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INFORMACJE DOTYCZACE EUROPEJSKIEGO OBSZARU GOSPODARCZEGO

URZAD NADZORU EFTA

Zaproszenie do zglaszania uwag zgodnie z cze$cig I art. 1 ust. 2 protokolu 3 do Porozumienia
miedzy pafistwami EFTA w sprawie ustanowienia Urzedu Nadzoru i Trybunalu Sprawiedliwosci
dotyczacych pomocy panstwa

(2016/C 236/10)

Poprzez decyzje nr 489/15/COL, zamieszczong w autentycznej wersji jezykowej na stronach nastgpujacych
po niniejszym streszczeniu, Urzad Nadzoru EFTA (,Urzad”) poinformowal wiladze norweskie o swojej
decyzji o wszczgciu formalnego postepowania wyjasniajacego zgodnie z czgScig I art. 1 ust. 2 protokotu 3
do Porozumienia pomiedzy panistwami EFTA w sprawie ustanowienia Urzedu Nadzoru i Trybunalu Spra-
wiedliwosci w odniesieniu do przedmiotowego $rodka pomocy.

Zainteresowane strony moga zglasza¢ uwagi na temat przedmiotowego $rodka pomocy, w terminie jed-
nego miesigca od daty publikacji na adres:

EFTA Surveillance Authority
Registry

Rue Belliard 35/Belliardstraat 35
1040 Bruxelles/Brussel
BELGIQUE/BELGIE

Otrzymane uwagi zostang przekazane wladzom norweskim. Zainteresowane strony zglaszajace uwagi
moga wystgpi¢ z odpowiednio uzasadnionym pisemnym wnioskiem o objecie ich tozsamosci klauzulg
poufnosci.

STRESZCZENIE
Procedura

Wiladze norweskie zglosily program regionalnie zréznicowanych sktadek na ubezpieczenia spoteczne 2014-2020 zgod-
nie z czgScig I art. 1 ust. 3 protokolu 3 pismem z dnia 13 marca 2014 r. (). Na podstawie tego zgloszenia
i przekazanych pézniej informacji (3) Urzad zatwierdzil zgloszony program pomocy swoja decyzja nr 225/14/COL
z dnia 18 czerwca 2014 r.

Wyrokiem z dnia 23 wrze$nia 2015 r. w sprawie E-23/14 Kimek Offshore AS przeciwko Urzedowi Nadzoru EFTA ()
Trybunal EFTA uniewaznil czgSciowo decyzje Urzedu.

W piSmie z dnia 15 pazdziernika 2015 r. (*) Urzad zwrdcit si¢ do wladz Norwegii o informacje. W piSmie z dnia
6 listopada 2015 r. (°) wladze norweskie odpowiedzialy na wezwanie do udzielenia informacji.

Opis $rodka

Celem ogdlnym systemu zréznicowanych skladek na zabezpieczenie spoleczne jest ograniczenie wyludniania si¢ naj-
mniej zamieszkalych regionéw Norwegii lub zapobiezenie mu poprzez pobudzanie zatrudnienia. Program pomocy ope-
racyjnej kompensuje koszty zatrudnienia poprzez obnizenie stawek sktadek na ubezpieczenie spoteczne w okreslonych
obszarach geograficznych. Zasadniczo wysoko$¢ pomocy rézni si¢ w zaleznosci od obszaru geograficznego, w ktérym
dany podmiot gospodarczy jest zarejestrowany. Norweskie przepisy nakladaja na przedsigbiorstwa wymog rejestrowania
podjednostek dla kazdej wykonywanej przez nie odrebnej dziatalnosci gospodarczej (%). Jezeli dane przedsigbiorstwo
wykonuje rézne typy dzialalnosci gospodarczej, wymagane jest zarejestrowanie odrebnych podjednostek. Ponadto
poszczegélne jednostki musza byl zarejestrowane, jesli ich dzialalno§¢ wykonywana jest w réznych lokalizacjach
geograficznych.

(") Dokumenty nr 702438-702440, 702442 i 702443.
(%) Zob. pkt 2 decyzji nr 225/14/COL, dostepnej na stronie internetowej: http:/[www.eftasurv.int/media/state-aid/Consolidated_version_-
_Decision_225_14_COL__NOR_Social_Security_contributions_2014-2020.pdf.


http://www.eftasurv.int/media/state-aid/Consolidated_version_-_Decision_225_14_COL__NOR_Social_Security_contributions_2014-2020.pdf
http://www.eftasurv.int/media/state-aid/Consolidated_version_-_Decision_225_14_COL__NOR_Social_Security_contributions_2014-2020.pdf
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W drodze odstgpstwa od wspomnianej zasady dotyczgcej rejestracji, system ten ma réwniez zastosowanie do przedsie-
biorstw zarejestrowanych poza obszarem kwalifikujacym si¢ do programu, kiedy zatrudniajg one pracownikéw do pracy
na obszarze kwalifikujagcym si¢ oraz gdy ich pracownicy prowadzg dzialalno$¢ obwozna na obszarze kwalifikujacym sie
(do celéw niniejszej decyzji zwane jest to ,ustugami obwoZnymi”). Przedmiotowg decyzja odstepstwo to objeto postepo-
waniem wyjasniajagcym. Krajowa podstawe prawna programu stanowi sekcja 23-2 krajowej ustawy o ubezpieczeniach (!).
Krajowg podstawe prawng odstgpstwa stanowi sekcja 1 ust. 4 decyzji Parlamentu Norweskiego nr 1482 z dnia
5 grudnia 2013 r. w sprawie ustalania stawek podatkowych itd. na podstawie krajowej ustawy o ubezpieczeniach.

Odstepstwo ma zastosowanie wylacznie wtedy, gdy pracownik spedza co najmniej potowe dni pracy na obszarze kwali-
fikujgcym sie. Ponadto obnizona stawka ma zastosowanie jedynie w odniesieniu do czesci pracy, ktora jest wykonywana
na tym obszarze.

Ocena $rodka

Urzad musi ocenié, czy zwolnienie jest zgodne z funkcjonowaniem Porozumienia EOG na podstawie jego art. 61 ust. 3
lit. ¢) zgodnie z wytycznymi Urzedu w sprawie pomocy regionalnej na lata 2014-2020 (,wytyczne w sprawie pomocy
regionalnej”) (3).

Pomoc regionalna moze stanowi¢ skuteczne wsparcie dla rozwoju gospodarczego na obszarach o niekorzystnych
warunkach gospodarowania jedynie wtedy, gdy przyznawana jest, aby przyciagna¢ dodatkowe inwestycje lub dziatalnosé
gospodarczg na te obszary (}). Regionalna pomoc operacyjna moze podlega¢ art. 61 ust. 3 lit. ¢) EOG jedynie wtedy, gdy
przyznawana jest w celu zaradzenia szczegélnym lub stalym problemom, z ktérymi borykaja si¢ przedsigbiorstwa
w regionach znajdujacych si¢ w niekorzystnym polozeniu (¥).

Nie ulega watpliwosci, ze zasigg geograficzny programu jako takiego ograniczony jest do regionéw znajdujacych sie
w niekorzystnym polozeniu. Zakres niniejszej decyzji ogranicza si¢ do odstgpstwa. Powstaje pytanie, czy przepis, ktory
stanowi, ze przedsigbiorstwa zarejestrowane poza objetymi programem regionami znajdujgcymi si¢ w niekorzystnym
polozeniu mogg korzysta¢ z pomocy w ramach programu w zakresie, w jakim prowadzg dzialalno$¢ gospodarcza
w regionach znajdujacych si¢ w niekorzystnym polozeniu, jest zgodny z zasadami pomocy panstwa. Innymi stowy, czy
przedmiotowe odstepstwo stanowi remedium na szczeg6lne lub stale problemy, z ktorymi zmagaja si¢ przedsi¢biorstwa
w regionach znajdujacych si¢ w niekorzystnym potozeniu?

Norweskie wladze powinny udowodni¢ istnienie ryzyka wyludnienia w przypadku braku odstepstwa (°). Norweskie wia-
dze zwrécily uwage na korzysci dla lokalnych przedsigbiorstw wynikajace z odstgpstwa. Moga one mie¢ dostgp do
wykwalifikowanej sily roboczej po nizszych kosztach, co w innym przypadku nie bytoby mozliwe. Ponadto odstepstwo
prowadzi do zwigkszonej konkurencji migdzy ustugami obwoZnymi na kwalifikujacych si¢ obszarach, co z kolei jest
korzystne dla lokalnych przedsigbiorstw (innych niz te $wiadczace ustugi obwozne), jako ze nizsze koszty ustug obwoz-
nych oznaczaja, iz prowadzenie dzialalno$ci gospodarczej w obszarze kwalifikowalnym staje si¢ bardziej atrakcyjne
i korzystniejsze. Pomoc w ramach programu jest instrumentem posSrednim w tym sensie, ze jest stosowana w celu obni-
zenia kosztéw zatrudnienia pracownikéw, jako sposéb na ograniczenie wyludniania si¢ obszaru lub zapobiezenie mu.
Opiera si¢ ona na zaloZeniu, Ze rynek pracy jest najwazniejszym czynnikiem wplywajacym na wybdr miejsca
zamieszkania.

Wiladze norweskie twierdzily rowniez, ze firmy zarejestrowane poza obszarem kwalifikujgcym si¢ beda okazjonalnie
zatrudnia¢ pracownikow z obszaréw kwalifikujacych si¢. Tym samym przedsigbiorstwa te zapewnia miejsca pracy, ktére,
chociaz bedg mialy przejSciowy charakter, przyczynia si¢ jednak do wzrostu dochodéw z plac na kwalifikujacych sig
obszarach. Bedzie to takze pobudzalo dzialalno$¢ gospodarczy. Ponadto wladze norweskie twierdza, ze pracownicy, kté-
rzy czasowo przebywajg na kwalifikujgcym sie obszarze, bedg kupowal lokalne towary i ustugi, a tym samym wspierad
lokalng gospodarke. Dotyczy to w szczegdlnosci os6b dojezdzajacych do miejsca pracy, zwlaszcza na krétki lub $redni
okres, poniewaz beda one prawdopodobnie zakwaterowane w hotelach, beda korzysta¢ z restauracji itd. Wladze norwe-
skie oszacowaly kwote pomocy wynikajacej z odstgpstwa na dwa procent catkowitej kwoty pomocy w 2015 r., podkre-
Slaja jednak, ze te szacunki nie s3 pewne. Te dwa procent przeklada si¢ na okolo 19 mln EUR (°). Urzad zwraca si¢ do
wladz Norwegii o bardziej szczegblowe informacje na temat finansowych skutkéw odstepstwa.

Niezaleznie od powyzszych uwag o charakterze ogdélnym, wladze norweskie nie wykazaly, ze istnieje ryzyko wyludnie-
nia w danym regionie w przypadku braku odstgpstwa. Zdaniem Urzgdu, aby dany $rodek spetnial wymogi wytycznych
w sprawie pomocy regionalnej, jego skutki muszg by¢ wigksze niz marginalny wzrost mozliwosci czasowego zatrudnie-
nia i wydatkéw na kwalifikujacym si¢ obszarze. Na tej podstawie Urzad zwraca si¢ do wladz Norwegii o wigcej informa-
qji, ktére wykazg istnienie ryzyka wyludnienia w przypadku braku odstgpstwa.

Pkt 6 wytycznych w sprawie pomocy regionalne;.
Pkt 16 wytycznych w sprawie pomocy regionalne;.
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Odnosnie do wplywu przedmiotowego odstepstwa na konkurencj¢ i wymiang handlows, wladze norweskie argumen-
tuja, ze odstgpstwo stworzy réwne warunki konkurencji dla wszystkich przedsigbiorstw dzialajacych na obszarach
o niekorzystnych warunkach gospodarowania, jako ze stosuje si¢ ono jednakowo do kazdego przedsigbiorstwa w EOG.
W rezultacie gwarantuje ono uniknigcie nadmiernych negatywnych skutkéw dla konkurencji. Zdaniem Urzedu jest to
pozytywny element w $wietle pkt 3 i 53 wytycznych w sprawie pomocy regionalnej. Jednakze przedsigbiorstwa zareje-
strowane w obrebie obszaru kwalifikujacego si¢ moga generalnie by¢ narazone na wigksze trudnosci niz przedsigbior-
stwa, ktére po prostu tymczasowo wysylaja swoich pracownikéw do pracy na tym obszarze. Wladze norweskie twier-
dza, ze przedsigbiorstwa zarejestrowane poza obszarem kwalifikujagcym si¢ moga mie¢ mniej korzystne warunki konku-
rencji w stosunku do przedsi¢biorstw miejscowych, ze wzgledu m.in. na koszty transportu i zakwaterowania personelu.
Norweskie wladze nie przedstawily zadnych danych ani dalszych argumentéw na poparcie tego twierdzenia. Urzad
wzywa wladze norweskie do przedstawienia dodatkowych wyjasnien, dlaczego odstepstwo nie oznacza nadmiernych
negatywnych skutkéw dla konkurencji i do przedstawienia dalszych informacji, aby uzasadni¢ swoje stanowisko.

Wiladze norweskie podkreslity, ze oczywiste jest, iz odstgpstwo wywoluje efekt zachety. Efekt zachety zwigzany
z pomocg nie moze opiera si¢ jedynie na przypuszczeniach. Chociaz nie jest konieczne dostarczenie dowodéw na to,
ze pomoc w ramach programu stanowi dla kazdego beneficjenta indywidualng zachete do wykonywania dzialalnosci,
ktérej w innych warunkach by si¢ nie podjal, efekt zachety musi by¢ poparty co najmniej rzetelng teoria ekonomiczna.
Nie wystarczy tu odnie$¢ si¢ do domniemanej oczywistosci. O ile prawda jest, Ze odstgpstwo dla przedsigbiorstw zareje-
strowanych poza obszarami kwalifikujacymi si¢ obniza koszty pracy zwiazane z ustugami obwoznymi na kwalifikuja-
cych si¢ obszarach, wladze norweskie nie dostarczyly dowodéw lub argumentéw mogacych dowiesé, ze istnieje prawdo-
podobienistwo, iz w przypadku braku odstgpstwa poziom dzialalnosci gospodarczej na danym obszarze bylby znacznie
ograniczony z uwagi na problemy, ktérym odstepstwo ma zaradzi¢ ().

Wiladze Norwegii wyjasnily, Ze przedsigbiorstwa realizujace ustugi obwozne moga, w pewnym zakresie, rejestrowaé na
obszarze kwalifikujgcym si¢ podjednostki. Co wigcej, s3 do tego zobowigzane, jezeli co najmniej jeden pracownik wyko-
nuje pracg na rzecz jednostki macierzystej na innym obszarze, a przedsigbiorstwo moze tam by¢ odwiedzane.

Wiladze norweskie twierdza, ze w przypadku braku odstepstwa dla ustug obwoZnych na obszarze kwalifikujacym sie
dosztoby do nieuzasadnionego nieréwnego traktowania w zaleznosci od tego, czy przedsigbiorstwo $wiadczace ustugi
ustanowito podjednostke na obszarze kwalifikujacym sie.

Po pierwsze, dla Urzedu nie jest jasne, co oznacza wymadg stanowiacy, ze ,co najmniej jeden pracownik wykonuje prace
na rzecz jednostki macierzystej na innym obszarze, a przedsigbiorstwo moze tam by¢ odwiedzane”. W zwigzku z tym

Urzad zwraca si¢ do wladz norweskich o wyjasnienie tej kwestii.

Po drugie, zasada réwnego traktowania jest ogélng zasada prawa EOG. Jednakze nie moze to samo w sobie stanowi¢
podstawy do uzasadnienia odstepstwa. Odstepstwo musi by¢ zgodne z funkcjonowaniem Porozumienia EOG.

Podsumowujac, wobec braku odpowiednich informacji, jak opisano powyzej, Urzad ma watpliwosci co do zgodnosci
przedmiotowego odstepstwa z funkcjonowaniem Porozumienia EOG.

EFTA SURVEILLANCE AUTHORITY DECISION
No 489/15/COL
of 9 December 2015

opening a formal investigation into the exemption rule for ambulant services under the scheme on
differentiated social security contributions 2014-2020

(Norway)

The EFTA Surveillance Authority (the Authority’),

HAVING REGARD to:

the Agreement on the European Economic Area (‘the EEA Agreement’), in particular to Article 61,
Protocol 26 to the EEA Agreement,

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,

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

(") Pkt 71 wytycznych w sprawie pomocy regionalne;j.
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Whereas:

I. FACTS
1. Procedure

(1)  The Norwegian authorities notified the regionally differentiated social security contributions scheme 2014-2020
pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3 by letter of 13 March 2014 (). On the basis of that notification
and information submitted thereafter (%), the Authority approved the notified aid scheme by its Decision
No 225/14/COL of 18 June 2014.

By its judgment o eptember 2015 in case E- 4 Kime shore v ESA (°) the EFT ourt annulled, in
2 y its judg f 23 September 20 23/1 imek Offshore AS SA () th A C lled
part, the Authority’s decision.

(3) By letter dated 15 October 2015 (%), the Authority requested information from the Norwegian authorities. By
letter dated 6 November 2015 (°), the Norwegian authorities replied to the information request.

2. The scheme as such is not the subject of the formal investigation

(4) By its judgment the EFTA Court partly annulled the Authority’s decision approving the aid scheme. The aid
scheme as such is not subject to the renewed scrutiny carried out by the Authority in the present formal investi-
gation. The subject of this formal investigation is merely the part of the scheme (an exemption rule for ambulant
services) for which the Authority’s approval was annulled.

3. The scheme
3.1 Objective

(5)  The objective of the general scheme on differentiated social security contributions as such is to reduce or prevent
depopulation in the least inhabited regions in Norway, by stimulating employment. The operating aid scheme
offsets employment costs by reducing the social security contribution rates in certain geographical areas. As
a main rule, the aid intensitites vary according to the geographical area in which the business unit is registered.
The rules on registration are explained in greater detail below.

3.2 National legal basis

(6)  The national legal basis for the scheme as such is Section 23-2 of the National Insurance Act (%). This provision
sets out the employer’s general obligation to pay social security contributions calculated on the basis of gross
salary paid to the employee. According to paragraph 12 of that section, the Norwegian Parliament may adopt
regionally differentiated rates, as well as specific provisions for undertakings within certain sectors. Thus, it is the
National Insurance Act, in conjunction with the annual decisions of the Norwegian Parliament, that forms the
national legal basis for the scheme.

(7)  For further detail on the aid scheme as such, reference is made to the Authority’s Decision No 225/14/COL.

3.3 Rules on registration

(8)  As a main rule, aid eligibility depends on whether a business is registered in the eligible area. As noted above,
the main rule of the scheme is that aid intensities vary according to the geographical area in which the business
is registered.

(9)  Norwegian law requires undertakings to register sub-units for each separate business activity performed (). If an
undertaking performs different kinds of business activities, separate sub-units must be registered. Moreover, sepa-
rate units must be registered if the activities are performed in different geographical locations.

(10)  According to the Norwegian authorities, the ‘separate business activitiy’ criterion is met when at least one
employee carries out work for the parent unit in a separate area, and the undertaking may be visited there. Each
sub-unit forms its own basis for the calculation of the differentiated social security contribution, depending on
their registered location. Thus, an undertaking registered outside the area eligible for aid under the scheme will
be eligible for aid if, and in so far as, its economic activities are performed within a sub-unit located within the
eligible area.

(*) Documents No 702438-702440, 702442 and 702443.

(*) See paragraph 2 of Decision No 225/14/COL, available online: http:/[www.eftasurv.int/media/state-aid/Consolidated_version_-
_Decision_225_14_COL__NOR_Social_Security_contributions_2014-2020.pdf

(}) Not yet reported.

(% Document No 776348.

(*) Documents No 779603 and 779604.

() LOV-1997-02-28-19.

(') The Act on the Coordinating Register for Legal Entities (LOV-1994-06-03-15).


http://www.eftasurv.int/media/state-aid/Consolidated_version_-_Decision_225_14_COL__NOR_Social_Security_contributions_2014-2020.pdf
http://www.eftasurv.int/media/state-aid/Consolidated_version_-_Decision_225_14_COL__NOR_Social_Security_contributions_2014-2020.pdf
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3.4 Ambulant services — the measure under scrutiny

(11) By way of exemption from the main rule on registration, the scheme also applies to undertakings registered
outside the eligible area where they hire out workers to the eligible area and where their employees are engaged
in mobile activities within the eligible area (for the purposes of this decision, this is referred to as ‘ambulant
services). This is the exemption rule under scrutiny in the decision at hand. The national legal basis for that
exemption is provided for by section 1(4) of the Norwegian Parliament’s Decision No 1482 of 5 December 2013
on determination of the tax rates etc. under the National Insurance Act for 2014.

(12)  The exemption applies only when the employee spends half or more of his working days in the eligible area.
Further, the reduced rate is only applicable for the part of the work carried out there. As a principal rule, the tax
registration period is one calendar month.

(13)  This entails that if an employee of an Oslo-registered entity (Oslo is in Zone 1, an ineligible zone, where the rate
therefore is the standard 14,1 %) completes 60 % of his work one calendar month in Varde (which is in Zone 5
where the applicable rate is 0 %) and the rest in Oslo, the undertaking will be eligible for the zero-rate on the
salary to be paid for the work carried out in Vardg, but not for the work carried out in Oslo.

4. The judgment of the EFTA Court

(14)  The EFTA Court annuled the Authority’s decision in so far as it closed the preliminary investigation as regards the aid
measure in section 1(4) of the Norwegian Parliament’s Decision No 1482 of 5 December 2013 on determination of
the tax rates etc. under the National Insurance Act for 2014. Section 1(4) is drafted in such a way as to conflate,
together with the exemption rule (which is the subject of the present decision), an anti-circumvention measure
designed to prevent undertakings from claiming aid under the scheme by virtue of simply registering their business
within an area with a lower rate of social security contributions, even if they then proceed to conduct ambulatory
activities or hire out their employees to work in an area with a higher rate. The anti-circumvention measure is not
subject to the present procedure (').

5. Comments by the Norwegian authorities

(15) The Norwegian authorities argue that the exemption rule for ambulant services is compatible with the function-
ing of the EEA Agreement on the basis of its Article 61(3)(c) and that it is in line with the Authority’s Guidelines
on Regional State Aid for 2014-2020 (the RAG) ().

(16) The Norwegian authorities have explained that the exemption rule accounts for about two percent of the total
aid granted under the scheme for 2015. They stress that this calculation is based on uncertain estimates.

(17) The Norwegian authorities have explained that in Norway, access to employment is the most influential factor
when it comes to peoples’ choice of residence. The social security contribution is as a main rule calculated on
the basis of the rate applicable in the zone in which the employer is considered to carry out business activity.
This rule is based on the premise that only undertakings performing economic activity in the eligible area should
receive aid, and only to the extent that they are performing business activities in that area. This is a fundamental
premise for the aid scheme.

(18) Where a company is registered, is not, and should not be, decisive. There are many sectors that frequently pro-
vide ambulant services. As an example, it would be too burdensome to require all construction firms to register
their activities locally wherever they were to carry out work in order to be eligible for reduced social security
rates. Neither Article 61(3)(c) nor the RAG or the GBER (*) contain requirements on where regional aid beneficia-
ries need to be registered. A formalistic approach where the registered location of the beneficiary is decisive in all
cases has no basis in Article 61(3)(c). To the contrary, it would be difficult to reconcile with the RAG which
focusses on whether the aid promotes economic activity in disadvantaged areas and not whether beneficiaries are
registered within the area covered by the scheme. The underlying realities, i.e. whether the undertaking carries
out economic activity within the eligible area, should be decisive. Furthermore, undertakings performing ambu-
lant services can to some extent register sub-units in the eligible area. In the absence of the exemption rule for
ambulant serices in the eligible area, there would be an unjustified difference in treatment depending on whether
the service providing undertaking had established a sub-unit in the eligible area.

(") See Order of the EFTA Court of 23.11.2015 in Case E-23/14 INT Kimek Offshore AS v ESA (not yet reported).

() OJL 166, 5.6.2014, p. 44 and EEA Supplement No 33, 5.6.2014, p. 1.

(*) The General Block Exemption Regulation (GBER). Commission Regulation (EU) No 651/2014 of 17 June 2014 declaring certain cate-
gories of aid compatible with the internal market in application of Articles 107 and 108 of the Treaty (O] L 187, 26.6.2014, p. 1),
incorporated into the EEA Agreement by EEA Joint Committee Decision No 152/2014 (OJ L 342, 27.11.2014, p. 63 and EEA Supple-
ment No 71, 27.11.2014, p. 61) at point 1j of Annex XV to the EEA Agreement.
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(24)

(25)

(26)

(29)

The Norwegian authorities contend that the exemption rule contributes to an objective of common interest in
a number of ways. They firstly note that undertakings in the eligible area can access, at a lower cost, specialised
labour that would otherwise not be available. Secondly, the rule leads to increased competition between ambulant
services in eligible areas. This is beneficial for local undertakings, other than those providing ambulant services, as
lower costs for ambulant services make it more attractive and more profitable to run a business in the eligible area.
Thirdly, employees with a temporal stay in the eligible area will buy local goods and services and thereby contribute
to the local economy. This applies in particular to employees commuting to the location especially in the short or
medium term as they are likely to stay in hotels, eat in restaurants etc. Fourthly, undertakings located in central areas
may also hire personnel residing in the area where the ambulant services are performed. Even if the jobs are tempo-
rary in nature, they will contribute to increased wage income in the eligible regions, which also stimulates economic
activity. Finally, undertakings registered outside the eligible zone may have a competitive disadvantage compared to
local firms due to i.a. costs of transporting and lodging of personnel.

In the view of the Norwegian authorities, it is evident that the exemption rule has an incentive effect as it
reduces labour costs for ambulant services.

Finally, the Norwegian authorities stress that the exemption rule creates a level playing field for all undertakings
active in the disadvantages areas. The rule applies equally to any EEA-based undertaking. This ensures that undue
adverse effects on competition are avoided.

II. ASSESSMENT
1. The presence of state aid
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 function-
ing of this Agreement.’

This implies that a measure constitutes state aid within the meaning of Article 61(1) of the EEA Agreement if the
following conditions are cumulatively fulfilled: (i) there must be an intervention by the state or through state
resources, (i) that intervention must confer a selective economic advantage on the recipients, (iii) it must be
liable to affect trade between EEA States and (iv) it must distort or threathen to distort competition.

In Decision No 225/14/COL, the Authority concluded that the scheme on differentiated social security contribu-
tions 2014-2020 constitutes an aid scheme. The Authority refers to its reasoning in paragraphs 68-74 of that
decision. The exemption rule for ambulant services is part of the provisions providing for that aid scheme. It
increases the scope of the scheme in the sense that it widens the circle of potential beneficiaries to undertakings
that are not registered in the eligible areas. As with the other aid granted under the scheme, extending the
scheme to the undertakings registered outside of the eligible areas results in state resources conferring selective
advantages on undertakings. These advantages are liable to affect trade and distort competition.

2. Procedural requirements

Pursuant to Article 1(3) of Part I of Protocol 3: ‘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’.

The Norwegian authorities implemented the exemption rule after the Authority approved it by Decision
No 225/14/COL. With the annulment of the Authority’s approval of the rule by the EFTA Court, the aid has
become unlawful.

3. Compatibility of the aid

The Authority must assess whether the exemption rule is compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement
on the basis of its Article 61(3)(c) in line with the RAG.

The exemption rule for ambulant services entitles undertakings that are not registered in the eligible area to
benefit from reduced social security charges when and to the extent that they carry out economic activities in
the registered area. Neither Article 61(3)(c) EEA nor the RAG (nor the regional aid rules in the GBER) formally
require that regional aid beneficiaries are registered in the assisted areas.

Regional aid can be effective in promoting the economic development of disadvantaged areas only if it is
awarded to induce additional investment or economic activity in those areas (*). Regional operating aid can only
fall under Article 61(3)(c) EEA if it is awarded to tackle specific or permanent handicaps faced by undertakings in
disadvantaged regions (?).

(") Para. 6 of the RAG.
(*) Para. 16 of the RAG.
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(30) There is no question that the geographical scope of the scheme as such is restricted to disadvantaged regions.
The scope of this decision is limited to the exemption rule. The question is whether that rule, which entails that
undertakings registered outside the disadvantaged regions covered by the scheme can benefit from aid under the
scheme to the extent that they carry out economic activities in the disadvantaged regions is compatible with the
state aid rules. In other words, does the exemption rule tackle specific or permanenet handicaps faced by under-
takings in the disadvantaged regions?

(31) It is for the Norwegian authorities to demonstrate the risk of depopulation in the absence of the exemption
rule ("). The Norwegian authorities have underlined the benefits of the exemption rule for local undertakings.
They can access, at a lower cost, specialised labour that would otherwise not be available. Moreover, the exemp-
tion rule leads to increased competition between ambulant services in the eligible areas, which again is beneficial
for local undertakings (other than those providing ambulant services) since lower costs for ambulant services
make it more attractive and more profitable to run a business in the eligible area. The use of aid under the
scheme is an indirect tool in the sense that it is used to reduce the cost of employing workers as a measure to
reduce or prevent depopulation. The idea is that the labour market is the most important factor influencing
where people live.

(32) The Norwegian authorities have further argued that the firms registered outside the eligible area occasionally will
hire workers in the eligible areas. Thereby the firms will provide jobs that, although of a more temporary nature,
will nevertheless contribute to increased wage income in the eligible regions. This also stimulates economic activ-
ity. The Norwegian authorities furthermore argue that employees who temporarily stay in the eligible area will
buy local goods and services and thereby contribute to the local economy. This applies in particular to employ-
ees commuting to the location especially on short or medium term as they are likely to stay in hotels, eat in
restaurants, etc. The Norwegian authorities have estimated the amount of aid resulting from the exemption rule
to be two percent of the total aid for 2015 which they stress is an uncertain estimate. Two percent amounts to
approximately EUR 19 million (?). The Authority invites the Norwegian authorities to provide more precise infor-
mation about the financial effect of the rule.

(33)  Apart from the above remarks of a general nature, the Norwegian authorities have not demonstrated the risk of
depopulation of the relevant area in the absence of the exemtion rule. It is the view of the Authority that
a measure, in order to meet the requirements of the RAG, must have effects exceeding a marginal increase of
temporary employment possibilities and spending in the eligible area. On this basis, the Authority invites the
Norwegian authorities to provide more information to demonstrate the risk of depopulation in the absence of
the exemption rule.

(34) In terms of effect on competition and trade of the exemption rule, the Norwegian authorities argue that the
exemption rule creates a level playing field for all undertakings active in the disadvantaged areas as it applies
equally to any EEA-based undertaking. The consequence is that it ensures that undue adverse effects on competi-
tion are avoided. It is the view of the Authority that this is a positive feature in light of paras. 3 and 53 of the
RAG. However, the undertakings registered within the eligible area may, in general, face more permanent difficul-
ties than the undertakings that merely send their employees to work in the area on a non-permanent basis. The
Norwegian authorities argue that undertakings registered outside the eligible zone may have a competitive disad-
vantage compared to local firms due to i.a. costs of transporting and lodging of personnel. The Norwegian
authotities have not presented any data or further reasoning to back up this assumption. The Authority invites
the Norwegian authorities to further clarify why it is that the exemption rule does not have undue adverse
effects on competition and to submit further information to back this up.

(35) The Norwegian authorities have stressed that it is evident that the exemption rule has an incentive effect. Incen-
tive effect of an aid cannot merely be assumed. While it is not necessary to provide individual evidence that aid
under a scheme provides each beneficiary with an incentive, on an individual basis, to carry out an activity it
would not otherwise have carried out, the incentive effect must, at the least, be based on sound economic the-
ory. It is not sufficient merely to refer to an alleged obviousness. While it is true that the exemption rule for
companies registered outside the eligible areas reduces labour costs for ambulant services in the eligible areas, the
Norwegian authorities have not provided evidence or arguments to the effect that it is likely that, in the absence
of aid, the level of economic activity in the area would be significantly reduced due to the problems that the aid
is intended to address (%).

(36) The Norwegian authorities have explained that undertakings performing ambulant services to some extent can
register sub-units in the eligible area. Moreover, they are required to do so when at least one employee carries
out work for the parent unit in a separate area, and the undertaking may be visited there.

(37) The Norwegian authorities argue that in the absence of the exemption rule for ambulant services in the eligible
area, there would be an unjustified difference in treatment depending on whether the service providing undertak-
ing had established a sub-unit in the eligible area.

(") Para. 43 of the RAG.
(%) Based on the notified 2013 budget, see para. 49 of the Authority’s Decision No 225/14/COL.
(}) Para. 71 of the RAG.
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(41)

(42)

(43)

(44)

Firstly, it is not clear to the Authority what the requirement that ‘at least one employee carries out work for the
parent unit in a separate area, and the undertaking may be visited there’ entails. The Authority therefore invites
the Norwegian authorities to clarify this.

Secondly, the the principle of equal treatment is a general principle of EEA law. However, this cannot in and of
itself serve as a basis to justify the exemption rule. The exemption rule must itself be compatible with the func-
tioning of the EEA Agreement.

In conclusion, the absence of the relevant information, as described above, leads the Authority to have doubts
about the compatibility of the exemption rule with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

4. Conclusion

As set out above, the Authority has doubts as to whether the exemption rule for ambulant services under the
scheme on differentiated social security contributions 2014-2020 is 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 investi-
gation procedure is without prejudice to the final decision of the Authority, which may conclude that the mea-
sure is compatible with the functioning of the EEA Agreement.

The Authority, acting under the procedure laid down in Article 1(2) of Part I of Protocol 3, invites the Norwe-
gian authorities to submit, by 10 January 2016 their comments and to provide all documents, information and
data needed for the assessment of the compatibility of the measure in light of the state aid rules.

The Authority reminds 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 this recovery would be
contrary to a general principle of EEA law, such as the protection of legitimate expectations.

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 exemption rule
for ambulant services under the scheme on differentiated social security contributions 2014-2020.

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 by 10 January 2016.

Article 3

The Norwegian authorities are requested to provide by 10 January 2016, 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 in Brussels, on 9 December 2015

For the EFTA Surveillance Authority

Sven Erik SVEDMAN Helga JONSDOTTIR

President College Member
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