian authorities submitted additional information by letters dated 8 March 2010 (Event 
No 549465) and 1 July 2010 (Event No 562652). 

2. Background 

Hurtigruten ASA operates maritime transport services consisting of the combined transport of persons and 
goods along the Norwegian costal line from Bergen to Kirkenes, serving 34 ports of call on a daily basis 
throughout the year.
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( 1 ) Available at: http://www.eftasurv.int/state-aid/legal-framework/state-aid-guidelines/ 
( 2 ) OJ L 30, 5.2.1998, incorporated as point 53a in Annex XIII to the EEA Agreement.
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For the period 1 January 2002 until 31 December 2004 the two maritime companies, Ofotens og Veste­
raalens Dampskipsselskap ASA and Troms Fylkes Dampskipsselskap (the Hurtigruten companies) were entrusted 
with the provision of the service. A draft agreement with the Hurtigruten companies was notified to the 
Authority by the Norwegian authorities in July 2000 and an annual compensation of NOK 170 million for 
2002-04 was approved by the Authority on 19 December 2001 ( 1 ). 

The operation of the service for the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2012 was the subject of a 
tender procedure initiated in June 2004. The Hurtigruten companies were the only bidders and signed a 
contract with the Norwegian authorities on 17 December 2004 (the Hurtigruten Agreement). The Hurti­
gruten companies merged in March 2006 to form the entity now operating the service, Hurtigruten ASA 
(Hurtigruten). 

Under the Hurtigruten Agreement, Hurtigruten provides for daily services at 34 predetermined ports of call 
throughout the year, based on a fixed schedule, capacity based on the requirement to operate the route with 
11 predetermined vessels and maximum prices as regards the distance passenger routes. Hurtigruten is free 
to set its prices for roundtrips, cabins, catering and transport of cars and goods. 

For the services covered by the Hurtigruten Agreement, the Norwegian authorities pay a total compensation 
of NOK 1 899,7 million for the eight years of duration of the agreement, expressed in 2005 prices: 

For 2005 NOK 217,5 million 

For 2006 NOK 247,5 million 

For 2007 NOK 247,5 million 

For 2008 NOK 240,0 million 

For 2009 NOK 236,8 million 

For 2010 NOK 236,8 million 

For 2011 NOK 236,8 million 

For 2012 NOK 236,8 million
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The payments are calculated according to a price index clause, taking into account the price of marine gas 
oil, salary costs in the marine sector and NIBOR. 

In addition to the service covered by the Hurtigruten Agreement, Hurtigruten is a commercial operator and 
offers round trips, excursions, and catering on the route Bergen–Kirkenes. Moreover, in connection with this 
route, Hurtigruten also provides transport services in Geiranger fjord, outside the scope of the Hurtigruten 
Agreement. Furthermore, Hurtigruten operates a number of different cruises in different European states, 
Russia, Antarctica, Spitsbergen and Greenland. Hurtigruten is obliged to keep separate accounts for the 
services included in the Hurtigruten Agreement and other activities. 

The Hurtigruten Agreement has not, as such, been subject to an assessment under State aid rules by the 
Authority since it was not notified. 

On 30 June 2010, the Norwegian authorities initiated a tender procedure on the route between Bergen and 
Kirkenes for the period of eight years as of 1 January 2013 at the latest. The tender invites for bids for 
alternative frequencies. This decision does not deal with such future contract(s) with operator(s) chosen by 
this tender procedure. 

3. Renegotiation of the Hurtigruten Agreement 

Article 8 of the Hurtigruten Agreement contains a revision clause, whereby both parties may initiate a 
renegotiation procedure; in the Authority’s translation: 

‘Official acts that entail considerable changes of cost as well as radical changes of prices of input factors 
that the parties could not reasonably foresee, are grounds for either of the contracting parties to 
demand a renegotiation about extraordinary adjustments of the State's remuneration, changes in the 
service delivered or other measures. In such negotiations, the other party shall be entitled to access all 
necessary documentation.’ ( 1 ) 

The renegotiation of the Hurtigruten Agreement was concluded on 27 October 2008 and increased the 
public service compensation to Hurtigruten by way of three different measures: 

1. by reimbursement of 90 % of the so-called NOx tax for 2007 and 90 % of the NOx contributions for 
January to June 2008 to the so-called NOx Fund by NOK 59 million in total. The reimbursement is 
intended to continue for the remaining duration of the Hurtigruten Agreement; 

2. by granting additional NOK 66 million ‘general compensation’ for 2008, due to the weak financial 
situation of Hurtigruten resulting from a general increase in costs for the service provided. This 
would be provided annually until the Hurtigruten Agreement expires 31 December 2012 provided 
the financial situation of the company does not significantly improve, and; 

3. by reducing the number of ships from 11 to 10 in the winter season (five months) until the Hurtigruten 
Agreement expires without applying the deduction provisions of the Hurtigruten Agreement. This 
arrangement reduces the service provided by Hurtigruten and is intended to continue in the 
remaining duration of the Hurtigruten Agreement. 

In accordance with the revised agreement and the subsequent budgetary allocation of the Norwegian 
Parliament, NOK 125 million was paid to Hurtigruten in December 2008 as an additional compensation 
for 2007 and 2008. According to the information at hand, the breakdown of the additional payments 
which already have taken place, following the renegotiation is as follows:
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( 1 ) In the Hurtigruten Agreement: Offentlige pålegg som medfører betydelige kostnadsendringer samt radikale endringer av priser 
på innsatsfaktorer som partene ikke med rimelighet kunne forutse, gir hver av partene rett til a kreve forhandlinger om 
ekstraordinære reguleringer av statens godtgjørelse, endring av produksjonen eller andre tiltak. Motparten har i slike forhandlinger 
krav på all nødvendig dokumentasjon.



NOx tax/NOx Fund 
reimbursement General compensation 

For 2007 NOK 53,4 million 

For 2008 1st half NOK 5,4 million 

For 2008 2nd half NOK 7,2 million NOK 66 million 

For 2009 1st half NOK 5,9 million 

For 2009 2nd half and 2010 1st, 2nd 
and 3rd quarter 

NOK 19 million 

Total payments NOK 90,9 million NOK 66 million 

According to information available to the Authority, no ‘general compensation’ has so far been paid out for 
2009. 

In addition, effective as from 16 November 2008 Hurtigruten was authorised to reduce the number of ships 
from 11 to 10 in the winter season without any deduction in the public service compensation. According 
to the information provided by the Norwegian authorities, this reduction corresponds to a further 
NOK 11,3 million in additional compensation in the winter season 2008 to 2009, calculated on the 
basis of the deduction in compensation the Hurtigruten would otherwise have to pay under a clause in 
the Hurtigruten Agreement for reduced service. This arrangement was also in force in the winter season 
2009 to 2010 but calculations have not been provided for this period. 

According to the Norwegian authorities, the revised agreement results in 26 % increase of the contribution 
for the year 2008. However, the Authority notes that reimbursement for the contribution to the NOx Fund 
for second half of 2008 is not included in that figure. 

4. Comments by the Norwegian authorities 

The Norwegian authorities put forward the view that the increased compensation does not constitute State 
aid. They argue that on the basis of the renegotiation clause mentioned above, Hurtigruten was entitled to 
demand a renegotiation and the authorities acted as a rational market operator during the renegotiation 
process. 

Alternatively, the Norwegian authorities are of the view that the measures are public service compensation 
under Article 59(2) of the EEA Agreement, and as such compatible with the EEA Agreement. The 
Norwegian authorities also maintain that the measures taken in October 2008 were emergency measures 
taken in the acute difficult economic situation of Hurtigruten in 2008, in order to ensure continuous service 
in the interim period until a new tendering procedure could be finalised. 

The Norwegian authorities finally submit that Hurtigruten was a firm in difficulty within the meaning of the 
State Aid Guidelines and they argue that the measures meet the requirements for restructuring aid under 
Article 61(3)(c) of the EEA Agreement and the Guidelines for aid for rescuing and restructuring firms in 
difficulty. 

II. ASSESSMENT 

1. The presence of State aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) EEA Agreement 

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.’
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The Authority will in the following give its preliminary assessment of whether the increased compensation 
for Hurtigruten represents State aid within the meaning of Article 61 of the EEA Agreement. The Authority 
will assess whether there are State resources involved, whether the compensation confers an economic 
advantage to Hurtigruten and whether the measures distort competition and have an effect on trade between 
the Contracting Parties. 

1.1. State resources 

The increased compensation to Hurtigruten by way of reimbursed NOx tax/NOx Fund contribution and the 
additional ‘general compensation’ provided are financed trough budgetary allocations from the national 
budget ( 1 ) and thus involve State resources within the meaning of Article 61(1) EEA. 

Furthermore, the reduction from 11 to 10 vessels during the winter season without a corresponding 
decrease in the compensation implies that the service is reduced but not the payment. Consequently, 
State resources within the meaning of Article 61(1) EEA are involved. 

1.2. Economic advantage 

The reimbursement of 90 % of the general NOx tax and later the annual NOx Fund contribution, which 
transport companies emitting NOx should normally pay, gives Hurtigruten an advantage by relieving it of 
charges that would normally be borne from its budget. The measure appears moreover to be selective in 
that it only favours Hurtigruten. 

The same assessment applies to the ‘general compensation’ which gave Hurtigruten a financial benefit the 
company would not have enjoyed in the normal course of its business. 

Regarding the reduction in the number of vessels, Hurtigruten thereby reduced its operating costs by being 
allowed to provide a more limited service than originally foreseen under the Hurtigruten Agreement while 
the amount of compensation was not accordingly reduced. This reduction in the costs thus confers a 
selective economic advantage to Hurtigruten. 

The Norwegian authorities have however, with reference to the above mentioned Article 8 of the Hurti­
gruten Agreement, argued that the increased compensation was made within the scope of the original 
agreement and that it therefore does not constitute State aid. In that regard they claim to have followed the 
so-called Altmark criteria ( 2 ) since the agreement, including the mentioned Article 8 formed part of the 
public procurement procedure in 2004. Therefore, in the Norwegian authorities’ view, the increase in the 
compensation negotiated in 2008 was also covered by that procurement procedure. 

The Authority has taken note of the fact that the Hurtigruten Agreement was awarded on the basis of a 
public procurement procedure. The revision clause formed part of that public tender procedure, i.e. it was 
not inserted subsequently. However, in the Authority’s preliminary view, that does not necessarily mean that 
any exercise of that provision later in the contract period, may be assessed as covered by the original tender 
procedure. Whether the amendments to the contract should be considered as new measures or adjustments 
within the scope of the tendered contract should rather be assessed in the light of the wording of the 
contract and general procurement principles. It is in the Authority’s view important whether the clause 
provided for a clear, transparent price adjustment based on objective criteria or whether it simply left 
subsequent adjustments to be addressed in new negotiations. 

It follows from the mentioned Article 8 that both parties may initiate a renegotiation procedure in the event 
of new regulations or requirements from public authorities which lead to significant changes in costs as well 
as radical changes in the price of production factors, which were not foreseeable by the parties. 

The Authority observes firstly that the clause does not give Hurtigruten a right to increased compensation 
but merely a right to initiate renegotiations in case of new and unforeseen public law requirements or 
significant increases in the costs of delivering the service.
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Secondly, the clause does not specify in any greater detail what events may trigger renegotiations. It is also 
silent with regard to consequences for the contract remuneration should such events occur. On this basis, 
even though the contract was tendered out, it appears unlikely that the potential contractors would have 
been able to foresee what consequences the mentioned events could have had for the remuneration for the 
services. In the absence of clear, transparent provisions regarding adjustments of the compensation, the 
Authority finds it difficult to follow the argument that the increase in compensation in 2008 was as such 
covered by the public tender in 2004. 

The Authority also finds support for its view in general public procurement principles according to which 
more substantial adjustments to the contract normally will require a new tender procedure ( 1 ). In this regard, 
the Authority notes that the revised contract increased the compensation with what appears to correspond 
to more than 30 % for 2008. 

Thirdly, the Authority recalls its Decision 660/07/COL, in which the Authority assessed a similar argument, 
that an increase in social security contributions to Hurtigruten was within the scope of the previous 
Hurtigruten contract and thereby covered by the Authority’s Decision 417/01/COL ( 2 ). In response to 
this argument the Authority stated: 

The Authority would like to point out that annual compensation of NOK 170 million, expressed in 1999- 
prices, under the Hurtigruten Agreement had been approved by the Authority. In contrast, the Authority’s 
decision did not deal with Section 10 of the Hurtigruten Agreement as such, and nothing in the Authority’s 
decision suggested that any future amendments of the Hurtigruten Agreement based on this clause would, 
as argued by the Norwegian authorities, automatically be considered to be in compliance with the State aid 
provisions of the EEA Agreement. 

Section 10 of the Agreement merely allows for the possibility of amending the contract due to unforeseen 
substantial changes of circumstances. It does not prescribe an automatic increase in the compensation to the 
Hurtigruten companies in the event of raised costs, but merely opens up the possibility for both parties to 
the Hurtigruten Agreement to request a renegotiation procedure without prescribing the result of such 
renegotiations. Furthermore, the provision does not explicitly mention augmentation of costs as a result of a 
tax increase as a reason for renegotiation, let alone as a fact that would require an automatic adjustment of 
the agreement by the exact amount flowing from the tax increase. A change in the tax situation of one 
contracting party is normally not a factor that the other party is obliged to bear. Hence, even if the original 
Hurtigruten Agreement in its entirety was notified to the Authority in 2000 and approved in 2001, the 
Authority could not reasonably have been expected to foresee all possible effects of the provision, and the 
Authority’s silence about the provision in its 2001 Decision cannot be held to imply that all uses of the 
provision were hereinafter automatically acceptable from a State aid point of view. 

It is the view of the Authority that the existence of the contractual provision needs to be distinguished from 
the separate question of whether the chosen readaptation complies with the EEA Agreement, and in 
particular with the State aid provisions. […] 

On this basis, it is the preliminary view of the Authority that the increase in the compensation is not as 
such determined through a public procurement procedure within the meaning of the Altmark case referred 
to above. 

As mentioned above under Section I.4, the Norwegian authorities have argued that they acted in a manner 
similar to a rational market operator during the renegotiation process. It is not clear to the Authority 
whether this is a separate submission or whether it merely refers to the way in which the authorities 
conducted the renegotiations and limited the compensation to what was strictly necessary. The Authority 
considers in any event that there is no scope for applying the private market investor principle to an EEA 
State’s acquisition of a public service.
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( 1 ) Case C-454/06 Pressetext Nachrichtenagentur GmbH, [2008] ECR p. I-4401, par. 59-60 and 70. 
( 2 ) The increase in the remuneration was based on Article 10 of the 2001 Hurtigruten contract which in content was 

similar to the mentioned Article 8 of the present contract.



Against this background, the preliminary conclusion of the Authority is that the measures under assessment 
gave Hurtigruten an advantage beyond the Hurtigruten Agreement agreed in 2004. 

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

The market for domestic maritime services (maritime cabotage) was opened to EEA-wide competition in 
1998. The compensation may have an effect on potential competition, including those from foreign 
operators. The compensation payment is thus liable to affect competition and trade. 

Moreover, Hurtigruten is also engaged in the tourism sector, in particular through the offer of cruise/round 
trips along the Norwegian coast. On this market, other operators offer cruise trips along the coast,for 
example between Bergen and Kirkenes. The compensation granted can therefore also have an effect on this 
market. 

1.4. Conclusion on the presence of State aid 

On the basis of the information set out above, the Authority has reached the preliminary conclusion that 
the additional payments in favour of Hurtigruten under assessment constitute State aid within the meaning 
of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement. 

2. Procedural requirements 

The Norwegian authorities did not notify the renegotiation of the Hurtigruten Agreement to the Authority. 
The Authority therefore concludes that the Norwegian authorities have not respected their obligations 
pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3. 

3. Compatibility of the aid 

In the following, the Authority will assess the potential justification grounds put forward by the Norwegian 
authorities, i.e. that the measure can be justified as public service compensation under Article 59(2) EEA, or, 
alternatively, as an emergency measure to ensure a continuous service until a new tender procedure could 
take place. Finally the Norwegian authorities have referred to the measure as a rescue and restructuring 
measure within the meaning of Article 61(3)(c) and the relevant Authority Guidelines. 

It follows from Article 4 of the Maritime cabotage regulation and Section 9 of the Authority’s Guidelines on 
Maritime transport that EFTA States may impose public service obligations or conclude public service 
contracts for certain maritime transport services provided that the compensation fulfils the rules of the 
EEA Agreement and the procedure governing State aid. 

According to Article 59(2) EEA: ‘undertakings entrusted with the operation of services of general economic 
interest … shall be subject to the rules contained in this Agreement, in particular to the rules on 
competition, in so far as the application of such rules does not obstruct the performance, in law or in 
fact, of the particular tasks assigned to them. The development of trade must not be affected to such an 
extent as would be contrary of the interests of the Contracting Parties’. 

It follows from this provision that the service in question must be a service of general economic interest and 
be clearly defined as such by the EFTA State. Moreover, the undertaking in question must be officially 
entrusted by the EFTA State with the provision of that service. The amount of compensation shall not 
exceed what is necessary to cover the costs incurred in discharging the public service obligations including a 
reasonable profit. 

As the Authority has already pointed out, it did not assess the Hurtigruten Agreement currently in force in 
order to determine whether it fulfilled all the conditions required by EEA law ( 1 ). However, based on its 
approval of the preceding and mainly similar Hurtigruten contract in 2001, the Authority does not consider 
it necessary in the present opening decision to question either the definition of the service of general 
economic interest public service at issue or the fact that such a service was entrusted to Hurtigruten through 
the agreement in 2004. 

However, the Authority must also verify that the increase in the public service compensation did not exceed 
the net extra costs of discharging the public service task entrusted to Hurtigruten.
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( 1 ) Judgment of the Court of First Instance of 27 February 1997, Case T-106/96 FFSA and others v Commission, [1997] 
ECR II-229 and Judgment of the EFTA Court of 3 March 1999, Case E-4/97 Norwegian Bankers’ Association v. EFTA 
Surveillance Authority, [1999] EFTA Court Report p. 1 (Husbanken case).



In that regard the Authority notes that the increased compensation in 2008 was granted partly with 
reference to the introduction of the NOx tax and partly with reference to the weak financial situation of 
Hurtigruten. 

As regards the NOx tax, the Norwegian authorities have in response to the Authority’s questions submitted 
extensive material regarding the calculations of the increased costs stemming from the NOx tax and later the 
contributions to the NOx Fund ( 1 ). To some extent, the authorities have also documented increased fuel 
costs for Hurtigruten. 

However, on the basis of this documentation the Authority has doubts as to whether the mentioned NOx 
compensation solely corresponds to increased costs in discharging the public service obligations. In that 
regard, the Authority has taken note of that Hurtigruten’s activities, also for the 11 vessels providing the 
public service, are not only confined to providing the public service but also to commercial services such as 
roundtrips, excursions and cruises. As only the costs associated with the public service can be taken into 
consideration the Authority has doubts as to whether as much as 90 % of the increased costs stemming 
from the NOx tax regime can be attributable to the provision of the public service in question. 

Moreover, as far as the ‘general compensation’ for 2008 is concerned, the Norwegian authorities granted the 
aid with a reference to the weak financial position of Hurtigruten resulting from a general increase in costs 
for the service provided. The Authority has so far not seen a detailed breakdown of the general compen­
sation in terms of increased costs for specific elements included in the public service obligation. Moreover, 
as mentioned above, the Authority recalls that Hurtigruten also carries out commercial activities outside the 
scope of the public service in question. The Authority has so far not received documentation clearly 
explaining how the general increase in costs and the compensation thereto was solely linked to the 
provision of the public service. To the contrary, the PricewaterhouseCoopers report 14 October 2008 
and the BDO Noraudit report 23 March 2009 ( 2 ), to which the Norwegian authorities refer, seem to 
indicate the opposite. They count for NOK 64,8 million in increased bunker fuel price in the first three 
quarters of 2008 compared with first three quarters of 2007 ( 3 ), fuel prices decreasing again in fourth 
quarter 2008. As pointed out in the BDO Noraudit report, page 14, it is questionable that the calculations 
of increased fuel prices in 2008 were based on marine gas oil (MGO) prices although Hurtigruten in fact 
uses fuel of different quality category, IF40, which is much less expensive. BDO Noraudit concludes on page 
15 in its report, that the amount of the ‘general compensation’ corresponding to NOK 66 million is not 
directly linked to the price development of bunker fuel in first half of 2008. The Authority notes that BDO 
Noraudit points out in its concluding remarks on page 23 in the report that the fact that Hurtigruten does 
not keep sufficiently separate accounts between the operations following from the public service obligation 
and other services provided by means of the same vessels, makes the analyse of the public service 
compensation difficult. 

Finally, the Authority has doubts how the reduction in the service in terms of number of ships during 
winter time may correspond to increased costs in discharging the public service obligation. The Norwegian 
authorities have hitherto not linked this increase in compensation to any specific extra costs that would 
have to be compensated. 

As regards the justification ground based on an emergency acquisition of a service in order to ensure a 
continuous service until a new tender procedure could be arranged, the Authority would in principle not 
exclude that such circumstances in a given case could justify acquisition of a public service without the 
normally applicable strong requirements for verification of compensation limited to the net extra costs. 
While keeping certain transport infrastructure open may be of vital importance for a state the amount of aid 
would, in such a case, be limited to the extent necessary by a new public tender being arranged as soon as 
practically possible. However, in the case at hand, a new tender was only announced in June 2010 for the 
acquisition of transport services as from 1 January 2013. Indeed, this entails that Hurtigruten may provide 
the service for the exact same time period as foreseen in the 2004 Hurtigruten Agreement. In other words, 
as the emergency acquisition was not followed up with the initiation of a new tender process immediately 
after, the Authority doubts that such arguments could justify any overcompensation to Hurtigruten. The 
Authority is not aware of any particular circumstance that may explain why it was impossible to initiate a 
new public tender procedure before 20 months had lapsed since the finalisation of the renegotiation 
procedure.
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( 1 ) See EFTA Surveillance Authority Decision No 501/08/COL. 
( 2 ) These reports were submitted by the Norwegian authorities with letter dated 3 April 2009 (Event No 514420). 
( 3 ) Page 18 in the BDO Noraudit report. The figure NOK 64,8 million corresponds to 98 % of the increase in bunker fuel 

price, for vessels used on the route Bergen–Kirkenes, for the first three quarters of 2008 compared with first three 
quarters of 2007. The calculated increase in bunker fuel price on the route is reduced by 2 % which corresponds to 
the fuel costs related to the transport in Geiranger fjord which falls outside the Hurtigruten Agreement.



Finally, the Norwegian authorities have argued that the aid is compatible as restructuring aid under Article 
61(3)(c) and the Authority’s Guidelines on rescuing and restructuring aid. In 2010, the Norwegian 
authorities submitted a memorandum explaining why Hurtigruten was a firm in difficulties and describing 
various restructuring measures in favour of the company. However, they neither notified the potential rescue 
aid nor followed up with a proper restructuring plan. For these reasons, the Authority has doubts whether 
the measures under assessment can be considered as restructuring aid within the meaning of the guidelines 
and invites the Norwegian authorities to provide any documentation deemed necessary for such an 
assessment. 

4. Conclusion 

Based on the information submitted by the Norwegian authorities, the Authority preliminary concludes that 
the additional payments to the Hurtigruten companies (reimbursement of the NOx tax/NOx Fund 
contribution, a general compensation payment of NOK 66 million in 2008 as well as the release in 
winter of one of the 11 ships allocated to the route) constitute State aid within the meaning of Article 
61(1) of the EEA Agreement. 

The Authority has doubts that these measures comply with Article 59(2) or Article 61(3) of the EEA 
Agreement, in conjunction with the requirements laid down in the Authority’s State Aid Guidelines on 
Maritime Transport and/or Guidelines on rescuing and restructuring firms in difficulty. The Authority, 
therefore, doubts that the above measures are compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement. 

Consequently, and in accordance Article 4(4) of Part II of Protocol 3, the Authority is obliged to open the 
formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3. The decision to open a 
formal investigation procedure is without prejudice to the final decision of the Authority, which may 
conclude that the measures in question 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) 
of Part I of Protocol 3, invites the Norwegian authorities to submit their comments within one month of 
the date of receipt of this Decision. 

In light of the foregoing considerations, within one month of receipt of this decision, the Authority request 
the Norwegian authorities to provide all documents, information and data needed for assessment of the 
compatibility of the revised Hurtigruten Agreement. 

The Authority requests the Norwegian authorities to forward a copy of this decision to the potential aid 
recipient of the aid immediately. 

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

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION: 

Article 1 

The formal investigation procedure provided for in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3 is opened into the 
additional payments to Hurtigruten (reimbursement of the NOx tax/NOx Fund contribution, a general 
compensation payment of NOK 66 million in 2008 as well as the release in winter of one of the 11 
ships allocated to the route) implemented by the Norwegian authorities. 

Article 2 

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

The Norwegian authorities are requested to provide within one month from notification of this decision, all 
documents, information and data needed for assessment of the compatibility of the aid measure. 

Article 4 

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Norway. 

Article 5 

Only the English language version of this decision is authentic. 

Done at Brussels, on 14 July 2010. 

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority 

Per SANDERUD 

President 

Sverrir HAUKUR 

College Member
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