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Approved guarantee methods for regional aid or de-minimis aid — 
the German and the Hungarian example

Rolf TUCHHARDT, András TARI and Christophe GALAND (1)

Introduction (�)
Member States often use public guarantees as a tool 
to support enterprises and to provide incentives 
to invest, for example, in certain regions. Mem-
ber States gain an advantage from the reduced 
budgetary impact of such guarantees compared to 
direct grants. However, in the context of State aid 
control, guarantee schemes are rather complex. 
The aid element of a public guarantee depends on 
the risk borne by the State and detailed analysis is 
needed in order to estimate that risk and quantify 
the aid.

In view of the complexity of estimating the risk 
borne by the public guarantor, the adoption of 
the Block Exemption Regulation for regional aid 
(RAG-BER) (2) in 2006 resulted in guarantee 
schemes being classified as intransparent forms of 
aid. An aid scheme is only considered to be trans-
parent if it is possible to calculate precisely the 
gross grant equivalent as a percentage of eligible 
expenditure ex ante without having to undertake 
a risk assessment. Only transparent aid schemes 
can be block-exempted.

On 29 August 2008, the new general block exemp-
tion Regulation (GBER) (3) came into force replac-
ing the RAG-BER. While the GBER introduced 
more flexibility for SME guarantee schemes, the 
general approach of identifying transparent and 
intransparent forms of aid is maintained.
Guarantee schemes are by definition not trans-
parent, as the aid element can only be established 
after a risk assessment of the underlying transac-
tion. However, in order to enable Member States 
to use the block-exemption Regulation also for 
guarantee schemes, in a similar way to the RAG-
BER, the GBER allows Member States to notify a 

(1) Directorate General for Competition, units H-1 and 
E-3. The content of this article does not necessarily 
reflect the official position of the European Commis-
sion. Responsibility for the information and views 
expressed lies entirely with the authors.

(2) Commission Regulation (EC) No 1628/2006 of 24 Octo-
ber 2006 on the application of Articles 87 and 88 of the 
Treaty to national regional investment aid, OJ L 302, 
1.11.2006, p. 29.

(3) Commission Regulation (EC) No 800/2008 of 6 August 
2008 declaring certain categories of aid compatible with 
the common market in application of Articles 87 and 
88 of the Treaty (General block exemption Regulation), 
OJ L 214, 9.8.2008, p. 3.

method to establish the aid element of guarantees. 
Once the method is approved, guarantee schemes 
which use the approved method can be considered 
as transparent, and be block-exempted.
Similarly, the new de-minimis Regulation (4), 
which came into force in December 2006, allows 
Member States to apply a methodology to ascer-
tain whether a guarantee is within the de-mini-
mis ceiling if this methodology has been accepted 
by the Commission following notification on the 
basis of another block-exemption Regulation, 
such as the GBER, and if the approved method-
ology explicitly addresses the type of guarantees 
and the type of underlying transactions at stake 
in the context of the application of the de-minimis 
Regulation.
In order to assess a notified guarantee method, 
the Commission follows a guarantee notice. For 
both the German and the Hungarian methodolo-
gies, which are presented in more detail below, the 
assessment was based on the Commission Notice 
of 2000 on the application of Articles 87 and 88 
of the EC Treaty to State aid in the form of guar-
antees (5), since the Commission approved these 
methods before the new guarantee Notice entered 
into force (6).
However, as the main principles of the old guar-
antee Notice are retained in the new guarantee 
Notice, the decisions taken under the old Notice 
are still relevant. In any event, Member States can 
still use the methodologies approved under the 
old guarantee Notice until 1 January 2010. Only 
then is an adaptation to the new guarantee Notice 
required. This adaptation means that administra-
tive and capital costs have to be included, as these 
are also required under the new guarantee Notice 
when calculating the aid element of a guarantee.

The economic rationale
In economic terms, a guarantee is a risk manage-
ment tool which, in its most common form, is 
associated with a loan or other financial obliga-
tion to be contracted by a borrower with a lender.

(4) Commission Regulation (EC) No 1998/2006 of 
15 December 2006 on the application of Articles 87 and 
88 of the Treaty to de minimis aid, OJ L 379, 28.12.2006, 
p. 5.

(5) OJ C 71, 11.3.2000, p.14.
(6) OJ C 155, 20.6.2008, p. 10, the new guarantee Notice was 

published on 20 June 2008.
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The guarantee reduces the risk borne by the 
lender, as the guarantor undertakes vis-à-vis the 
lender to transfer to him the guaranteed amount 
in the event of the borrower defaulting on its pay-
ment obligations. In this way, a guarantee can help 
overcome the reluctance of a risk-alert lender to 
provide the necessary funding to the borrower.

A public guarantee can be a useful economic pol-
icy instrument to leverage funds for certain activi-
ties or categories of enterprises that are seen as too 
risky by financial institutions.

Under normal market conditions, the guarantor 
has to be remunerated for taking on part of the 
risk through a premium which is ultimately borne 
by the borrower. The premium is proportional to 
the risk of loss faced by the guarantor, which in 
turn depends on the probability of default of the 
borrower and the chances of recovery of part of 
the guarantee payments from the security pro-
vided as collateral or through legal proceedings.

If the guarantee is provided by the State, which 
does not act as a market investor (e.g. by charging 
a premium which is lower than the market pre-
mium), it may involve a State aid element which 
usually benefits the borrower.

In order to establish the State aid element, sub-
section 3.2 of the 2000 guarantee Notice outlines 
how the aid element is to be calculated in the case 
of guarantee schemes. The cash grant equiva-
lent of a loan guarantee in a given year should be 
considered as ‘[…] the difference between (a) the 
outstanding sum guaranteed, multiplied by the 
risk factor (the probability of default) and (b) any 
premium paid, i.e. (guaranteed sum x risk)-pre-
mium.’ (7)

The German guarantee methodology

The German guarantee methodology for 
investment loans (case N 197/2007)
Germany was the first Member State that made 
use of the new approach introduced by the RAG-
BER and, in April 2007, following an intensive 
pre-notification phase, notified a methodology 
to establish the aid element of guarantees. This 
notification covered public guarantees for loans 
given by banks to finance investment expenses. 
Germany indicated at the same time that it also 

(7) The new guarantee Notice requires under point 4.4. that, 
for each risk class, the calculation of the aid element is 
established ‘as the difference between (a) the outstan-
ding sum guaranteed, multiplied by the risk factor of 
the risk class (‘risk’ being the probability of default after 
inclusion of administrative and capital costs), which 
represents the market premium, and (b) any premium 
paid, i.e. (guaranteed sum × risk) — premium paid.’

wished to use this methodology for guarantees on 
investment loans provided under the de-minimis 
Regulation.

The Commission approved this methodology on 
25 September 2007. The main characteristics of 
the methodology are described below.

Main characteristics of the methodology

The German methodology is based on a risk dif-
ferentiation approach, which is the standard 
approach foreseen for guarantee schemes in the 
guarantee Notice. The method uses probabilities 
of default to establish the aid element of a guaran-
tee. In broad terms, the aid element of a guaran-
tee is equal to the sum of the present values of the 
indemnification payments expected to be made 
by the guarantor to the lender, less the sum of the 
present value of the guarantee fees expected to be 
received over the entire duration of the guaran-
tee.

In general, prior to the granting of a loan (with or 
without public guarantees), banks assign ratings 
to potential borrowers on the basis of a detailed 
analysis, taking into account both ‘hard’ finan-
cial data as well as ‘soft’ factors, such as manage-
ment quality. The ratings are then used in decid-
ing whether or not to issue the loan. As a rule, 
banks classify borrowers under their own rating 
systems.

However, since the rating grid of each bank is dif-
ferent, a mechanism was developed that enables 
the bank-specific rating to be converted into the 
rating grid of the German methodology. For the 
purposes of this conversion, the bank estimates 
the one-year probability of default by the bor-
rower. The borrower will then be classified in the 
methodology rating category which has the cor-
responding one year probability of default.

Since the annual probability of default varies 
greatly over the duration of a loan, multi-year 
default probabilities are used, as they provide 
greater information value than multiplying the 
1-year default probabilities by the duration of the 
loan.

On the basis of historic default rates from Creditre-
form Rating AG (8), Germany has established 
cumulative multi-annual probabilities of default 
for each rating category. Creditreform has the 
world’s largest database on German companies, 
containing information on a total of 3.6 million 
companies. The database reflects the structure of 
commercial borrowers in Germany.

(8) The Creditreform association (Verband der Vereine 
Creditreform e.V.) has a decentralised structure and 
comprises 130 independent companies.
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ity of default increases the longer the duration of 
the underlying loan and the lower the creditwor-
thiness of the borrower.

In order to establish the aid element of a guaran-
tee, the method takes account of the fact that when 
a firm defaults the full amount of the guarantee is 
not lost, because some money may be recovered 
by the sale of the assets of the firm. Based on his-
torical data, Germany calculated a recovery rate 
of between 12.5% and 20%. In addition, the reim-
bursement profile of the loan has an influence on 
the aid element of a guarantee. Indeed, a guaran-
tee on a 10-year loan with reimbursement of the 
capital in 10 annual and identical instalments is 
significantly less risky than the same loan with 
reimbursement of the entire capital at the end of 
the 10-year period. The method also takes into 
consideration the fact that the State will not have 
to indemnify the lending bank until some years 
after the grant of the guarantee, which means that 
the current value of these future payments is less 
than their nominal value. Lastly, the method cal-
culates the guarantee premium that the guarantor 
will receive and which reduces the aid element.

The German guarantee methodology for 
working capital loans — an amendment to 
the general method (case N 541/2007)

In addition to guarantees for investment loans, 
Germany also provides guarantees for working 
capital loans, i.e. loans financing current assets 
(inventories, work in progress, receivables, etc.), 
either as de-minimis aid or under the recently 
approved guarantee schemes for working capital 
loans in the new Länder (9). In practice, guaran-
tees for investment loans are often provided in 
combination with guarantees for working capital 
loans.

(9) Cases N 430/07, N 431/07, N 432/07, N 433/07, N 439/07 
and N 311/08. For details see http://ec.europa.eu/comm/
competition/state_aid/register/.

In September 2007, Germany notified an amend-
ment to the approved guarantee method for invest-
ment loans. This amended method was approved 
by the Commission on 28 November 2007.

Main characteristics of the amended 
methodology

Following a detailed analysis, the Commission 
concluded that only the parameter ‘recovery rate’ 
would need to be adapted in the approved meth-
odology for guarantees for investment loans in 
order to explicitly address guarantees for working 
capital loans.

As indicated above, the recovery rate reflects the 
fact that, in the case of default by a borrower, the 
payment by the guarantor to the lender is usually 
less than the full amount of the guarantee. Before 
the payment occurs, the creditor has to recover 
money by selling the securities which were given 
as collateral for the loan. Additional amounts 
might be recovered through the selling of other 
assets of the defaulted firm, or through guaran-
tees given by the owners. The basic assumption is 
that guarantees for working capital loans lead to 
higher payments in the event of default because 
fewer (or no) securities are available compared to 
investment loans.

As regards guarantees for investment loans, Ger-
many calculated a recovery rate of 12.5% for net 
programmes and 20% for gross programmes. Net-
programmes are constructed in such a way that 
the public guarantee only covers that part of a 
loan which is not secured by collateral. For gross 
programmes, the collateral covers both — i.e. the 
part of a loan which is covered by the public guar-
antee and the part of the loan that forms part of 
the commercial risk of the bank. Therefore, the 
recovery rate is higher for gross programmes than 
for net programmes.

Although Germany has advanced some argu-
ments as to why, in theory, the recovery rate for 
guarantees for investment loans and guarantees 

Ratingkategorie 
Bürgerschaften/

Credit Rating 
Guarantees

�-Jahres 
PD

Bonitäts- 
index

�-Jahres 
PD

3-Jahres 
PD

4-Jahres 
PD

5-Jahres 
PD

6-Jahres 
PD

7-Jahres 
PD

8-Jahres 
PD

1  2,00 100-262  2,2525  3,8087  5,4379  6,6248  7,6130  8,3178  8,8846

2  3,00 263-278  3,4375  5,4387  7,3122  8,8945 10,0594 10,8462 11,4634

3  4,50 279-309  4,9115  7,6106  9,9516 11,8842 13,2666 14,2402 15,0678

4  7,00 310-339 10,4740 15,0189 18,7805 20,6897 22,5151 23,1208 23,7212

5 10,00 340-382 18,0532 24,5023 28,2599 31,4100 33,3173 34,7203 35,3552

Figure 1: Creditreform multi-year cumulative default probabilities in %

http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/state_aid/register/
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/state_aid/register/
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for working capital loans could be equal (10), in the 
absence of any empirical data on the recovery rates 
of guarantees for working capital loans (11), Ger-
many has suggested using a recovery rate of 12.5% 
for these types of loans, which corresponds to the 
recovery rate for net programmes for investment 
loans in respect of which no collateral is provided 
to the public guarantor (12).

Germany’s guarantee methodology for 
loans to special purpose vehicles and newly 
created firms (Case N 762/2007)
Both the guarantee method for investment loans 
and the amended method to include guarantees 
for working capital loans require the beneficiary 
to have a standard bank rating. The two approved 
methods exclude firms that do not have a rating. 
Therefore, in December 2007, Germany notified a 
further amendment to the guarantee methods to 
include guarantees to firms without a rating, such 
as guarantees for special purpose vehicles (so-
called ‘Projektgesellschaften’) and newly created 
firms.

The Commission approved this extension of the 
German guarantee method on 17 June 2008.

Main characteristics of the methodology

In order to include special purpose vehicles and 
newly created firms in the guarantee method, a 
transfer methodology was developed with the aim 
of using the existing database for historical default 
rates and applying the data to those beneficiaries 
for which no standard rating is available.

(10) Germany explained that investment loans and working 
capital loans are always cross-secured, which means 
that an investment loan is secured in the first place by 
the investment good (assets) and in the second place by 
working capital — and a working capital loan is secured 
in the first place by working capital and in the second 
place by investment goods (assets). On this basis, reco-
very rates could be identical.

(11) Germany was unable to provide empirical data on reco-
very rates for guarantees for working capital loans, and 
confirmed that no empirical data are available, mainly 
due to the fact that, in the relatively limited number of 
cases where guarantees for working capital loans had 
been granted, they had always been granted in combi-
nation with guarantees for investment loans.

(12) As an example, under the approved German method 
to establish the aid element in guarantees (State aid N 
197/2007), assuming a company with a credit rating 
of B1 requesting a loan with a repayment of the capi-
tal in 10 annual instalments and an annual guarantee 
premium of 1%, the de minimis threshold for a guaran-
tee applicable in the case of a working capital loan will 
be € 4.75 million (recovery rate of 12.5%), while for an 
investment loan with the same characteristics the thres-
hold will be € 5.78 million (recovery rate of 20%).

In this context, the German authorities suggested 
applying the definitions of Directive 2006/48 (13) 
‘relating to the taking up and pursuit of the busi-
ness of credit institutions’, which was transposed 
into German law through the so-called ‘Solva-
bilitätsverordnung’ (14), and the requirements of 
Basel II (15).

Directive 2006/48 defines ‘specialised lending 
exposures’ (16) (which would include loans to spe-
cial purpose vehicles and newly created firms) 
and, together with the Basel II agreement, a 
framework is provided with which banks have to 
evaluate risks for those exposures. In Germany, in 
line with Directive 2006/48, the financial markets 
supervisory authority (BAFIN) allowed the use of 
internal bank ratings to define the equity needs 
under Basel II for specialised lending exposures. 
Subject to certain minimum conditions and dis-
closure requirements, banks that have received 
supervisory approval may rely on their own inter-
nal estimates of risk components when determin-
ing the capital requirement for a given exposure. 
This so-called Internal Ratings Based Approach 
(or: ‘IRBA’) is subdivided into the foundation (or 
‘simple’) IRBA and the advanced IRBA.

While under the advanced IRBA detailed risk 
calculations are carried out by the lending bank, 
for the application of the simple IRBA banks use 
so-called ‘slotting’ criteria, which are pre-defined 
under Basel II (17).

Under both the simple and the advanced IRBA, 
banks are establishing ratings for their special 
lending exposures. Furthermore, on the basis of 
 
 
 
 

(13) OJ L 177 of 30 June 2006, p.1.
(14) Verordnung über die angemessene Eigenmittelauss-

tattung von Instituten, Institutsgruppen und Finan-
zholding-Gruppen (SolvV), http://www.bundesbank.
de/download/bankenaufsicht/pdf/solvv_070119.pdf

(15) http://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs107.pdf
(16) According to Directive 2006/48/EC — specialised len-

ding exposures are exposures which possess the fol-
lowing characteristics: (a) the exposure is to an entity 
which was created specifically to finance and/or operate 
physical assets; (b) the contractual arrangements give 
the lender a substantial degree of control over the assets 
and the income that they generate; and (c) the primary 
source of repayment of the obligation is the income 
generated by the assets being financed, rather than the 
independent capacity of a broader commercial enter-
prise.

(17) Although the advanced IRBA is more exact, for the 
purpose of a wide application of the guarantee method 
it would have been not feasible to limit the method to the 
advanced IRBA since a high number of German banks 
use the simple IRBA.
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this rating it is possible to link the results to the 
approved guarantee method and to transfer the 
rating into the method. This is done by means of 
an estimated one-year probability of default (for 
the advanced IRBA) or corresponding external 
ratings from international rating agencies (for the 
simple IRBA). The existing data on probabilities 
of default from the approved German guarantee 
method could then be used for the final calcula-
tion and the establishment of the aid element of a 
guarantee for a special lending exposure.

For young, innovative firms, special provisions 
have been introduced because, under the sim-
ple IRBA, these firms are classified under the 
slotting criteria in the so-called ‘weak’ category, 
which comprises the rating categories 4, 5 and 6 
of the guarantee method. Since rating category 6 
is excluded from the application of the guarantee 
method (18) and in order to avoid difficulties in the 
provision of guarantees to these firms, a selection 
mechanism is established which goes beyond the 
simple IRBA and is designed to allow some firms 
to be selected and to classify these selected firms 
into a better risk class, which is included in the 
method.

The Hungarian guarantee method 
(case N �0�/b/�007)
The Hungarian authorities notified a methodol-
ogy to be applied within the context of both the 
RAG-BER and the de minimis Regulation for 
guarantees to SMEs up to a guaranteed amount 
of EUR 1.5 million. The methodology is to be 
applied by the Rural Credit Guarantee Founda-
tion (Agrár-Vállalkozási Hitelgarancia Alapítvány 
— ‘AVHGA’)

Main characteristics of the methodology

The method relies on establishing a hypothetical 
market premium that a private investor would 
charge. The aid element is the aggregated amount 
of the yearly differences between this market pre-
mium and the premium actually paid that are 
discounted to the date of granting of the guaran-
tee. The methodology calculates the hypothetical 
market premium individually for each segment 
identified.

The core of the calculation consists in establish-
ing, based on own historical data of the institu-
tion, what the average  annual  revenue  from 
guarantee premiums would have had to be over 
the last 10 years in order for this revenue to ensure 

(18) Rating category 6 was excluded from the application of 
the guarantee method since this category might have 
included firms in difficulty.

a profit after tax on the institution’s equity that is 
proportionate to the relative size of the segment, 
taking also into account

— the 10-year average annual amount of the 
mobilised guarantees in the given segment;

— the 10-year average annual recovery in the 
given segment;

— the part of the 10-year average annual operat-
ing expenses of the guarantee institution that 
is proportionate to the size of the segment; 
and

— the part of the 10-year average annual revenue 
earned from the investment of the capital of 
the guarantee institution that is proportionate 
to the size of the segment.

The revenues from the hypothetical market pre-
mium (M) and revenues earned from the invest-
ment of the capital (I) constitute the income of 
ongoing operation. This income must exceed the 
net losses (L) (i.e. guarantees mobilised minus 
recovery) arising from guarantee commitments 
and the operating expenses (E) by a margin equal 
to the profit benchmark (19) (P). Thus, the revenue 
from the hypothetical market premium of the seg-
ment is calculated as follows:

M = P + L + E — I 
(which ensures that M + I = P + L + E)

The variables M (revenue from premiums of the 
segment) and L (net losses of the segment) are 
segment-specific data, while the other variables 
reflect proportional values according to the size 
of the segments. The calculated average annual 
revenue from the premium (M) is divided by the 
average size of the segment (20) to obtain the mar-
ket  premium in percentage terms applicable for 
the segment (21).

Segmentation

There are seven segments in total. The segmen-
tation of AVHGA is based on two criteria only, 
namely the amount of the guaranteed loan/leas-
ing and the maturity of the guarantee.

(19) The expected profit (P) after tax should reflect a return 
equivalent to the central bank base rate. According to 
Hungary, taking the central bank base rate as the profit 
benchmark is transparent and it is a good proxy for yield 
expectations over the long term.

(20) The size of the segment is the average end-of-the year 
amount of outstanding guarantees in the given segment. 
Averaging takes place over a 10-year period, or at least 3 
years if even the oldest individual transaction included 
in the segment took place less than 10 years ago. 

(21) The market premiums are recalculated on 1 July every 
year taking into account the latest historic data.
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De minimis application

The Hungarian authorities wish to apply the meth-
odology also for calculating the gross grant equiv-
alent of support granted under the de minimis 
Regulation. Guarantee support covering working 
capital loans is also eligible under that Regulation, 
although this is not the case for RAG-BER.

However, as explained above, guarantees that are 
not related to initial investments may have differ-
ent characteristics from investment loan or leas-
ing guarantees, e.g. in terms of a lower recovery 
rate due to a more likely lack of collateral.

Therefore, the Hungarian authorities distinguish 
between historical data on defaults (i.e. mobi-
lised guarantees) and recoveries in the segments 
concerned (22) (segments 1, 3 and 6) according to 
the type of guarantee (investment loan/leasing or 
working capital loan). This allows the market pre-
mium to be calculated separately for guarantees 
covering investment loan/leasing and guarantees 
covering working capital loans.

As the Commission has concluded, the method 
ensures that, if the calculated market premiums 
had been charged, the whole scheme (as well as 
each individual segment) would be self-financing 
and would even make a profit. It should be noted 
that it is only the new guarantee Notice (which 
entered into force after the decision was taken on 
this case) that goes as far as requiring adminis-
trative and capital costs to be considered. The 
method is transparent and easily verifiable, relies 
on easily accessible external data as well as on the 
institution’s own historical data, and is based on 
data covering a relatively long (10-year) period.

On the other hand, taking the averages of the 
portfolio over the last 10 years means lumping 
together amounts of guarantees granted/mobi-
lised guarantees/recoveries for projects at dif-
ferent stages of their lifecycle. In this regard this 

(22) There was no need to split data in segments 2, 4, 5 and 7. 
Segments 2 and 5 (with a maturity of less than one year) 
include overwhelmingly (for more than 90 %) guaran-
tees for working capital loans. Similarly, in segments 4 
and 7 (with a maturity of over seven years) guarantees 
for investment loan/leasing make up more than 90%.

method is much less sophisticated than the Ger-
man method, where data on the marginal prob-
ability of default allow us to see exactly the prob-
ability of default of a 10-year guarantee in its fifth 
year in a given risk category, for instance. With 
the Hungarian method this is not possible: there is 
only one average annual default and recovery rate 
(i.e. default or recovery per guaranteed amount) 
per segment, which is taken into account when 
calculating the market premium.

It should also be noted that the measure does not 
have a risk-based segmentation, which means that, 
even though the calculation method is robust and 
on average the market premium for a given seg-
ment is correct, it may conceal important dif-
ferences for the individual guarantees by under-
estimating the market premium for the riskiest 
enterprises and overestimating it for the less risky 
enterprises in the segment. However, carrying out 
an individual risk assessment of each borrower 
in cases where a scheme covers a large number of 
small loans is a costly exercise. Given that guar-
antees are likely to cause less distortion of com-
petition for SMEs, point 4.5 of the new guarantee 
notice of 2008 would also allow a valuation of the 
aid intensity of the scheme as such, without the 
need to carry out a valuation for each risk class 
within a scheme, in the case of schemes where the 
guaranteed amount remains below a threshold of 
EUR 2.5 million. Since the approved methodol-
ogy would only apply to guarantees up to EUR 
1.5 million, the lack of clearly risk-based segments 
was acceptable. The Commission approved the 
method in its decision of 2 April 2008.

Conclusion
The German guarantee methods and the Hungar-
ian guarantee method were the first to be adopted 
by the Commission under the new approach to 
guarantees related to transparency requirements, 
which was introduced in 2006 in the RAG-BER. 
Several other Member States have also notified 
guarantee methods. While the development of a 
guarantee method is rather complex, the appli-
cation of the method should always be simple 
so as to avoid incorrect applications by granting 
authorities or banks. In this respect, Germany 

Maturity

Guaranteed loan/leasing amount (HUF) Up to � year From � to 7 years Over 7 years

�-�.000.000 [up to EUR 4000] Segment 1

�.000.00�-�00.000.000 [EUR 4000 — EUR 400 000] Segment 2 Segment 3 Segment 4

�00.000.00�- [above EUR 400 000] Segment 5 Segment 6 Segment 7

Figure 2: Segments of AVHGA
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has developed an internet-based calculation tool 
that allows the simple application of the approved 
method.

With the adoption of the GBER, the Commission 
confirmed the approach introduced by the RAG-
BER regarding the treatment of guarantees. Guar-
antee schemes can only be considered as transpar-
ent when the Commission has approved before-
hand a guarantee method that makes it possible 
to estimate the risk borne by the State (the public 
guarantor) and ultimately to establish the aid ele-
ment of a guarantee.

Experience has shown that the new approach leads 
to considerably improved results (23) that are in 
line with the new economic approach in State aid 
control. The economic foundation of the approved 

(23) For example, in Germany, until the end of 2006 in line 
with past practice (i.e. 0.5 % aid element in all guaran-
tees granted to healthy firms), guarantees up to EUR 20 
million under the old de minimis rules did not consti-
tute State aid.

methods leads to an estimation of the State aid 
component of a guarantee that genuinely reflects 
the actual risk borne by the State.

As explained above, the GBER has introduced 
more flexibility as regards guarantees to SMEs. 
Guarantee schemes where the beneficiaries are 
solely SMEs are considered to be transparent if 
the aid element has been calculated on the basis of 
the safe-harbour premiums laid down in the new 
guarantee Notice. For all other cases, Member 
States need to continue to notify guarantee meth-
ods to the Commission. This includes guaran-
tees to SMEs up to a guaranteed amount of EUR 
2.5 million, where Member States want to make 
use of the possibility of a single premium intro-
duced by the new guarantee Notice.




