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This document containghe Fnal Report fromthe Centre for Strategy & Evaluation Services (CSES) LLP
Ay NXB & LISRhal Ealtation &f $he Bhtrepreneurship and Innovation Progran@®he initial
section of the Report provides arntroduction to the evaluation and explains tle aims of the
exercise

1.1 Resume of Assignment Aims

The Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programn2007 - 2013)W9 L 2§ SA 2@ F GKS GKNBS
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (QGIFR.S / Lt Q& 2 @SNI NOKA y:
contribute to the enhancement of competitiveness and innovation capacity in the EU, the advancement

2F GKS (y2¢ftSR3IS a20ASdez IyR adzadlAylofS RS@Sft :;
significant part of the CIP consists of encouraging the competitivenédSumpean enterprises,

especially SMEs.

Through theEntrepreneurship and Innovation Programpthe European Commission aims to support
entrepreneurship and innovation and to promote the development and growth of SMEs across the EU.

This document sets outhe findings and recommendations of the Final Evaluation of the
Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programi29007- 2013). As will be seen, the evaluation exercise as a

whole buildssubstantiallyon earlier stages in the evaluation cycle, notably the initigdact assessment

GKFG +F002YLI YyASR (GUKS /2YYAaarzyQa LINRLRalt FT2N |
the EIP and the CIP,rapleted in2009and 2010 These documents set out certain expectations about

the Programme and commented on itsrBaimplementation. The current exercise has aimed more to

assess the extent to which, at this stage when the Programme still has several years therun,
expectations are being realised.

The basic starting point has beén the Decisionof the European &liament and of the Council
establishinghe CIP, particularly taking into account the specific provisions in this document relating to
evaluation of the Programme. With reference to these provisitims,overall aims of thigsssignment
have been

1 to evaluate with respect to the EIRissues such as relevance, coherence and synergies,
effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, utility and, where possible and appropriate, distribution
of funding with regard to sectois 6 F NIA Ot S ydu 2F /Lt 5SOAaA2Yy 0O

More particulaty, the studyhas aimedo:

1 Followup on the findings, conclusions anecommendations of the Interimv&aluationof the
EIP and of the Interimv&aluation of the CIP;

1 identify, test and apply methodologies for evaluating (both qualitatively godntitatively)
those issues;

T analyse and compare the data collected, and draw substantiated conclusions;

! Decision No 1639/2006/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 October 2006 establishing a
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (2007 to 2013)
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| measure the impact of therBgramme against its objectives;

1 evaluate the extent to which the objectives of tliogramme are pertinent to the needs,
problems and issues it was designed to address;

1 evaluate the efficiency of thBrogramme and identify its most efficient and its most inefficient
aspects;

q provide relevant, realistic and impartial recommendations;

1 provide inputfor the next generation ofte Rogramme (this evaluation will inform the @nte
evaluation and impact assessment for the proposal for a legal base for a successor to the EIP in
the next multiannual financial framewofk

The Terms of Reference for the assignmerntthe objectivesfor the studyand also established the
parameters within which tb work programme for the study wsao be conducted. After discussion with
members of theSteering Groupan Inception Report for the Evaluatioslaborated on the Terms of
Reference, describg the agreedscope of the studysetting out a series of questions that weto be
considered in the course of the investigations agxplainingthe methodologyto be employed in
addressing themA Progress Report and a report on the First Findings awcdnReendations have
provided feedback to the Steering Committee during the course of the investigations.

TheScope of the Evaluation

The Final Evaluationof the EIP is intended to encompass all the activities launched under the
Programme. As part of thisneeded totake into account the results of evaluations performed in the
pad. Given the wide range of activities covered by the BtRyever,the Terms of Referenctor the
evaluationproposal that it should concentrate on the three main block<lwe HP that represent about
80% of the budget:

- Financial Instruments,
- the Enterprise Europe Network

- and Ecennovation,

while also covering@ther activities that aim to support innovationt will be seen that the evaluation
has largely followed this appach, concentrating on the principal activities supported by the
Programme.

It is important to bear in mind thatk A &  Waldatioh haQbee® conducted half way through the
period over which the EIP is operating (209713). Indeed, in the case of thEinancial Instruments,
since loan agreements and venture capital investments can be signed up until the end of 2013, the

% The external study for #nex-ante evaluation and thémpact assessment of the successor to the [EBPbeen
carried out in parallel antlasdrawn on evidence gathered by this evaluation, in particular with regard to engpiric
data on the financial instruments, the Enterprise Epe Network and the ectnnovation projects Wheae
appropriate preliminary findinghave been exchanged arnlbth exercise have beenco-ordinated as far as
possiblewith regard to content and timing in ordéo avoid any oveapping or duplication of work.
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programme actually extends well beyond 2818onsequentlyit is not possibleat this stageto
comment on the full results andngerterm outcomesof the Programmelt should also be noted that,

as is explained in more detail subsequently, certain activities in the innovation area continued to be
financed under the B Framework Programme in the first two years and can only really bsidered

for evaluation purposes as being under the EIP from 2009 onwards.

Within these constrains and huilding on the conclusions and recommendations of the Interim
Evaluatiors of the EIP and of the CIP, the mgirestions that the evaluatiohaveaimedto address are :

Relevance

1. To what extent are the Programme's objectives pertinent to the needs, problems and issues it was
designed to address?

2. Are the Programmes objectives coherent and do they promote synergies with other EU and
Member State measures &h aim to promote similar or associated objectives

3.¢2 6KIG SEGSY(H g2df R ALISOATAO O2yaARSNIGAZ2Y (2
relevance?
Efficiency

4. To what extent have the desired effects been achieved at a reasonable cost (includimgrdee
on participants, beneficiaries, stakeholders)? To what extent have the human resources (in terms of
guality and quantity) and financial resources been appropriate for an efficient application of the
management methods chosen?

5. What aspects of the Elhave been the most efficient or inefficient, especially in terms of resources
mobilised by stakeholders during the different phases of the process?

6. Are there overlaps/ complementarities between the EIP and any diusr Member State action
in the relevant areas?

Effectiveness

7. s the design of therBgramme optimal?
8. To what extent do indirect measures effectively benefit ersers, in particular SMEs?

9. To what extent have market replication support measures resulted in real replication in the market
(notably financial instruments, eeimnovation and innovation)?

10. What is the European added value of thmgramme for stakeholders and in particular easers?
Have there been any unintended effects on stakeholders?

11. Has there been any noticeable sectoral disition in the SMEs benefitting from the Prograntme

12. Which measures under thadgramme have been the most effective or ineffective?

% Loan guaranteeagreemens (SMEG)may be approved until December 31, 2013 and EIF has 9 monthsidbeyo
that to sign such agreementghe Availability Periods may therefotast until September 20170n the GIF side,
the investment period of the funds ngdast until 208.
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13. To what extenthastheN2 AN} YYS O2y (iNRO6dzi SR (2 &aiGKS O2YLISGAQ
the EU as an advanced knowdge society, with sustainable development based on robust
economic growth and a highly competitive social market economy with a high level of protection
FYR AYLINRGSYSYyid 2F (GKS ljdzrtAde 2F GKS SYyg@iNRYyYS

14. To what extent has therogramme achieved its spdici objectives, to "support, improve,
encourage and promote: access to finance for the stgrtand growth of SMEs and investment in
innovation activities; the creation of an environmdatourableto SME cooperation, particularly in
the field of crosshorder cooperation; all forms of innovation in enterprises; @eoovation;
entrepreneurship and innovation culture; enterprise and innovatielated economic and
administrative reform"?

Information and awareness

15. To what extent has information about the aladility of the Programme instruments and the
results and impacts of actions effectively been transmitted to potential stakeholders and
beneficiaries?

Utility and Sustainability

16. To what extent do the impacts of the EIP meet the needs of itd fisers ad contribute to solving
their present problems and issues? To what extent could measures be taken to improve the utility
of the EIP and what measures would these be?

17. Are there any positive changes brought about by the EIP to the competitiveness andtiveova
capacity of theEUor are there any likely to be? Has tRegramme had negative siegeffects?

18.In the cases where sustainability is identified, what measures could be taken to foster the
sustainability of the positive changes?

Theseevaluation questias apply to the Final Evaluation of the EIP as a waontehave guided the
conduct ofthe studyin relation to the mainevaluationcriteria. In practice, more detailed questions
were elaboratedduring the course of the investigationthat were specifically directed at the
circumstances of each of the main components of the Programhhis processhas influenced the
comments made in the chapters reporting on the results of the investigatiomsthe basicaim has

been to examinéhow the Programme has perfmed against the key evaluation critead it will be

seen that the results of the evaluation are reported in sections in which successively the evidence in
relation to each criterion is considered

1.2 TheOrganisationof the Evaluation

A more cbtailed explanation of the methodology used in the evaluation will be provided in Chapter 2.
However, at this stage, a general overview of the approach adopted may be helpful.

In broad terms, the current assessment has aimed to complement earlier evaluatik, by directing
investigation towards an examination of results and outcomes, as far as these are already apparent at
this stage of the Programme, and comparing them with the initial objectives and expectations. This has
particularly involved an exaimation of monitoring data and the conduct of a series of surveys and
interviews withthe beneficiaries of the Programme.
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The following diagranpresents assummayy of the overall approacho the evaluation and thelements
of thework planthat was adopted

Work plan— Final Evaluation of the EIP

-
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The workstarted in September 2010 ariths been organised three phases :

1 Phase 1: Preparatory Tasksset up meetings and various preparatory tasks including an initial
survey of relevant policy and evaluation documents, review of currenpeatibes for the
evaluation, development of the core methodology and the preparation of research tools. This
work led up to the Inception Report;

1 Phase 2: Core analysis and Field Warkontinuing desk research, the launch and conduct of
meetings with stakholders, interview programmes, survey work and other empirical
investigation.A Progress Report summariséite activitiesinitially undertaken in this phasei
First Findings and Recommendations Report presghiat more substantiveaccount of the

findingsat the end of Phase;2

1 Phase 3: Further analysis and Final Repditirther data collection and analysis, including the
response to the First Findings and Recommendations Report by the Steering, Greup
development of setof case studieand the presenFinal Report.

1.3 TheNature of the EIP

1a 2yS 2F (GKS i Rodbpehtivedesdiand Inddaidbn Prafnewdrk S8rogramme, the
Entrepreneurship andnhnovationProgrammeaims to support entrepreneurship and innovation and to
promote the developrent and growth of SMEs across the EU.
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The Programme has six key objectives as defined in CIP legal base. These are:

A. Facilitate access to finance for the stag and growth of SMEs and encourage investment in
innovation activities

B. Create an environmentaiourable to SME cooperation, particularly in the field of clomsler
cooperation

Promote all forms of innovation in enterprises
Support ecaeinnovation

Promote an entrepreneurship and innovation culture

mm o 0

Promote enterprise and innovatierelated economi@nd administrative reform

The Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the Competitiveness and
Innovation Framework Programme (CI&)d the Commission Staff Working Document annexed to the
Decision describe the issues and thegblems that the EIR as part of the CIB is expected to address

with a view to fostering the competitiveness of enterprises and promoting innovation in line with the
Lisbon Strategy. The issues identified include:

- a weak entrepreneurial spirit in Eurepwhere less than 50% of the working population state a
preference for selemployment

- an unfriendly business environment and administrative burdens that restrict the development
of entrepreneurship

- difficulties that SMEs face in getting access to fogaas the market does not support what are
considered to be highisk investments

- weak innovation performance resulting from lagging investment and the slow adoption of
innovation that are attributable to high initial ufpont costs and long investment pdack
periods

- limited investment and adoption of environmental technologies and-iacovation since the
environmental costs of polluting technologies and the benefits of resource efficiencies are not
taken into account

These represent the main issuesdathe corresponding needs that the EIP measures and activities are
expected to address.

In response, fostering the competitiveness of enterprisesn particular SMES; and promoting
innovation are defined as the overarching objective for the Programritected towards the

* Decision no 1639/2006/EC of tHeuropean Parliament and of theothcil of 24 October 2006 establishing a
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (2007 to 2013), Official Journal of the European Union,
http://eur -lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2006:310:0015:0040:en:PDF

® Commission Staff Working Document, Annex to the Proposal for a Decision of the Eurepksment and of

the Council establishing a Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme2@R)7 COM(2005) 121
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32 fta 2F (GKS d&a[Aao2y-dafed N} GS3e
version of the Strategy set out in 2005 which saw enterprise and innovation as being central to the

promotion of economic growth and eployment.

This in turn leads to the six more specific objectives that are set out above that provide the basis for the
structure of the EIP. Resources (financial and human) were committed for the implementation of a
range of measures and instruments fajlinnder these six categories and these are expected to lead to a
number of results (in the short/medium term) and longer term impacts. The specific measures and
instruments are defined on an annual basis by the Commission and include transversal gctions

covering more than one area, but the broad areas are currently characterised as follows

Table 1.1: The Objectives and Expected Results of the EIP

Objectives of EIF
actions/measures

Expected results of EIP measures/actions

Facilitate access to finander the
startup and growth of SMEs ar
encourage investment it
innovation activities

Increase investment volumes of risk capital funds
investment vehicles

Provide leverage to SME debt financing instruments

Improve the financial environment for SMEs

Qeate an environment favourabl
to SME cooperation, particularly i
the field of crosshorder
cooperation.

Foster services in support of SMEs

Contribute to measures helping SMEs to cooperate
other enterprises across borders

Promote and facilitate intanational business cooperation

Promote all forms of innovation i
enterprises

Foster sectosspecific innovation, clusters, innovatig
networks, publieprivate innovation partnerships an
cooperation with relevant international organisations, a
the use d innovation management

Support national and regional programmes for busin
innovation

Support the takeup of innovative technologies

Support services for transnational knowledge 4§
technology transfer and for intellectual and industr
property

Fostertechnology and knowledge through data archivi
and transfer

Support eceinnovation

Foster ecaennovation, clusters, ecnovation networks,
public-private eceinnovation partnerships an
cooperation with relevant international organisations, a
the use of innovation management

Support national and regional programmes for e
innovation
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- Support the takeup of eceinnovative technologies

- Supporting services for transnational environmen
knowledge and technology transfer and for intellectt
and industial property

- fostering environmental technology and knowled
through data archiving and transfer

Promote entrepreneurship ani - Encourage entrepreneurial mindsets, skills and cult
innovation culture. and the balancing of entrepreneurial risk and red/a

- Encourage a business environment favourable
innovation, enterprise development and growth

- Support policy development and cooperation betwe
actors, including national and regional programi

managers
Promote enterprise ang - Collect data, analyse and monitor performance, 2
innovationrelated econonti and develop and coordinate policy

administrative reform. - Contribute to the definition and promotion @

competitiveness strategies related to industry and ser\
sectors

- Support mutual learning for exdehce in national ang
regional administrations

The operational character of the EIP is clearly evident from the nature of both the objectives of the
Programme and the expected results.

1.4 The Management and Budget of the EIP

The management of the EfRlls under the responsibility of three Commission services, DG Enterprise
and Industry, DG Economic and Financial Affairs (for the EIP Financial Instrument) and DG Environment
(for ecoinnovation projects). Some management aspects of the Programme aredelegated to the
European Investment Fund (EIF) (the implementation of the EIP financial instruments) and to the
Executive Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation (EACI): implementation of the Enterprise Europe
bSGE2N] O6WiKS b SdngmadNdarka redidatidi projectd dif Jeahnov/ationt and the
IPeuropAvare project (including the IPRelpdesk).

¢KS 9Lt KIF& | 06dzZRISO -20%E3 pogrammimgr peridd hie EIR Qoyhmiffe (e 1 KS  H .
EIPC)with participation of representatives from all Member States antbder participating countries,

was set up to assishe Commissionvith the implemeration of the EIPIt provides opinions on matters

relating to EIP management brought to it by the Commissitwe. rfEsponsibility for the evaluation of

these measures remains exclusively with the Commission.

In terms of budget allocation, the Decisiontbé European Parliament and the Council establishing the
CIP did not earmark specific amounts for each objective area although at least 50% of the total budget
has to be allocated to the financial instruments and 20% to -eowvation (including the sharef
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financial instruments). The actual budget is determined by the Commission Services in the annual Work
Programmes which are approved by the EIP Committee.

The following sets out the distribution of expendituior the EIPover the period2007-2011.

Tabk 1.2¢ EIP ludget allocation for 2007 2011

Budget allocated for| Percentage  of

Objective 2007-H n MM O Y ¢ total
A- Facilitate access to finance 798.2 53.6%
B- Create an environment favourable to SN

cooperation 325.6 21.9%
G Promote all forms of innovation in enterprises 122.2 8.2%
D- Support eceinnovation 178.8 12.0%
E Promote an entepreneurship and innovation culturq 35.4 2.4%

F Promote enterprise and innovatierelated economig
and administrative reform 29.2 2.0%

Total 1489.4 100.0

Source: Interim evaluation report and annual Work Programmes

Based on the data provided by the Inta Evaluation Report and the annual WWoProgrammes for
years 20072011, the bulk of the EIP budget is allocated to objectives A (Facilitate access to finance) and
B (Create an environment favouralie SME cooperation) around 7%6 of thetotal. An impatant

share (12.96) has been allocated to thlseipport ofeco-innovation(Objective D) -not counting the funds
coming from objective A directed to edonovation financing and just over 86 has been allocated to
Objective Promote all forms of innovatiom enterprises) The other two objective areas have been
allocatedless than 2.% each.

In addition to activities under objectivesFA a relatively small budget is allocateaich year to support
measures In accordance with Article 24 of CIP Decidimselactivities include:

- analysis and monitoring of competitiveness and sectoral issues contributing, among others, to
the Commission's annual report on the competitiveness of European industry;

- preparation of impact assessments of Community measures dicpkar relevance for the
competitiveness of enterprises and their publication with a view to identifying areas of existing
legislation requiring simplification or the need for new legislative measures to make innovation
more attractive in the Community;
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- evaluation of specific aspects or specific implementation measures in relation to the
Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme;

- dissemination of appropriate information in relation to the Entrepreneurship and Innovation
Programme through conferences orethvebsite .

The budget allocated for support measures over the72R011 period has amounted te 42.4million.
15 The Implementation of the EIP

Although most of the budget is concentrated on objectives A, B, C & D, there are relatively few actual
measures in these areas, when contrasted with the rather wide range of activities supported under
objectives E and F.

The way that the objectives have been implemented can be summarised as follows :
A. Access to Finance

The EIP objective of increasing access to finance for thewgtaahd growth of SMEs is served primarily

by one measure (Financial Insiments for SMES) that includes two instrumenqtthe GIF (High Growth

and Innovative SME facility) and the SMEG (SME Guarantee facility). The neasthran envisaged

allocation ofat least50% of the total EIP budgetis being implemented continuoysbn an annual basis

over the seven year period of the Programme. Other actions were covered under the general umbrella

2T GLYLINROGAY3I LRfAOASA 2y | 00Saa (2 FTAYylIyOSé AyoOf

The overall objective of the measure is to impgaccess to finance for the starp and growth of SMEs

and investment in innovation activities (including énoovation) and the expected results of the two
proposed actions are to increase the level of investment volumes of risk capital funds andnienest
vehicles promoted by business angels and to provide leverage to SME debt financing instruments,
primarily in the form of bank loan guarantees. The two instruments are underpinned by a strong market
failure rationale and aim to address the financiahswaints faced by statip and growing SMESs.

The EIP financial instruments are not directly granted to SMEs. They are implemented on behalf of the
Commission by the European Investment Fund (EIF) via selected financial intermediaries (venture capital
funds and business angels in the case of GlFgaadantee institutions and promotional and commercial
banks in the case of SMEG). This delivery mechanism is based on specific contracts, signed by
intermediaries with the EIF, that concern the total fund sizée created and the expected share of EC
funding or level of guarantee provided. Small businesses contact the selected financial intermediaries
directly, in order to gain access to investment capital or benefit from the guarantees provided by the
SMEG.

The supervision and monitoring of the Financial Instruments from the Commission side has been a
shared and cerdinatedresponsibilitywith Unit E.3 of Dd&nterprise and Industrgading on the policy

side and Unit L2 of DG Economic and Financial Affaisponsible forthe budget line and
implementation(with DGEnvironmentE4 consulted on the eemnovation elements in GIF).

In terms of identifying the impacts of the financial measures, there is a long chain froEnt@tprise
and Industry through DG Eonomic and Financial Affairdhe EIF and the individual financial

10
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intermediaries to the circumstances of each deal signed with an enterprise. Sometimes there is also a
chain of intermediaries when national bodies in turn support intermediaries operatirggragional or
local level.

A significant consideration in this area is that intermediaries are oftery sensitive to reporting
requirements and are reluctanib go beyond providing information that they usually collect for their
ordinary operational prposes. The Commission has to be sensitive to such considerations, since
although there is clearly a need to ensure accountability for public fuadg,perceivedadditional

burden can have a detrimental effect on the attractiveness of the initiativepyg®eof the EC funds and

the ultimate success of the financial instruments measure. Clearly a balance has to be struck between
accountability and the imposition of administrative burdens.

B. An Environment Favourable to SME Cooperation

The measures relating the establishment and operation of the Enterprise Europe Network are the
most important element of the EIP as far as the second objective of the programme, the creation of an
environment favourable to SME -@peration, is concerned. The Network wasatsished through a call

for proposals in 2007 and started operating in 2008. It brought togetiiganisations that had been
members oftwo pre-existing networks, the Euro Info Centres and Innovation Relay Ceaticbalso a
number of organisations that ladanot previously been involved in business support at a European level
The Enterprise Europe Network now consists of 91 regional consortia, involving a total of 581
organisations.

The overall objective of the Enterprise Europe Network is to provide stppdousiness and innovation

¢ in particular for SMEg by offering information, feedback to the Commission, businesspayation
services, innovation, technology and knowledge transfer services, plus services encouraging the
participation of SMEs inti@ ! Q& CNJ YSé2NJ] t NEINFYYS FT2N was5d

The implementation of Networkelated EIP measures has been entrusted to the Executive Agency for
Competitiveness and Innovation (EACI). The karat of the project management took place o™
November 2007, the defmtion of the network animation tasks was formally concluded ofi &pril

2008 and the management of IT tools was handed over §tF2®ruary 2009.

Other measures supported include studies, workshops, conferences and dissemination activity in the
areas ¢ IPR and standardisationan eBusiness Support Network and the promotion of international
co-operation.

C. All forms of Innovation in enterprises

In comparison to the previous two objectives, ttype of measures supported under thignnovation in
enterprise€ objective ha varied much more. However, the greatest share of activities falls under two
measures: Europtnnova and PRONNO Europe, each of which includes a number of actions.

Europe INNOVA aims to unite public and private providers of innavatipport services establishing
innovation platforms among innovation professionals and support providers in three key areas/themes
(cluster development, knowledge intensive services andieonovation) in order to develop and test
innovation support serges to SMEs. The overall objective is to accelerate innovation processes and

11
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facilitate the commercialisation of innovative products and services. Smaller scale activities include the
valorisation of the tools and services developed in the first generaifoBurope INNOVA through the
Enterprise Europe Network and the further development of a tool for the innovation management
certification of consultants and SMEs. In addition a horizontal support action under the Work
Programme for 2010 aims to facilitas;d cceordinate the activities of the Europa Innova community
based on networking and result dissemination tools.

PRO INNO Europe has the broader objective of designing and testing new innovation support
mechanisms at a programme level, involving miigstiand agencies. It aims to bring together designers

of innovation support policies and programmes for SMEs (policy markers) in order to design and test
new innovation measures and policies. The hiNeis actions are based on platforms for innovation
policy making that encourage regional and national innovation policy makers and support providers to
work more closely together in the defined priority areas of clusters, servicesineowation and
support services provision. Infactions aim to contributed a more favourable innovation culture in
Europe and to raise the quality of services provided by cluster organisations. They include awareness
events (Innovation awareness weeks) and the development of a European quality scheme for cluster
management. Aeparate activity is the promotion of the PRRNO results and the networking of those
involvedin PRANNO projects

D. Eceinnovation

The support provided for eemnovation is largely absorbed by first application and market replication
projects.

Ecoinnovation related activities are in fact integrated horizontally across all the objectives of the EIP.
There is a dedicated share, for instance, for-ggwvation related starups and SMEs in the financial
instruments(GIF High growth and Innovation fdity) that are supervised by DEconomic and Financial
Affairsand also for ecennovation policy and services platforms under the RR®@ Europe and Europa
Innova measures.

These activities can be tracked through a number of the monitoring indicated. d$he share of VC
funds dedicated to ecinnovation and the SMEs in the clean technology sector that have received new
financing is recorded and is reported on by the financial intermediaries through EIF. In the case of
objective C innovation platformsyhere ecainnovation is one of the three main areasactivity, there

is information available on developments, broken down by sector. For other large or small budget
measures where activities touch upon eicmovation and environmental issues, has been more
challenging to identify the effects of the egmovation dimension.

In parallel to these activities under the fourth objective of the EIP, there is the specific measure
supporting firstapplication and market replications projects. Calls for psgie relating to these
projects have been included in the 2008, 2009 and 2010 work programmes. This measure was
implemented by the Executive Agency under the supervision dEd@onmentunit E.4.

In addition, the Enterprise Europe Network provided eowimental support services to SMEs helping

them turn environmental challenges into economic opportunities. The measure is intended to help the
Network members build expertise and develop first and second level services for SMEs. In 2009 this
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measure fell uder the second objective but its continuation in 2010 was included under the eco
innovation objective.

E & F Promoting an entrepreneurial culture and economic and administrative reform

Besides the measuresferred toabove that represent around 95% ofettcIP budget, a large number of

dayvyl ft aai br8igmpleniéntedtdzdBnihe EIP. In total more than 100 measures with a budget
GKFGd Ay Yz2ald OFraSa R2Sa y2i SEOSSR e€eHY INB RS&ONR
concern primarily meases related to objectives E and F of the EIP but there was also a aigmnific

number under objective B.

The activities supportedhclude simplification measures, such as the Community programme for the
reduction of administrative costsstudies and reports campaign activities, information provision
services, workshops, seminars and training activities. The following indicates the type of activity
involved:

1 the Community programme for the reduction of administrative costs

=

IPR Helpdesks (European HelpdeskRid and China SMEs Helpdesk)
1 Eskills (study; conferences; seminars; best practice exchange)

1 EuropearSME week/ European Charter for Small Enterprises: (conferences; workshops
dissemination of good practice and information)

1 Information campaign on CE nkamg
1 SMEperformance review(studies; workshops; meetings)

The picture is further complicated by the fact that during the four years of the operation of the
Programme, a number of activities implemented as stalwhe measures were integrated into new
measures with different titles (e.g. activities relating to the European Charter for Small Enterprises have
been subsumed under activities relating to the Small Business Act).

Budget Allocations

Budget allocationsand the totals committedfor 20072010 have been presented in the respective
Implementation ReportsThese are as follows

Table 1.3 EIP Sums Committ&d07-H nmn o0e YATf A2y 0

2007 2004 200¢ 201(
Total allocated 269.07] 291.314 315.12] 314.70¢
Total committed 266.98 288.864 312.11] 311.194
% committed 99.229| 99.169 99.04% 98.88%
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Financial Instruments 154.34( 151.17§ 160.44: 168.50¢
EnFerprlse Europe NetworkNetwork grants+ Network 86.86° 82 758 18.951 68.20¢
Animation)
Enterprise Europe NetworkEnvironmental services for

9.00(
SMES)
Europe Innova 6.987 2.4 28.€ 3.011
Innovation amlysis and promotion 4.52¢
PRO INNO 0.76¢ 18.0%
Ecoeinnovation projects - 27.85 32.1¢ 35.02(
Other 18.02°¢ 24.684 53.93¢ 22. 91¢

Source : Annual Implementation Repogt2007-2010.

In all four years the amounts committed came very close ttee budget allocated.The budget
O2YYAGGSR F2NJ adzLJLi2 NI B3/33illigng79% dzhhE suallbctedpzy G SR (2 ¢

EIP Management Processes

The overall management of the EH#nd particularly i reporting processess the responsibility of Unit
Al of the DGEnterprise and IndustryThis unit ceordinatesthe presentation of management material
in reports and at the EIPC meetings with Member State representatives and thosentrofEU
participatingcountries. It is alsoesponsible for the organisan and followup ofthese meetings

The EIPC meetisgliscuss annual Work Programmes and Implementation Reportsaengresented
with the results ofother reports and evaluations relating to EIP activitidspaperpresented in June
2010, for instanceset out the followup by the Commission of Recommendations made in the Interim
Evaluation of the EIP.

Unit ENTRAL has recently revisel 0 & Wt NI OGA Ol f 3dzZARS F2NJ RSal 27F7¥F7
related documents for Commission and EACI stafirggtbut the milestones in each month relating to
the overall management of the Programme.
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This chapter provides an overview of the research that has been undertaken for the evaluation and
the principles that have guided it.

2.1 Key Evaluation Issues

The current shape of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme is to an important extent the
result of developments that have taken place over a number of years. These had their origins in other
broader areas of policy at European and national levels amdoarticular earlier programme
frameworks, notably the Mukannual Programmesut also the Framework Programmes for Research
and Development, as far as the innovation elements were concerfikd.development of the EIP
presented an opportunity to reforoiate the various elements in this inheritance and to build on earlier
foundations.

Given that the evaluation was addressingragfamme withrather diverse elementseachwith their

own history, it wasthoughtusefulat an early stagéo establish a cleaview of how theEIPis structured

andthe basis on whiclactionsare taken, inthe form of a statement of the Intervention Logic for the
Programme and its component parts. Reference to the Intervention Logic is central to any evaination
articulatingthe relationship between needs addressed, the hierarchy of explicit and implicit objectives

aSi o0& GKS tNRINIYYS:I GKS LINRPOSaaSa o0& 6KAOK GKS
effect and the outputs, results and longer term outcomes that arécgated.

In articulating the Intervention Logiin this way, the analysis digbt start with a clean sheet. The main
elements have been identifigoreviouslyandset out in four key reference documents

1. The initial Decision of the Council and Europdarliament on the Competitiveness and
InnovationFrameworkProgramme

2. ¢KS AYLI OG FaaSaayvySyd GKIFIG FOO2YLIYASR GKS /1 2Y
The Interim Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme

4. The Interim Evaluationfahe Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (2007
2013)

Furthermore, following comments in the Interim EIP Evaluation, the 2009 Annual Implementation
Report on the CIP changed its presentation in order to nihkelintervention Logic of therBgramme
clearer and irthis wayto contribute to the overall coherence of tH®ogramme.

In picking up on this earlier and @oing analyis, the current evaluation has takemote of the
adjustments that have been made at various levels, in the liglih®fgeneral economic, social and
political environment in which the implementation of the EIP has been carried out and also reactions to
the observations and recommendations, particularly of the Interim Evaluations. In addition, other
evaluation work thatimpinges on the way that the EIP operates, such as the Evaluatitime cEIP
Indicators and the #aluation of the Executive Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation hare be
taken into account.

With all the elements indicated, it is difficult to predea consistent overview of all the complexities of
the Programme. Nonetheless, it is useful to highlight particularly the main elements in the hierarchy of
objectives that have been set and the corresponding impacts that are anticipated, as in the daagram
the following page.
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Context
-Lisbon strategy objectives for jobs agabwth

4

Issues/problems/needs to be addressed
-Low productivity levels
-weakentrepreneurial spirit
-barriers to enterprise : unfriendlyusiness environment+administrative burdens
- difficult access to finance for SMEs due to market failures

-weak innovation performance )

- limited adoption of ecennovation

\ 4

Strategicobjectives of EIP
Facilitate acced® financefor start-ups and SMEs

Promoteentrepreneurship and innovatioculture
Promoteecc-innovation
Promoteenterprise and innovatiomelated economiand administrative reform

£

Specific/Measurelevel objectives
-Community financial instruments for SMEs (GIF, SMEG)
- Support services of business and innovation: Enterprise Europe Network for SMEs
- Innovation promotion including eemnovation and pilot replication projects (PRENO,
Europelnnova Eceinnovationpilot and market replication projects)
-Policy analyses, development, coordination and twining (studies, meetings, best practice
actions, awareness raising)

moowp

Operational objectives <)

-Definedin fiches ofindividual measures/activities in annual programmes

{

Inputs

Create environment favourable to SMBoperation, particularly crogsorder <)

2

Global Impacts
- Contribute to Lisbon objectives

+

Impacts
-more SMEtart-ups, greatelSMEgrowth, employment creation
-more crosshorder + international cooperation ’
Y2 NB 6 oTdpEMAS/ySRafae ¢  SJapat  UA2Y b
-more innovativebusinesses and increased level of innovation expenditure
-more entrepreneurs
-increased adoption/use of eéanovation

EIP results
-Easieraccess to seed and early stage capital and loans
-Increased capacity of SMigsidentify and exploit business opportunities outsitt@me country
-Uptake of best practice innovation support tools by intermediaries
-Uptake of innovation policies by Member States and learning from best practice
-Uptake of innovative practices and eomovative technologies
-Business/SMEs concerns integrateth EU policy making

.

Measurec level results
- Numberof SMEs receiving new financing
- Numberof SMEs concluding partnership/business/technolagyeements
-Number of innovation support tools and methods taken up
-Number of new and improved innovation policy tools developed
-Number ofnew/improvedecc-innovative products, technigues, services or processesairket
-Increased interaction among policy players in the innovation systems in Europe with more:
nationalcooperation

1

Outputs
- Investmentvolumesin VC , business angels and guarantee schemes
- Number of SMESs receiving services and participating in brokerage events
-Number of studiesreports, eventsweb-pages produced
-Number of organisations and experts participating in puptigate partnerships
Number of eceinnovation pilot and market replications projects supported

1)

Financial and humamsources of Commission, EACI, intermediaries and beneficiaries
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The diagram shows quite clearly how the ultimate aims of EU Enterprise policy require that carefully
structured actions are managed effectively, so that they produce the intermediate results that lead on
to the ultimate impactslt is this area that is of particular interest to a Final Evaluatibich seeks to
establish what a programme has achievéddore specifically, the diagram helps by providing an
overview of the relationships between the initial identification of the nedédsbe addressed, the
formulation ofthe corresponding objectives for the Programme, the implementation of measures that
YIFE1S dzlJ GKS t NRPAINFYYSQa |OGA2ya | YR Inth Setailetl G A YI G S
analysis it is necessary to fill inca of detail that it is not possible to include in a summary diagram, but
this is a matter of applying the process that is already implicit. Consequently, a large part of the analysis
conducted has been a matter of establishing a clear view of what thgr&rone attempted to achieve

and then pursuing various lines of enquiry to see how farehis evidence at this stage avhat is
actually being achieved.

The evidence accumulated has broadly consisted of four types

1 Background information in the form obduments, publications, information available on web sites
etc

Information available from oigoing monitoring systems
Structured informatiorderived from various surveys

Information gained through interviewattendance at meetings and conferences etc

Again,it should be noted thathere have been limitations on the extent to which it has been possible to
gauge the full impacts of the EIP, given that the evaluation is taking place while the Programme is still in
operation.

This chapter on methodologyill beginwith afollow-up of the objectivesof the Programme set out in

the Introduction in the form of an explanation of thanticipated outcomes of the Programme,
highlighting in particular where the anticipated results have been quantiftedill include a summary

of the recommendations of the Interim evaluations of the EIP andICWAll then considelin each of

the three principles areas, thepecific results and outcomes that have been anticipated for the EIP as a
counterpoint to theevidence thathas been gathered in the form of monitoring data ahe results of
surveys. A large part of thectual evidenceyatheredon the threemain areaswill be presented in the
following chapter where there will also be information ongeneml and crosgutting issues.
Commentary on the main implications of the evidence will mainly be delayed until the subsequent
chapter, where it will be brought together with information of a more contextual nature, derived from
interviews and other sources.

2.2  Anticipated Results and Outcomes

The four key reference documents referreditothe previous sectiosupplementthe objectives for the
EIP summarised in the introductory Chapter by settingtbatanticipated effects of the Programme in
varying degrees aletail. Thee elements of the documentwill be consideredn sequence.

The Decision on the CIP

The Decision of the Council and European Parliament on the Competitiveness and Innovation
Framework Programme contains a series of references to the particular effeitts Bfogramme both
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in the main text and in annexes. From these references it is possible to indentify particular impacts that
should be examined.

Article 8 on monitoring and evaluation refers to a number of expected outcomes in broad terms,
specifically rquiring the Annual Implementation Reports to identify dnaovation activities and also
requiring the Commission to monitor the gender dimension, where possible, and examine the respect
of the principle of nordiscrimination in Programme activities. Inetfiormal evaluations, core issues

such as relevance, coherence and synergies, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, utility and, where
possible and appropriate, distribution of funding with regard to sectors are to be considered along with
the impactof the Programme on competitiveness, innovation, entrepreneurship, productivity growth,
employment and the environment. Reference is also made in this article to an assessment of the quality
of the services provided by the Enterprise Europe Network pastner

In addition,Annex Il of the Decision that concerns the implementation arrangements for the Financial
Instruments specifies that external evaluations shall provide a qualitative and quantitative analysis of
achieved results, in particular, by assesdimg leverage effect and cofienefit of each instrument. It

also specifies that the evaluation reports should present statistical data for the Union as a whole and for
the individual Member States and the other participating countries which include

T GIE the number of SMEs reached and the number of jobs created,
the rate of return to investors,

T SMEG the number and value of loans provided by the financial intermediaries to SMEs, the
number of SMEs reached and,

the number and value of loansthulted
T Seed Capital Action

the number of organisations supported and the volume of seed capital investments,
T The Partnership Action:

the number of intermediaries supported and SMEs reached,

T any specific outputs relating to egéonovation.

No corresponding impacts are mentioned relating to the other areas of the EIP.
The CIP impact assessment

¢KS AYLI OO FaasSaayvYSyid GKIFaG F002YLIYASR GKS [/ 2YY,
contained an account ahe positive and negative impacexpected from the different options being

considered under the proposal. As is usual, it considered both economic and social and environmental
impacts and after an initial general indication of the types of impact to be expected, provides specific
estimates in the principal areas of the Programniéese will be set out in the following sections.

Impacts expected relating to innovation promotion were not as speasithose relating to Financial
Instrumentsandthe Enterprise Europe Network. Thalgso relaed more to longeiterm outcomes than

to the expected results, but reference was made to a range of effects, both inputs (such as more
enterpriseuniversity and SME cooperation for innovation; increase of innovation expenditure as a
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percentage of turnovermore SMEs using netechnological innovation; more accessibility of risk
capital and leveraging national and regional funding for business innovation projects) and outputs (such
as an increase in sales of rndovmarket products/services and of new-firm products/services;
increase in EPO patent registrations; increase in employment in meligim and higktech
manufacturing).

In the area of ecénnovation, the expected impacts are even less well defined. There is reference to the
potential of environmenthtechnologies to meet environmental challenges while at the same time
contributing to competitiveness and growth and also to the potential for growth in the world market for
environmental goods and services, but no estimation of impacts as such.

However,the Working Paper does go on to propose a series of indicators that could be used in
monitoring systems. These indicators have been refined since the time of the impact assessment and
will be used to provide evidence of recent actual performance.

Before noving on from the impact assessment, there should also be mention, first of all of the social
and environmental impacts expected and then of the degree of risk that was identified relating to the
anticipated outcomes.

The social consequences identifiedlie impact assessment were mainly linked to the impacts created

by the Financial Instruments in that it was believed that they are most likely to promote the creation
and growth of enterprises and thus create employmeértiere was no mention of equal opponities,

as such, in the Impact Assessment, but it was pointed out tphatific actionsin favour of socially
disadvantaged entrepreneurs will also have social impactsthadinnovation has a high potential

social contribution in the development of ptacts and services that improve the quality of life,
especially for specific social groups, such as disabled persons, and the ageing population. Innovation, of
course, also has an important part to play in addressing environmental prolgjemeisely theaim of

the ecoinnovation initiatives.

In terms of the risks associated with the CIP, the most potentially significant problem identified was that
arising from too low a profile as a consequence of capacity not attaining a critical mass.

The Interim Evahtions

The Interim Evaluation of both the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme and the
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme raised issues that need to be considered in the
Final evaluation. In particular, a series of recommendationeweade that the Final Evaluation should
follow up, by examining the extent to which there has been a response.

A total of 35 recommendations were made in the conclusiohshe Interim EIP Evaluationeport.
These fall into different categories, but sinthe general relevance of therégramme had been
affirmed by the Rport, many of the recommendations concerned improvements in process and the
provision of information. The following points can be usefully highlighted

9 Nature of the EIP actions :

odevelog Sy i 2F GKS 9YGSNILINRAAS 9dz2NRP LIS bSig2N] I &
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0 development of links with other EU networks

o the need to monitor the supply of eartage venture capital to innovative firms with high
growth potential

o the need to reassess the rationale for continuing with a mienedit window in future
programmes

o the examination of ways of stimulating the supply of business angel finance

o the need for the Commission to encourage the EIF to develop a clear and visible deal allocation
policy for its different mandates (EIP, JEREMIE, etc.)

1 Monitoring and reporting :

o Annual Implementation Reports should include details of actual expenditure to improve
transparency and to provide a basis for evaluation of efficiency

o The Commission shoultbnsider developing a standard set of monitoring indicators (outputs,
results, outcomes and impacts) to record and report programme progress

1 Management processes :

o If it is decided to change the management /administration structure of the Programme in the
future, the handover process should be more effectively carried out

o The documentation of all IT systems needs to be carried out

o The Commission and the Agency should further clarify the boundaries of responsibility for the
animationrelated activities of th Network so that the partners have a clear interface

o The application process for financial instruments needs to be speafded

o There needs to be more efforts to increase the visibility of the Enterprise Europe Network
externally and also to promote its ugéthin the Commission

o EIF should improve communication with financial intermediaries so that they have a better
understanding of the rules governing the financial instruments

The CIP Interim Evaluation made 11 recommendations. Most of these were codagithethe degree
of integration of the CIP and the processes by which the CIP operates. Issues that are of particular
relevance for the current evaluation includecommendations that

oa2yAli2NAY3I AYyRAOI(G2NE &K2dz RYLISO RS oSyt RALBIRG AINE A
0 A communication and dissemination strategy be developed for the CIP (8)

o There should be improved coordination between the Directord®emneral involved in
implementation ofthe CIP (9)

o The Commission should strengthen the role of Emterprise Europe Network in influencing
aSYOSNI {iGlFrGaSaqQ LRtAOe FyR RSLIX2eYSyid 2F / 2KSa.

It is noticeable that there is a particular concentration on the Financial Instruments in all the key
documents that have been considered, with siiecpoints being raised in relation to the Enterprise
Europe Network and rather less being said about the promotion of innovation. This is partially
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explained by timingconsiderations. The larger part of the actions promoting innovation was only
funded wnder the EIP from 2009. Previous actions had been supported by FP 6 measures. Consequently,
at least as far as the interim evaluations were concerned, it was not possitile time of the Interim
evaluationto examine the implementation of these measures

2.3 Data Requirementselating to the Financial Instruments

In focusing on the anticipated outcomes specifically for the Financial Instruments, it is as well initially to
recall the different elements under consideration before going on tohistihformation sought.

The Financial Instruments pe8007 consist of two types:
1 The High Growth and Innovative SME Facility (GIF);
1 SME Guarantee Facility (SMEG).

¢tKS 1 A3IK DNRgGK YR LyYyy20FGA0S {a9 CI OAMNibrifareé oDL C
2007-2013, provides:

1 Risk capital for innovative SMEs in their early stages (GIF1)

1 Risk capital for SMEs with high growth potential in their expansion phase (GIF2). The EIF invests in
funds focused on the expansion stage or specialised secpaicularly those involving eeo
innovation.

¢tKS {a9 DdzZa NryiGdSS ClLOAftAGE 6{ a9 DU Z-2083) grokides co (i 2 i I f
counter and direct guarantees to financial intermediaries that provide finance directly to SMEs. There
are 4 windows under SMEG:

1. Guarantees for debt finairg via loans or leasing: the aim is to reduce SMESs' difficulties in accessing
finance either due to the perceived higher risk or to the lack of sufficient collateral.

2. DdzF NI yiSS&a F2NJ YAONR f2Fyay 3dz-tdeyrisedthupToONI £ 2 | v«
employees, particularly for entrepreneurs starting a business. Financial intermediaries may also
receive some support to partially offset the high administrative costs of micro loans.

3. Guarantees to cover equity and qua&sjuity investments inG4Es.

4. Guarantees to support securitisation structures.

The expected results of the Financial instruments may be summarised as follows

The Objectives and Expected Results of the EIP

Objectives of EIR Expected results of EIP measures/umets
actions/measures
- Facilitate access to finang - Increase investment volumes of risk capital funds
for the startup and growth investment vehicles
of SMEs and encourag
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investment in innovation

L - Provide leverage to SME debt financing instruments
activities

- Improve tke financial environment for SMEs

In terms of identifying the impacts of the financial measutbe long chain from Dd&nterprise and
Industry, throughDG Economic and Financial Affaile EIF and intermediaries to the circumstances of
each deal signedith an enterprisehas to be tracedSometimes there is also a chain of intermediaries
when national bodies in turn support intermediaries operating at a regional or local level.

Anticipated Outcomes

As has been seenrArticle 8 of the Decision of the€ouncil and European Parliament on the
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Progranameé Annex Il of the Decision spedafynhumber

of expected outcomes in broad termhe Impact Assessmerii KI & O02Y LI yASR GKS /
proposal for a Decision afie CIPhad more specific estimates of anticipated outcomesaélation to
the Financial Instruments
® Definitions of the terms useih the tablesare as follows :
1. Average investment in early stage companies under ETF{$tatoundEUR 1.2 million. This includes the
initial investment and followon investments by the same venture capital fund. With an EC participation of
25%, the average cost to the EU budget was around EUR 0.3 million.
2. The EC maximum investment in GIF1 venture ehfiinds focused on eeimnovation is 50%. The cost for the
EU budget per SME supported is therefore 50% of EUR 1.2 million
3. CNRBY 9LC aiGKS S02y2 Y rdstudyHaskdOri the2eXperi@rSe/ofl theNaf- wiihl-EITF Sialrt £
dzLJ LINE I NJ Y Y SédYobsoand 18 omtrdlai@djibs = 52, which is used as the parameter for the
purpose of this calculation.
4. The average investment at expansion stage is estimated at around EUR 3 million. Therefore, with a typical EC
participation of 15%, the average cost teetEU budget will be around 0.5 million.
5. The EC maximum investment in GIF2 venture capital funds focusing énnes@tion is 25%. The cost to the
EU budget per SME supported is therefore 25% of EUR 3 million
6. By analogy, based upon the same data as férIGlgiving 52 jobs per investee company (see above)
7. Based on data relating to the SME Guarantee Facility under the Growth and Employment initiafive: evit m n n
million, it is possible to reach around 75 000 SMEs
8. From Growth and Employment data: beneficiary SMEs created on average 1.2 jobs. A more conservative ratio
should be used, however, as mieeaterprises create fewer jobs than other SMEs and the Imemmof
companies reached under micgredit guarantee corresponds to more than 20% of all companies reached by
SMEG. Thereby, the creation of 1 job seems more realistic.
9. Under capacity building programmes such as the preparatory action and PHARE SMESFinght OAf A i&x S|
provided by the Commission corresponds toe+/ p 2F ONBRAG fAyS LINRPOARSR oeé
t1 w9 {a9 CAYlyOS ClLOAfAGEeT GKS I @SNI IS 2y A& | NRdz
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Table 2.limpact Assessmentanticipated outcomes fothe Financial Instruments

Number of Number of jobs CZEN 2l
: : : L. to the EU
Community Financial SMEs | $&NI 35 maintained or budget per job
Instruments benefited at 7 | ° created at 6
. . created or
yearhorizon year horizon .
maintained
Venture Capital for 300 000t (600
Growth and innovative 674 000 for ece 35048 6 362
SMEs: early stage innovation)?
Venture Capital for 500 000 (750
Growth and innovative 526 000 for ece 27 352 10 420
SMESs: expansion stag innovationy
Guarantees and
CounterGuarantees 315 750 1330 315 756 1330
for SME loans
Capital Building
(Grants accompanying
credit ines from 10 004 25 000 n.a. n.a.
International Financial
Institutions)

Number of venture capital
funds supported / Number of
transactions / Number of

intermediaries

EU investment / EU cost / EU
support per intermediary or
transaction

Venture Capitaldr Growth
and innovative SMEs: early

stage

17 (including 2 funds focused
on ecainnovation)

Maximum: EUR 30 million

Typical range: EUR 10 million
EUR 14 million

Venture Capital for Growth

and innovative SMEs:
expansion stage

15 (including 2 funds fosed
on ecainnovation)

Maximum: EUR 30 million

Typical range: EUR 13 million
EUR 23 million

Securitisation

16

EUR 3 million
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Monitoring Framework

In addition the developingramework for monitoring the performance of the BtBsbeen taken into
accownt. The Interim Evaluation of the EIP recommended tHa¢ Commission should consider
developing a standard set of monitoring indicators (outputs, results, outcomes and impacts) to record
and report programme progresaVork has indeed been undertaken to \dgop this standard set,
notably in the form of a special seminar organised for the EIPCaa®parateevaluationof the EIP
Indicators.

There were alsestimates contained in the Interimv&luation of the ElPalthough theseavere not based
on the Finandal Instruments post 20Q7but on theFinancial Instrumentthat were supported bythe
previousMAP. Thigurrentevaluation of coursefocuses on the post 200Hinancial Instruments

All in all, the expectations of the Financial Instrumeritem the \ariety of sources that have been
outlined, represent a relatively complex situation. In order to assess performance against indicators
derivedfrom all these sources, the evaluation team broughéem all together and sought an wglate

from the various sowes in a position to provide the relevant dafBhe results are set out in the
following chapter, where it will be seen that a comprehensive range of data on the Financial Instruments
are now availableln addition,of course, a considerable amount of infeation on the policy context

and on operational issues has been required, in order to allow the evaluation team to comment on the
broader issues of the evaluation.

24 Collection of Informationrelating to the Financial Instruments
Collection ofnformation

In order to collect all the information necessary to address the whole range of evaluation questions
relating to the Financial Instruments, a range of approaches has been adopted. A considerable amount
of information is generally available thugh publications and web sites. Thigludes documents
relating to the more formal reporting processes that are associated with the EIP, such as the Annual
Implementation Reports and also the information sources that feed them, notably the EIF Quarterly
Reports. In addition, fund management data are available.

An extensive interview programme has also supported the analysis. This has inalutigdl of 22
interviews with Commission and EIF officials, financial intermediaries and others that haveif&c spe
interest in the Financial Instruments and alsofwather 29 crosscutting interviews with other
Commission officials, members of the EIPC and business organisations at European and national levels
that have had a broader interest in the EIP.

Howeve, the Terms of Reference for the assignmesmphasised the need to focus on final
beneficiaries rather than intermediariesin assessing the impacts of the p@8&07 Financial
Instruments, since the Interim faluations had concentrated on intermediaries examining the
development of the Programme in the first few years after its launch. Consequently a considerable
effort has been put into conducting survey of final beneficiariegcludinga representative number of

final beneficiaries financed undehne 'eccinnovation' envelope in GIF.

This part of the survey has attempted to assess the innovation performance of Spiistsd by the
Venture Capital &cility (GIF) of the Financial Instruments and the contributions teimgovation by
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final beneficiaies of the loan guarantees (SMEG), including findings about deployment or development
of ecainnovative processes or products. Epnoovation is not targeted as such by the SMEG facility.

Survey of FI Beneficiaries

The survey of both GIF and SMEG berafaswasstructured around telephone interviews, conducted
by a company that provides a professional service in this area in all the requisite languages.

For both types of financial instrument, as for the other EIP areas considered for the Final Buathati
assessment relates to the achievements of the EIP over the period 2007 to mid 2010.

The GIF subample involved beneficiaries of both GIF | (early stage) and GIF 1l (expansion) funds and
also covered ectnnovative companies supported under GlFe Bim was to obtain 50 interviews of GIF
beneficiaries. This is a rather large sample considering the total number of GIF beneficiaries in the
ParticipatingCountries was 114 at the time of selectigrbut this was considered necessary in other to
conducta reliable analysis of the results. Extra attention has been given to reaching the beneficiaries
under the eceenvelopes of GIF 1 and GIF 2. Of the 114 beneficiaries, 22 received support under the eco
envelopes. The contact details of the beneficiariesenastained directly from the fund managers.

The survey of beneficiaries concentrated on the first 2 windows of the SMEG. For the third window
(Guarantees to cover equity and guasjuity investments in SMEghe first agreement with a financial
intermediary was signed in the second half of 2010. For the fourth window (guarantees to support
securitisation structures) no agreements with financial intermediaries have been nfadgeneral
assessment habereforebeen made of the SMEG as a whole.

For the subsample of SMEG beneficiaries, the aim was to achieve a sample of about 250 enterprises
from among the almost 7800 enterprises that are known to have benefited from the facility. This
number provides a representative sample with a reasonable spread arfunglifferent Member
States, different sectors, size classes etc.

Initially, the details of some,d00 SMEG beneficiaries were obtained in order to be certain of 250 full
responses. The sample was then divided into smaller components, corresponding telévant
windows of the SMEG 2007 facility. Some 80 to 90% of all beneficiaries appear to use the Loan Window
facility. However because using the same proportion from this window in the completed interviews
would leave too small a number of observations the other windows, the survey was structured with
approximately 200 completed interviews from the Loan Window and approximatelgo&ipleted
interviews fromthe micro credit window?.

A pilot survey of 6 beneficiaries was carried out to test the survegstionnaire. Slight changes were
introduced as a result. The survey was carried out fréhdghuaryuntil 6" February 2011. In the case of
GIF, in total 53 beneficiaries were interview&f. these, 9 beneficiaries were supported by the 3 funds

"Quarterly Report, 30 June 2010, EIF.

8 |f a particular results that 10% of the respondents show a certain characteristic or opinion, such a result based
on a sample of N=250, will have a confidence interal95% confidence levetsof + 4%. Or in other words: if we

find 10% in the survey we are 95% sure theg aictual value in the population will be between 6% and 14%.
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under the ecoenvelopes of GIF 1 and GIF 2 (in total 22 benefici&ri€&)r SMEG in total 256
beneficiaries were interviewed of which 206 receiving support under the loan window and 50 under the
micro credit window.Certain difficulties were experienced in obtaigi the contact details for the
telephone survey. Some intermediaries have regional branches, which complicated the collection of the
appropriate information. In other cases, the intermediary works with associations which also have
regional branches, so thimformation chain is even more complicated. In addition, because of data
protection and privacy laws, some of the intermediaries were not able to provide details of the contact
person without the permission of the enterprises.

25 Other Information Gatlering
Trends and issues in SME financing

It is important in assessing the performance of the Financial Instruments to see developments in the
broader context of SME financing. A review of the extensive literature on these issues has been carried
out and the results are summarised here.

The Annual Report on EU Small and MediSired Enterprise 2009: SMEs under Pres$uyeepared for

the DG Enterprise and Industry of the European Commission as part of the SME Performance Review, a
concise analysis was madéthe major trends and issues in SME financing. Enterprises have a number
of options to finance their business. The peckimder theony', says that, due to information
asymmetries between firms and their (potential) investors regarding the firms' cugeetations and

future prospects, investors will agkr a return on the capital that is lenin case of debt financeor
invested-in case of equity finance. As a result, firms find external finance (debt or equity) less attractive
than internal finance(personal savings or retained earningsBecause information asymmetries are
highest for small and new firms, leading potential financiers to ask even greater returns on capital, the
preference for internal finance is greatest among these fittns.

° Extra effort was made to reach the 22 beneficiaries under thean@lopes,including an extension ahe

survey period. From the survey results and the interviews it becomes clear thatrdsence of ecénnovative

SME is not limited to these funds, see table 3.8.

19 European Commission, Annual Report on EU Small and Mesiaem Enterprises 2009, European SMEs under
Pressure, prepared by EIM for DG Enterprise and Industry, Brussels, 2009.

" originally developed by Myers (1984) and Myers and Majluf (1984)

2 Cassar, G., The Financing of Business-@part Journal of Business Venturing 19, 288, 2004.Cassar even
concludes that "these exposures will lead to the firm preferring inside fieaoaebt, shoriterm debt over long

term debt, and any debt over outside equity".

2 The empirical evidence supporting the peckorger theory is abundant;e® Klapper, L.F., V. SarAliende and

R. Zaidi (2006), A Firhevel Analysis of Small and MeiSize Enterprise Financing in Poland, World Bank Policy
Research Working Paper 3984, Washington, DC: World Bank, Mac an Bhaird, C.J. and B.M. Lucey (2007),
Determinants of the Capital Structure of SMEs: A Seemingly Unrelated Regression Approach, S8&Naperk

Kitching, J., D. Smallbone and M. Xheneti (2009), Have UK Small Enterprises Been Victims of the 'Credit Crunch'?,
Paper presented at the 23rd RENT conference, Budapest, Novemi2€x, 2009, Ramalho, J. and J. Vidigal da Silva
(2007), A TwéPart Fractional Regression Model for the Capital Structure Decisions of Micro, Small, Medium and
Large Firms, SSRN working paper.
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Bank lewling is the largest source of external SME finance, and is used for financing investments,
working capital and stock financifiAs SMEs have fewer financing options than large enterprises, small
firms in need of external finance are very much dependenbamks, SMEs are particularly vulnerable to

the credit crunch? For instance, the information asymmetries mentioned above may lead banks to ask
small firms fomigher interest rates, or even refuse a loan altogether. Banks may also refuse loans when
securty is inadequaté® A second source of external finanaeailable in particular for micro firms, is
formed by micrecredits.

A recent studypresented in the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor confirthat formal venture capital

by institutional investors isnly an option for a very small minority of SMEgparticularly those with

high growth potential and with a feasible exit route for investors. Even if SMEs have this profile, venture
capitalis an extremely scarce and expensive form of finance for SMHwseadtartup stage of their life
cycle. Besides, the supply of venture capital fundiag been declinini recent years®

In the following table, details are provided on the availability of venture capital and loans in the 27 EU
Member Statesand in otler countries associated with the Programn#es the table shows it is not easy

to obtain venture capital ifcurope On a scale of 1 to 7, the majority of countries score between 2 and
3. The same holds for the availability of loans without the availabifftycollateral. The variation
between countries is higher than the case of venture capital.

Table 22: Availability of venture capital and ease of access to loans, 20020

Country Venture capital availability* Ease of access to loans*
Austria 29 3.2

Belgium 3.3 3.9

Bulgaria 2.5 2.8

Czech Republic 2.6 3.1

Cyprus 34 3.8

Denmark 3.3 3.5

Estonia 3.3 3

Finland 4.2 4.5

France 3.2 3.4

4 Although many SMEs use internal finance only, SMEs using external finance form an important group, because
they are often innoative firms with an ambition to grow, OECD, The Impact of the Global Crisis on SME and
Entrepreneurship Financing and Policy Responses, Paris, France: OECD, 2009.

* OECD, The Impact of the Global Crisis on SME and Entrepreneurship Financing and Polisefkd?aris,
France: OECD, 2009: five more reasons are provided why SMEs are vulnerable in times of crisis.

16 European Commission, Cyclicality of SME finance, EIM for DG Enterprise and Industry, 2009

" Bosma, N. and J. Levie, Global Entrepreneurshipittlor2009 Global Report, Wellesley, MA US: Babson
College, 2010. They report that over the last forty years only 30 thousand businesses in the US have ever received
formal venture capital.

18 See Lerner, J., Innovation, Entrepreneurship and Financial M&kees, STI Working Paper 2010/3, Paris,
France: OECD, 2010, Mason, C., Venture Capital in Crisis?, Venture Capital 11(4),2009, and OECD, The Impact of the
Global Crisis on SME and Entrepreneurship Financing and Policy Responses, Paris, France:9OECD, 200
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Country Venture capital availability* Ease of access to loans*
Germany 2.8 2.8
Greece 2.3 2.6
Hungary 2.2 2.5
Ireland 2.3 21
Italy 2.2 2.2
Latvia 2.2 2
Lithuania 2.2 2.2
Luxembourg 4.2 4.7
Malta 3.1 4.2
Netherlands 3.7 3.7
Poland 2.7 2.9
Portugal 2.7 3
Romania 2.4 2.6
Spain 2.6 2.5
Sweden 4.0 4.2
Slovenia 2.9 2.9
Slovakia 2.6 3.2
United Kingdom 3.0 2.7
Norway 4.3 4.4
Iceland 24 2.3
Liechtenstein n.a. n.a.
Croatia 2.1 2.5
The former Yugqsla 2.5 21
Republic of Macedonia

Montenegro 3.4 3.6
Turkey 2.2 2.6
Serbia 2.2 2.4

Notes: *How easy is it for entrepreneurs with innovative but risky projects to find venture capital -220@9
weighted average) {+ very difficult, 7 + very easy), **How easy is it to obtain a bank loan in your country with
only a good business plan and no collateral (22020, weighted average) ( 1+ very difficult, 7 + very easy).

Source: World economic Forum, The Global Competigigs Report 2012011
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Business angel finance and informal investment from friends and family members comprise the main
source of equity finance for early stage SMHs the current financial crisis, given the difficulties in
obtaining bank loans, the demd for informal investments may be expected to increase, particularly
when demand in the product market increases again. However, the supply of informal investment is
likely to remain tight for a number of years as the credit crunch has reduced the tyqafdpersonal
assets (particularly the ability to leverage finance against equity in private property) and hence will limit
funds available for informal investors. A recent study showed that in 2009 "there was a significant
decline in the average inforrhinvestor prevalence rate of G7 nations in 2089"

Summarising, cyclicality is a structural characteristic of SME finance. A study carried out on behalf of the
European Commission in 2009 found that economic cycles have a significant impact on bargttendin
SMEs, in particular on mediusized enterprises. Michaelas et al. (1999) find that during recessions the
relative use of shorterm debt (used to finance possible cash flow shortages) increases while the
relative use of longerm debt (used to financavestments) slows down.

The current financial and economic crisis has had an adverse effect on SMEs' access to bank financing.
Based on a survey of firms in the euro area carried out between June and July 2009, the European
Central Bank reports a deterition in the first half of 2009 in SMESs' access to finghdée ECB survey

also reveals that noprice terms and conditions particularly (i.e. charges, fees and commissions) and
collateral requirements tightened in the first half of 2009 for SMEs iretim® zone?® For micro firms,
increases in bank lending rates are also frequently reported as a source of deteriorating access to
finance.

A followrup study by the ECB, surveying firms in the euro area between November and December 2009,
reveals that micrdirms especially increasingly face problems in getting access to fifabBeeging the
second half of 2009, the need for bank loans of small and, especially, micro firms increased because the

¥ Within the group of informal investors, two categories are distinguished. First, there are individuals investing in
firms of friends and family (also known as F&F investors). Second, there are individuals, business angels, investing
in firms more pure for financial reasons. Business angel investments are carried out in a more professional
manner than F&F investments.

20 Bosman and Levie, Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2009 Global Report. Wellesley, MA US: Babson College,
2010

“In particular, "43% Pbthose SMEs that had applied for a bank loan during that period [the first half of 2009]
reported a deterioration in availability, while only 10% saw an improvement" (ECB, 2009b).

# ECB: European Central Bank, Survey on the Access to Finance of Sideitiamd-sized Enterprises in the Euro

Area, September 2009, Frankfurt am Main, 2009.

2 ECB: European Central Bank, Survey on the Access to Finance of Small and-dit=diuEnterprises in the Euro

Area- second half of 2009, February 2010, Frankfurt am Main
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internal resources of these firms are drying djSecondly, in thir attempts to obtain bank loans, micro
firms, more often than other firms, faced problems in obtaining tHém.

A report by UEAPME on the financial and economic crisis in ten European countries, dating from July
2009, can be summarised as folloffBanksare more risk aversere askingfor higher risk margins,

and aredemandirg more collateral and securitpotwithstandingthe lower demand for loans due to

the recession. Many companies reparsignificant impacfrom financial difficulties on investmerand
employment.

However, not all SMEs experience problems in getting access to finance. Since dentaagfoducts

and services of firms hakecreased sharply during the crisis, many firms do not feel the need to invest,

and hence do not apply for badans. Indeed, in the ECB Bank Lending Survey of October 2009, about
50% of the banks participating in the survey say that the demand for loans or credit lines to enterprises

at their bank ‘'remained basically unchangedmpared to the previous quarterhig also holds for the

second quarter of 2009 and applies equally to loans to SMEs and large entetpfisés finding from
responses of banks is confirmed by responses of SMEs in the ECB Survey on the access to finance. About
half of ezléjro area SMEs refgted no major change in financing needs in both the first and the second half

of 2009

In the first half of 2009, the ECB reports that the most pressing problem facing euro area SMEs is 'finding
customers' (27%). Access to finance is the second most ianigotoblem (17%). For the second half of
2009, these percentagese 28 and 19, respectively. This suggests that demand conditions on product
markets are an even more important problem than getting access to finance. Once demand for their
products and sevices starts to increase again, access to external finance will become a more important

*n particular, a lower percentage of micro firms (46%), relative to small, mesized and large firms (49%, 60%

and 68%), indicated that over the last six months, internal funds were used to finane®-day business
operations or specific projectsr investments (ECB, 2010). Given the strong preference for internal finance of
micro firms, this indicates an internal finance constraint. This, in turn, increases the need for external finance.
Indeed, when respondents were asked whether the need forkbaans increased or decreased over the last six
months, a net percentage of 20% of micro firms indicated that this need had increased. These percentages are 15,
8 and 6 for small, mediursized and large firms, respectively.

n particular, among the grquof firms applying for a bank loan, 50% of micro firms "applied and got everything"
(58, 66 and 72% for small, medium, and large firms, respectively), while 24% of micro firms "applied but were
rejected” (15, 11 and 5% for small, medium, and large finespectively). Also, a net percentage of 41% of micro
firms indicated that availability of bank loans deteriorated in the second half of 2009 (24, 29 and 29% for small,
medium, and large firms, respectively). Finally, a net percentage of 14% of micranfificested that interest rates

were increased by their banks (4, 2 a8@b for small, medium, and large firms, respectively).

*® UEAPME: European SME finance Survey/Results 2009, Brussels, Belgium

*"ECB: European Central Bank, The Euro Area Bank Lendmyg, Sdctober 2009, Frankfurt am Main, Germany:
ECB.

B ECB: European Central Bank, Survey on the Access to Finance of Small anddvkaditEnterprises in the Euro
Area, September 2009, Frankfurt am Main and ECB: European Central Bank, Survey on th® Adcasse of

Small and Mediunrsized Enterprises in the Euro Aresecond half of 2009, February 2010, Frankfurt am Main

# Finding customers is mentioned as most pressing problem by 29% of micro firms, 25% of small firms, 29% of
mediumsized firms, and &% of large firms. Access to finance is mentioned by 21% of micro firms, 19% of small
firms, 17% of mediursized firms, and 12% of large firms (ECB, 2010).
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issue for a larger part of the SME populatidine sipply of finance will remain scarce and reliance on
internal resources alone will not be a sustainable approaciutore investment in business growffi.

Finding sufficient financing for eéonovations is an ongoing issue for many -@wovative SMEs. The
NELRZ NI GCAYNZOAYiA2962 27T (i KBidentitieNB dladringed forahe finantel A 2 v
of ecainnovations. Ecannovative businesses fall under the larger category of enterprises, often small
and medium, that face known market failures that limit their access to finance. These general market
failures relate to informational asymmetries and transactiopssts that constrain financial
intermediaries in the provision of funding to smaller enterprises and even more to innovative ones. In
addition to these general market failures, access to funding for-ilecovative SMEs has specific
features and constraistthat arehighlightedin a recent study underten by the European Commission.

For example instead of beinga sector in conventional terms, Egmovationis more accurately
understood asan umbrella term covering a range of technologies, products, @esybusiness models,

and potential target markets. This makesmbre difficult for potential investors to evaluate funding
opportunities and asses the risks than if all investment opportunities where built around a common
technology platformThis is epeciallythe casdn sub sectors, such as those not related to energy, which
are less known or considered immature and therefore riskier. Often, technologies and business models
are unproven, markets are unknown atigére are not examples afivestmentsthat have been exited.

Evidence also shows that financial intermediaries use the same investment rationale as for investments
in conventional sectors (i.e.: the same expectatkes of return the same level of accepted risks) and
environmental concerns contie to be secondary. There are "no discounts" to -gswvative
businesses when it comes to financing. This is empirically confirmed Isyuthementionedabove 59%

of the ecainnovative SMEs in the samphere still looking for financéo market their eo-innovations
andthe lack of engagement of potential suppliers of finance in-Exwvative industries was quoted as

one of the main external barriers to financing (by more than 70% of these SMESs).

AV20KSNI AAIYATFTAOLIY (G oF NNIESHNA FFadzpRIAFY EKEa atHREe B
often is not tailored to the small scale financing needs of SMEs.

Support measures for SMEs

The EU Member States offer a variety of measures to support access to fioai®dEsincludingloan

and mutualguarantee schemes, venture capital funds, tax measures and grants. Y8BRefact sheef®

2009from the European Commissidhan overview is presented of the measures taken by the Member

States in the period 200§ 2009 in the context of the 10 princgs of the Small Business Act (SBA). The
AAEGK LINAYOALX S A& acCHOAftAGFGS {a9aQ | O00Saa (2 ¥
supportive to timely payments in comNJOA | £ (i NI y & shéeis shawhat quiteatmBer & I O G
Member Stats have taken hew measures or have adapted existing meathakeaimedto eae{ a 9 4 Q

access to financing during the financial crisis.

¥ see Beck, T., A. Demirgiiant, L. Laeven and V. Maksimovic, The Determinants of Financing @gsfacirnal

of International Money and Finance 25, 2006 and Carpenter, R.E. and B.C. Petersen (2002), Is the Growth of Small
Firms Corstrained by Internal Finance?, Review of Economics and Statistics 84(2), 2002

31 European CommissoRjnancing Ecinovaion; Final Report. prepared by EIM and Oxford Research for DG Environment,
Brussels, 2011.

32 http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/factfiguresanalysis/performanceeview/index_en.htm
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Studies are currently being conducted by the European Commissiaatmmal financial instruments in
the 27 Member Stateand the financing ecinnovation.

Other relevant EU Financial Instruments

The Interim Evaluation referred to overlaps between the Financial Instruments and other EU financial
instruments operated by other Directorates General and recommended that a dledr visible

allocation policy should be developed by EIF for its different mandates. The instruments referred to are

the JEREMIE and the JASMINE initiatives. Both are part of the European Regional Development Fund
programmes. JEREMIE stands for Joint figan Resources for Micro to Medium Enterprises and offers
Member States, through their national or regional Managing Authorities, the possibility to use Structural
Funds to finance SMEs by means of equity, loans or guarantees, through a revolving holdinthe

fund provides financial intermediaries, financial instruments including guaranteeguarantees and
counterguarantees, equity guarantees, (micro) loans, exjgoedit insurance, securitisation, venture

capital, business angel matching funds ameestments in Technology Transfer funds. By October 2010,

30 holding funds had been set up in 15 Member States: 13 operating at a national basis and 17 on a
regional basis. Theajority of funds operating at a national level are located in the new Mengiates.
EIFactsaaK2f RAy3 TFTdzyR F2NJ mm WOw9alL9 2LISNIGAZ2YA AY M7
O2YYAGGSR G2 FAYFIYOAILf AYGSNNYSRAINASA YR € ndo 0o

Part of the support provided is similar to the support provided under GIF BHEGS Both are applied
through financial intermediaries and EIF can be asked to act as a holding fund for JEREMIE. The main
difference is the more limited regional focus of JEREMIE.

JASMINE is complementary to JEREMIE and provides technical assistaire finamce institutions.

As with SMEG, JASMINE can be relevant for micro finance institutions in certain regions. In June 2010,
the relevant Directorates General joined forces and developed the European Progress Microfinance
Facility (EPMF) that becamerational in June 2010. EPMF is run by EIF. With support from EPMF,
intermediaries can enhance their capacity to provide micro credits and guarantees on micro credits. This
instrument targets all 27 Member States, but has a specific social focus. lt@iimsrease access to
finance for individuals who have lost or are at risk of losing their job or have difficulties entering or re
entering the labour market. It also targets disadvantaged individuals, including people at risk of social
exclusion. In addibn to these individuals, the EPMF also supports meer@rprises, including those in

the social economy providing jobs for the unemployed or the disadvantaged. Businesses in need of
micro financing with more than 10 employees are excluded.

Interviews

The final stage in the process of gathering evidence for the evaluation of the Finlmstiaiments wa a
series of interviews with intermediaries, officials in [E@terprise and IndustryDG Economic and
Financial Affairand EIF. These interviews adtto the information received o the Instruments during
the course of interviews witmembers of theBPCand representatives of European and national
business organisations representing the small business sector.

% http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/funds/2007/jjj/doc/jerend_jessica_20101129/jeremie_sopnov2010.pdf
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2.6 Data Requirements relating to therterprise Europe Network

Againthe different elementsn the anticipated outcomes fahe Enterprise Europe Networkill be set
out before going on texplainthe process of information gathering

The measures relating to the establishment and operatiérthe Enterprise Europe Network are the
most important element of the EIP as far as Objective B of the Programme is coneéngeaxrteation of
an environment favourable to SME-operation.

Objectives of EIR Expected results of EIP mgares/actions
actions/measures
- Create an environmen - Foster services in support of SMEs
favourable to SME
cooperation, particularly ir - Contribute to measures helping SMEs to cooperate
the field of crosshorder other enterprises across borders
cooperation.
- Promote and facilitate international busines
cooperation

The Enterprise Europe Networkvas established through a call for proposals in 2007 and started
operating in 2008. It brought together two peisting networks, the Euro Info CentréSICs)and
Innovation Rely CentregIRCs)but also brought in other business support organisations not previously
involved in either networkThe Enterprise Europe Network now consists of 91 regional consortia,
involving a total of 581 organisations.

The overall objective of thEnterprise Europe Network is to provide support for business and innovation

¢ in particular for SMEg by offering information, feedback to the Commission, businesspayation

services, innovation, technology and knowledge transfer services, plus esergitcouraging the

LI NOAOALI GA2Yy 2F {a9a Ay (GKS 9! Qa CNIYSg2N] t NRIAN.

As background, it should be recalled that the implementation of Netwelkted EIP measures is the
responsibility of the Executive Agency for Competitiveness and Innov@id€l). The haraver from
the Commission of the project management functions took place*doNdvember 2007, the delegation
of the network animation tasks was formally concluded off 2@ril 2008 and the management of IT
tools was handed over on 23ebruary 2009.

Other measures supported under this objective include studies, workshops, conferences and
dissemination activity in the areas of IPR and standardisatameBusiness Support Network and the
promotion of international ceoperation.

Anticipaed Outcomes
There is a general requirement, as has been seerfriitle 8 of the Decision of the Council and
European Parliament on the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Progremavaluatethat all

parts of the Programme are with regard toethrelevance of the objectives, their coherence and
synergiesand their contribution to the effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and utility of the
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Programme. Howevein contrast to the Financial Instrumentbge only direct referencén this articleto
the Enterprise Europe Network is to an assessment of the quality of the services provided by the
Enterprise Europe Network partners.

'IFAYT GKS LYLIOG !'3daSaaySyid GKFG | O002YLI YASR GK
made less extensive f@rence to the Enterprise Europe Network than to the Financial Instruments.
Nonetheless, there was reference to the generation of various indirect benefits and also a more explicit
estimation of the anticipated impagt FNBY G(GKS bSG62N)] LISNI € mMInnnInn
stated as follows :

w Around 45,000 SMEs could be reached by the European awarmissg) activities developed by
the business and innovation support services.

w Around 112 events dealing with Exypean issues with relevance for SMEs could be organised.

w Around 2 500 enterprises looking for a partner in another country could be put in contact through
the business cooperation tools managed by the business and innovation support services.

The interpretition of these estimates is not entirely straightforward. The first difficulty lies in
understanding why only three output targets were chosen for the impact Assessissentially, this
choice was based on experience with the previous networks, bubwt seems rather narrowAs
explaired below in the section relating to the monitoring framework, the Netwénkse daydenefits
from a sound generally well acceptednd more extensive setof indicators, developed to provide
information on a representat®y range of Network activitiesThese are now seen as being more
meaningful.

The second difficulty fates tothe reference to anticipated outcomes per million euros expenditure,

since it is not entirely clear which elements of expenditure should counturdisg that the total
expenditure was intended and given that this leveSoE LISY RA (1 dzNB 2y GKS bSiG 62N
million per year (rising every year to cater for inflation aheé rising cost of staff), the anticipated
outcomes are as follows :

- total number of SMEs reached per ye&r382 million,

- number of events organisedver 5,800 events

- number of enterprises put in contact with a potential partnér30,000.
Monitoring Framework
In addition, the monitoring systems for the Enterprise dfi Network have to be brought into the
picture. Both of the networks that preceded the Enterprise Europe Network had well established

monitoring systems and members had been used to reporting on the effects of their actions. This
tradition was carried ouweand further refined by the Network established under the EIP.

Some 50 indicators were used during the period 20080 under a Performance Enhancement System
(PES1) for reporting and monitoring by the Network. In parallel 17 overlapping indicatorsuseste
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during the period 2002010 to report to the EIPC on the Network performance. The objective of the
aeaidsSy ¢gla G2 SyO2dzNF 3IS + F20dza 2y 1S@ 202S0GA@Sa

The actual data on the current set of indicators habieen collected every six months, the latest
available being those for 30 months (some data are available for 36 month but these do not include
figures from all Network members). However, the current indicators (ZBILO) have a strong focus on

the outputs of the Network activities. These are important and useful to assess the operational
efficiency of the Network but not in terms of the results and longer term outcomes of the Programme.

Starting from 2011, following considerable interaction with Networ&nmbers on this issue, the 50
indicators will be reduced to 35 in a revised version of the Performance Enhancement System (PES2). It
will have 19 output, 8 aicome and 8 impact indicatord'he new set of indicators provides a more
holistic approach tdahe activities of the Network and foparticular interest are the qualitative indicators

such as the recognition of the Europe Enterprise Network brand and the assessment of client
satisfaction to be collected through surveyj$iese latest developments in the mitoring framework for

the Network were therefore taken as the basis for the evaluation assessment. The relevant data are
presented in the next chapter.

It should be said that these indicators aretionly used for assessingth&Ni 6 2 N] Q& | Odedzk £ LIS N
They also inform the negotiation of targdig each consortium relating to future levels of activity. These

targets tend to show an upward trend across the range of activities to be undertaken and the impacts
anticipated.

Of course, in terms of undar(i  YRAY 3 GKS o6 NBI RSNJ O2 yhése Hala havd ( KS
again been supplemented by a considerable amount of information on the policy context and on
operational issues, allowing the evaluation team to comment on the broader issues ofahmton.

2.7 Collection of Information relating to the Enterprise Europe Network
Collection of Information

As with the Financial Instrumentsa range of approaches has been adopted in order to collect the
information relevant for the evaluation @stions relating to the Network. Documentary evidence, such

as the Annual Implementation Repohias again been important, abng with a range of publicatienand
internal management documents relating specifically to Hutivitiesof the Network.Surveysof users
conducted by the Agency or Network members in Flanders and Sweden have added to the evidence
collected specifically for the evaluation.

The data for the relatively well developed monitoring system established for the Network was provided
by the Agncy in the form of the information generated by the regular surveys of the Network. The

latest data availale in this wayareti K2 4S 02ttt SOGSR on Y2y dK&a F FGSNI
operation.

Of course, there weralsodirect discussions with skaholders inthis area in the form o& structured
interview programme(21 interviews in totalwith Network members and their host organisations and
Commission and Agency staff, involved in the management of the Network, plus more informal
discussion anthsights gained by attending the Network annual conference and the remarks concerning
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the Network made in more general interviews with Member State representatives and business
organisationsFurther detailgdderived from these sources will be presentedhie next chapter.

Survey of network clients

In addition, & with the Financial Instrumentsinceone of the important aims in the Final Evaluation has
been to throw as much light as possible on the actual achievements of the Netactkveywas
organisel, in this casef Network clients Thiswas launchedat the beginning of September 2010, with
participants asked to answer by the end of October 2010. The actioparation of Network members
was an important feature in getting through to clients.

Thesurvey took the form of a questionnaire that was made available onli28 ilanguage$. Network
members ce2 LISNI} 6§ SR gAGK (GKS O2yRdz0O0 2F GKS &adz2NwSe
encouraging them to respond. The questions were deliberatepy &t a simple level, in order to make it

a relatively easy task for enterprises and to encourage a maximum respbmseapproach seems to
have been quite successiulthat there were 2,532 replies and, as is evident in section 3.4 below, most
of theseprovided responses to all of the questions and often added additional information

The survey wasupplemented by data from similar surveys that had been carried othédyAgency and
Network members in Sweden and Flanders.

2.8 Data Requirementselating to Innovation Activities

¢ KS WL Y yengslaiesita YQEIR Objectivedbjective &; Promote all forms of innovation in
Sy i S NLINDBeStaeD Suppdrt eceinnovation

Again the ainhereis to outline the anticipated outcomen this area and the informatiosought by the
evaluation team. The relevant data are presented in the next chapter

We should recall that Wereas prior to the EIP, the activities broadly corresponding to those considered
in the two previous chapters hacebn supported under the Muknnual Programme (MAP), activities
foreshadowing those in the innovation area had been supported by the Framework Programmes for
Research and Development. One of the consequences of this iEtinape Innova and Pro Inno awis

prior to 2009 cannot really be considered as part of the EIP. On the other haridrieation actions
began with the EIP.

Given the relative weight attributed to Objective D in budgetary terthe main evaluation effort in this
area has beemevotedto examining support for ecmnovation, but within the context of a broader
consideration of the promotion of innovation generally.

The anticipated results of action inglinnovation area weras follows :

Objectives of EIR Expected reslts of EIP measures/actions
actions/measures
- Promote all forms of - Foster sectosspecific innovation, clusters, innovatig

3 The survey was available in all the official languages of the EU except for Irish (Gaelic) in addition to Norwegian.

36

(@]}



Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and IntiomaProgramme chapter

Research Methodology ?

innovation in enterprises networks, publieprivate innovation partnerships an
cooperation with relevant international organisations, a
the use of mnovation management

- Support national and regional programmes for busin
innovation

- Support the takeup of innovative technologies

- Support services for transnational knowledge &
technology transfer and for intellectual and industr
property

- Foster tehnology and knowledge through data archivi
and transfer

- Support eceinnovation - Foster eceannovation, clusters, ectnovation networks,
public-private eceinnovation partnerships an(
cooperation with relevant international organisations, a
the use @ innovation management

- Support national and regional programmes for €
innovation

- Support the takeup of eceinnovative technologies

- Supporting services for transnational environmen
knowledge and technology transfer and for intellectt
and industrid property

- fostering environmental technology and knowled
through data archiving and transfer

In comparison to the previous two objectives, the measures supported under‘Henotion of
innovation in enterprise@bjectiveare much morevaried althoughthe greatest share of activities falls
under two measures: Euroganova and PRONNO Europe, each of which includes a number of actions.

As already outlinedzurope INNOVAevelops and tests innovation support services to SMEs, developing
innovation patforms among innovation professionals and support providers in three key areas/themes
(cluster development, knowledge intensive services and-ieoovation The overall objective is to
accelerate innovation processes and facilitate the commercialisatibrinmovative products and
servicesPRO INNO Europe htee broader objective of designing and testing new innovation support
mechanisms at a programme level, involving ministries and agencies. Under the two main measures a
number of different actions (sulneasures) have been implemented in the period 2Q0Z0 either

related to the development of policies or services in the three defined areas or supporting horizontal
activities through the dissemination of knowledge and tools and the policies developed.

In addition to thesetwo sets of actions, additional activities under the PRO INNO umbrella include, INNO
Metrics (the YhnovationUnion Scoreboar® > | & A ( ahdithe ynBabaro®ételr) INISAR Policy
TrendChart,INNO Grips Il, INNO Views, INNO Ajgaia INNO Learning Platform anket European
Cluster allianceThey support the collection of data and other relevant information, the conduct of
studies concerning developments in the innovation policy ameacess to academic and business
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of firms or stakeholders in order to support and enhance innovation policy making at the European and
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national level. (see Table below).

Besides this, the Regional novation Monitor complements the INNO Policy TrendChart with
information and analysis on suiational or regional innovation policies. Pilot actions for experimenting

2

with new forms of innovation policy are also being launched, in particular demand sitteambes to

innovation, involving the procurement of innovative solutions through tendering processes, social

innovation, userdriven forms of innovation (in particular design) and public sector innovation.

Table 2.3PRO INNO Project Descriptions

Schene Target group Brief Description
INNO NETs Policy makers Running during the period 2088012. Aims to facilitatg
EPISIS Innovation agencies | transnational cooperation between poligpakers and innovation
agencies in the field of services innovation. hals offer an open|
platform for discussion on policy recommendations, test new pa
approaches and organise polioyiented international conferences.
INNO NETs Policy makers Running during the period 20€8012. Aims to soport and further
TACTICS Innovation agencies | expand the European Cluster Alliance (see below), foster cly
cooperation, promote cluster excellence, support exist
performing clusters and contribute to the development of bett
cluster policies and practical tools in Europe.
INNO NETs Policy makers Running during the period 20e812. Aim to establish a platform t
INNOPartnering | Innovation agencies | identify, develop and exploit synergies between public fund
Forum agencies in Europe and to propose new approaches and mea
for innovation support for SMEs.
INNO Actiong Policy makers Running during the period 2068012. Aims to promote excellend
Cluster Innovation agencies | in cluster management by bringing together experienced pers
Excellence and organisationsa identify and set up a meaningful set of qual
indicators and peeassessment procedures for cluster managem
and establish a cluster quality label.
INNO Actiong, General public Running during the perd 20092012. Based on the organisation
Innovation Regional innovation | six Innovation Festivals to demonstrate how innovation, toget
Festival players with creativity, can contribute to regional development.
INNO Policy Policy makers Collection and analysis f oinformation on national innovatior|
Trendchart Researchers policies. Started under FP6. Shared database, network of ex
General public and exploitation with FP7 funded ERAWATCH on research polic
INNO Metrics Policy makers Composed of the InnovatiorJnion Soreboard (EIS) and th
Researchers Innobarometer. Benchmarks, on a yearly basis, the innovat|
General public performance of Member Statemnd on a biannual basis at regiong
level
INNOAppraisal | Policy makers Collect reports of appraisals of innovation policy to assess
application of evaluations in innovation policy across Europe
contribute to a better evaluation culture across Europe. Contrib
to improving policymaking throughout the entire policy cycle
INNO Grips Il Policy makers Support 12 innovation studies#ports and 12 workshops of exper
to analyse and exchange ideas and best practices in relatio
innovation policy developments and trends and on the drivers
barriers to innovation at a firm level.
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INNO Views Policy makers Facuses on the establishment of dialogue between policy mak
Industry industry and academia to identify new or better innovation pol
Academia instruments through workshops

European Cluste| Policy makers Gontinuation and strengthening of the open platform established

Alliance (national/regional) 2006 aiming to enable a permanent policy dialogue among nati
Intermediaries and regional public authorities responsible for developing clu

(Cluster managers) | policies and managing or funding cluster programmes inirt
countries or regions.

Inno-Learning Innovation support Ran during the period 20062010. Focused on improving th
platform providers effectiveness of innovation support in Europe by stimulat
Policy makers cooperation among innovation agencies agddember States an

regions and promoting policy learning among the actors involved

Eceinnovation

Eco-innovationsupport focuses offirst application and market replitian projects concerned with the

initial application or market replication of egonovative techniques, products, services or practices that
have already been technically demonstrated but which have not yet become established on the market.
The projects funded are intended to help remove obstacles to the development and wide applmfation
ecoinnovation, create or enlarge markets for related products and improve the competitiveness of EU
enterprises on world markets. At the same time there are environmental objectives. Projects should also
aim to reduce environmental impacts, increasesource efficiency or improve environmental
performance of enterprises. These projects are open to all legal forms of business, but SMEs in
particular are targeted.

However, this is within a broader conteXccinnovation related activities are integratdwbrizontally
acros all the objectives of the Elldcaas well agxamining the support programme, it is necessary to
consider for instance the financial instrumentgor ecaoinnovation related startups and SMEthat are
supervised byDG Economic and Famcial Affairsand alsothe ecoinnovation policy and services
platforms under the PRONNOEurope and Europa Innova measures.

In addition, the Enterprise Europe Network provided environmental support services to SMEs helping
them turn environmental chadinges into economic opportunities. The measure is intended to help the
Network members build expertise and develop first and second level services for SMEs. In 2009 this
measure fell under the second objective but its continuation in 2010 was includedr uhdeecc
innovation objective.

These activities can be tracked through a number of the monitoring indicators used. The share of VC
funds dedicated to ecinnovation and the SMEs in the clean technology sector that have received new
financing is recordedral is reported on by the financial intermediaries through EIF. In the case of
objective C innovation platforms, where egmovation is one of the three main areas examined there is
information available on developments, broken down by sector. For otheyelar small budget
measures however,where activities touch upon eemnovation and environmental issuei$,is more
challenging to identify the effects dhe ecoinnovation dimension Generally, this situation is not
helped in that there is no specifigcay to identify eceinnovation under the NACE codes that determine
how statistics are presented.
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The core of theactivities under the fourth objective dhe EIPis the Ecelnnovation funding scheme,
which focuses on the funding of first application anthrket replication projects. These are concerned
with the initial application or market replication of edanovative techniques, products, services or
practices that have already been technically demonstrated but which have not yet become established
on the market. The projects funded are intended to help remove obstacles to the development and
wide application of ecénnovation, create or enlarge markets for related products and improve the
competitiveness of EU enterprises on world markets. At the saime there are environmental
objectives. Projects should also aim to reduce environmental impacts, increase resource efficiency or
improve environmental performance of enterprises. These projects are open to all legal forms of
business, but SMEs in partiaubre targeted.

This measurdasbeenimplemented by the Executive Agency under the supervision cED@onment
unit E.4 and alls for proposalsvereincludedin the 20082011work programmes.

Anticipated Outcomes

It is again relevanthat Article 8 of the Decision of the Council and European Parliament on the
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme refers to a broad range of anticipated
outcomes including the effects of the Programme on innovation, competitiveness, entrepreneurship,
productivity growth, employment and the environment. It also specifically requires the Annual
Implementation Reports to identify eganovation activitiesand this is done systematicall@therwise,

in contrast to the Financial Instruments, there is no indmain the Decision of expected outcomes.

There is also eelative lack of preision in relation to the anticipated outcomes in the innovatamea n

GKS AYLIOG FaasSaayvySyid GKFG | 002YLIYASR (GKS /2YY.
Furthermore, hose that are there relate mor® longerterm outcomes than tahe expected results.

Reference was made to a range of anticipated effects, both inputs (such as more entenpirisesity

and SME cooperation for innovation; increase of innovation experaliis a percentage of turnover,

more SMEs using nerchnological innovation; more accessibility of figpital and leveraging national

and regional funding for business innovation projects) and outputs (such as an increase in sales of new
to-market prodicts/services and of nesto-firm products/services; increase in EPO patent registrations;

increase in employment in mediuttigh and higkltech manufacturing).

In the area of ecénnovation, the expected impacts are even less well defined. There is refa®tioe
potential of environmental technologies to meet environmental challenges while at the same time
contributing to competitiveness and growth and also to the potential for growth in the world market for
environmental goods and services, but no estimatf impacts as such.

In the discussion of the social consequences of the EIP, the impact assessment points out that
innovation has a high potential for making a social contribution through the development of products
and services that improve the qualitof life, especially for specific social groups, such as disabled
persons, and the ageing population. Innovation, of course, also has an important part to play in
addressing environmental problemggrecisely the aim of the eeimnovation initiatives.

In terms of the risks associated with the CIP, the general comment made is again relevant to the

innovation area. It pointed to the possibility of too low a profile being attained as a consequence of
capacity not achieving a critical mass.
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The Interim Evaktions of the EIPand CIRJid not consider innovation actions specifically, since these
were only just beginning to come under the EIP at the time. However, some ofgeheral
recommendationgeferred to above do haveelevance for innovation, includinthe development of a
standard set of monitoring indicators (outputs, results, outcomes and impacts) to record and report
programme progress.

Monitoring Framework

The first consideration in areas wheltgere is expenditure on a range of support activitietifiave an
overview of the number of projects supported and the corresponding expenditure. These are the initial
outputs of the Programme in this area.

Following on from the basic project management data, other information is expected on the outputs,
resuts and longer term outcomes of the Programme. This information is formalised in monitoring and
indicator systems. It has been seen that these are relatively well developed with respketRmancial
Instruments and the Enterprise Europe Network. Howeire parallel to the less precise specification of
anticipated outcomes in the innovation area in the initial Decision and Impact Assessment, monitoring
data have also been developed less consistently and rimore diffuse mannerNonetheless there has
been progress in these areas.

Monitoring tools for the Europe Innova and PRO INNO initiatives were partially developed during the
first period of the initiatives (2062009) when they were supported under FP6. The Calls for Proposals

for some activities gpiulated that bidders had to propose an appropriate set of performance indicators

for monitoring progress and assessing the overall impact of the activity. However, from the Commission
side, there was no systematic structure to monitor and assess the peafice and impact of the

projects. BExpost, the assessment of the two initiatives distinguished between the direct or indirect
impacts of the projects and activiti&s Direct results were primarily the outcomes achieved by the
projects and activities suppdrSRE KAt S AYRANBOG NBadz §a oSNB GKS
the projects.

According to the interviews with the Commission, this approach was systematised during the new phase
of the two initiatives and a third category of impacts was edldeferring to potential impacts beyond

the project. Requirements on the project-codinators to deliver the relevant data have been included

in the respective contracts, although not from the very beginffirihe feedback from the evaluation of

the EIRNndicators and the Panel discussions on measuring the impact of European innovation policy co
operation initiatives (focusing on PRO INNO) that took place 8hJaguary 2010 served to further
systematise this process.

In the case of Europmnova initative®’, project ceordinators have been asked to identify indicators for
the direct and indirect impacts of each project and of the potential impact after the end of the project
and also to set appropriate targets (quantitative or qualitative). Guidanpeoidded as to what should

be the appropriate indicators but there is also flexibility given the variation in the nature of the projects.

% Main results from Europe INNOVA and PRO INNO Europe: A first assessment

% The requirements we not set in the initial calls but were included in subsequent amendments

3" There is no information of similar requirements concerning the fR@ Europe. It is an area where more
research is planned.
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A review of the direct impact indicators used in 4 proj&tssiggests that there is a common focus on

the number of bols developed, the number of intermediaries reached and the number of SMEs that
benefit. These direct indicators largely coincide with the set of indicators proposed in the Final Report of
the Evaluation of the EIP indicators conducted by CSES. In adtlitileverage effect of the projects
(through the creation of voucher schemes by project partners or the development of seed funds) is an
additional direct impact indicator reported. On this basis, the Commission is expected to have a rather
good pictureof the direct impacts achieved from the supported Europe Innova activiiéisough this
information is not currently available

In the case of PRINNQ not all project beneficiaries and contractors have been asked to identify and

report on indicators.Activities relating to data analysis or innovation studies and reports (e.g- Inno

Metrics or InneGrips II) do not have such requirements. However, the Commission collects data
internally on the wehhits of the PRONNO webpage and the number of downloaafsthe relevant

studies which provide indications of their relevance and level of use. In the case ofNalsCthe

review of the EPISIS, Inbol NIy SNAY 3 F2NHzy FyR ¢!/ ¢L/{ LINR2SO
performance is monitored on the basis of @her well developed set of indicators that cover outputs

and outcomes and differentiate between direct, indirect and long term impacts. Differences between

the projects are evident since it was considered necessary to have the indicators to fit thdécspecif
characteristics and objectives of each project.

However, the developments described so far largely represent work in progklessy with the review

of indicators in other areas, the Evaluation of EIP Indicators did propose a set that could be @pplied
the innovation areamade up of 12 indicators relating to Europe Innova and 20 relating telRRQ It

is not yet possible to report on all of these indicators in a consistent fashion.

Ecoeinnovation

The situation with regard to the Edonovation scleme is clearer, at least in terms of the monitagin
system hat has been established. rdmn the beginning, he monitoring of the environmental and
economic impacts of the projects supported under the Homvation scheméias beenan important
element of he scheme anthas beerintegrated into its management. deential beneficiaries are asked

to state the environmental and economic objectives of the projects iiir f@posal documergand to
identify relevant indicators. Some indicators are predefineddpylicants arelsoexpected to provide
additional ones relevant to the specific projects. More specifically, the indicators are expected to cover
three areas of potential impact (two environmental and one economic):

- Improved environmental performance itreference to a reduction of G@nd particulate
matter emissions and tons of waste diverted from landfills

- Better use of natural resources including resource efficiency, reduction in water consumption
and energy efficiengy

- Economic performance/marketeplication indicators referring to expected market size, the
number of startups to be created, the leverage factor and the resulting pafénts

* InnoWater, Achieve More, KIB, BioChem

% In the initial calls there was also a requirement to indicate the expected employment impact. The Agency
decided to remove them from the list give the limited capacity to predict and the fact that in some cases project
could be saving rather than creating jobs
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The Agency guidelines require that the proposed indicators fulfil the SMART criteria and that absolute
or relative values be provided both for the project end and for the situation two years after the end of
the project. Applicants are also expected to include in the proposal specific tasks determining how they
will monitor effects.

It should be noted thouglthat, so far, there has been no reporting on the indicators and no way of
assessing their use in judging the effectiveness of the scheme. There are still issues to resolved, such as
the question of how to aggregate the results from the different projeétstudyto be conductedby

the Agency in 2011s expected to provide guidance in this area.

Still, the majority of project beneficiaries suggested that the indicators are providing helpful guidance
for their own purposes and in some cases they have @sdributed to the day to day management of
the projects, becoming key performance indicators for everyday management purposes.

29 Collection of Information relating to the Innovation Activities

Given the spread of Innovation activities supportadthe EIP, the process of collecting the necessary
information to address the relevant evaluationi@gtions has required wider set of approacheto be
adoptedthan in the other main areas. The Europa Inrf8vBro hno* and Ecelnnovatiorf? web sites

are an important source obasic information about the measures and their various projects. Other
information is available tlmugh publications and web sites, again includdwcuments relating to
formal reporting processes, such as the Annual ImplementatepoRs. Given that the web sites are

an important means of disseminating the results of activities, there was also an analysis of web site
statistics(number of visits to certain pages, downloads of reports etc) the Europe Innova and PRO INNO
websites.

An interview programme haagain beera major source of informatiarin the case of Europe Innova,
there were 11 interviews with project coordinatorg, including 3 platforms for knowledge intensive
services that were supported from the 20@Q008 calls and 2 interviews with Commission officials. For
PRO INNQthere were interviews with the Commission officiaisolvedand the coordinators of the
INNOGRIPS and INN@ETRICS activities

For the Europe Innova project interviews, 11 projects were selectguideide a representative picture

of the three key topic areas addressedluster cooperation, ecinnovation and innovation services. In
addition, the Takét-Up project is a horizontal project under the promotion pillar of Europe INNOVA
that aims to enhace and facilitate the uptake of the outputs developed by Europe INNOVA partnerships
and to support in the commercialisation of the various tools developed.

As in other areas, therosscutting interviews with other Commission officials, members of thCEAnd
business organisations at European and national lavete useful additional sources of information.

40 http://www.europe-innova.eu/
“L http://www.proinno-europe.eu/
42 hitp://lec.europa.eu/environment/ecainnovation/index_en.htm
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Surveys

ForPRO INN@here was als@n ontline survey of the participants in the various PRO INNO actiVitiiss
survey did not have quite theame function as the surveys in the other two areas, but nonetheless
served to provide feedback from people directly involved in supported innovation activities.

A list of 358 participants in the different activitiesncluding national policy makers, iowvation support
providers, academics and industry experts, was made available to the evaluation team. A survey
launched on 2% November2010, invited them to respond to questions-tine. The survey remained
open until 18" January 2011 and a total of Tésponses were receive@hisprovideda good basis for
conclusions concerning the implementation and effectiveness of the initiative as a whole, although the
number of respondents that participated in particular schemes is rather limiteddaed not sugport
GadriAadAaolrtte AAIYATAOLIYy(Ge O2yOtdzaizyaod

The Ecennovation Interview Programme

Since no projects have been completed so far, the evaluation of thenecwation scheme focused
mainly on procedural issues concerning the implementation of the schemdeon initial or intended
outcomes rather than on longer term impacts. The assessment was based on a combination of
interviews with a selected group of beneficiaries from the first call for proposals, together with
interviews with those responsible for aping the objectives of the calls that have taken place and
organisations with an interest in promoting egmovation. It was complemented by a review of some

of the key documents identified relating to the Eiomovation funding scheme.

A total of 22 prgects out of the total of 44 were initially selected for telephone interviews on the basis
an interview checklist. The selection reflected to a great extent the distribution of supported projects in
four broad categories (building and construction, foodl atrink, greening business and recycling) and
also attempted a broad geographical coveragk.total of 16 interviews were eventually conducted
since in six cases the projects coordinators did not respond to our invitation.

210 Requirements relatingo Other Activities

As is evidenaibove the evaluation has concentrated on the three main areas of the Entreprehigur
and Innovation Programmthat take up the main part of the budgeln particular, hese areas have
been the focus of the main effoin i KS S @I datizlcalldcoy. Mldnetheless, there are other
activities under the EIP thahake a significant contributioto achieving the aims of the Programme,
even though the resources devoted to them are relatively restrictéw support providedo the
Community programme for the reduction of administrative cost, for instance, assisted in addrassing
issue of major importace for Enterprise Policy and one highlighted by the Small Business Act.

These actions are undertaken mainly with a view addressing objective E - Promote an
entrepreneurship and innovation cultureand objective F Promote enterprise and innovatierelated
economic and administrative refornbut the other objectives can be supported too. In addition, there is

a series ofsupporting activities, including analysis and monitoring of competitiveness and sectoral
issues, impact assessments and evaluation and dissemination activities. These are set out in an annual
document detailing Support Measurel total more than 100 meases are described in the five
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relevant annual Work Programmemd n most cases these measures have a budgat ttoes not

A N v oA A o~

SEOSSR ecanhegrauped Broadly into four categories

1 Studies/reportsstudies conducted by the Commission, external consultants or groups of experts
are quite common under the EIP (e.g. SME performance reviesijll& study on the Igbal
sourcing, study on SMEs organisations representativenkss)possible to distinguish between-on
going work that supports the major elements of policy by providing data, benchmarking etc. and
one-off studies that provide insights for a particukzea.

1 Campaign activitiescampaign activities are also very common under the EIP (e.g. the information
campaign on CE marking, theskills awareness raising campaign and the EuropeanVgé&k) and
involve events, media activities, wglages and printednaterial.

1 Conferencesseminars & trainingconferences and more specific training activities and seminars
are also supported through the EIP.

1 Information activities information provision developed and provided by the Commission or a
contracted organisatin range from measures like the IPR Helpdesk, to-baded activities and
printed material.

Sometimes the activities can be combined, with studies and conferences and information provision
supporting campaign activities antle relative distribution of adtities varies from year to year. This
provides an important degree of flexibility for the EIP and allows it to respond to isgitiéa the
Programme whose significance has increased. It does, however, mean that it is rather difficult to assess
the performance of these actions and especially their longer term impacts. Indicators are proposed in
the annual Work Programmes and reported on in the Implementation Reports. However, there is a
relative emphasis onutput indicators and it is difficult to make cqrarisons between different items.

The Evaluation of the EIP Indicatergygestd that a more consistent approach should be adopted, in
particular, bymaking use oimilar indicators for each of the four different categories of activity listed
above. So fg it seems, this more disciplined approach hgt to be implemented In terms of
examining monitoring dataon & W2 4 KSNJ | Ol xh@ avalvatha amzhds beek Bstridtddt =
to examiningthe overall budgetary data and highlighting examplest thdght be thought to be
representative of the others. A limited amount of data is therefore presented in the next chapter.

Interview Programme

Ly O2y iGN} ad G2 GKS RAFTFAOAA Ge 2F LINBaSydaAy3da LISN
aggregatdevel, the interview programme was able to elicit a variety of responses from Member States

and business organisations, the relative wealth of material of this kind probably arises because of the

high visibility of these actions and the fact that many lodde interviewed had direct experience of
participating in conferences and making use of intelligence, data, stadagublicity material.

2.11 Overall Interview Programme
Throughout this chapter there has been reference to various interview progres that have assisted

in the understanding of the overall orientation of the EIP and its different areas of activity. Well over 100
people have been interviewed and a number of these have been interviewed more than once.
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The distribution of targets with the interview programme is indicated in the table below:

Table 2.4 Details of the Number of Interviewees for the Whole of the Programme

2

Area Number
General :
- DGEnterprise and Industr& other Commission, EACI 7
- EIPC members 8
- EU Business organisations 5
- National business organisations 9
Financial Instruments 22
- DGsEnterprise and Industrg Economic And Financial Affairs
EIF, intermediaries
Enterprise Europe Network 21
- DGEnterprise and IndustryEACI, Network members, host
organisations
Innovation (General) 17
- DGEnterprise and Industrproject coordinators
Ecoinnovation 28
- DGEnvironment EACI, beneficiaries
Total 117

The interviews were conducted mainly using an established list of questions that was shared with the
interviewee priag to the interview taking place, although interviewees were free to raise additional

issues if they thought this appropriate. They also took place on a confidential basis. Those interviewed
were assured that they would not be quoted directly without thesiplicit permission.

The resulting discussions were generally very informative and, although it is not possible to present the
information imparted in the schematic way that the results of surveys can be set out, they have fed
directly into the evaluatioranalysis and have played an important part in shaping the results that are

presented in chapter 4.
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This chapter brings together data that have been collected for purposes of monitoring the EIP, plus
the results of the main surveys that have been condudtduring the course of the evaluation. This
information is largely presented without much comment on the implications for the evaluation, since
for these purposes the monitoring information and the survey results need to be brought together
with the results of the interview programme. This is done in the following chapter.

The following sections present first the overall financial data for each of the main areas under
consideration, followed by the available monitoring data and then the detail of the resgsoio surveys
conducted.

3.1 Monitoring Data for the Financial Instruments Currently Available

The budget allocated over the 20@D11 period for Objective A of the ERacilitate access to finance

gra € Ty d®H YAffA2Yy3I .plhedacdpuntcemniitt&dSo abjective A foro2R07 6 dzR 3
HAaMn B6SNB € mpndonn YAffA2YyZI € mpmdmTp YAfEA2YyS
¢KS 0dzRISG T2 NI73iKilon@ SI NI HammM A& €

In the table below, the anticipated values of the indmat as stated in the annex to Council Decision of

the CIP are compared with the real values reached1dtBee@mber 2010. In addition, a number of
other indicators, as stated in the tender specifications, are included (see also section 2.3). The EIP
started in 2007 and continues to run until 2013. After 2013 there is an additional period in which parts
of the programme will come to full effect.

The financial instruments cover the Participating countfiésee art. 4 ofCIP Bcision).The Cecision

also requres indicators to be monitored for all countries participating in GIF and SMEG (i.e. all CIP
countries) as well as for the EU Member States and the remaining countries separately. In the second
column of table 3.1 the real values for all countries aresprged whereas column three presents the
values for the total EU 27 Member States and the fourth column for the remaining countries.

Table 3.1 Anticipated and Real Values of Financial Instrument Monitoring Data*

Indicator Anticipated Real value at | Real value at Real value at
Level for period| 31/12/2010, | 31/12/2010, 31/12/ 2010,
2007¢ 2013, | All Participating| Total EU Remaining
All Participating countries Member States | Participating
countries countries

Number of venture capital
funds supported/Numbe
of transactions/Number
of intermediaries

Early stage (GIF 1) 17 (of which 2 | 13 (GIF 1)(of 13 (GIF 1)(of 0
ecoinnovation) | which 2 ece which 2 ece

3 "participating Countries" means the Member States of the European Union and those Member States of the
European Free Trade Agreement ("EFTA") which are members of the European Economic Area ("EEA"), accession
countries and candidate countries benefiting from a relevant-poeession strategy, countries of the Western
Balkans in accordance with the relevant framework agreements and any other country included in the list of
Participating Countries as published froimé to time in the Official Journal
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innovation)

innovation)

Expansion stage (G2

15 (of which 2
ecoinnovation)

6 (GIF 2)(of which
1 eco-innovation)

6 (GIF 2)(of which
1 ecainnovation)

Securitisation (SMEG)

16

0

0

EU Investment/EU
COSt/EU  support  per
intermediary or
transaction (millione)

Early stage (GIF 1)

Maximum: 30
Typical range:
€ 14

Maximum: 15
wlky3asSy e
(Bullne) ¢ 15.22
(Capricon
Cleantech Fund)

Maximum: 15
wlky3asSy e
(Bullnet)g 15
(Capricon
Cleantech Fund)

Expansion stage (GIF 2)

Maximum: 30
Typical range:

Maximum: 20
¢ &L OI

Maximum: 20
¢ e Lo f

€ M23 6.4 (Cape regione 6.4 (Cape Region
Sicialiano); 25.3 | Sicialiana}; 25.3
(HPE PRO (HPE PRO
Institutional Institutional
Fund) Fund)
Securitisation (SMEG) € 0 0 0
Number of SMEY (At seven year
benefitted period)
Early stage (GIF 1) 674 116 (of which 21 110 (of which19 | 6 (of which 2 eco
ecoinnovation) ecoinnovation) innovation)
Expansion stage (GIF 2) 526 26 (of which 5| 25 (of which 5| 2 (of which 1 eco
eccinnovation) eco-innovation) innovation)
SMEG guarantees 315,750 109,779 104186 5,593

I SN 38 O2ald

Early stagéGIF 1)

300,000 (600,000
for eco
innovation)

300,000 (400,000
for eco
innovation)

300,000 (400,000
for eco
innovation)

Expansion stage (GIF 2)

500,000 (750,000
for eco
innovation)

600,000 (200,000
for eco
innovation)

600,000 (200,000
for eco
innovatian)

SMEG guarantees **

1,330

1,212

Number of

maintained or
*k%k

jobs
created:

(At 5 year period)

Early stage (GIF 1) 35,048 2724 (of which 2621 (of which 103 (of which 49
1162 eco 1113 eco ecoinnovation)
innovation) innovation)

Expansion stag€sIF 2) 27,352 2488 (of which 2338 (of which 150 (of which 150
983 eco 833 eco ecoinnovation)
innovation) innovation)
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SMEG guarantees 315,750 415,075 382,987 32088

Average cost to the ELU

budget per job

maintained or created :

Early stage (Gl1) 6,362 n.a n.a

Expansion stage (GIF 2) 10,420 n.a n.a

SMEG guarantees 1,330 n.a n.a

The number of SME( n.a 1,173 1,173

loans defaulted

The value of SMEG loar n.a 12,899,018 12,899,018

defaulted

The rate of return to n.a n.a n.a

investors in GIF Funds

Early stage GIF
Expansion stage GIF

Change of venture capita n.a See section 2.5

availability indicator

Change of access to loarn n.a See section 2.5

indicator

Firms stating FIs a n.a (see section 3.2 for more detail)

only/significant source of GIF: 39%

finance: SMEG: 46%

GIF

SMEG

Growth of turnover n.a The indicator average "Growth of turnover" can be estimal

GIF over the past three years but is deemed not to be a relev

SMEG indicator here, since the programme has nbeen fully
implemented yet and most beneficiaries have received
financial support only recently. Therefore this indicator is
a good overall reflection of effects contributable to tk
financial instruments. More information on the effects of tf
support on growth and employment are included in secti
2.3

New products or service n.a New products and services developed past three years

developed (see section 3.2 for more detail)

GIF GIF: 83%

SMEG SMEG: 61%

Percentage of SME n.a (see section 3.2 for more detail)

stating positive prospets (fairly to very positive)

due to financing

GIF GIF: 94%

SMEG SMEG: 76%

Number of high growth n.a (see section 3.2 for more detail)

enterprises among Gljf
beneficiaries

(>20% annual growth over three years)
GIF:48%
SMEG: 28 %
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Notes:

* The calculation method of the anticipated levels of the CIP indicators are described in section 2.3, table 2.1. Theegeal va
are derived from the Quarterly Reportl3De@mber 2010 (issued or2¥ March 2011) of EIF andata directly received from
EIFFor more information on the development of GIF and SME, see text below table.

** The average costs of GIF are published on an annual basis in the annual reports. The average estimated cost per guarantee
of SMEG is calculatexs the budget committede(281.9million) times the current utilisation4d.2%) divided by the number of
beneficiaries 109,779.

**The real values of the number of jobs refer to the number of jobs at the start of the participation /credit. The argitipat
levels refer to the nmber of jobs maintained and created through the support.

The High Growth and Innovative SME Facility (GIF)

At the end ofDe@mber 2010, @ agreements hd been signed. Under GIF 1 (Risk capital for innovative
SMEs in their early stage), this refers 18 intermediaries of which 2 specifically focus on Eco
Innovation. Under GIF 2 (Risk capital for innovative SMEs with high growth potential in their expansion
phase), agreements were signed wlh-unds of which 1 specifically focuses on-guwvation. At tle

end of De@mber agreements witl? intermediaries 4 for GIF 1 an® for GIF 2) were approved to be
signed*

¢KS ySiG FY2dzyd O2YYAUGUGSR G2 G4KS wmdod FdzyRa 61 & € H
Fdzy R &A1l S 2F € wmIZInyn Omilioyis ffof &ceinfiovafioh fudK RDK. The noT P
intermediaries invested in 137 SMEs: 111 under GIF 1 and 26 under GIF2. Of these 137, 26 beneficiaries
received equity from funds under the eemvelope of GIF 1 and GIF 2.

The GIF funds, invested in at thedeof December 2010, are located in 12 Member States: Luxembourg,
Spain, Sweden, Finland, Germany, Ireland, the United Kingdom, France, Belgium, Italy, the Netherlands
and Portugal. None of the intermediaries are established in one of the other Partigjp@buntries.

Seven funds have a broader geographical focus than the country of establishment.

In table 3.2, the number of beneficiaries per country is presented. The majority are located in an EU
Member State.

Table 3.2: Number of beneficiaries of Glfy, tountry

Country GIF 1 GIF 2 Total
Austria 1 1
Belgium 3 3
Denmark 1 1
Estonia 3 3
Finland 7 7
France 17 4 21
Germany 12 2 14
Ireland 6 6
Italy 5 7 12
Latvia 1 1
Netherlands 4 4

“I'd onkdkunmnE GKS DLC LALIStAYS 41 a € MCH®p YAffA2YyO
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Country GIF 1 GIF 2 Total

Portugal 5 5
Spain 5 1 6
Sweden 23 23
United Kingdm 21 21
Israel* 1 1
Norway 1 1
Switzerland* 2 2
USA* 2 1 3

Note: These data were received from EIF directly (February 2011).

*Switzerland andi KS | {! R2 y2i o0S8St2y3 (2 G(KS Wt NIAOALI GAYy3 O2dzy i NRS:
The venture capital investments directed from the funds into the SMEs are basically market driven and therefore the
investment strategies of &und may include also neeligible SMEs. In such case, the European Commission reduces its
investment into the fund preaata.

Source: European Investment Fund (EIF)

GIF1 includes the option to cimvest in finds promoted by business angettworks. Inermediaries

with co-investment arrangements with business angels or their networks may receive additional and
separate commitment for cinvestments in GIF 1 beneficiaries. None of the funds participated in so far
have ceinvested with Business Angels Netks. The main explanation for this is that business angels
mainly work on a deal by deal basis as opposed to the structured fund approach of the financial
instruments. Business Angets in other words informal investors, tend to be more private andiffllex

in dealing with the SMEs they invest in. This makes it diffioultork together with Business Angels in

the more standardised and structured framework required for the financial instruments. Monitoring the
process and ctnvestments wou be more difficult for example. Currently the Commission and EIF are
therefore shifting attention to facilitating acceby SMEs to Business Angels as opposed dowesting.

Development of the GIF

The anticipated numbers of funds to be invested in,rabe whole period of the instrument, are 17 for

GIF 1 and 15 for GIF 2. At the end of 2008, EIF signed agreements with 13 funds and at the end of 2009
with 16 FundsAt the end of December 2010, the numbers of agreements signed were 13 for GIF 1 and
7 for GIF 2 respectively, thus 19 Funds in tdtgreements with intermediaries may be signed at the
latest at 3" December 2013. The duration of the EU investments in the funds made so far can go up
between 5 to 12 years after signing. The absolute end datédiving a financial position in the funds is
22" November 2028. In the majority of cases an investment periofl 5 yearsis agreed The
investment period corresponds to the duration between the first closing date and the planned end date
of the investnent period. This means that the planned end date of the investment period of
commitments made in for example 2008, is 2013. The funds having signed an agreement on 31
December 2013, then potentially have 12 to 18 months to find other investors andistadting. The
investment periods of the funds may then last until 2026.

These conditions make it difficult to assess at this moment whether the anticipated level of beneficiaries
will be reached. The anticipated number of SNERefiting from GIF 1as iicated in the annex to the

5 GIF1 Investment Policy and implementation guidelines, www.eif.org
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CIP [Bcision, was 674 for the period 20@D13 and 526 for GIF At 31" December 2010, 111 and 26
SMESs respectively have benefited, whereas this was 78 in total at the end of®20i9.corresponds to

an increase with 59 beffieiaries in 12 months. The Commission, &l the Court of Auditors are
satisfied with the levels reached at this stage.

However, concerning the total numbers of SMEs to be reached; considering the budget available, the
anticipated level of 1200 benefaries seems not to be realistic. The maximum amount to be committed

AY | FdzyR A& € on YAIRYARYAZWYWR 2Ni K GISNk ASBH fr o@dAIS
2007 and 2013, and an average of between 15 to 20 SMEs per fund, a maximurwe£ré88 and

917 SMEs beneficiariesanbe reached with thi$udget?’

The CIP é&xisionreferred to levels of jols maintained and created by GIF. For GIF 1 and GIF 2, the
anticipated levels are 35,048 and 27,352 respectively. This is based on the #mticlpael of
beneficiaries of 1,200 and the assumption that per beneficiary 52 jobs are maintained and created. As
alreadystated, this anticipated level obeneficiariesis quite high.EIF conducts depth employment
surveys for GIF every 2 years. Atgaet, EIF only has data available on the number of jobs at the start
of the participatiorf®. Therefore a comparison between the anticipated level and the real value is not
possible. This also meansaththe average cost per job caot be calculated. In thenext section
information on job creation, based on the survey among beneficiaries, is presented.

Of the funds invested in at the end Be@mber 2010, 3 funds aneart of theeco-innovationenvelope
The anticipated levels 4 funds,soit can be assmed that this level will be reached. In ti@&P Bcision
no targets were set on the number of beneficiaries of the-Bomvation funds.

Apart from theindicators included in the ClReEision, the tender specifications included a number of
other indicatas. For these idicators no anticipated levels weset One of the indicators included is the
rate of return to investors in GIF Funds. Considering the start of the instrument, the duration of the
agreements and the investment periods, it is too prematangl inaccurate at this time to present rate

of return values. The GIF funds have not had enough time to enter the upward slope efuhe hnd

YSIFadNAYy3 GKS NIGS 2F NBGdNY &2 SINIe Ay GKS TFdzyR

of performance. Returns are made when exits from investméaite place and dividends paid olReal

returns are not expected for a considerable number of years. In comparison with eartigenerally
comparable financial instruments of the EIF it can bendbat the GIF instrument focuses partly on less

risky SMEs (besides early capital also SMEs in the expansion phase), making a higher Return on
Investnent (ROI) probable. Ultimately, however, the ROIntdrbe calculated definitely until after the

final exit date of the last investment.

The remaining indicators included in table 3.1, are discussed in detail in the next section of the report.

462009 EIP Implementation report

"¢KS € ppn YAttA2y R2Sa y20G AyOfdzRRS G(KS o0dzRBSIy GKI G
Building Scheme (CBS). The budget available for this scheme has been earmarked to support rriaimdyatimn

and technology transfer under GIF.

“8 The number of employees in the portfolio companies of the-ermvation funds is higher relativetiian in the

other funds
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SME Guarantee Facility (SMEG)

At the end ofDe@mber 201036 agreements hd been signed with  intermediaries. t total, 121,312
loans were provided to 109,779 SIVI”EBy the end of 2009, 27 agreements were made, covering 52,000
loans were provided to 48,000 SMEs.

In the annex to the P xcision, it is assumed that on average a beneficiary of SMEG would crjeate 1
(totalling up to 315,750 jobsEIF conducts idepth employment surveys for SMEG every 2 years. At
present, EIF only has data available on the number of jobs at the inclusionTatrefore a comparison
between the anticipated level and the real/td is not possibleit the end of December 2010, the SMEG
beneficiaries provided 415,075 jobMlore information on the job creation by the beneficiaries is
included in the next section.

The number of beneficiaries anticipated at the end of period is 78 At the end of December 2010,
the number of SMEs reached was 109,7&8with GIF, SMEG runstil the end of 2013, meaning that
guarantees can be approved until*8December 2013 and EIF has 9 months beyond the end of 2013 to
sign agreements. SMEalos can then be supported until September 2017.

Agreementshave beenmade with financial intermediaries in 1®articipating Countries Agreements
with intermediaries in other countries are in the pip&in

As withGIF additional indicators are included. KS y dzYo SNJ 2F RSTlL dz G6SR 2 ya
12,899,018.

The change of loan access iator is included in section 2.5. The remaining indicators are discussed in
detail in the next section in which the results of the survey among beneficiaries is presented.

Since eceannovation is not one of the conditions for SMEG, no indicatare set a this in the CIP
Decision. However, as mentioned before, this evaluatioes need tgay special attention to the eeo
innovation performance of the SMEG beneficiaries. More details on the role of SMEG beneficiaries in
innovation and ecannovation are pesented in the next section.

Debt financing (loan window)

The intermediaries and the beneficiaries, supported underlttam windowof the SMEGup to the end
of December 2010, are established in the 13 Participating countries: Austria, Belgium, B&igariz,
Germany, Hungary, ltaly, Latvia, Poland, Slovenia, Spain, Croatia and Turkegtrast to GIF, the
intermediaries only provide loans to SMEs located in their own country.

In table 3.3 details on the support of the loan window by country aes@nted: the number of loans
provided, the average value of the loan, number of beneficiaries reached, number of loans defaulted
and value of the loans defaultdroatia not yet included)AImost 90% of the beneficiariase located

in the European UniorT he remaining loans are provided to SMEs in Turkey.

201

I f i 2NJ 6KS ySEG MH Y
y FT2NJ (K
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ftAz2 P2 6AYR260
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2009 EIP Implementation report.
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Agreements were made with intermediaries in 5 new Member Statesl@EUand 6 old Member
States’* No loans were provided to SMEs in Poland. Almost one third of the loans are provided to SMEs
in Francefollowed by Italy, Spain and Germany (each about one sixth). The average loan size varies
considerably between countries. In some of the new Member Statestvia, Hungary and Slovenihe
average size is quite high, varying from about 152,000 to 3540080 Compared with these countries

the loans in Bulgaria are relatively small. In the old Member States the average loan size varies from
about 22,000 euro in Austria to about 142,000 euro in Spain. Also within countries the average size
varies, for examle in France from about 15,000 to 145,000 euro and in Italy from 55,000 to 219,000
euro.

An explanatiorof these variations may be found in for example the specific finance gaps of the Member

State concerned, coverage by other-EiStruments, or simply ifferences in the agreement with the

financial intermediary. To give an example, KfW runs a programme for smaller credits, citestagt

ups, under SMEG and therefore the average value of the loans is relatively low. The country differences

and the cantries covered are also related to a number of other factors, such as the existence of
nationalandregional guarantee systems, participation of countriestimer EC schemes such as Jeremie

Ly &a2YS O2dzyiNARSaz GKS Ly i AW (Bustha), Bg&rian DewBpmeéntINE Y 2 {
Bank (Bulgaria), KfW (Germany) and Hipoteku Bank (Latvia). These banks are state owned.

The number of loans defaulted varies by Member States. This can partially be explained by the fact that
some loans are provided merecently than others. In addition the guarantees provided by the EC have

a maturity date of 10 years, leaving room for financial intermediaries to await the outcomes and work
out of (potential) defaults before calling on the guarantee. This can potgntake a few years.

Table 3.3 : Details on support provided to SMEs through the SMEG loan window, by country

value of the

loans number of| number of

(average SMEs loans value of loans
countries nr of loans | loan size) reached defaulted | defaulted*
Austria
Austria Wirtschaftsservice 430 22,916 414
Total Austria 430 22,916 414
Belgium
FDP CF 907 80,913 885 4 113,801
FDP MF 1,445 22,427 1,386 36 410,322
Total Belgium 2,352 44,981 2,271
Bulgaria
Bulgarian DeMepment Bank 12 268,271 10
Raifffeisenbank Bulgaria Micr| 166 5,829 165
Raifffeisenbank Bulgaria SME 52 69,664 50
Total Bulgaria 230 33,954 225

51 Agreements with intermediaries in other countries are in gipeline.
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France

Credit Cooperatif 10 87,789 10

Siagi GrowtH.GF 176 145,290 155

Siagi TransmissiedGF 950 99,725 867

SOCAMA PESEGF 28,331 15,626 23,925 128 763,763
SOCAMA PSTRFG 7,367 81,963 7,265 55 1,746,924
Total France 36,834 31,702 32,222

Germany

KMWLGF 15,563 29,785 14,567 312 3,473,163
Total Gemany 15,563 29,785 14,567

Hungary

UniCredit Bank Hungary 19 354,147 15

Total Hungary 19 354,147 15

Italy

Alleanze di GaranziaGF 2,280 219,583 2,052 4 181,388
ATI Fid. Gar 807 113,345 558

ATI ITALIA PMIGF 5,97 55,359 5,801

Federfidi Lombarda 8,208 78,862 7,600 1 12,680
Total Italy 17,262 90,936 16,011

Latvia

Hipoteku Banka 152,625

Total Latvia 152,625

Poland

BPH LGF

EFLLGF

Total Polad

Slovenia

Slovene Enterprise Fund 709 255,448 664

Total Slovenia 709 255,448 664

Spain

CERSAGF 16,102 142,012 13,908 17 147,038
Total Spain 16,102 142,012 13,908

EU countries 89,507 80,303

Turkey

Finansbank LGF 543 58,774 509

KGF LGF 56 188,579 4
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Total Turkey 599 513
Overall total 90,106 80,816 557 6,849,496

Note: These data were received from EIF directly (March 2011).Details on Croatia amdudsdn
* where cells are blank there have not yet been any defaults reported by the intermediary.
Source: European Investment Fund (EIF)

Micro credit financing (micro window)

The intermediaries and beneficiaries involved in timécro window are locatedin 6 participating
countries: France, Ireland, Spain, Poland, Norway and Turkey.

As the table 3.4 shows, 11,390 micro loans are supplied to 11,011 SMEs located in the European Union
(Poland not included). The remaining loans are provided to SMEs in WamwdaTurkey. The majority of
SMESs benefiting are located in Spain.

Table 3.4: Details on support provided to SMEs in the context of the SMEG micro window, by country

countries nr of loans | value of the| number of| number of | value of
loans SMEs loans loans
(average reached defaulted* | defaulted
loan size)

France (Adie) 0 0 0

Ireland (First Step) 52 16,643 52

Spain (Micro bank la Caixa] 11,338 11208 10959 456 3,536,741

EU countries 11,390 11,011

Norway (Cultura Sparebank 9 11,885 8

Turkey (Finansbank) 4,698 13,330 4,629

Other countries 4,707 4,637

Overall total 16,097 15,648 456 3,536,742

Note: These data were received from EIF directly (March 2011).Poland not yet included
* where cells are blanthere have not yet been any defaults reported by the intermediary.
Source: European Investment Fund (EIF)

Guarantees to cover equity and quasjuity investments in SMEs

Under this third window, equity or quasquity investments in SMEs are guarante€dese investments
have included the provision of seed capital and/or capital in the starjpphase, plus mezzanine
financing, in order to reduce the particular difficulties which SMEs face because of their weak financial
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structure and those arising from biness transfers. In the second half of 2010, the first agreement was
signed with an Intermediary in Spain.

The third window for equity and quasiuity guarantees represents more of a niche market. The EIF

points out that it is good to have some flexityilas to the type of instrument they can apply under the

SMEG facility, but among representatives of DG Enterprise and Industry and DG Economic and Financial
Affairs consensus is that it is not the right financial instrument for reaching the EIP gaaifghtiteven

Ol dzaS WIFROGSNERS aStSOlAz2yQ FyR f2aa 2F O2YYAUlYSyl
attractive to the investor than supporting the investment.

Guarantees to support securitisation structures

Under the fourth window, additional debt fimeing is mobilised through the securitisation of SME debt

finance portfolios. So far, this window has not become operational. Because of the financial crisis, the
market for securitisation is down. However, EIF expects that the bottom is reached and émgnalvis

expected. At the moment some leads are investigated which may indicate a return of demand for this
instrument. The EIF is in favour of this window because of its flexibility, and good results of similar
instruments. Representatives of the Comnuossare also inclined to be positive about this instrument,
O2yGNINE (G2 GKS WY2NIL3IAF3ISQ aSOdNAGAAlIGA2YT GKAA 0
right use. Buttihas beenaffected by the credit crisis though. Put to use this instrunenay create a

high leverage effect, and mobilise more private investors, thus becoming a powerful mechanism for
enhancing investments in highly innovative but risky investments.

An important condition for this instrument to be efficient is to reach igidht size of the investment
portfolios. Creating this on a European level can help to reach a significant size, for this instrument to be
applied efficiently.

Capacity Building Scheme (CBS)
As mentioned in the CIP Decision, CBS had the following tasks:

(a) improving the investment and technology expertise of funds and other financial intermediaries
investing in innovative SMEs or SMEs with growth potential,

(b) stimulating the supply of credit to SMEs by enhancing the credit appraisal procedures for SME
lending.

The CBS consisted of the Seed Capital Action and the Partnership Action.

The Seed Capital Action is intended to provide grants to stimulate the supply of venture capital for
innovative SMEs and other SMEs with growth potential, including thoskeirtraditional economy,
through support for seed and staup funds or similar organisations. Support may also be provided for
the longterm recruitment of additional staff with specific investment or technology expertise.

The Partnership Action is intdad to provide grants to financial intermediaries to cover the cost of

technical assistance to improve their credit appraisal procedures for SME debt financing, in order to
stimulate the supply of finance to SMEs in countries with low banking intermeudliatio
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In addition, the CIP Decision indicated that the CBS should operate through international financial
institutions, including the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), the European
Investment Bank (EIB), the EIF and the Council of Eulbgvelopment Bank (CEB). The Interim
Evaluation of the EIP indicated that only EIF initially expressed interest in the management of the Seed
Capital Action, but because of developments in the market (investors retreating from seed andjpstart
investmen) this scheme has been cancelled. None of the international financial institutions were willing
to participate in the Partnership Action in view of the requirements set. The budget available for CBS
was earmarked to support mainly e@anovation and technlgy transfer under GIF (2009 EIP
implementation report).

3.2 Results of the Survey of FI Beneficiaries

In section 2.4, the set up of the survey of FI beneficiaries was described. The results from the survey are
presented by type of financial support reced and are representative when taken by group.

In total 309 interviews were successfully completed. For the SMEG the total number of interviews adds
up to 256 interviews of which 50 concern the micro credit window. For the GIF 53 interviews were
successilly completed.

Total percentages (GIF and SMEG together) are not displayed because the uneven distribution of the
actual population between the instruments would result in figures resembling the percentages for the
SMEG, since this population is muchgeigthan the numbers of businesses that received private equity.
Figures for the total group of participants that have made use of a financial instrument can thus be set
equal to the percentages in the columns with SMEG percentages.

Relevance of financialstruments

Needfor financial support

In the survey the beneficiaries were asked about the impact of the financial support received. A
majority of both GIF and SMEG beneficiaries indicate that the financial instrument was the only
option for them to recevie the full amountof financing needed. They stated they had a clear need
which could not have been met by other sources of finance.

Beneficiaries of capital from the GIF instrument stated in 39% of cases that this financing scheme
was the only option aailable for them; another 23% stated that without this instrument they
would have been able to receive only part of the funding needed. So in total 62% of the GIF
beneficiaries, indicated that the support was crucial to find the finance needed

For the MEG the total group of beneficiaries expressing need for financing amounts to 64%,
consisting of 46% stating that the facility was the only option from them and 18% stating that it
was the only option for getting the full amount of financing needed.

Eventhough the financial instruments did provide for access to the funding needed, beneficiaries did
indicate that it was not sufficient in all cases. Over half (53%) of the GIF beneficiaries stated that
additional financing was necessary; this was also tlse ¢ar 38% of the SMEG beneficiaries (see table
3.5).
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Table 35: Amount of finance received sufficient, percentage of beneficiaries

GIF SMEG
Yes 43% 61%
No 53% 38%
52y QG 1y26 kK y2 || 4% 1%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011

As to the sectoral distributio of the use of these instruments, results from the survey show that within
the group of SMEG beneficiarisarveyed the largest number (24%) is active in the retail and repair
sector. GIF beneficiarissirveyedare mostly active in manufacturing (45 %).

Effectiveness
Leverage effects

One of the most noticeable effects of the instruments is the leverage effect or multiplier effect. By
supporting the beneficiaries through guarantees or equity through the EIF, other investors or financiers
come on board moreasily This effect can be derived from the percentages of beneficiaries stating that
having received financing from the EIP made it easier to obtain additforzaice, as explained in the
paragraph before. This was stated by 42% of the SMEG beneficiaries, and 77% of the GIF beneficiaries.

In table 36 the top four of other sources of additional finance applied for by the beneficiaey
presented. Success ratefor actually obtaining this additional finance are good. The type of additional
finance and the success rates seem to correspond with the type of instrument. The GIF beneficiaries
tend to be high risk and innovative investments making them less atteafdr banks but more prone to

apply for grants and subsidies, while the SMEG beneficiaries are more likely to make use of additional
loans by leveraging their guaranteed loan. The lower capital intensity makes solutions like leasing and
family and friendsnore feasible.

Table 36: Top four of other sources* of finance applied for by beneficiaries needing more financing

GIF Success ratio SMEG Success ratio
Grants or subsidies 81% Normal bank loan 83%
Business Angels 83% Personal investment 89%
Personalnvestment 91% Leasing 67%
Normal bank loan 63% Family and friends 63%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011. *Multiple responses possible.
Innovation and Ecinnovation amongst beneficiaries

In line with the tender specifications, the survey foedson the innovaion performance and the
eco-innovation performance of the beneficiaries. For the definition of (eco)innovaéiba firm
level, the definition as set in the Oslo Mantfals used. According to the Oslo Manuain

*20slo Manual; guidelines for collecting and interpreting innovation data, 3rd edition, OECD and Eurostat.
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innovationis the implementation of a newr significantly improved product (good or service), or

process, a new nrleting method, or a new orgarasional method in business practices,
workplace organization or external relatiordn important change in the third edition of the Oslo

Manual is theNBSY2 @ f 2F (KS g2NR WYiSOKy2f23A0FfQ FNRY
example limit responses of innovative SMESs in the services sector.

In the survey three different questions were asked, one for product (good or service) innovation,
one for pracess innovation, and one for innovation in marketing and organizational metHads.
accordancewith the recommendation in the Oslo manual the question was limited to innovations
over the past three years.

AT O Hnfendadyfoy 2 O G A 3

Subsequento each of the innovation questions & | Fais$s
> AIYAFAOLYyGE & AYLN

a a
LINE JARSY 2NJ) KI @S NBadzZ G4SR AY
whethereco-innovation was involved

D¢ 1

As to the objective of stimulating and encouraging investment in int@vaactivities and eco
innovation ativities the following results we found:

- within the group of SMEG beneficiaries 60% have innovated with respect to strategy and
business practices in the past three years;

- and within the group of SMEG beneficiari@¥®ohas been involved in process innovation.

- within the group of SMEG beneficiaries 61% has been involved in product and/or service
innovation;

These percentages are higher for beneficiarid the loan window than they we for beneficiaries of
the micro ecedit window of the SMEG.

The beneficiaries of the GIF instrument are generally more active with respect to innovation:

- within the group of GIF beneficiaries 76% have innovated with respect to strategy and business
practices in the past three years;

- andwithin the group of GIF beneficiaries 70% has been involved in process innovation.

- within the group of GIF beneficiaries 83% has been involved in product and/or service
innovation;

The percentage of SME®nsidering themselves asnovative on at least onef the three types of
innovation measured in the survey seems to be high. Among the GIF beneficiaries 963%ehas
involved withat least one type of innovation during the past three years. For the SMEG this percentage
is 78%In table 37 a detailed oveview is presented.
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Table 37: Percentage of beneficiaries active in innovation and dnaovations in the past three years

GIF SMEG (SMEG) (SMEG) Micro
Guaranteed
loan
Innovativeness
Innoyatlon in strategy and business 76% 60% 65% 42%
practices
Innovation in products and services 83% 61% 61% 58%
Innovation in processes 70% 50% 50% 48%
Ecoinnovativeness

Eco_mnovatlon in strategy and 36% 30% 30% 30%
business practices
Ecellnnovatlon in products and 550 3206 3206 34%
services
Eceinnovationin processes 38% 27% 25% 36%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.

The percentage of GIF beneficiaries theg active in product and/or servicecoinnovation is 55%. For
SMERG this holds for 32% of the beneficiaries.

The percentage of SMEs tharte eco-innovativein the sense oft least oneof the three types of eco
innovation measured in the survey 81% among the GIF beneficiaries, and 43% for the SMEG
beneficiaries.

Considering the objectivef stimulating eceinnovation it can be seen that the share of twwver
attributed to ecainnovationhas risen during the period between receiving the financial support and the
end of 2010. See table 8.Particularly for GIF the percentage of beneficiaries that declare turnover
related to eceinnovationto be between 50and 100% has risen from 50% to 70%. This iadication of
how successful GIF is being in allowing-gomwvation uptake in the markets.

Table 38: Share of total annual turnover attributed to ecmnovations, percentage of ecmnovative
beneficiaries

GIF year received | GIF in 2010 SMEG year SMEG in 2010
received
0% 22% 9% 21% 13%
1-24% 34% 15% 36% 40%
25%49% 13% 6% 21% 17%
50%100% 53% 70% 22% 31%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011
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Most of the eceinnovations relate to the saving of energy, for bottogps. The micro credit window
OSYSTFAOAINRSE &aK2g I NBfFIAGSt e KAIK ydzYoSNI 2F A
could imply investments in more efficient use of materials. See taBle 3.

Table 39 Nature of the environmental effects, @rcentage of ecannovative beneficiaries

GIF SMEG (SMEG) (SMEG) Micro

Guaranteed

loan
Energy saved 44% 25% 30% 5%
Reduction of Carbon emissions 23% 13% 13% 14%
Reduction of other emissions to the air 9% 16% 19% 5%
Reduction of emissions to water 0% 8% 9% 5%
Improving water efficiency 6% 4% 2% 9%
Other resources saved 9% 13% 7% 36%
Other effect 9% 15% 13% 23%
Do not know / no answer 0% 6% 7% 3%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.
Purposeof seeking finane

The percentages in table7Bon innovativenesselate to the nature of the SMEs, indicating a good level

of innovative SMEs being present among the group of beneficiaries of the SMEG and GIF facility. As to
the exact purposdor seeking finance (table L most SMEs benefitting from the SMEG facilibtes

that they needed the funding for starting up their business (40%), followed closely by financing a new
product or service (36%). For the GIF beneficiaries, financing a new product or service is the purpose
most stated (62%), followed by working capitand entry to a new market. This latter purpose
corresponds with the high percentage of GIF beneficiaries that are internationally active (see t@hle 3.2

When the group of ecinnovative beneficiaries is analysed further, somerestingdifferencesoccur

Ay GKS LISNOSyidl3ISa 27F WLzNIdnkodave SMEBDeadiGaties fihancifgA y | y O
F2N) Wg2NJ Ay3 OFLIAGIFEQ Aa Y2NB 2F0Sy &az2dzaKae ' yRrR T
the purposefor applying for the guaraeed loan or micro credit, than average. See tabled3dt the

details. Ecannovative GIF beneficiaries also seek financing for working capita often and besides

working capital there are also more seeking finance for entry to a new market agdgial purchases.

Table 3.0: Purpose(s) for seeking finance, percentage of beneficiaries

GIF total EceGIF SMEG total EceSMEG
Financing a new product or service 62% 56% 36% 39%
Startup busines¥ 32% 32% 40% 34%

°3 This category might partially overlap with other categories, like financing a new product or service, working
capital, capital purchase®ntry to a new market. But can also apply to other stgstcosts such as legal and
administrative costs, housing etc. The distinctive factor here is the fact that costs relate to the actual start up of
the business.
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GIF total EceGIF SMEG total EceSMEG
Expansion of premises 28% 29% 18% 20%
Working capital 45% 56% 20% 24%
Capital purchases 23% 27% 16% 16%
Entry to a new market 42% 47% 13% 15%
Relocation 8% 3% 3% 3%
Other 15% 15% 23% 17%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011. *Multiple responses possible.

Further analysis revealed that eamovative SMEG beneficiaries responded more oftahat the
finance was not sufficient to cover their funding needs. For the GIF beneficiariesines@tive SMEs
stated less often that the financing was not sufficient .There were 44%, saying that finang®otvas
sufficient compared with 53% on average for GIF beneficiaries.

The SMEG and GIF facility do support a high number of innovative SMEs, so it can be stated that the
reach of the instruments in this respect is good (tablé).3But, although innovativ&é MEs are being
supported, these percentages do not necessarily mean that the extended loans and equity capital are
directly used for (eco) innovation.

When glitting up the group of beneficiaries according to type of innovatiblhecomes clear that for
example 48% of the innovative GIF beneficiaries active in product and/or service innovation finally use
the funding specifically for financing a new product and/or service. See taldle/ntl the group of GiF
beneficiaries innovative in Strategy and Besis practices use the financing for innovations58% of

cases Specific use of the funding for eamovations isstill quite low for all forms of ecinnovation.

This might imply the need for more specific allocation of funds teienovation.

Table 311: Use of financing for innovation and edanovation, percentage of beneficiaries active in
innovation

GIF SMEG (SMEG) (SMEG) Micro
Guaranteed
loan
Financing used (partly) for innovation
in:
Strategy and business practices 58% 41% 41% 38%
Prodicts and services 48% 44% 42% 52%
Processes 54% 39% 35% 54%
Financing used (partly) for innovation
and ecoinnovation in:
Strategy and business practices 35% 24% 24% 29%
Products and services 36% 23% 21% 28%
Processes 35% 25% 24% 29%

5499 more than was the case for nenc-innovative SMEG beneficiaries
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GIF SMEG (SMEG) (SMEG) Micro

Guaranteed

loan
Financing usd (partly) for ece
innovation in:
Strategy and business practices 3% 5% 5% 5%
Products and services 9% 9% 11% 0%
Processes 5% 2% 3% 0%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.
Reaching start up and growth SMEs

As to the objective of facilitating access to fica start up and growth of SMEs: it can be said that the

level of beneficiarieshat have been established for leisan 5 years varies between 47% for the GIF
beneficiaries and 71% of the SMEG beneficiaries in the micro credit window. The micro crddivwin

the SMEG seems to be easier to access for starting businesses and entrepreneurs. GIF capital is, as
expected, more utilised by older companies (53%) with high growth potential, see talle This
coincides with the percentages in table 3dxplaihing that a higher percentage of GIF beneficiaries are

in their expansion stage.

Table 3.2: Age of the beneficiaries, percentage of beneficiaries

GIF
47%
53%

SMEG (Total)
59%
41%

(SMEG) Guaranteed loal
56%
44%

(SMEG) Micro
71%
29%

Younger than 5 years
Older than 5years

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.

For the SMEG facility, there is a difference between the loan window and the micro credit window, in
terms of the development stageof the business. A majority of the SMEG (loan window) beneficiaries
are in the expansion stage (43%) followed by a large group of SMEs in the start up stage (34%). For the
beneficiaries of the micro credit window, the number of SMEs in the start up stage is considerably
higher (49%). For the GIF beneficiaries, most aredre#pansion stage (53%), see table33.1

Table 3.B: Stage of the business, percentage of beneficiaries

Stage of development business | GIF SMEG (SMEG)

Guaranteed
loan

(SMEG) Micro

*® Definition of terms:Seed: Main activities include research, assessment and development of an iniiiapto
before a business has reached the staptphase. Start up: Main activities include product development aitilin
marketing. Businesses may be in the g@es of being set up or may have been in business for a short time, but
have not sold their innovation camercially. Expansion: An innovation has been launched or implemented and the
main focus is on growth anexpansion of the business, which may or may not break even or tradéginy.
Later: Business is established and the main focus areas include replacing capigpgasimgr for exit, such as by
preparing to be bought out.
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Stage of development business | GIF SMEG (SMEG) (SMEG) Micro
Guaranteed
loan
Seed stage 4% 4% 5% 2%
Start up stage 34% 37% 34% 49%
Expansion stage 53% 38% 43% 18%
Later stages 9% 21% 18% 31%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011
Additional support by fund managers (GIF)

The financial intermediaries that distribute capital from the GIF instrument also provide other forms of
support, thus adding value to the inament. In 64% of cases, beneficiaries get a-arecutive
director appointed to their business. Over half of the beneficiaries receive support on general business
planning and access to a network from the fund. See tablé. 3.1

Table 3.%: Additional typesof support from Venture Capital or Private Equity fund, percentage of
GIF beneficiaries

Appointment of a norexecutive director 64%
Financial advice 42%
General business planning 54%
Specialist business advice 37%
Use of a mentor 25%
Access to aetwork 50%
Other 21%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011. Multiple answers possible

Beneficiaries who received several forms of support were asked to name the type of support they
appreciated most. Foremost among these was gettingess to a specific netwgrfollowed by support
on general business planning, and the appointment of aexgcutive business director.

Growth of the beneficiaries

During the past three years a majority of beneficiaries achieved growth. 48% percent of GIF beneficiaries
can be labelleds high growth SMESs; and 28% of the SMEG beneficiaries. Amoimnecative SMEG
beneficiaries there are less high growth enterprises (25%).

For the GIF, these percentages are not surprising since these SMEs are selected on the basis of high
growth potential, percentages might even get higher during better economic times. See table38%

of GIF beneficiaries state that they are in the seed or start up stage; in these cases the capital provided
by the GIF facility can be regarded as early stage verapital. Among ecmnovative GIF beneficiaries

there are more high growth enterprises (54%).
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Table 3.5: Average growth in annual turnover during past three years, percentage of beneficiaries

GIF SMEG
Negative growth (decline) 2% 7%
0% growth 16% 24%
1-10% 16% 24%
11-20% 18% 17%
21% or more 48% 28%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.
Long term prospects

The financial instrumentschemes started in 2007, but there was some delay in SMESs receiving support,
because of the processes involvdost respondentsinterviewed received their financial support in
2009. See table 361

Table 3.8: Year the financing was received, percentage of beneficiaries

Year

2007 11%
2008 17%
2009 36%
2010 30%
52y Q0 (y2¢ 6%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.

Consequently, lorgy term effects are not yet quantifiable. These survey results are based on theCEMEs
own estimation of results to come and short term effects. As for the long term growth prospects
attributable to the financial support, beneficiaries are quite positive eesglly the GIF beneficiaries. See
table 3.I7. Extending the analysis to specifically @4moovative SMEs, the results show that eco
innovative SMEG beneficiaries are more positive (84%) abolt ltheg term growthprospects tha

their non eceinnovativecounterparts (69%). For the GIF beneficiaries both groups are mainly positive
about long term growth prospects]thoughnon eceinnovative GIF beneficiaries are more positive.

Table 3.7: Influence of financial support on long term growth prospects,rpentage of beneficiaries

GIF SMEG
A very positive influence 62% 36%
A fairly positive influence 32% 40%
No influence at all 2% 23%
A negative influence 4% 2%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.
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Not having received funding would have meant not setting u@ lblusiness or going ahead with
the investment in 66% of the GIF cases, and 45% of the SMEG cases. See &ble 3.1

Table 3.B: Percentage of beneficiaries indicating that the business have been set up or the
investment been made without the financial suppb

GIF SMEG
Set up 32% 51%
Not set up 66% 45%
52y QG 1y26 kK y2 2% 4%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011

The SMEG beneficiaries who answered thairthesiness start up or investment plans wouskil have
been followed through,even if they had not eceived financeindicate that in many cases the
investments would have been scaled down. See talle. 3.

Table 319: Share of the investment that would have been made without the financial support,
percentage of beneficiaries

GIF SMEG
Up to 25% 28% 17%
26% to 50% 29% 24%
51% to 100% 41% 47%
Do not know / no answer 0% 12%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011
The results from the survey indicate that positive changes have been brought about by the EIP financial
instruments, including a good indication that beioédries have grown, despite economic conditions.
Turnover levels in the year beneficiaries received financial support are presented in table 3.2

Table 3.D: Size of the turnover in the year financing was received (euro), percentage of beneficiaries

GIF SMEG
Less then 100.000 45% 40%
100.006500.000 9% 25%
500.00062 million 11% 13%
2 million- 10 million 17% 6%
10 million- 50 million 8% 1%
50 million or more 2% 0%
Do not know / no answer / refusal 8% 15%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011

When asked &ér the levels of growth in annual turnover that can be attributed to the financial support,
the GIF beneficiaries especially are very positive. Further additional growth is also expected for 2011.
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For the SMEG uncertaintg higher, but the difference camostly be explained by the higher capital
intensity and longer investment period, for the GIF recipients, making growth more likely. See table 3.2.

Table 3.4: Increase in annual turnover attributed to the financial instrument, percentage of
beneficiaries

GIF (2010) | GIF (2011) | SMEG (2010] SMEG (2011
26%100% 47% 64% 10% 14%
1%25% 15% 11% 22% 20%
0% 11% 8% 18% 14%
Too early to say 10% 2% 8% 3%
Not possible to estimate the effect 6% 6% 21% 27%
Do not know / no answer 11% 9% 21% 22%

Source: EIM ahCSES, 2011. Rough estimates by SME.

l'a F2N) GKS O0SYSTAOAFNARSAQ 3INRBGgOGK LINRPALISOGa Ay
beneficiaries tendlreadyto be larger than the SMEG beneficiaries. See tab2 3.2

Table 3.2 Employment (in terms of dll time equivalents) in the year financing was received,
percentage of beneficiaries

Full Time Equivalents GIF SMEG
0-9 52% 89%
10-49 29% 10%
50-249 19% 1%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.

When asked about the number of newly created or saved jobs 0,28 Inajority of GIF beneficiaries
responded positively, stating that betweenlD jobs were created or saved in 2010 (49%) and in 40% of
cases this amounted up to more than 10 jobs. The SMEG beneficiaries were less positive but also stated
in 47% of casethat they had been able to create or sav&( jobs in 2010. Their outlook for 2011 is
somewhat less positive. See table 3.2

Table 3.3: New or saved jobs (in full time equivalents) attributed to the financial instrument,
percentage of beneficiaries

GIF (2010) | GIF (2011) | SMEG (2010] SMEG (2011
> 10 40% 28% 2% 1%
1-10 49% 47% 47% 35%
0% 8% 13% 45% 51%
L\Iot‘))t Sp););Sible to estimate the effect, too early 2% 8% 3% 8%
Do not know / no answer 1% 4% 3% 5%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.
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Efficiency

Fa SMEs it is generally important to receive the funding requested in a timely manner. From the results
of the survey it is clear that the SMEG procedures are generally much shorter. This is to be expected
since more standardised procedures are involveeXiperienced banks and lower amounts of capital.

C2NJ 6GKS DLC (4KS LINROSRdAzNB
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Table 3.2: Time passed after application and before receiving the funds, percentage of beneficiaries

GIF SMEG
Less then 30 days 2% 30%
Between 30 and 60 days 4% 29%
Between 60 and 90 days 15% 15%
Longer then 90 days 77% 23%
Do not know / no answer 2% 3%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011

Utility and Sustainability
Need for Financing by the beneficiaries

On the question whether thesearfancial instruments meet the needs of final users and contribute

to solving their present problems and issues, an affirmative answer can be given regarding a large
part of the beneficiaries. As described, a majority of both GIF and SMEG beneficiarzsdandi

that the finan@ made available as the only option for them to receive thill amount of
financing needed, for 39% of GIF beneficiaries and 46% of SMEG beneficiaries it was the only
option at allfor financing. See table 352

The percentage of ecmnovative SMEG beneficiaries stating that the guaranteed loan was the
only option for them is lower than for neaccoinnovative SMEG beneficiarieBut within the
ANRdzL) 2F {a9D O0SYSFAOAFNRSEA aidldAay3d G§KIF GnotWh i KSNJ

O2@SN) 0KS Fdz ¢ I Y2 dzy i 2 -noV¥ativg ISMEGAb¢naficighiSsSrésfoRdeE Y 2 N.
this was the case (23%) than neco-innovative SMEG beneficiaries (15%).

For the GIF beneficiaries that are active in @eoovation 32% versus 5% of non e@mnovative

GIF beneficiariesesponded that other sources of finance were available to them, but that they
preferred this facility. This is an interesting outcome that could possibly have to do with the
expertise of the involved fund managers, and acdesthe other forms of support (see table 3.15
earlier).
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Table 3.5: Financial situation of the business at the time of the application, percentage of
beneficiaries

GIF SMEG
The SME financial instrument was the only option 39% 46%
Other sources of fiance were available, but vyould 23% 18%
have covered only a part of the amount applied for
Other sources of finance were gyanable to cover the | 38% 36%
amount applied for, but this facility was preferred

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011

As stated beforesee table BZ (G KS OF LA GFf NBOSAGSR o6l a y2i gl @z

needs. Being approved for the financial instrument however did increase their success in accessing
funding from other sources. There is a leveraging effect for thed beneficiaries.

Source of information

The beneficiaries of the SMEG facility most often heard of the possibility of the guaranteed loan
or micro credit guarantee through their bank (47%). 15% found the instrument through their own

research. The GIF beficiaries were mostly informed by an Enterprise Agency (51%) and in 6% of
cases by an Industry Federation. See tablé3.2

Table 3.3: Source of information about the financial instrument, percentage of beneficiaries

GIF SMEG
Bank 4% 47%
Own research 4% 15%
Enterprise agency 51% 10%
Accountant 2% 8%
Chamber of Commerce 4% 4%
Family & Friends 2% 2%
Another business / entrepreneur 2% 2%
Industry federation 6% 2%
SME organisation 0% 1%
Government literature 2% 1%
Other 4% 8%
Do not know 19% 0%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.
Internationalisation

From the results of the survey it can be seen that SMEG beneficiaries are largely active on a
national or local level, only 9% see Europe as their main market, and 2% the rest of the World.
Need for finance,however increases with the degree of internationalisation. About 35% of
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nationally active SMEG beneficiaries indicated that the received loan was not sufficient to cover
their needs, for SMEG beneficiaries active on the European or world market thisareseto 63%.

Leverage effects seem higher for internatiolyahctive SMEG beneficiaries, since 38% of the
nationally active SMEG beneficiaries responded that obtaining additional financing was easier,
while this were true for 56% percent of SMEG benefiem which are mainly active on the
European or world market Internationally active SMEG beneficiaries also have a stronger
positive view on the influence that the financing had on their long term growth prospects

Table 3.Z: Main markets of the busiess, percentage of beneficiaries

Main market of business GIF SMEG (total)| (SMEG) (SMEG)
Guaranteed | Micro
loan

National or local 21% 89% 90% 86%

EU (other Member States) 34% 9% 8% 10%

Rest of the world 45% 2% 2% 4%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.

The GIFbeneficiaries are generally more internatiohal active andwithin the group of
internationaly active GIF beneficiaries the need for finance after receiving the investment from
the GIF facility is 9% higher than it is for nationally active GIF benedigia#B% percent of the
internationally active GIF beneficiaries state that the facility was tloily option to receive
financeversus 9% of the nationally active GIF beneficiaries.

Similar to the SMEG beneficiaries leverage effects seem higher fornattenaly active GIF
beneficiaries, since 60% of the nationally active GIF beneficiaries responded that obtaining
additional financing was easier, while this were true for 81% percent of GIF benefidisaiesre
mainly active on the European or world nkat. Internationally active GIF beneficiaries do not
have amore positive view @ the influence that the financing had on their long term growth
prospects but daepresenta larger group of high growth SMEs.

Gender Distribution

There is a clear unevens® in the distribution between male and female entrepreneurs among the
beneficiaries of the financial instruments. It is mainly male entrepreneurs who make most use of these
instruments, especially the GIF instrument (97% male). Female entrepreneurs @ltyparake most

use of the micro credit window under the SMEG (35%).

Table 3.28: Gender of the entrepreneurs, percentage of beneficiaries

GIF SMEG (SMEG) Guaranteed loan| (SMEG) Micro
%female entrepreneurs 3% 28% 26% 35%
%male entrepreneurs 97% 2% 74% 65%

Source: EIM and CSES, 2011.

% 45% of internationally active a9 D 6 SYSTAOAI NASE SELISOGE | WOSNE LRAAGA
on their long term growth versus 35% of the nationally active SMEG beneficiaries.
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3.3 Monitoring Data for the Enterprise Europe Network Currently Available

The budget allocated over the 20@D11 period for Objective B of the IK | & 6 SSy € oHp dcC
21.9% of the total. Amounts committddr the Enterprise Europe Network over the 2092010 period

weree yc®ddh YA EAZ2YZI € yHOPY YATEAZ2YZ € Mpdn YA EAZ2Y
largely explained by the timing of the dispersion of grants to the Network memiddrs amount

LX I YYSR FT2NJ GKS 306illog.2N] F2NJ Hamm Aad ¢

The aanual Implementation Reports and the PES monitoring tool, provide data on the performance of
the Network for its 17 specific indicators. The situation is summarised in the following table :

Table 3.29 Enterprise Europe Network Performance Data

Anticipated Level Latest Source Notes
known
Level

No. of promotion and
informational local eventg
organised

14,560 after 30 monthg

(i.e. 5,824 per year) 14,926 EACI data (30 month)

No. of SMEs participating in loc{ 3.5 million after 18
events months, (i.e. 2..34
million per year)

No. of SMEs being contacted \| (SMEs reached by th 5003.973 2009 EIP Implementation
Newsletters European awarenesg = Report (18 month data)
raising activities)

600,098 EACI data (30 month)

No. of SMEs helped with questiol

on EU subjects 295,945 EACI data (30 month)

No. of SMEs receiving specialis
advisory services (EU programmg 2009 EIP Implementatio
IPR, technology review, financir 90,000 (3 years tget) 73,436 Report (18 month data)

services etc.)

No. of SMEs consulted (SME Par 4.000 2009 EIP Implementatio
and SME Feedback database cas ' Report (18 month data)
No. of brokerage events ec 1797 EACI data (30 month)
organised '

No. d SMEs participating iy 29,848 EACI data (30 month)
brokerage events '

No. pf company  missions g 1,500 (3 years target) | 1,386 EACI data (30 month)
organised

No. —of S.ME.S Eartlmpatmg I25,000 (3 years target) | 19,357 EACI data (30 nmoh)
company missions

No. of partnership proposal

produced and disseminated | 21 799 EACI data (30 month)

SMEs  (Business, Technoloi
Research
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No. of expressions of interest g 79.581 EACI data (30 month)
partnership proposals
Number — of ~partnership 2,773 EACI data (30 month)
agreements siged
Total workforce involved i 2009 EIP Impmentation
. . 1,246
providing services Report
Client's satisfaction rate 68% CSES ~survé@3 2010, 33
month)
Availability of the network IT tools 2009 EIP Implementatio
2,943
no. of reported problems Report
NO'. .Of _netV\_/ork Pf?‘””er staff 2009 EIP Implementatio
participating in training course 1,332
. Report
and working groups

The Network is well on its way to fulfilling the thrgears targets set for the number of -operation

events organised, the number of SMEs patrticipating in such missions and the number of companies
receiving specialised advisory services. This is encouraging, bearing in mind that the targets were set in
2007, at the inception of the Programme; a nioen of interviewees have stressed that the context in
which they were set was very different from the current one, following the global financial crisis.
Furthermore, it is clear that there is a gathering momentum in a number of areas. For instancet agains
the key indicator of signed partnership agreements, the numbers attained in the first 18 months were
around 1,000 per annum, by the period up to 30 months, it was around 1600 and the target agreed by
Network members for 2011 is 2,500.

However, althoughthese output indicatorsgive a good sense of the progress being made by the
Network,theyR2 y 20 NBf I GS (2 GKS LRtAOe AyadNHzySyidQa
are no data on the satisfaction rate of clients. The 2009 EIP implementagort states that this
indicator is under development and the survey carried out for the evaluation also provides significant
information on this point, but this is in the nature of a co# snapshot rather than the source of en

going feedback to the &twork. The actual results of the survey are set out in the next section.

34 Results of the Survey of Enterprise Europe Network Clients

The results presented beloare based on responses to the Network clients suvey™ November
2010.

Overall, thesurvey attracted a good level of response with 2,532 contributions in total. It had been
expectedresponses irEnglish, French, German and Spanish wa@delativelyhigh and that other
languages such as Maltese woldd lower. In fact, the four languagenentioned between them did
account for 1,021 of the responses, but there watleo some surprises, such as the high number of

respondents in Romanian (342) and Finnish (180). Other languages such as Slovenian or Slovakian (9

each) or Portuguese (only enanswer) had rather poor responses and this makes it difficult and
statistically unsound to provided disaggregated data by language.
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In addition, this section refers tesultsofti KS 91! / LQa& 2¢y Of ASy i afindingsi A aTl O
from two surveys conductedn Flanders and Swed&n The first survey (Flanders) concentrated on

outputs and efficiency, while the Swedish study looked at the outcomes and impacts of the services to
clients.

Awareness of the Network

The first question asked howetits had got to know about the Network.

Figure3.1 Survey- How were you informed about the existence of the Network? (n=2,351)

The press
2.3%

Anather client of
the network,
another company,
acolleague or a

friend
17.5%

The majority of respondents (54.7%) were informed of the existence of the Netwaekisting local or
regional business spprt organisations such as the Chamber ofriinerce or the local development
agency. A further quarter of respondents (25.5%) found out about the Network through the internet. A
substantial minority (17.5%) heard of the Netwdakword of mouthfrom other clients of the Network,
friends or colleagues. Other sources of information on the Network (12%, 277 answers) mentioned
included EU offices, regional or local authorities not specifically designed for business support and
national SME support institutiorsuch as Oséo in France or Technopolis (Romania). A few others had
located the Network through their own research.

¢KS YlFI22NARGe 2F GKS bSidig2Ny1 Qa Ot ASyda ortoxr0 | NB
initiative and trat it is partly funded fronthe BU budget. A few mention difficulties in accessing the
bSGig2N] owWez2dz NBE OSNE RAFFAOdAA G G2 t20F4G4SQ0d | 2
organisation or local or regional business support organisations.

The next question askedhy the Network had been approached rather than other business support
providers.

°" Customer Survey Spring 2010Enterprise Europe Flanders; Christine Vanhoutte withabsistance of Preben
Bruylandt andimpact evaluation of the Enterprise Europe Netw@kedish Agency for Economic and Regional
Growth, PriceWaterhouseCoopers, April 2010.
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Figure3.2 Surveyc If there were other providers offering similar services as the Network, why
RAR @2dz LINBFSNI GKS 9YGISNILINARAS 9dzNRPLIS bSidg2N]

57.2%

43.1%
39.0% 38.0%

32.2%

25.5%

8.9%

Accesstoa Geographical AcknowledgedAcknowledged Cost/price of Acknowledged Comments
European proximity to my expertise professionalism  service service
network business of staff orientation

59% of clients stated that when looking for support services, the Network was the only provider they
hadfound. The remaining 41% were asked why they chose the Netwaikthe possible alternative.

¢tKS DbSGg2N] Qa O02YLISGAGA JBom litsREUtogean diensiéni(%¥sghe LINA y O}
perceived qualityof the service provided by thegdvork is also important with 39% dahe respondents

that chose it for its acknowledged expertise, 38% for the aahedged professionalism of the

NS G ¢ 2 N Q& 25% (forit¥ acknéwjedyed service orientation. Less servated reasons also

playeda role, with 43% choosing theelvork for its geographical proximity and 32% for the costs of the

services compared to other providers. Other reasons stated inclutedeputation of the Network and

negative experience with the alternative provider. Some respondents stated that they used both the
Network and alternative providers.

Services provided

Two questions related to the nature of the service used by Networktslignd the frequency of use.
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Figure3.3 Survey- What service have you received from the Network? (multiple answers)
54.3%
47.2%
44.7%
32.1%
15.9% 15.0% 14.9%
10.7%

Published Events General Research and  Specialised Partnering Services  Referral to other
information (conferences, information innovation advisory services  provided with a support
(websites, training services support services subscription agencies
newsletters, sessions...) (tender watch,
publications...) legislation

alert...)

Multiple answers to this question were allowed. Nonetheless it is clear that basic information services
are an important feature of th service package. 54% of respondents use published infamati

6ySsat SGGSNEST 6306 4A (i Sevano@obfarences: Fainidzisdssich& SQemedall 6 2 NJ Q 2

information servicesire also a significant category with 47% of respondbenefittingfrom them.

Among the high wfile services of the Networkesearch and innovation support stands out as a service
dzZiSR o6& | GKANR 2F GKS bSGg2N]1 Qa OfASyia oomw:03
clients with specialised advisorgervices (16%) and subscriptibased services tender watch,
legislation alert etc- (15%) at a similar level. Finally, 11% of clients are referred to other support
agencies. In Flanders, the most popular services are published information (45%jipsiglosservices

(38%) and general information services (35%). Events are less popular with only 17% of service users
having participated.

The client satisfaction survey conducted by the EACI shows similar results. The services that satisfy
clients most ¢ver 80% satisfaction) are editorial services, services provided with a subscription and
General Information services. In fact, according to this survey, all services performed fared well, with
satisfaction rates of over 60%, but partnering services lapséd that had the lowest rating.

In relation to the frequency of service use, clients were asked how often they had received services in
the past three years
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Figure3.4 Survey- How many times have you received this service/these services in the last
three years? (n=2,439)

Nearly 40% of clients had received more than 5 services, including a core client group with whom some
Network members have developed close working relations. On the other hand, nearly a quarter of
clients have only used the NetwprQa & SNIBBA OSa 2y O0So

The Flanders survey asked a slightly different question, concentratirtgeonumber of services used.

The majority of respondent (55%) claimed not to have used any service (despite the survey covering all
organisations that had actugllreceived a service from the Network) 21% of respongesed one
service, 16%ised two; leaving only 8% that haded three or more.

Respondents were also given the opportunity to list the services not offered by the Network which they
thought would themost helpful and appropriate. One of the recurring themes in the responses to this
question is that clients would like to have access to more information about the EU itself and funding
opportunities. A number of clients would like to be offered a sergiach as guidance and support for
accessing EU funds or grants, beyond infoforaton programmes such as FPRViore generally,
information on EU legislation and regulation for specifictees is also a popular demand. For instance

a number of clients arenterested in having the Network provide them with information on the
application of EU rules in other countries and guides ifortheir local languageompliancewith
regulations for particular products and servicbgerestingly, softer services aresal very much sought
after by the clients. Events are especially popular, with a number of clients asking for matchmaking
events, innovation fairs andnore generallyany opportunity to meet potential clients or partners.

Usefulness and Impacts of thee&ices
A central question concerned the level of satisfaction with the services of the Network
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Figure3.5 Survey- To what extent were you satisfied by the service? Please mark (fremdt
satisfied at all to 5 very satisfied), n=2,413

1 2 3 4 5
5.1% 6.5% 20.0% 35.9% 32.4%

Overall, ckents are satisfied with the services offered by the Network. Over 68% of respondents rated

GKS aSNWAOSa Fta n 2Nl p O06A0GK p adlyRAY3I FT2N WASNE
satisfied. Still nearly 12% of respondents were less thatisfied or not satisfied at all (1 or 2). In
CtlFyRSNAXZ GKS &l idArAafrOldArzy NIXdS Aa oNRIFIRfe& aiYAft
ardAaTASRQO® ¢tKS {6SRAAK &adzZNBSeé RS@OSt2LISR thi KAa | d:
respect to accessibility, treatment, knowledge of law/EU regulations and knowledge of finance/EU
funding. Results show that while clients are satisfied with the Network with regards to accessibility and
treatment at relatively similar levels to thosdave (67% and 77% respectively), the satisfaction level

drops when clients are asked about the knowledge Network members have on regulatory, or
financing/funding issues (46% and 49%).

The significance of services for business succestheassuen the rext question

Figure3.6 Survey- Do you think that these services have improved your business? Please mark
(1-not a lotg 5 very significantly), n=2,408

1 2 3 4 5
13.2% 13.7% 30.8% 27.8% 14.5%

The services provided by the Network have had a significant impact on the businesses dhatisilibs
number of respondents42% of all respondents found that the services received had significantly
improved their business (4 or 0% indicated some significance, whereas 27% of respondents believed
that the services received from the Network hadyoslightly improved their business, if at all. (1 or 2).

While the Swedish survey asked slightly different questions, the answers were similar, with 51% of
respondents finding that the services receiveal helped develop their business. This propantiwas

lower when clients were asked if the service helped to acceleratgpenation with actors abroad (47%)

and even lower when asked if it helped increase their growth in new markets (31%).
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In order to find outin greater detaihow the service had hefa businesses, a question on this issue was
included that allowed multiple answers :

Figure3.7 Survey- How did the service help your business? (multiple answers)
58.5%
35.2%
30.2%
25.0%
0,
17.2% 15.2%
5.6%
It provided us It gave us accesslt helped us our It helped usto It helped increase It helped to It allowed us to
with better ~ to new customers research and trade across the efficiency of increase business increase
business development borders our processes activity (turnover) employment
intelligence efforts

By far the largestontribution made by théNetworkfrom theclA Sy (i & Q  LIB Intfidiprogisfon @A S ¢

better business intelligence (58%%).KS bS{i62N)] Q4 KSt L) Ay RS@GSt2LIAYy3 vy
with 35% of respondent finding that it gave accasgew clients and 25% access to foreign markets. A

further 30% of respondents found itiseful in helping with the development of R&D efforts.
Importantly, some hard outcomes have also been identified, with 15% of respondwfitatingthat

the service provided by the Network hdmd a direct and positive impact on their turnover and 6%

identifying a direct increase in employment.

The Network Operation Unit of the EACI also tracks the impacts of signed partnership agreements by
sending questionnaires to companies that have signed a partnership agreement. Out of 637 answers
received (from 1520 agreements signed), 52% of respondent stated that the agreements had led to the
development of products, services or processes, 54% stated they had access to new markets and almost
half (48.5%) stated that the agreement had or was expected to haweaact on their turnover in the

range of up toe 3 millior™®. The impact of partnershipgreements was lower on job creation or
safeguarding, but still with 27% of respondents expecting an impact on their workforce.

Clients were asketh the evaluation srvey what other service they would wish to receive from the
Enterprise Europe Network. A substantial number of respondents (854 or 34%) made at least one
suggestion. In total, almost 1,400fdrent answers were supplieth a number of cases, the suggest
referred to services that arelr@ady offered by the Networkn terms of information, clients would like

to see guides offered on different aspects of EU legislation and, in general, services and advice on
legislation andegulations would be populaA few clients also stateninterest in being informed about
potential orfuture changes to regulationd/ore information on potatial partners is also soughtists

of certified companies (such disms with ISO certification) of companies by sector drof companies
offering different services (manufacturers assembling products, importetsplesalers) are also
popular. Another type of service that clients would like the Network to offer could be described as

%8 |n the case of one commercial Partnership Agreement, the impact on turnover \paster to reach EUR 25
million
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facilitation services. These include infation on the exchange rate between currencies of Member

States that are not part of the euro, translation of legislation and access to translation services. Finally,

some clients would like to see services not directly linked to s&él®amples includesthnologyservices

such ® aWi SOKy2f 238 41 GOKQ 6KSNB (GKS bSié2Nbeofs2dzZ R 1
interest to companies.

Clients were also asked whether when looking for support services, other service providers offered the
same or similaservices. 41% of respondent said that they had found other service providers. They
were then asked why they chose the Network over the other provider:

Figure3.8 Survey- s K& RAR @2dz LINBFSNI GKS 9y GdSNLINRAS 9 dzN.
answers)

57.2%

43.1%
39.0% 38.0%

32.2%

25.5%

8.9%

Accesstoa Geographical AcknowledgedAcknowledged Cost/price of Acknowledged Comments
European proximity to my expertise professionalism  service service
network business of staff orientation

The European dimension of the service offered is clearly a bonus and was key for 57% of respondents,
while the acknowledged expertise (39%), professionalism (38%) and service orientation (25%) of the
staff and services were also of notelowever, the geogrdpcal proximity of the Network member was
important for 43% of respondents and the costs of the service made a difference for 32%. A further 9%,
or 121 respondents added other comments. These inadutle wide scope of the service offered, the
higher qudity of service or the fact that the &work member responded more quickly than the
alternative. It should be said that a number of respondents used the opportunity to state that they did
not chose the Network when they haah alternative or, ina very fav casesto state that they had
regretted choosing the Network.

Other issues

Despite theFlanderssurvey being sent to organisations that hedfact received a service from the
Network, the results show that 55% of respondents claimed not to know of emicss offered by the
Network. This result can be explained by the fact that respondéaisl to regard the service as being

provided by the host organisatio® similar point is made by half a dozen respondents to the Network
client survey.
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One interestng addition to the two local surveys is the breakdown by topic of the questions asked of the
Network. The majority of questionsoncerned general financing suppd®3% in Flanders, 81% in
Sweder? and EU legislation (186 in Flanders, 21% in Swedef}her questions of importance
included information about EU programmes and CE marking.

Finally, the Swedish survey enquired about the number of contacts established abroad as a result of
advice or services received from theelvork. On average, respondenestablished 1.2 contacts
abroad; unsurprisingly, the majority of respondents (61%) established only one contact.

3.5 Monitoring Data for the Innovation Area

All forms of innovation in enterprises

Both the Europelnnova and PRO INNO Europe initiativespresent a continuation and further
development of the activities carried out by DG Enterprise and Industry under the 6th Framework
Programme and fall under two work programmesa wSa St NOK |yR AYyy20F GA2y¢
5S@St2LIVSYy (i 27F FLI(HAQOpSvaret &b A 21y (g2 @Al fF £ 2 0F SR G2 9 dzN
PRO INNO Europldrom the FP6.

The first calls for proposals for activities related to the Europe Innova initiative under the EIP were
issued in 2007. They included a platform for sigps in knowledge intensive services (implemented
during the 20072008 period), the Sectoral Innovation Watch and the Europe Innova Communication
strategy. However, the bulk of the activities started in 2009 with the development of public private
partnerships in knowledge intensive services, éanovation and cluster coperation.

PRO INNO Europe activities under EIP were initiated in 2009 with the publication of a call for proposals
for INNONets and INN€Actions. During the 2002008 period the PRO ININEurope activities were still
funded through FP6 with the exception of INNETRICS and the European Cluster Agenda conference
(covering the European Innovation Scoreboard and the Innobarometer).

Table 3.30 - Budget allocated for Europe Innova and PRINO related activitieg2007-2011)

Year allocated Europe Innova PRO INNO

2007 emnYXRttAZY endp ¥AttAz2y
2008 eodn YAftAZ2Y endmp YATfA2Z2Y
2009 EHG YAEEfAZY emy ®p YAt tazy
2010 eMPH YAfTAZ2Y endc YAttt AZ2Y
2011% - -

9 More than one answer possible in Sweden

® GHK and Technopolis (2008);dest evaluation of the activities carried out by DG Enterprise and Industry under

the Sixth framework programme for research, technological develograed demonstration activities, innovation

and space research activities, Final report

Ly Ot dzRSa e€oYAftAZYy FEf20FGSR AY GKS HanT 62N] LINEINI Y
%2 Refers to InneMetrics activity that is currently part of PRO INNO Europe

% Allocated for the pgod 20092012
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Total

lenodc YAtfA2y

lempop YAttA2y |

Source: EIP 20e2011 Work Programmes

Ecoelnnovation

The Ecdnnovation scheme wasitiated in 2008 under the EIP and, so far, three calls for proposals have

0SSy
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terminated due to the bankruptcy of the project coordinator, the remaining 43 projects are running and
most of them recently finished their first year of operation. For the 2009 call, there were 202 proposals

submitted of which 45 w5
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2009 call started coming into operation in March 2010. The 2010 call was published in April 2010 with a
deadline of § September 2010. A total of 287 proposals were receivedl ifuis expected that 460
projects will be selected for funding. Contract negotiations will be complatdtie secondquarter of

2011. Based on the data from the 2008 and 2009 calls, SME participation has accounted for more than
65% of the total numbeof participants and the vast majority (83%) are organisations from the private
sector, either commercial or neprofit.

Table3.31Eceinnovation budget allocations

Calls EIP budget| Total Proposals | Projects Number of | Number of % SME
allocated | budget submitted | approved | applicants participants | participation
2008 €EHY Yjlepec 134 44 444 186 66%
million
2009 €EOH Yjecn 202 45 614 185 70%
million
2010 eop Y/nd. 287 4050 895 n.d. 66%°
Source: EACI
The size of the budget of the projects supigal rangedfroml a f 2¢ | a end®Ho YAftA2Z2Y

The typical project hagd A T S

2 T -1/5 MiiadzyrRthe 2008 call, Farticipation varied between

40 and60% of the total for each participant depending on its size. SMEs could beoeiditaf higher
level of EU contributiomt that stage However, this rule proved rather complicateddapplyin practice
and a standard 50% EU contribution applied to all projects in the 2009 and 2010 call.

Table 3.3Zceinnovation Scheme project budgets

Calls Projects Average budget size Maximum Minimum Standard deviation
approved OYALEAZY! syAattA| OYAEEA OYAEEA2Y

2008 44 1.26 3.20 0.23 0.51

2009 45 1.43 3.94 0.53 0.63

% There is no budget allocated specifically for Eurdmeova or PrdNNO actions in 2011, although there are
actions that build on earlier activities of these initiatives
% Refers to the total project applications, not projects selected.
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In relation to the country of origin of the projebeneficiariesthere is a very clear domance of a small
number of countriesThree countriesSpan, Itay and, to a lesser extent, Germamad a dominant
share together representing 50% of the total number of participants over the two calls. In contrast, a
number of countriesq especially amog the newer Member States have a very small nhumber of
participants (13 per call) ok in the case of Romania, Latvia and Lithuania no participation at all. Judging
from the analysis of the proposals for the 2010 call the dominant role of Italian aardsBpparticipants

will continué€®. As with the Programme in generalaicipation in theschemeis not limited to the
EU27. There haseen an important number of participants from Turkey (10 in total) in both calls and
also from Israel and Montenegro.

The uneven level of participation can be explained, to a certain extent, by the national context.
Participation is strong in the countries where firms have significant experience of EU projects and where
national support schemes are either nemistent or apear to be rather weak in supporting the
translation of research into market applications. Administrative and other implementation problems
that discourage participation are also reported in the case of the national schemes of Italy and°Greece
¢ both counries with disproportionately high shares of participation. Similar issues were not reported in
the case of Spain, the country with the highest level of participation. The interviews with Spanish
beneficiaries indicated that national programmeid not adeguately support commercialisation
activities. In contrast, the countries with more developed national support structures (Nordic countries
or Germany) have, in proportional termtge lowest level of participation. As suggested by one German
stakeholder te ecceinnovation scheme is not the first one to be promoted to German SMEs seeking
support There arenuchlargernational programmes. This is the case even if theianovation scheme

is only partly overlapping with the national programmes. Finallypinesother countries the low level of
promotion of the scheme by national intermediaries is also a contributing factor.

In terms of the technology sectors supported by the selected projects, during 2008 there was a strong
focus on the recycling sector thegpresented 52% of the total projects selected. It included recycling
processes and technologies new products from recycled matnidihew recycling services. The green
business sector included projects on cleaner productiba,greening of businessesxd new materials

or products and represented 20% of the total. The third sector, with 14% of the projects, was the food
and drinkssector thatcovered waste treatment, food packaging and labelling andiegovative food

chain logistics. Finally, the buitd) sectorsalso accounted fot4% and involved projects, mostly related

to new construction materials andewelopments which reducehe consumption of resources and
production of waste. The 2009 call was more balanced. Recycling representedf 38&fect, while

green business and food and drink 28&¢h. The buildings sector was reduced to 7% with an additional
2% belonging to other sectors. In the 2010 call, there was an increase in the share of green business
applications (35%) and a relative reductioiithe recycling (23%) and the food and drink (17%) sectors.
The remaining application fell under the building and construction and other sectors.

%308 of the total of 895 applicants were from Italy and Spain (35@)rce:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eceinnovation/files/docs/projects/oerview 2010 call_en.pdf

" INNOPolicy trendcharts, Annual country reportsttp://www.proinno-europe.eu/trendchart/annuatountry-
reports
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Figure3.9 ¢ Distribution of projects supported by the Eeimnovation funding scheme by sector and
year of call.
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Source: EACI

Monitoring Data

Although it is clear that monitoring frameworks amew emerging for the various innovation activities
supported under the EIP, the evaluation team has not been able to identify reports or data sources that
are able to give more than a sketchy overview of current performance. The data that are available can
be summarised as follows

Table3.33 Indicators for Europe Innova

Europe Innova: accelerating innovation 2007 | 2008 | 2009 Total Qualitative

through publicprivate partnerships assessment
Number, type and impact of new concepts, 3 3 3 High and improving,
methods and approaches developed, tested climax mid 2010
and promoted

Number of SMEs having benefited through 60 200 750 At the end of 2008
active involvement in the testing of the new about 30% of this
concepts and the impact on their innovation target has been
performance reached.

Number of innovation professionals across 200 500 1,000 Currently at 60% of
Europe, who shared directly or indirectly the 1,000 2,500 target

knowledge gained from developing, tesgiand

promoting the new concepts
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Europe Innova: accelerating innovation 2007 | 2008 | 2009 Total Qualitative

through publicprivate partnerships assessment

Number, type and impact of new methods an 16 16 13 are innovation

tools proposed to the European Enterprise tools, 2 are Innovation

Network platforms and one is
support to clusters;

Level and impact of liaising with related 100% | 100% 100% all 3 KiS platforms are

initiatives across Europe, demonstrating the embedded into

openness of the Europe INNOVA initiative European innovation
networks

Table3.34 Indicators for the Europe Innovation Scoreboard and Innobarometer

Indicator

2007

2008

2009

2010

Total

Qualitative

European Innovation
Scoreboard

Timely delivery of the
different reports

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

X

The number of
downloads of the EIS
from the Trend Chart
website

19,824

15481

Not avail.

Not avail.

35,305

Large amounts of
downloads of the EIS.

Public attention raised
by the publication of
the EIS (measured by
the press coverage)

56%

63%

Not avail.

Not avail.

Not avail.

Press coverage in 2007
15 countries, in 2009 17
countries

Press coverage in 2011,
21 Member States

Innobarometer

Timely deliverable of
the report

100%

100%

100%.

100%

delivered on time

Relevance and utility
of collected statistics,
which are not covered
by other sttistical
instruments

19
guestions

24
questions

38

guestions.

43
guestions

Provision of indicators
on EU innovation
performance

3 topics
covered

4 topics
covered

1 topic

covered.

7 topics

The nonitoring framework is still under active developmentthe innovation area and more datae

now being required of participants in projects that have been supported. In many cases, however, the
results of this activity have not yet become available.is therefore not possible to present
comprehensive mondtring data comparable to those for the Financial Instruments and the Enterprise
Europe Network. This is unfortunate, since in the other cases, the information on the indicators makes a
significant contribution to the overall assessment of their performanCentinuing efforts to put

innovation in a similar position will be one of the main recommendations of this Report.
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3.6 Results of the Survegnd Other Information Gathering

In the general innovation area, an-ine surveywasorganised of participantsn PRO INNO activities. In
total, 76 policy makers, representatives of innovation service providers but also other experts that have

3

been involved in one or more of the activities organised under the-FRRD participated in the

survey?®,

Figure 310. Whattype of organisation do you represent? (% of total of 76 respondents)

PRO INNO survey

m Individual expert
2.6%

= |ndustry, 5.3%

B |nnovation polic
maker -

regional/local ,
10.5%

Table 3.35In which country is your organisation located?

Country of origin Number of responses Percentage
Austria 4 5.3%
Belgium 3 3.9%
Bulgaria 1 1.3%
Czech Bpublic 1 1.3%
Cyprus 0 0.0%
Denmark 5 6.6%
Estonia 2 2.6%

% Answers to the operended question®f the survey are not presented.
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Country of origin Number of responses Percentage
Finland 3 3.9%
France 6 7.9%
Germany 8 10.5%
Greece 0 0.0%
Italy 9 11.8%
Latvia 0 0.0%
Luxembourg 0 0.0%
Lithuania 3 3.9%
Hungary 0 0.0%
Ireland 2 2.6%
Malta 0 0.0%
Netherlands 5 6.6%
Poland 3 3.9%
Portugal 1 1.3%
Romania 0 0.0%
Slovakia 0 0.0%
Slovenia 2 2.6%
Spain 5 6.6%
Sweden 7 9.2%
United Kingdom 4 5.3%
Norway 0 0.0%
Iceland 1 1.3%
Croatia 2 2.6%
Turkey 1 1.3%
Total 76 100%
EU15 60 79%
EU12 (NewMember State$ 12 16%
Other 4 5%
;gffolr?nigcgﬂember States in terms of innovatior 47 62%

A good crossection of organisations and countries participated in the survey, with a predominance of
countries with an active innovation record, but also others, showagotential for effective
dissemination. As verified by the Commission services, the contributions to the survey reflect the actual
participation in the majority of PRINNO Europe activities

In terms of the projects represented there was a mixed resgon
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Table3.36. In which of the following projects and activities supported undiére PRO INNO Europe®
initiative have you been involved? (more than one answer possible)

Name of project/initiative Number of responses Percentage of total
European Clusteilliance 29 40.3%
INNONETK;, Tactics 17 23.6%
INNONETs INNGPartnering Forum 17 23.6%
INNONETS; EPISIS 12 16.7%
INNQActions- Cluster Excellence 9 12.5%
INNQGActions- Innovation Festival 9 12.5%
INNOGrips 7 9.7%
INNOMetrics 5 6.9%
INNGLearning platform 4 5.6%
INNOAppraisal 0 0.0%
INNGViews 0 0.0%
Other 10 13.9%

Around 40% of respondents were involved in the European Cluster Alliance activities and a significant
share ha been involved in the INN®ets activities. The sample wpsssibly biased, since the contact
details of participants were provided by the-oadinators of the INNENETS, European Cluster Alliance
and INNGGrips activities. Nonetheless, since a number of them had participated in more than one
activity, we concludeghat a rather good indication is provided of how the PRINO initiative is
perceived by its key target groupnnovation policy makers and innovation support providers
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Figure 3.11 What is your assessment of the overall organisation of theZPIRINO Europe®
project/network activities? (percentage of 76 responses)

Very poor, 0.0%
Don't know,
2.7% Quite poor, 1.3%

Three quarters of those who participated believed that the organisation of the project and network had
0SSy WldAGS I22RQ 2NJ WOSNIKIR2 DRGSR S9NDIAVIISE Moz (K

There is sbong support for the choice of thehtee topics that have been given priority under the PRO
INNO and Europe Innova initiative knowledge intensive services, etwmovation and cluster
cooperation. The great majority of innovation polimgkers and intermediaries (>70%) that participated
in the survey considered them to be relevant or very relevant.
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Figure 3.12How relevant do you consider the topics prioritised by the PRO INNO Europe® initiative
for the development of innovatiam policies in Europe? (76 responges

100% -

90% -
80% -
70% -+
60% - ——

33
50%

40% +—— £ ———

33

30% +——

20%

5 6

0% ! 1

Cluster cooperation Eceinnovation Knowledge intensive service

Not relevant at all ® Not very relevant ® Moderately relevant = Relevant ® Very relevant

A high proportionof respondents felt that participation in PRO INNO activities had assisted in the
development of innovation policies and in the development of knowledge and improved understanding
of innovation poliees and tools. In around half of these cases the assistance was modest, but in the
other half, it had been more substantial. Clearly overall, it was believed that participation had
contributed to the development of innovation policies and practice.

Table 337. What do you consider to be the benefits from your participation in PRO INNO Europe®
projects and activities? (percentage out of 76 responses)

M . NO. . Not A Somewhat A lot very
applicable opinion | atall | little much
Assisted in the development
of innovation policies 6.6 1.3 2.6 11.8 42.1 30.3 5.3
Assisted in the development
of innovation support services | 9.2 1.3 3.9 13.2 36.8 316 |39

Exchange knowledge and
improve understanding of
innovation policies 1.3 0.0 1.3 2.6 27.6 38.2 28.9

Exchange knowbge and
improve understanding of
innovation support tools 2.6 1.3 0.0 10.5 26.3 36.8 |224

Supported in developing
cooperation with policy makers
in other regions 9.2 1.3 6.6 9.2 28.9 171 | 27.6

Supported developing
cooperation with innovation
support providers in other 7.9 1.3 5.3 9.2 30.3 25.0 211

90



Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme chapter

Data & Survey Results 3

[ regions | | | ] | |

In terms of the more direct, practical outcomes from the projects, around three quarters of participants
reported positive assistance with the development ofameration with policy makers or innovah
support providers in other regions. And, as indicated in response to the following question, activities
under PRO INNO had already led to concrete recommendations for innovation policy action in 42% of
cases and were expected to lead to specific recemdations for innovation policy action in 57%. 50%

of respondents thought that the activities are expected to lead to a more integrated innovation policy.

Figure 3.13Please indicate the extent that you agree with the following statements concerning the
activities of PRO INNO Europe® (76 responses)

They are expected to support a mor I 5 H ‘ ‘ 46 ‘ ‘ ‘
integrated innovation policy

They are expected to lead to specific recommendatio 2 45
for innovation policy action

They have led to concrete 5 5 36
recommendations for innovation policy actio

T oy F 7 IH e B

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Not applicable = No opinion ™ Disagree strongly " Disagree ® Undecided = Agree ® Agree strongly

94% of participants in the survey expressed an interest in participating in similar activities in the future
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Figure 3.14Would you be interested in participating in similar activities in thetéwe?

Notinterested at all,Not very
2.7% /interested, 2.7%

Quite interested,
32.0%

In addition, the survey allowed opesnded responses to a couple of questions about the organisation
of the activities and the main addedlue derived from networking and partnership promotion
activities at the European level.

There were a numbenf comments about the procedural difficulties experienced with European
projects andthe top-heavy governance structure, plus a feeling that participation could have been
broader and there could be better cregsrtilisation between projects. There weresal one or two
remarks that the topics addressed were not innovative enough! However, the many comments on the
valueadded of participation made it clear that the networking and contact with colleagues, policy
makers and industry is highly appreciated aras Inesulted in the adaption of already existing schemes
for local application and a wider tak@ of good practice. The possibility of a greater coherence
between policy aa European level and that at national and regional levels was also a common theme.

In the case of Europe Innova, there was no direct survey in this evaluation of the kind conducted for PRO
INNO, but a more extensive interview programme has provided a good indication of the type of impact
that is expected
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Table.338. ¢ Examples oExpected results and impacts of Europe Innova innovation platforms

Biochem 250 SME#n the bio-based sector to be supported for innovation management anc
investment preparedness;

10 innovation agentdrained to do audits of SMEs
1 EU wide databasef relevant actors in the sector

Innowater Tools to support innovation and first users

ednnInnn Lyy2dl (fér 280 SMEdD KIS BY, EDK S Y S
450 SME$o patrticipate in workshops

14 partnerships with cluster and network organisations

55 Innovatbn intermediaries reached

ImMediaTe 250SME¢4o receive investment readiness training

MoU signed with public and private schemes in NL, DE,IT for development of fur
for digital media

GreenConserve | Develop sectospecific technical and business sopiptoolbox
1700 SMEs reached through awareness raising activities

Innovation training workshops foB875 SME# Norway, France, Germany, UK and
Finland;

eMPy YAftAZY Lyy2 @Hii7SRBhnodauzd DS RR, B® K S
Training ofL0 innovation intermediaries

Promoting use of voucher scheme by regional authorities including 6 Managing
authorities of Structural & Cohesion Funds

KIS Pims Trained14 expertsin the 3 countries (+ BE) to provided innovation support to firm
Sector specificdols for innovation (risk assessment, cash flow simulator, IPR ma|
100SMEssupported for the development of proposal for the voucher scheme

EcoClup Provded access to support tools fower 1700 SMEs
Tools to support internationalisation and training of cluster managers
One business plan training course fat SME$n Finland, 3 more to follow

AchieveMore Develop online community of experts and profiessls (investors, incubator
managers , VQ)77 intermediaries involved

en YAfftA2y aSSR FTdzyR SaidlofAakSR
180 SME¢rained to use innovation toolg 613 SMEs reached

Established seed fund in the UK to supptstl00 SMEs

eHcnInnn | RRAGraggd/ I f Fdzy RAy3 f S@S

REMAKE Innovation services voucher scheme for 200 SNER, DE, ES, IT, UK

While SMEs are not a direct target of the Europe Innova initiatives, an important number of(SMEs
more than 300 per projectare expected to benefit from the tools deloped or adopted.
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3.7 Data on Other Activities

¢KS RIFGFE GKFdG OFy 0SS LINBaSyidSR 2y W20KSNJ I OGAGA
system in this area is still under development and these activities have not been subject to the
sydematic investigation that has been applied to the three main areas of the Programme. Furthermore,

the variety of activities detailed in the Work Programmes and documentation on support measures and

in the Implementation Reports makes it difficult to pres@ summary overview. However, it is possible

to indicate the range of the activities covered by citing a set of examples and also to give indications of

how these have been managed.

The following actions relate primarily to measures under objectivesiE Fa of the EIP but also a
significant number under objectives B and C.

Table 3.3 Selected sample of small budget measures

Obj. | Measure name (Code) Type of activity implemented| Years | Budget
1|F The Community programme for th mapping and measurement 2007 |e mnY
reduction of adminigtative costs of administrative costs fron

o . .| 2008 PTY]
EU legislation in 13 polic €coT
areas 2009 | e MDHY]

The High Level Group advis 2010 | € n ®n Y]

HLG of Independent Stakeholders
administrative burdens

the Qommission ~on _th( 2011 |le ndT Y]
reduction of Administrative
Burdens

2 |B IPR Helpdesks (European Helpd{ Support services; training 2007 |€ p ®p Y]

on IPR and China SMEs Helpdesk) Information dissemination 2010 |e p ®p Y

3 | C,E | Eskills Study; conferences; seminar 2007 | € n ®n Y]
best practice excainge 2008 |e MmdH Y
2009 |e HDpY]
2011 |eoY
4 |E European SMEWeek/ European Conferences; workshops | 2008 |e m dy T
Charter for Shr_lall En_terp_rlses/ SBA| Conferences; campaign | 5509 | ¢ w4 dH H
conference dissemination of goo( Reports;
practices and information Distribution material 2010 |e M DT Y]
2011 |e mPp Y]
5|F Information campaign on CE markii Campaign activities (leaflet{ 2009 |€ H Y
video/audio material,

conferences, marketing, ads)

6 | E,F | SME performance review Studies, Workshops/meeting{ 2008 | € 1 @ T Y]
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Obj. | Measure name (Code) Type of activity implemented| Years | Budget

2009; |€ O DT Y]
2010 |e n D Y]
2011 |[e mDp Y]

Other measures are also referred to in the annexed case study on the relationship between the Small
Business Act and the EIP.

During the years under consideration, it will be seen that there has been a considerable evolution in
some of the measures highlighted. A number of activities initially implemented as-atand measures

were integrated into new measures with different titles (e.g. activities relating to the European Charter
for Small Enterprises have been subsumed urdtivities relating to the Small Business Act).

Reduction of Administrative Costs

This is an area of activity that has taken place across the current Programme, but with a concentration
of expenditure in the early years. The initial intention was ttie# Community programme for the
reduction of administrative costs would carry out mapping and measurements of administrative costs
deriving from specific EU legislation in 13 policy areas, as described by the Commission in its January
2007 two year ActionProgramme for the reduction of administrative burdens, and subsequently
endorsed by the 2007 Spring European Council. The aim was to achieve a 25% reduction target in
administrative burdens and to have recommendations on national measures implementing or
transposing EU legislation available by December 2009.

Overall, the screening of the 42 EU acts in scope of the programme resulted in the identification of 356
EU information provisions. Implementation or transposition of EU obligations had led to thei@uopbt
almost 10.000 national obligations across the 27 Member States. Their review showed that more than
1000 were going beyond what is required by EU law.

The High Level Group of Independent Stakeholders on administrative burdens was established in 2007
to advise, particularly on the implementation of the potential reductions in the administrative burden
identified under the Action Programme. A new mandate from the Commission in August 2010 extended
the work of the Group until the end of 2012.

The expendure under this heading was initially to support the screening and analysis. In more recent
years it has primarily been to support the work of the High Level Group, in studies meetings and also
communication of the results.

It was estimated that ifthe proposedmeasures are adopted, arfdlly implemented inthe Member

States, there could be a reduction in administrative burdens for European businesses (in particular
SMESs) valued a€38 billion. By June 2010, 54 reduction measurémd already been adopted
(NBLINBaSylGAay3a al @gay3a 2F | LIINREAYFGStEe@ € 1 o0Aff A2
alr @gAy3a 2F € om o0AffA2Yy 6SNB dzy RSNJ Rheisiudiamiak 2y Ay
the end of 2010 was that the Commission had proposessures to reduce administrative burdens by

more than 31%. Out of this, Council and Parliament had at that stage adopted measures amounting to a
reduction of 21.8 %. The Commission is currently preparing new proposals that would bring the total
reductionpotential to almost 33 %, valuedat nn®1 O0Af f A2y ®

\
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IPR Helpdesk

As part of the measures implemented under objective Beparate IPR Helpdesk measuresviacluded
in the 2010 programme. It includes two main actions:

- TheEuropean Helpdesk on IRRat supports the beneficiaries of EU furddprogrammes and other
EU SMEs in the form of a website, support documents, FAQs, brochideesniag tools and case
studies, a helpline, training for intermediaries and awareness actions. It is a continuation of the
activities supported asat of a 2@7 EIP measure andimplemented by the Executive Agerioy
Competitiveness and Innovation (EACI)

- TheChina IPR SME Helpdesfers firstline advice on IPR issues for European SMEs in relation to
China both in China itself and around Europe. Thisdealk offers practical business advice from
experienced professionals (lawyers, business executives, IPR investigators) in pe#aus, amd
through workshops, 4earning materials, and trainind.he pilot project concluded at the end of
2010 and after aall for proposals a new contract was signed in December 2010. The Helpdesk will
continue over the 2012013 period.

The indicators proposed for the monitoring of the two helpdesks attempt to monitor both short term
results (usage of some of the servicasll someof the longer term results and impacexpected where
information is collected through surveys and other proxy mechanisms (number of hits/downloads).
There is a combination of qualitative and quantitative indicators that provide a good picfutieeo
measure performancdn 2010, for the IPR Helpdesk, there were 44 training actions, with approx. 1,320
participants and 22 awareness actions, with around 7,000 participants. 1,375 queries were answered
(16% SMEs, approx. 30% universities and apRd. research institutions) and there were 34,008 daily
hits on the website with 2689 daily visits.

An external evaluation was undertaken on the China IPR SME Helpdesk, with generally positive results.
An average of over 30 workshop events were conductathegear, 2000 persons per year were trained
about, about 20 individual confidential business inquiries were handled each month in addition to those
arising at workshops, and substantial wiebsed materials, publications andlearning tools were
developedwith 2 million hits on web materials, from about 60,000 different users over the pilot period.

A lesson from experience in the initial period was that there was a greater need to 'take services to
businesses' than to run a large static office in one éwesal) place(s). During the last 18 months of the
project more resources were therefore devoted to taking customised training and expartd®@
sessions to clusters of SMEs, in order to respond to their demands.

Eskills

E-skills related measures havedn included in afive annual Work Programmes so far under objective

C (All forms of innovation in enterprises) and E (Entrepreneurship and innovation culture). The activities
supported by the EIP each include a combination of studies/reports, confesgageareness raising

campaign activities and training activities. All activities fall under the Policy Communication and Action

t Ly {2lyAfadS F2N) / 2YLISGAGAQGSYySaas 9YLIX 28to0AftAGe |yl
some of the objectives statl in the document. The EIP has been the main mechanism for implementing

the specific actions.
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The Evaluation of the EIP Indicators found a relatively consistent ugedimfatorsin the eskills area,
where shortterm output indicators have beecombined with longer terms result and impact indicators
The accessibility and profile of thesesultscould be improved along with the information on other
indicators, butmformation has been providedor instancepn eskills dissemination activity, notably i
relation to the first European-8kills Week (b March 2010). The Week involved more thiadb,000
participants in 1,163 events, whidbok place in35 countriesacross Europeb5 million peoplewere
touched by the campaign.

European SM®/eek and SBA elxange of good practices and conference

The European SMB/eek and SBA exchange of good practices have been jointly included in the
Promotion of Entrepreneurship measure in the 2010 Work Programme falling under Objective E
(Entrepreneurship and Innovation lewre).

TheEuropean SME Weedk a campaign consisting of events and other promaddilactivities. It aims to
disseminate information on what the EU, national and regional authorities and other relevant
organisations are doing to support small businesdé promotes the image of entrepreneurship and
entrepreneurs and recognises their essential role in the European economy. It aims to convince young
people that entrepreneurship is a viable career option.

The SBA(Small Business Act) activities involie exchange of best practice, with the aim of ensuring
that the most effective means of implementation are scaled up. It is based on the monitoring of EU and
national activities by the Commission, organising the systematic exchange of good practice through
events (including a higlevel conference), online tools and an annual competition (European Enterprise
Awards).

Many of the activities mentioned here have been underway throughout the operation of the
Programme. In 2008, the planning began for varimitiatives that came together in the Europe88ME

Week that was staged in 2009 with more than 1,200 national, regional and local events. A further
European SME Week took place in 2010 and one is planned for October 2011. During 2010, 1,504 events
and actvities took place across the 37 participating countries, representing an increase of 25%
compared to the previous year. Of these, 687 events78) were purposely designed for the ESW;
nearly 300 were (cyorganised by members of the Europe Enterprisevdek but the bulk of them

were organised by Chambers of Commerce (and Industry) at national and regional level. National
campaigns were rated by the National Coordinators as "good to very good" in 24 cases, "average" in 8
cases and below average in 5.

dmilarly, in 2007, there were actions to promote the exchange of good practice. These were with
reference to the European Charter for Small Enterprises at the time and followed on earlier actions in
the same vein. However, as the case study on the relgkifnbetween the SBA and the EIP makes clear,
the various activities have been increasingly organised as agoimg followup to the Small Business

Act and this has provided a greater degree of coherence and direction. This has meant, however, that
information on the effectiveness of the actions undertaken has been increasingly bound up with an
assessment of progress with the SBA and consequently there is little information on the performance of
these instruments presented in the Implementation Reportfodmation on the results of activities to
promote the takeup of identified best practice is largely restricted to the measurement of visits to the
best practice web site rather than the actual adoption of best practice at the Member State level.
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Information campaign on CE marking

The information campaign on CE marking vigiiated in 2009 under Objective F (Enterprise and
innovation related economic and administrative reform). The main objective has been to raise
awareness on the meaning of CE markamgongst economic operators (manufacturers, distributors),
consumers and market surveillance authorities and to address the perceived confasian the
meaning of CE marking. The activities supported included participation of Commission officials $n event
promotional material, multimedia actions and marketing activitiehe intention was also to make use

of networks such as the Enterprise Europe Network and the European Consumer Centres.

The implementation of the measure started in 2010 and will cargithroughout 2011.

This measureis typical of oneoff actions to address a particular issue. It is also of interest in that the
AYRAOFG2NAR LINRPLRASR (2 laasSaa Ada LISNF2NXYIFyOS owL
YEN]AY3IQ | yiunbeWdf o NS I MISNR] SR LINP RdzOGa &0G2LIISR FTNRY
address exclusively medium and letlggm effectiveness question#. will be interesting to see how far it

is possible to measure these concrete effects.

SME performance review

The SME performance review measures were implemented in 2008, 2009 (as part of the measure
Promotion of reform and better regulatory environment) under Objective E (Entrepreneurship and
innovation culture)and in 2010 and 2011 under Objective F (Enterprise mmbvation related

economic and administrative reform). In the last two years the Promotion of reform was quatified

Work Programmé & . W LYLJX SYSYGlFGA2yQ FYyR GKS LISNF2NXIyOS
measures relating to best practice@ange, communication and the follawp campaign.

The 2009 measure fiche definduree level of objective:

- General: to provide an empirical and analytical foundation for SME policy measures and enable the
Commission to effectively monitor the implemenitat of the Lisbon Partnership for Growth and
Jobs at Member States and EU levels as regardsr&8tEd policies.

- Specific: to increase and disseminate knowledge on characteristics and specificities of SMEs in
Europe, on economic performance and its maetedminant factors, as well as other SME policy
related issues.

- Operational: develop annual report with key information on SMEs, including country specific fact
sheets, studies, publications and workshops as an input to the Commission Progress Report under
the Growth and Jobs Strategy and as a supporttoth®$of t SR G[ Ad02y NBLIZNIAY3

As the means for providing the empirical and analytical foundation for SME policy measures and
enabling the Commission to effectively monitor the implementation leé SBA as well as the SME
related policies elements of the EU2020 strategy, this measure has a fundamental intelligence role. The
main outputs¢ the SME Annual Report and the SBA fact shediave now become an established
reference point.
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However, evidnce on the takaup or effectiveness of the instruments used is rather limited, not least
because of the difficulties in obtaining information at a Member State level about reactions to the
information generated by these instruments. Again comments onsiecific instruments can only be
made in the context of the operation of the SBA as a whole, which, of course has been the subject of

recentReview of the "Small Business Act" for Euf@pe

h@dSNXrfts Al KFLa 0SSy aSSy  klPiare lekySived@ i maBrdand 8 | & dzNB
the extent to which it is possible to assess their performance. Further comment is provided at the end of

the next chapter.

%9 Communication from the Commission to the Europ&arliament, the Council, EconomiecaSocial Committee
andthe Committee of the RegiotlBwS @A Sg 2F G KS b{ YI {COMQ0IA) X8yfirGahi28.2.2001G b T2 NJ
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This chapter provides the core evaluation results, combining the implications of finding®sein the
previous chapter with the results of an extensive interview programme. The results relating to each
of the main areas that have been considered are set out separately, thate are alsocomments on

the EIP as a whole

4.1 Introduction to the Conclusions

The previous chapter provided an important basis for beginning to draw conclusions on the
appropriateness anachievementsf the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme. It set out the
established objectives of the EIP and thepectatimsrelating to itthat are to be foundn the Decision

of the Council and Parliament that established the Competitiveness and InnovAtEmework
Programme It notedthat theseexpectationswere more detailed in some areas than in otherghén
specifiel the anticipatedoutcomesto be found in the Impact Assessment that accompanied the
Commission proposal relating to tH&lP and finally summarised the recommendations of the Interim
Evaluations of the EIP and CIP, relating to the future operation of ringrdinme This all provided
basic framework against which to assess the actual achievements of the EIP.

'3FAYS AlG aK2dAZ R 0SS albAR GKIF G ( &a Bntreprénkusship an® G £ dzl (
Innovation Programme still has twand half years to runand well beforel KS t N2 Il YY S Q&
impacts in terms of the growth of enterpriseés generation oemployment andits contributions to
overallwelfareare evident The assessment provided by this evaluation is necessarily partial.

On the otrer hand, the previous chapter has also shown that theralisadya substantial body of
evidenceon many of the results of the Programme and on some of its letegen outcomes. First

there is a relativelyvell-established monitoring systenassociated wh the EIP. This has been built on
earlier monitoring systems established under the predecessor programmes of the EIP and is a major
asset for the Programme in terms of tldevelopment of evidencefiased policy making in this area.

The Interim Evaluationfahe Programme recommended that the system be further developed and
there has cerinly been some progress in tta¥ea. This process is not complete and there will be
comment subsequently on further steps that are necessary, but it has been possiblagddygether a
considerable amount of monitoring dat@nd thishas allowed the evaluation team to compare the
anticipated effects of the Programme with what is currently being achieved.

In addition, there has been evidence brought together from particutarestigations undertaken
during the course of the current evaluationThis evidence, mainly in the form of responses to
structured surveys, was generated line with the requirements of the Terms of Reference for this
evaluation,which envisaged thathe emphasis in the evaluation wonkould be less on processes,
which had already beercovered in a significant way by the Interim Evaluations and more on the
impacts that are evident, especially in terms of thenefitsof the actions undertakero the ultimate
beneficiariesThe previous chapter has presented the results of these surveys and structured interviews
in a fairly direct way, without much comment on their implicatiotisis now necessary to highlight
these implications, along with other evidendeg¢luding that derived from comments in interviews with

a wide range of stakeholders, from Commission and Member State officials and business organisations
at European and national levels, to the financial intermediaries, Enterprise Europe Network members
and host organisations and beneficiaries of the-lBrmvation and other innovation programmes that
have commented on particular aspects of the EIP.

The following sections will set out the comments of the evaluation team omtam issues that have
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arisen as a result of the investigationsheyaim to addressall the main evaluation questions listed in
the introductory chapter and others besid@hey begin with an assessment of the relevance and
coherence of the EIP as a whole and then continue with aies@tpl examination of the three main
areas under investigation, before finishing off with comments on the effectiveness, efficiency, utility
and European valuadded of the programme as a whole. These sections will also rete¢héo areas of

the Rogramme and some of the crosautting themes that run across more thame area. A final
section will review the responses that have been made to the recommendations of the Interim
Bvaluations. This will all provide the basis Bboisummary statement of the maiconclusion andhe
recommendationgrom the evaluation team that will be set oint thefinal chapter.

First, however, it may be useful to provide a summary overview of the situation, by way of a direct
response to each of the evaluation questions. It Wé evident from the fuller discussion that follows
that these summary statements cannot capture all the nuances. Nonetheless, they do have the merit of
providing a relatively short statement of in relation to the main issues.

Summary of Evidence relating the Main Evaluation Questions

The assessment of the EIP has been guided to a significant extent by a series of ev
guestions posed at the beginning of the project. These have helped to provide focus f
investigations. The questions havedmebehind comments made elsewhere, but an ove
summary is provided here of the main conclusions in relation to each specific question.

Relevance

1. To what extent are the Programme's objectives pertinent to the needs, problems and
it was designed taddress?

With its practical orientation, the EIP is judged to be addressing the needs, problen
issues it set out to address, and, furthermore, is doing so in ways that can be parti
effective at a European level. Mechanisms are needed, howé¢vestrengthen the linkg
between major developments in Enterprise policy, such as the Small Business A
aspects of Europe 2020, and the EIP and its operational activities.

2. NB KS tNRPINIXYYSQa 202S00A0Sa 02 krENAY
Member State measures that aim to promote similar or associated objectives?
2 KAfTS FTRRNBaaAy3d YdzZ GALX S 2LISNI GA2Y I §
to be coherent and the implementation processes are generally designed to e
AYUSaANIXrGA2Yy 6AGK aSYOSNI {GFGS YSI &adz2NB 2
practical implementation in a range of areas, the evaluation concludes that the ¢
management of synergies between the different areas and with parallel measure
increasingly be necessary.

3. To what extent would specific consideration to gender mainstreaming increas
t NEINF YYSQa NBf SOF yOSK
As the Small Business Act recognises, there is a need to care for future entrepr
better, in particular by fostering ergpreneurial interest and talent among young peoj

and women. Gender mainstreaming, as part of greater attention to crogling themes,
would be a more consistent approach to addressing this issue than the welcome, but
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Efficiency

4,

Effectiveness

7.

10.

restricted, specific initiaves for women.

To what extent have the desired effects been achieved at a reasonable cost (includ
burden on participants, beneficiaries, stakeholders)? To what extent have the I
resources (in terms of quality and quantity) and ficiahresources been appropriate for
efficient application of the management methods chosen?

The Programme is on track to achieve the impacts anticipated at its outset and in lin
the anticipated budget and the dedicated resources are deemed tot k@ appropriate
level by stakeholders. The success of the-iaoovation scheme may lead to problems
over-subscription.

What aspects of the EIP have been the most efficient or inefficient, especially in te
resources mobilised by stakeholders dgiihe different phases of the process?

The longterm nature of many of the effects of the Programme make it difficult to as
relative efficiency at this point, but certain actions are expected to have major imp
The Community programme for the nection of administrative costs, supported under t
EIP, is expected to lead to a reduction in administrative burdens for European busi
G tdzSR G € nnot o0AffA2Yy®

Are there overlaps/ complementarities between the EIP and any other EU or Membe
action in the relevant areas?

While some overlaps were reported, in general, the aim of pursuing actions v
European valuadded is apparent has meant that there were no particular probile
identified.

Is the design of the Programme op#ff

The design of the Programme, with separate points of focus on major areas

Enterprise policy at a European level can make a distinctive contribution, has
appropriate up until now. However, the achievements in the initial phases are incrga
giving rise to potential synergies which require an active management of-cuttsg
activities.

To what extent do indirect measures effectively benefitesets, in particular SMEs?

While most parts of the Programme work with intermediaries of &l or another, the
surveys of endisers have shown that the Programme is effectively benefittinguesats.

To what extent have market replication support measures resulted in real replication
market (notably financial instruments, eamovation and innovation)?

In general, the evaluation has taken place too early in the cycle to judge whether ¢
there has been extensive market replication in any of the areas mentioned. Howe
relation to the financial instruments and e@onovation, n particular, the conditions fo
such a development are certainly being created.

What is the European added value of the Programme for stakeholders and in par
endusers? Have there been any unintended effects on stakeholders?
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11.

12.

13.

14.

Information and awarenes

A significant degre®f focus is evident in the Programme on generating value in g
where it is adding to Member State action, either by addressing issues that need
tacked at a European level or by building on exchanges of experience to create ne
innovative actim. No major deleterious effects on stakeholders have been identified.

Has there been any noticeable sectoral distribution in the SMEs benefitting froi
Programmeé

Data collected did not allow a detailed sectoral analysis across the Programme, bu
from the inevitable sectoral bias in targeting actions at-@gmvation or, more generally
(a wide range of) sectors with growth potential, no significant problems of a sec
nature were identified.

Which measures under the Programme have been thet effective or ineffective?

The diversity of the measures makes it difficult to address this question. In each
areas considered, the evidence collected suggested that levels of performancenvese
thanWal GAaFF OG2NEQ | ONR&a Fff GKS YIFAY |

¢2 6KIFEG SEGSYd KIFa GKS tNRINIYYS 02yl
capacity of the EU as an advanced knowledge society, with sustainable developmen
on robust economic growth and a highly competitive social market economy withg
f SOSt 2F LINRGIGSOGA2Y YR AYLNRGSYSyil 27

Given the scale of the resources devoted to the pursuit of these aims, the Progkar
main contribution is in developingnnovative approaches that can have benefic
demonstratis/y STFFSOG& YR Ay | RRNBaaiAy3d Aa
significanceThis the programme is doing.

To what extent has the Programme achieved its specific objectives, to "support, im
encourage and promote: access to finance for thetsaip and growth of SMEs an
investment in innovation activities; the creation of an environment favourable to
cooperation, particularly in the field of creksrder cooperation; all forms of innovation
enterprises; ecinnovation; entrepreneurshipgnd innovation culture; enterprise ar
innovationrelated economic and administrative reform"?

The questions relating to the specific contribution of the Programme in each ¢
constituent action areas are addressed in chapter 4.

15.

Utility and Sustainabtiy

To what extent has information about the availability of the Programme instruments
the results and impacts of actions effectively been transmitted to potential stakehg
and beneficiaries?

Some scope was identified for a more-aalinated and taigeted promotion of the
t N2EINI YYSQa Ay ailNHzy SYNAI GISNR | MB NGty (Ba @
instruments among organisations representing business, for instance, might assi
involvement of a wider group of beneficiaries.

16.

To what extent do the impacts of the EIP meet the needs of its final users and contri
solving their present problems and issues? To what extent could measures be té
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improve the utility of the EIP and what measures would these be?

Evidencecurrently available, including evidence collected for the evaluation, suggest
within its areas of focus, the Programme is being successful in meeting the needs
final users and contributing to solving their problems and issliesan importantextent,
Improving the utility of the current measures is a matter of increasing the scale at \
they operate

17. Are there any positive changes brought about by the EIP to the competitivenes
innovative capacity of the EU or are there any likely to Ha® the Programme ha
negative sideeffects?

The Programme is showing that it is possible to help enterprises that otherwise woul
it difficult to raise finance; it is helping enterprises to be more innovative and to t
successfully across bordeis also is helping to move innovation policy forward across
EU and is developing innovative forms of support in important areas such as
innovation. The impacts of such developments are growing and will continue to gre
the momentum of the Pragmme builds. Effective management of the synergies betw
the different actions could increase these impacts further.

18. In the cases where sustainability is identified, what measures could be taken to fos
sustainability of the positive changes?

The fact that most of the main measures of the Programme are achieving sustai
results is a significant part of the generally positive assessment of the EIP. In most
success is generating its own momentum. There are, however, papsciallyof the
finance and innovation areas where success requires the definition of new challen
the process of pushing back the frontiers is to be sustained.

In the following sectionsnot only will the information presented add to the summagsessments in
relation to specific evaluation questions, but the analysis will address the key themes th#ieare
centre of any evaluation. It will do this by providiag assessmentn relation to each of the standard
evaluation criteria in turn for each of the areas that have been considered, plus assessments for the
programme as a wholeThisway of proceedin@lso has the advantage of mirroring the structure of the
Interim Evaluation of the Edhdthus facilitating comparisons.

4.2 The Relevace and Coherence of the EIP as a Whole

The first thing to say about the EIP is ththe overwhelming weight of the evidencdrom the
evaluation is that its general orientation and its concentration on some of the central issues faced by
SMEs is appropriatand highly relevant to the enterprise needs of the modern European econimsy.
general conclusion that the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme is going in the right direction is
an important background, as thgeneralpositionis qualified by obsrvations on particular aspects of

the Programmen the rest of this chapter.

It is noted that this general conclusion is very much in line with the responses t&lepublic

consultationand theconclusions ofhe "Ready to Grow?" conferenca 25 Janary 2011 that reviewed

the operation of the CIP. More than 550 participants took part in the conferandetheir key message
was’h52y Qi FAE 6KIiG A& y2id oNRB|ISYybho®
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Furthermore a view expressed by a number of those involved in the evaluation isatatfuiure
programme should be careful to build on what has been achievadhe current period. To varying
extents, all of the main components of the EIP suffered a considerable amount of disruption at the
beginning of the Programme. All have now establisheckdain presence and momentum and this
represents a significant asset for the future of Enterprise and Innovation policy in the European Union. If
this asset is to be effectively exploited a strong theme of continuity is advisable.

As an operational programe, a major strengthof the EIP is that it is able to concentrate on core
issues for Small and Mediurized Hterprises in a direct and practical wayAccesdo finance is a

major issue for SMEand increasing this access is a direct benefiile information, assistance and
contacts are basic business needs, especially when trading internationally. Even in the innovation area,
the Eceinnovationfundingscheme is seen to be addressing particular problems faced by enterprises in
getting their goods ontohte market in an interesting and innovative way, witiie significant element

of good practice exchange in the Europe Innova and PRO INNO me&sseen to bea practical
approach toaddressingssuedaced by support agencies and policy developersdtiten, within these

core areas, the current EIP is perceived as havingnareased focus as comparedith earlier
programmes, on the needs of enterprises aldo to have concentrated careas where the European
Union can clearly add value to nationdfagts. In this respect the EIP is generally perceived to be
compatible with national and regional measures and indeed in numerous instances has a role in
promoting new thinking and approaches, as a result both of spreading existing good practice and of
exploring new areas and techniqudsinovative and even experimental initiatives are approved at

the leading edge of the more general process of promoting the exchange of good prditiceasingly,

it is reported, in some Member States, regional dmchl authorities are also looking to the Programme

to provide a lead in exploring new avenues in Enterprise pdiogfSNJ f £ GKSys |4 GKAA
objectives and implementation are seen to be coherent and consistent with what is happening in the
Member States. Furthermore they are seen to add to measures with similar or associated objectives,
either by bringing an extra European dimension to what is happening or by providing examples of
approaches that could be adopted locally.

Generally then, thepractical orientation of the EIP is approved of ghd Programmds alsoseen as
contributing tothe important policy objectives ofompetitiveness and enterprise.uB the legacy of

earlier programmes (MAP and FPs) is very apparent in the structureeanghdof the EIP and there is a
certain unease that has been expressed in discussions with Member &idtether participating
country representatives andvith business organisations about the overall structure, orientation and
coherence of the EIP. Asnaatter of perspective, it should be said that there is not thought to be a
major problem here, since the EIP is clearly addressing issues that are the central concern of Enterprise
policy, but there is @erception that there is something missingFor, ahough the CIP Decision and the
orientation of the EIP within it, made reference to major strategiiorities, and notably the Lisbon
Agenda, there is no real mechanism subsequently either for pursuing-cuttdsy objectives or for
articulating the impgkations for the Programme of developments in strategic thinking at a European
level. The Small Business Act, for instance, haslgledluenced the way that therBgramme has been
implemented at a detailed operational level and influenced the thinkidgalb involved in the
Programme. This relationship between the SBA and the EIP is explored in a case study to be found as
Annex A.1But as the case study showthe procesgsof ensuring that the orientations of the SBA are
carried through into the opet#onal actions of the ElBre partial and lack a systematic management
process particularly where cardination across the various strands of tB&is requred.
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This perception of &P Y A & & A y JwvasYekpreBsbdSif different ways. There were some i@kpl
comments that there is a gap in the hierarchy of objectives, between the high levet éim®bjectives

of promoting competitiveness, enterprise and innovatiothat all can subscribe to and the orientation

of the Programme that is seen to be guitlby the particular problems that are being address€his
suggests thatte Intervention Logic is in need of further elaboratiomn particular in relation to how
direction can be giverio the operational activities. Others have said thia¢ links with other elements

of Enterprise policy ought to be more explicit, such as reference to the relevant Flagship Initiatives of
Europe 2020 or the priorities of the Small Business .Alttis could provide the required middle ground
and also promote better cordination across the Programme, which otherwise sees its component
parts operating more or less independently

There are of course, somections, such as the Lead Market Initiative, that bring together various
elements both within and beyond the Programmeaigcordinated drive to pursue particular objectives

¢ in the LMI case, to promote innovation through a demaiven approach. And there is a-co
ordinating role for Unit A1 of D&nterprise and IndustryinY' I y I 3Ay 3 F2NJ 6KS / 2YYAaa
the process leading to the initial decision and, on anrgoing basis, bringing together the various
elements in annual Work Plantading discussions with the EIPC and reporting on progress in the
Implementation Repog But the formal management of the Programe, which is seen to operate well

is not the same thing adeveloping the rationale of the Programnas a whole during the course of its
implementation orensuringthat there is a ceordinated approach, followed through to the operational
level,to the pdicy issues thahave crossutting implications; an aspect that is further reflected in the
way that the EIP is communicateds will be explained in section 4.Thislackis even moreevident
when it comes to cardination with the other programmes dhe CIP. To this extent, the Programme is
less coherent than it could be and probably less effective.

One instance of this lack of a crem#ting responsibility ishat there isno overall approach togender

issues In the recitals of the initial Decgi on the CIP, it was stated that the principles of equal gender
opportunity should be taken into account in all the programmes and activities covered by the
Framework Programme and that where possible, evaluation reports should examine gender
mainstreamirg in programme activitiesln the Chapter on the implementation of the framework
LINEINF YYSET I NIAOES ¢ areéea GKIFIGO WGKS LINAYOALX Sa 27
into accountQand Article 8 of the Decision on monitoring and evaluatiben says that, again where

possible, the Commission should examine the gender dimension and the respect of the principle of non
discrimination in programme activities.

There is a specific actidn encouragefemale entrepreneurshrough the European Natork of Female
Entrepreneurship Ambassadoasd the broader conception of innovation that is now applied provides
more opportunities for female participation than the traditional approach with its focus on technology,
but in this contexthere isa broaderconsideration If one of the main objectives of the Programme is to
WNRY23GS 'y SYGNBLNBYSdzZNBKAL) | yaRd femdly 2ifrépiedegry’ Odzt G
constitute only 34.4% of the sedimployed (in EU25) and only 20% in industry, a major taagets
recognized by the Small Business Act, has to be the female population. Recognition that women are still
held back from launching their own companies by a range of barriers including education, stereotypes,
lack of confidence and difficulties in asseng stardup finance means that a gendenainstreaming
approach is highly relevant to achieving some of the core objectives of the Progréandeso helping

to promote the coherencén Enterprise policy by aligning implementation wih objective sebut in

the Small Business AcfThere has already beeatknowledgement that Europe cannot afford to neglect

the entrepreneurial capacity of womeand specific consideration to this issue through a gender
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mainstreaming approach can only help to increaseé tht N2 A NJ YYSQa NBf SGFyO0S F2N
group. It is therefore necessary, especially now that the main actions of the Programme are bearing

fruit, to find a way to ihe-tune implementation of the R gramme in line with therescriptions in the

Decisionon gender and other equality issues.

A further instance relates to theoherence of the EIP with other EU actiqrsich as those undertaken
under the Structural Funds or the Framework Programme for Resaatfiechnological Development
There ae particular questions relating, for instance, to the way that the Financial Instruments are
coherent with financial support to enterprises offered under the Structural Funds. Similarly there is the
issue of how effectively actions promoting innovation amdated to the other elements irthe
knowledge triangle' of research, education and innovation. These will be addressed in the relevant
sections below. However, there is also a more general question of how the relationshipthesth

other EU programmes managed and here again there does not appear to be a systematic mechanism
for doing so.

There is even a question abherence with other aspects of Enterprise poljcglthough this may be
more a matter of prgentation and communication thaof substance However, until recenthgome of

the main aims andthe progress of the EIP have not really featured in the stated objectives of DG
Enterprise and Industrin its annual Management Plans. As a central reference point for the activity of
the DG, agreater pofile for all the main actions athe EIP would assist, at least in communicating the
links between the Programme and other areas of Enterprise and Industrial policy.

The other main issue raised particularly by Member State representatives but also amsimeds
organisations was thaumber of small scale activitiethat are supported A common comment was
that there ought to be a greater concentration on the three main areas of the Progratmmelso that

it was difficult to keep track of all the sepaeasctivities, that consequently they had a relatively low
profile and that they also took up a disproportionate amount of time in the discussions on the Annual
Work Programme. It was also remarked thatridevas a danger that th&lPcould becomea funding
mechanism for various activities that had little to do with the core objectives of the EIP.

The view of the evaluation team is that the comments reported in the previous paragraph do not
represent a balanced assessment of the small scale activities timel&IP. @ne smaller scalactions

such asthe work undertaken to providebasic statistical information on enterprises and the
performance of the SME sect@rcross Europare very much appreciated by the business organisations
and Member States. The pitdtion since 2008 of the Annual Report on EU Small and Mesiized
Enterprises, as part of the SME Performance Review, is developing a fundamental information resource
on the performance of the SME sector. Complemented by the SBA Fact Sheets on the relat
performance of individual countries against the 10 criteria established in the Small Business A&t (SBA)
the data presented in the Annual Report are becoming an essential element in informed policy making.
As well as generallgedingthe debate on pticy at all levels, these publications provide the framework
and some of the basic data for the particular development of monitoring and indicator systems and thus
makean important contribution to the process of evidenbased policy making. Further wonleeds to

be carried out to resolve outstanding data issues and to develop a consensus on the scope of their
application, but an important contribution has already been made some Member States saw scope

Pr2YYdzyAOFGA2Y FTNRBY GKS /2YYA&&aA2Y & ¢ KAGOM(2Q08)BH finalCA NE& { £
of 25.6.2008
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for more actions allowing them to identify and dange good practice across the whole range of
Enterprise policy issues

It was also seen in the previous chapter that expenditure on certain small scale actions canajave

effects on policy and for enterprisesThe work on the reduction of administia¢ costs will potenglly

f SFR 2 NBRdzOGAZ2ya Ay O2ada SadAYLFLGSR G2 0S 62N
evident towards bringing actions within particular frameworks, as is the case with the various best
practice and other actions that now support théB& implementation, but also with regard to
intelligence on the performance of enterprises mentioned above. Undoubtedly, this process could be
taken further and stricter criteria applied to specific studies, so that they are clearly seen to be
contributingto the overall framework, but the general view is that there is not a significant problem in

this area.

Commission officials have also pointed out that the small tail of the;Hfhe smaller scale activities,
including those that support conferences astudies, represent a relatively small proportion of the total
budget but allow a usefullegree of flexibilityin responding to issues that arise in the course of the
programme period.

A major instance of this has beéme financial and budgetary crisethat have arisen since the launch of

the Programme. As with the Interim evaluations, written shortly after the initial crisis had broken, this
Evaluation has not attempted specifically to address the question of how effectively the Programme is
contributing to resolving various aspects of the crises. Of course, given its nature it is making such a
contribution, but that is not its prime purpose and the changes it is attempting to bring atfeutld

mainly be seen in a longéerm perspective.

The main impacbof the crigs from the point of view of this Evaluationas been orthe degree of
difficulty experienced in implementing the Programmé& he Financial Instruments find themselves in a
very different environment from that at the time of the Decision on (DK, whilehe implementation

of other aspectstoo has been made much more difficult than was originally envisaged. This
considerationis especiallyelevantin assessing progress against the originally anticipated outcomes

4.3 Conclusions on the Finaml instruments

Relevance

Empirical research shows that accessitatfice is still one of the major constraints faced by smalhd
medium-sized enterprises (SMEsThe Financial Instruments of the EIP can ease this access. This is a
significant considetion in the current difficult circumstances, a view which has been confirmed in the
interviews with EIPC members, financial intermediaries and with business organisations.

Abouttwo thirds of the beneficiaries of GIF, indicated that they would not havet sip the business or

made a particular investment without the financial support receivethis also holds for almost half of

the beneficiaries of SMEGn addition, about 39% of th@1Fbeneficiaries state that the funding was the

only way to receive théull amount of finance needed. F&MEG this was the case for almost half of

the beneficiaries. About one fifth of the beneficiaries of SMEG as well as of GIF, indicate that other
sources are available but that these sources would have covered onlyfahd funding needed. About

43% of the GIF beneficiaries indicated that the support received was sufficient and 60% of the
beneficiaries of SME®. can be concluded that these instruments met a clear need for finance on the
part of the beneficiaries, demmstrating that gaps in SME finance can be addressed.
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By the end of 2010, only one agreement had been concluded through the SME wgodoantees for
equity and quasiequity investmentand there seems to be limited support for this window. In addition
there has been no take up of the guarantee scheme to supgectrritisation structures due to market
conditions for securitisation. But in contrast to the third window, this fourth window does have support
from both the EIF and the Commission, and sufficeeguments for its continuing validity are present.

The objective of the financial instruments is to facilitate access to finance for theustamd growth of
SMEs and encourage investment in innovation activities. This objective is very much in tirteewit
objectives of the other instruments and activities carried out through the EiRrepreneurship is
promoted through GIF 1 and the SME micro credit window. GIF 1 and GIF 2 foruwweation and in
the case of GIF 2 also bigh growth Under GIF and GIF 2 specific targets are set for suppora
innovation. These activities accord well with the activities carried out in theiimavation block of the
EIP.

The degree of synergy betwee@lIF and national instrumentds rather limited. Some nati@l
governments do run instruments similar to GIF, but considering the large demand for venture capital,
this is not seen as a major issue. There are no detrimentaloseitl effectsthat have been identifiecs

a result of these overlaps.

Similar instrments to SMEGoperate at anational level In some of the older Member States loan
guarantee schemes have already existed for decades. Stakeholders indicate that synergy between the
measures is limited. Through SMEG however, more beneficiaries can berteapfiwan just through
national instrumentsand in some caseSMEG guaranteed loans are provided to beneficidtias are

not covered by national schemes. In additiancontribution to the process of exchanging best practice
canbe made.

Overlaps existbetween the Financial Instruments and the Structural Fundmder which venture

capital and loan guarantee schemes can be developed. The EIP Interim Evaluation suggested that the
Commission should encourage EIF to develogsible deal allocation policjor the different mandates.

The report to the EIPC on th®llowUp of Recommendations of the Interim Evaluatsiates that ce
ordination mechanisms have already been established between the Directorates General involved
(Directorate General Enterprise @nindustry, Directorate General Economic and Financial Affairs,
Directorate General Regional Policy) and the European Investment Fund, and a deal allocation policy has
now been developed.

The vast majority (about 97%) of beneficiaries of GIRiares run by male entrepreneurs. Somewhat in
contrast, one quarter of the beneficiaries of the SMEG loan window and one third of the beneficiaries of
the SMEG micro window afgms run by female entrepreneurddowever, only in the case of the SMEG
micro window, ishe proportion in line with the share of female entrepreneurs in the total population
and there are reasons set out in section 4.2 above for saying that this proportion needs to be increased.
One new venture capital fund supported by the EIF is spedjfitadlssed on enterprises run by women

and this may be a way forward. But, now tlaahumber of funds have been established, it may be more
productive if communication about them and assistance with accessagamined.Currently, br the
stakeholders iterviewed the gender dimension was not an issue on their policy agenda, although it was
emphasised thathere isequal opportunity in applying fdunds under thdinancial instruments.
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Effectiveness

The programme started in 2007 and runs till the erfd2013. This means that agreements can be
concluded up to 31 December 2013. Thavailability periodsfor SMEG majast until the end of 2016.

For GIF the investment period runs even beyond 20Ikhis means that this evaluation covers only an
initial period of the implementation of the Programme. This is an important consideration in the
assessment of the levels reached up until now and the results that are to be anticipated in the coming
years. Most effects, however, will be visible after the closing dditthe Programme in 2013. This is
especially the case for the GIF instrument.

For GIF, the CIP Decision specifiedahgcipated number of funddo be supported- 17 for GIF 1 and
15 for GIF 2. To reach these levdlsgreements have still to be signéat GIF 1 an@® for GIF 2. Among
the funds, 4 should be focussed on @nnovation. At the end obecember 2010, agreements had been
signed with 3 fundsunder the eceinnovation envelopeso this element has nearly been achieved.
There are also new agreements in the pipeline. BIIEG0 values for the number ofigreements with
intermediarieswere set.

GIF 1 includes the option that intermediaries with-inwestment arrangements with business angel

networks may receive an additional and separate commitment feingestments. At this stageo co

investments have been made withusiness angel networks The main reason for this is the
incompatibility between the flexible and rather independent approach of business angels and the
structured framework of theSlF. Considering that business anfjeance and other informal investars

like friends and family membersomprise the main source of equity finance for early stage SMEs ways

should be examined to stimulate the supply of business angel finance. This was also suggested in the
interim evalugion, 6 dziiT G KS SYLKIF &dAa O02dzZ R 6S 2y FIFLOAtAGIGAY3
business angels and SMEs, rather than fitting business angels into a formalised and inflexible structure.

SMEG and/or GIF intermediaries are located in 21 Partingp&ountries of which 18 are EU Member
States. Agreements with intermediaries in other countries are in the pipeline. At this stage,
intermediaries from a limited number of Participating Countries are participating in SMEG. The same
holds for GIF. In thease of GIF, intermediaries are located in 12 Participating Countries, and because
some funds have a multiountry focus, there are beneficiaries in 16. Intermediaries of SMEG (loan and
micro credit window), are located in 15 Participating countries. Basans that intermediaries in some
countries do not participate in GIF or SMEG may be the existence of national schemes, or the use of
other EC instruments for example those available under the Structural Flihdspolicy has been to
make the allocation b the funds demandlriven, so the distribution does reflect the fact that
institutions in some countries have been more active in seeking funds than in ath#rat in the case

of GIF, there are not sufficient éovestors for funds In addition,it has to be remembered thathe
Programme is still half way in its implementatiqgreriod and there is still room for further
developments, but the differencelsetween countriescertainly cannot be explained by the extent to
which SMEs meet problems with accessing venture capital or debt financing.

At the endDecember 2010, the numbef &GIF beneficiaries was 137. The anticipated level for the whole

period, as indicated in the annex to the CIP Decision, is 1@d@n, however, the budgeind the
averagenvestment per fund, this anticipated lewsbuld bedifficult to achieve
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Thenumber of SMEs benefiting from SME&109,775whereas the anticipated level over the whole
period of the programme is 315,750. The, momentum is clearly building, with the numbers benefiting
almost doubling in 2010 and, as mentioned, the availability plecen run until 2016.

The survey among final beneficiaries shoasnsiderable leveraging effectsttributable to the
investment made by the beneficiary. A large percentage of SMEG beneficiaries (42%) stated that
receiving the guaranteed loan made it easie obtain additional financing. For the GIF beneficiaries,
often innovative and capital intensive SMEs, this was the case for 77% of beneficiaries seeking additional
financing. Impact from SMEG and GIF is therefore a combination of the financing promided
combination with a real leveraging of other financial sources.

Beneficiaries stated that the financial support will most likely haveositive influence on longerm
prospects More than 90% of the GIF beneficiaries indicate that the financial subpgra positive or

fairly positive impact on their long term growth prospects. For SMEG this is indicated by 76% of the
beneficiaries.

Furthermore, these activities arfeeding through into growth in turnover and jobén a substantial
majority of cases62% of GIF beneficiaries expected an increase in turnover in 2010 and 75% in 2011
and in most of these cases a growth of between 26% and 100% was expected. Since GIF 2 in particular,
focuses on high growth enterprises in the expansion phase, these larelsecexpected to materialise.

As for the turnover related to eecmnovations, the percentage of GIF beneficiaries that declare their
share of turnover related to eemnovation to be between 50 and 100% has risen from 53% to 70%. This

is an indication ofhe success 0BIF in facilitating eemnovation uptake in the markets.

From the SMEG beneficiaries almost half were expecting growth of turnover in 2010 and 2011. Similar
results are found for job creation. Almost half of the SMEG beneficiaries aédmew or saved jobs to
the support, while for GIF this figure was 89%.

Many beneficiaries,most notably the GIF beneficiariedeclare that theyare active innnovation; 83%

of GIF beneficiaries are engaged in product or service innovation, 70% esprionovation and 76% in
innovation of strategy and business practices. For SMEG, the figures are 61%, 50% and 60% respectively.
Of the GIF beneficiaries, 55% are engageecminnovation in products and services, 38% in processes

and 36% in strategy arfalisiness practices. For SMEG beneficiaries, the percentages are 32%, 27% and
30% respectively. The facilities do therefore seem to be reaching the right target groups and having the
intended effects, but this does not mean that the financing is spedificeled for innovation or eco
innovation. Thdinancingis for example alsased forworking capital or for entry to a new market.

Apart from the financial means, GIF beneficiaries also recedthdr support from the funds In
sequence of importance, thiconsists of: appointment of a neaxecutive director, advice on general
business planning, access to a network, financial advice, special business advice and a mentor.

Overall, the conclusion is that tifands are getting through to the intended benefaries, that this is
having the desired effects in terms of innovation, growth and employment and that, although there is
still a long way to go to reach the levels anticipated at the time of the CIP Decision, a momentum is
building as more intermediariere being supported and they in turn are being more active.
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Efficiency

In general stakeholders have the impression that itttruments are administered efficientiyand that
money is not wasted. The perception however of many stakeholders, is thaprbedures for
intermediaries participating or willing to participate are complicateand the administrative burdens
are high. In some cases this has inhibited certain major banks from participating.

This issue was also raised in the Interim Evaluation, gwvinich a large number of intermediaries were
interviewed. One of the suggestions was that EIF should improveoitsnunication with financial
intermediaries so that they have a better understanding of the rules governing the financial
instruments. Actionsn this field were in fact taken (for example improvement of the website). The
recent evaluation of financial instruments by the Court of Auditors concludes that 88% of financial
intermediaries agreed that the operational instruments provided by EIF alesr. Furthermore 98% of

the intermediaries stated that the EIF is always willing to provide further information to clarify
operational issues. This could mean that the perception of procedures by potential intermediaries is of
greater complexity whereasis is less the case for intermediaries actually participating in the scheme.

This Final Evaluation focuses on the perception of the final beneficiaries. One third of the beneficiaries
of SMEG received the financial means within 30 days of the applicatidranother third within 60

days. Application for GIF support took longer, as expected. For about three quarter of the beneficiaries
the procedure took more than 3 months.

Some difficulty was experienced, both in the current and Interim evaluations,immgaaccess to final
beneficiaries, in spite of the helpful intentions of all those involved. The problem arises from a lack of
clarity about the obligations of those supported. It is necessary to have clear contractual terms, obliging
beneficiaries to mke their contact details available for evaluation as well as auditing purposes, and
informing them that they may be requested to provide information. Resolving this issue would not
impact directly on the efficiency of the execution of the instruments, hutvould facilitate the
evaluation process and thus help in the future development of the Instruments.

Awareness and communication

About half of theGIF beneficiariesindicate that they were informed about the instrument by an
enterprise agency. The propion that received information from other sources such as banks,
accountants, Chambers of Commerce, business organisations is much smaller. As expected, almost half
of the beneficiaries of SME@eceived information on the instrument from banks. Aroundecenth,

found information though their own research, from an enterprise agency or an accountant. Also in this
case, a small share received the information from other sources.

The stakeholders suggest thaformation and communication about the financlanstruments should

be improved This holds for all target groups: stakeholders, financial intermediaries and possible final
OSYSTFAOAINARSAD ¢KS a9! FAYLYyOS Rl &a F2N) {a9a¢ I N
country about the results. Alsine website of EIF has been further improved in recent years to provide
information on the instruments, though not all stakeholders appear to be aware of what is available. In
FRRAGA2YS (GKS /2YYAdaArzy KFa a80 tazpfovidikddetdils OS5
the intermediaries by country.
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In addition, stakeholderg¢business organisations as well as national officiata)ld like to have more

detailed information on the support received by SMEs in their own country, in order dmgie

Ay @2t @SYSYylid ¢KS TFAYIFIYOALFIT AyadNHzySyda IINB |y Ay
though not all stakeholders acknowledge, means that the aggregate level of activity is most important,

but that does not mean that detailed information a country level is not useful in encouraging business
organisations and national governments to be more active in stimulating the use of the Financial
Instruments.

In the Annex of the Council Decision of the CIP, the indicators are listed that hagenoriitored by
the Commission in total, for the EU and by Member State. As chapter 2 shows, some of the indicators
are not publicly available and not all are included in the annual Implementation Reports.

Utility, Sustainability and European valadded

As described, a large part of beneficiaries of both GIF and SMEG indicate tHatatheial support
received was the only optiorfor obtaining the funds needed. One quarter indicated that there were
other options but these sources would not cover the taalount of the financing needed.

The possible improvements raised by EIPC members and representatives of business organisations,
regarding the existing measures relate to more general issues such as more information, more
transparent information, more comunication to intermediaries. No improvements were suggested
relating to the details of the instruments.

In the Interim Evaluation, it is suggested that action is needed to monitor the supmgarlyf stage
venture capital to innovative high growth poteial. Considering the contribution of this type of
enterprise to the European economy, support for these enterprises is indeed needed. However,
although little direct information is available on the share of these enterprises in the European business
sector, the share is almost certainly relatively low (around 10%). Further research by the Commission
may help to gain greater insight. Monitoring of the level of innovation and growth of the beneficiaries
can only be done by surveys. As also suggested in tieeinin Evaluation this can be done cest
effectively through regular surveys, if intermediaries provide EIF with at leastitia&leaddresses of the
beneficiaries.

Opinions differ as to whether thEMEG facilityor this type of instrument should be implemied at a
European level In some Member States, in particular the older Member States, guarantee schemes
have already existed for decades. Some are therefore of the opinion that the instruments are most
relevant for the new Member States, where they colld provided through the Structural Funds.
However in countries where similar national support systems do exist, the focus of SMEG can be on
beneficiaries that are not yet covered by national schemes. Coverage of ostensibly riskier enterprises
engaged inrinovative activities isne possibility In addition, others indicate that in this period of crisis

in which it is more difficult for SMEs to find finance, it is important that the SMEG should be continued.

The opinions of stakeholderare divided on whdter SMEGshould focus more oninnovative
enterprises(an area where market or national provision is still wedK)is divergence in opinion is in

fAyS 6AGK GKIFIG SOARSYd Ay GUKS /Lt O2yFSNBYyOS awSl
favour ofconcentrating support on highly innovative SMEs, thees also a case presented for support

to more traditional SME and therefore a contingneed for loan guarantees.
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One of the most notable sources of European valdded from the instruments is thieverage effect
or the multiplier. The support obeneficiariesy the EIRhrough guarantees or equitgncourage®ther

investors or financierso come on board eitheas a result othe vote of confidencenade by the EIF
(GIF), or the sharing of finantresk (SMEG).

An additional element in the value added of SMEG is that EIF proskiéson how to run loan
guarantee schemes in countries in which these are not avaikatdethus promote best practice in a
direct way

Thebeneficiaries of GIF, in padular, operate on an international marketnly one fifth work mainly in

a national or local market. In addition, seven of the venture capital funds have a broader geographical
focus and operate across boundaries. The beneficiari@&WEG|n contrast, ad this holds for both the

loan and micro window, are mainly active in their national market. From the perspective of stimulation
of cross border activities, therefore, GIF is far more relevant than SMEG.

As already described in the Interim Evaluationrthare overlaps with other EU financial instruments

run by other Directorates General. In the context of micro credit, the relevant Directorate Generals have
joined forces and developed the European Progress Microfinance Facility (EPMF) that became
operational in June 2010; although this does not mean that the current instruments have ceased to
exist. Guidelines have been defined clarifying when EPMF or the SMEG micro credit window should be
used.In addition, the relevant Directorates General are develgmncode of conduct for micro finance
institutions in close cooperation with stakeholders.

The take up of theguarantee scheme for equity and quasqguity investmentis very low. The
advantage of this scheme is that it enables the EIF to have a compbetiolip of support to
intermediaries, but support for this window is limited. The take up of the guarantee scheme to support
securitisation structures has not been realised yet, as a result of the current situation in the market for
securitisation with he continuing influence of the credit crunch. But expectations are high due to the
high potential leverage effects of this instrument.

4.4 Conclusions on the Enterprise Europe Network

Comment on EIP actions relating to the Enterprise Europe Netignkade under each of the
evaluation headings referred to in the previous section. As with the section on the Financial instruments,
the evidence supporting conclusions is drawn from monitoring data, from the evidence of the survey
and interviews with Netwrk members and their host organisations, plus the commenttherNetwork

made in the course of more wide ranging interviews with Member State reptatees, business
organisationsand Commission staff.

Relevance

Overall, the Network is perceived byrpgers, hosts organisations and clients to work efficiently and to
provide adequate services to SME#e difficult process of fusing former networks (EICs and IRCs) and
operating in a new framework has now reached a stage where the benefits clearly ghtured
disadvantages. As a resuli, tremendous assethas been created in the welleveloped personal
relationships between Network members across Eurcpis is arelementthat is highly valuedy
network members and the basis of services of great vaduenterprises.
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TheNetwork is seento be adequately addressing the needs of SMEs in Europlee survey conducted

with SMEshat havedza SR G KS bSGé2N] > akKz2ga OGKIFIG 2SN cylz 27
al A athk $RIices d@féred. 429F0 Of ASyda ftaz2 alAR GKIG GKS DbSi
significantly improvedheir businessesind a furtherthird of clients (31%) thought theNetwork had

some significance on the improvement of their busineSkgghtly over 10% of clients weresk than

satisfied with services provided. Some of these clearly had unrealistic expectations (e.g. expecting the
Network to be able to provide them witgrants or otherfunds) but there were still a small number

whose dissatisfaction needs to be addresse

One of the interesting results from the survey of Network beneficiaries isttiatbasic information
function of the Network ¢ explaining European legislation and its consequencésan important
function and one that is valued by Network cliendshumber of beneficiaries and network members
believed that theNetwork could offer other services this areaThese mainly include the production of
guides explaining the legislation in pladeth European legislation and that in othglember States
particularly in relation tospecific products, translation services and information and support for finding
research and other EU grants.

Network members who had been involved either with the $RCthe EIG expressed their belief that
the Network had efficently merged some of the positive aspects of its predecessoysgeneralising
the services offered while keeqy a level of specialisation. It is noticeable, for instance that the number
of offices that are actively engaged in assisting SMEs with innovatid participation in Research
programmes considerably exceeds the number of former IRC members.

Effectiveness

The Agency determinesrgets for the Network based on a consultation with members, but with a

strong element of directionCurrently this hased to a marked emphasis on support for innovation and
internationalisation, with partnership agreements being the prime indicator for EACI. These can take

the form of commercial, technology transfer or research partnership agreeménis.felt by a nmber

of Network members that His emphasis doesiot give enough recognitionto other activities for

instance, the basic service of explaining EU regulation and procedures to enterprises. This is particularly

true in newer Member States and countries whamnterprises seek more understanding of the impacts

of regulations on their markets. Thpgrspectiveis also supported by the survey of clients according to

which the three mostusedd SNIZA OSa | NB WLIzof AAaKSRQ AYF2N¥IFGA2Y
information services (45%).

In spite, however, of the stress on technologyéces the situation with regard tdnnovation support

still appears to require better overall management and organisatidn particular, he relationship
between the Enterprisé&urope Network and the FP7 National Contact PdiNGGPs)which was raised

in the Interim Evaluation still needs further work on the ground. Centrdire is now a cepperation
agreement between the two networks and in practice the system seems to weltkvhen the NCP is a
member of aconsortium.In other cases$oo, the two organisations are clearly working well together
However, insomeinstancesgspecially wherman NCRs hosted by the same organisation as the Network
member, the networks are kepgeparate and queries to the Enterprise Europe Network about research
are diverted to the FP7 National Contact Points. This poses a problem for internal management of the

™ In Latvia for instance, the Network organised FP& regional information day; in the UK, joint visits were made by
the NCP and the Nwork
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Network, since the organisations concerned are not in a position to respond to ttiendégy
agreement targetsHowever, more significantlyt also poses a problem forthe provision ofseanless
business supportan important element of best practice in this aretaisithe sort of situation that has
led one Member State representative targue strongly for the creation of a orsop-shop for
enterprises, where they can get direct access to all EU support schemes.

More generally, aaumber of members of the Network stress that it is importanptace the promotion
of participation in resarch in a proper contexit is necessary to saesearch as an important element
in the innovation cycle but not the full storyThere is aperception thatresearchdriven development is
putting too much emphasis on that part of the innovation chal that this does not correspond to the
realities of a modern economy Research thus is of less importancestame enterpriseshan other
servicessuch as the access to good marketing and design

There is no overall picturef the relationship of Network members totheir host organisatiors. In

some countries, such as France or Lithuania, there are real synergies, while in others, the Network is
perceivedasbeingWo 2 f 1SR 2y Q G2 GKS Kz2ad 2NBFyAalGA2Yy D ¢ K
the Neawork is the natural EU extension of the services offereg the host organisation.
Complenentaiity between the services offered by the host organisation and the Network could, in a
number of cases be strengthened.

The surveyof Network clientsshowed hat the most used services are the most widaching ones,

such as published information, general information services and events. Other more specialised services
and support services such as research and innovation support and specialised advisaas samdi
subscriptiorbased services (15%) are also popular amongst clients. Finally, linking and partnering
services are also used 158b clients using partnering seiges. This bodes well for theSNi ¢ 2 NJ & Q
concept of functioning using a funnel approadhlarge number of SMEase contacted; out of tlese a

number use theNetwork further by benefiting from specialised services. Finally, a core of companies
will be helped to build partnershipsith other SMEs.

In spite of the difficulties of assessingthitimate effects of business support services, where it is often
difficult to say if they have made a critical difference in a complex situation, there is some evidence of
longer term effects on business growth and employment. 15% of respondents tovétheagion survey

said that the assistance from the Network had helped to increase turnover and 5% said that it had
allowed the client to increase employment.

In examining the question dhe use of the Network to provide feedback to the Commission on SME
issues another matter highlighted in the Interim Evaluations, the evaluation team found a mixed
picture. First, a number of successful consultations have been organised. However, the scope for
continuing to stage these events is sometimes rather limitétis serviceneeds a lot of time
(identification and selection of the companies able to answer, translation of the questionnaires, follow
up and feedback) and cancur large indirect costs for théetwork member, with limited perceived
results. There isalso a question about the extent to which enterprises can be persuaded to participate
in a series of such events, when their ultimate impacts on regulation and policy are not evitient.
Agency and the Commission could have a role in emphasising thelnesef of such exercises beyond
the summary provided to participantparticularly if it is possible to show how such events can make a
difference to legislation.Greater ceordination with instruments, such as the European Business Test
Panel might alscontribute to a steady process of building up of this service
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Efficiency

The Enterprise Europe Network was created as a result of the merger of twexjsteng networks, the
Euro Info Centre (EIC) and Innovation Relay Centre (IRCkff@ttere mergingof the operational side
of the two parts is still in progress and there are still different approaches beti@®ner EIGand IRE
concerning the development of partnerships. Some respondents felt thath&Chigher standards
some areaghan the ECs, especially in relation tprovidingin depth assistancewith business strategy
issuedfor their SME clientsAnother concerrabout the ntegration of the two networks has bedhe IT
tools. The development of a joint systewas delayed and has led tagblems of communication,
including someissuesbetween Network members. Former IROCmembers also regret the abrupt
interruption of the IRC database whicldbeen regardeds a useful and efficient totthat has not yet
been fully replaced. One membepin Denmark, who believed the good functioning of the Network in
his country was partly due to it not being divided between modd)dselieves that the heritage of
modules has led to a slower integration and welcomed their abandonment in the next period.

However, the general perception is that the difficulties of the past are being left behindhaenenefits

of integration, especially for SME clients are now being f&veryone contacted during this study was

on balance positive about thedivork. Overallthe quality of the service provided is seen by users as
very positive, with 68% of survey respondents either satisfied of very satisfied and only 12% not satisfied
or not at all satisfiedvith the services provided.

Furthermore, the information provideth section 29 shows thatthe Network is on track to achieve the
outcomes anticipated at the beginning of the Programme and the targets established siimcéact,
performance is continuing to improve and the Network is providing a wider and more scplesti

range of services than was anticipated in the initial Decision and Impact Assessment. The one
gualification to this concerns the number of businessoperation contacts that were anticipate@ne
interpretation of the estimate is thafl30,000 enterpises would be put in contact with a potential
partner each year. The nature of this contact is not specified and the number anyway is surprisingly
high. No data are in fact gathered on the number of contacts facilitated with potential partners; only
signal agreements are accounted fdrhe evaluation team believes that the Agency has been correct to
focus on the number of partnership agreements eventually signed as the most significant indicator and
this number is bound to be substantially low,773 reorded after 30 monthsthan that apparently
anticipated.What is particularly significanhowever, is that the number of agreements of this kind is
now two to three times highein each yeathan at the beginning of the new Network.

Some host organisati@n including associate members of the Netwof&el that ownership and
governanceare an issuand would like to be awsultedmore. There would also appear to be a problem

of divided loyalties in some caseés. a recent meeting, a question was raised of iee those involved

in the Network felt they were primarily Network members or primarily belonged to their host. Those
present were split relatively equally between the twositions. The host organisations cover around
40% of the costsf the Network andhis represents a reasonable degree of leverage for EU funds, but
more effort is needed to align the interests of the Network and its hosts, if the areas of common interest
are to be exploited further. This should include a process of building the stétine dNetwork within

the business organisations that host them, increasimgrenesf the nature of the services that the
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packages; which allowed some to concentrate on businessoperation or internationalization, while others
concentrated on promoting innovatioor promoting participation in research and development programmes.
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business representative orgeations at European and national levels have little appreciation of the

nature of the EIP at an operational level. This is not an easy task. iBheoeobvious mechrasm for

engaging witha large number ofost organisationsat the same time, but a corstent policy of

consciously building relationships where the opportunity arises could help certainly help to increase the
leverage that the Network is able to obtain.

Some members of the étwork also believe tat the vision and leadershigequired for theNetwork

gets lost in procedural interactions. The Agency has clearly established a framework in which Network
members have a clear and common understandindgt®fmain objectivesand the need to measure
performance and improve it over time. Howevemamber of respondents feel that the Agency adopts

a relatively formalistic andureaucratic approacho the delivery of serviceswith little interest in the

real processes that are involved in the interactiofithe Network with their SME clientsin additian,

some parts of the Agencyare said to have a tendency towards mignanagement, where a more
strategic approach would be appropriatS&ome respondents alscomplained about long delays in
resolving administrative matters, especially when this involvedtragtual changesfor instance, in

order to address changes in the legal status of host organisations,

In general such commentsnded torefer to the early period ofhe transfer of responsibilities from DG
Enterprise and Industrio the Agencyand itis generally felt that matters are improving, althoutte

high turnover of Agencystaff is hindering this proces3he majority of people wheoaisedissues were
also keen to point out that somAgencystaff members were extremely helpful and efficiearid that
aspects such as training provision were highly appreciaié@ overall impression of the evaluation
team is that after the difficulties of establishing a solid foundation for an efficient Network that
performs well, there is scope for developingrn@are mature relationship with Network members, with
greater attention to strengthening the strategic position of the Network and its services.

Two particularproblems remain for improving the efficiency of the Network. One relatesdotinuing

to improve the IT support provided which is currently seen as only being adequdtaportant
developments in this area are planned for 2011. It remains to be seen if these will deliver a clear
improvement.The other relates to the development of a more effective waghangingand improving

the composition and quality of the NetworkPart of this relates to contractual mattegcghe need to be
able to adjust the contractual arrangements for Network membership more eagilyin response to
institutional changes othe groundand in response to failure on the part of some consortium members
to adequately deliver their required contribution. Another part relates to finding ways to apply peer
pressure more effectively, when the obligations of some of the Network mestwethdr colleagues

are not being met. fAis is a matter of some importance for the reputation and effectiveness of the
Network, given its dependenamn reciprocal arangements between its members.

In relation to thefunding of the Network while no one aw the cafinancing rate of consortium
members as too low, some specific problems were identified with the national financing. In one country
at least, no agreement of financing had been reached for 2010 by December of that year.

On the other handa number of Network members are having difficulty in securing (agreed) national or

regional funds and it is felt that the consequences of ¢imegoing financial and budgetary crisés a
number of Member States should be a matter of high priority for the Coniomissd the Agency.
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Awareness and communication

The Network is a major vehicle for communication to and from the business community across Europe

and can play an important role imghlighting Commission initiatives and disseminating the results of
actionsthat have taken place under other parts of the EIP and other EU programmes. Consideration is

given in section 4.7 and elsewhere to the role that the Network could play in generating important
synergies for the Programme through this process andctised (i dzZRe W5 AAaSYAYylF GA2y 2
0§KS 9y i SNLINR & §to Bedoudd [a3SAnreSA+ disp Nidedlly addresses this issue. The point

at this stage is to remark that, as well as making known its own services, the Network does have this
important function, that considerable efforts are being made in this direction, but that the calls on the
Network in this way are many and diverse and there is a need for a more systematic approach to the
management of this important process.

In relation to awareess of the Network itself and the communication of its presence and the services it
can offer, anumber of Network partners identif@ visibility problem This was underlined by the
Impact Evaluation of the Network in Sweden, where a number of compamietacted during the
research vere not aware of its existence, even when they had actually made use of Network sdrvices.
the majority of cases, the contact point is hosted by a regional or national bsssugport organisation

such as Chambers of Comroe. Clients approach then@mbers as the natural point of support and

may be offered services from the Network which are not labelled as such. Visibility is also affected by a
parallel issue, where in at least two cases, the host organisation doeslloat gromotion activities

from the Network @ their premises.

The lack of clant about thenature of theservice provider also stems from the deep integration of the

network in some host organisations. Thaeajority of staff only performNetwork tasks partime

allowing them to continue working for the host organisatitself. Confusion with other Ntworks such

asEC®9¢ YR {2ft QA0 IINB y20 dzyO02YY2y 6KAfS 20KSNJ Y¢
difference between them and FP7 Natio@ntact Points.

For some EIPC members, the longkestting negative effect of the merger of the EIC and IRC is the loss

of the brand rame. With the creation of the Mtwork two brand names that were known and
recognised in a number of countries disappeared.hds taken some time for the Network to-re

establish itself and some evidence points towards the fact that it is still doinghsoinsistence on the

dzaS 2F GKS GSNY¥Y WIOYGSNIINAAS 9dzNRBLIS bSGg2N1Q Ay 9y
in some cases.

Some consideration could be given to an alternative approach to promoting the Network, moving away
from an emphasis on the Netwods suchwhere there may be a conflict perceived with the branding of
the host organisation, towardthe promation of the distinctive servicesprovided by the Network,
which the host organisations can actively promote, without the thought that they might be undermining
their own position.

Utility & Sustainability and European Added value
The MNetwork hasclear Eiropean addedvalue. The survey of Network users shows that the majority
(60%) of respondents did not have alternative organisations offeiimgarservices. In addition, 57% of

those who had access to local (national or regional) organisations agffthhénsame services chose the
Network for its European dimension. One aspect that was emphasised by a wide number of
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respondents is the informal benediof the network. There is a clear sense that members of the
consortia know each othewell and that this can have a real input in @hg SMEs in their queriedn

this respect, such events as the annual conference are very important for the creation and continuation
of this informal aspect. A few membeargerviewedexpressed their belief that while ¢y did not offer

the same services as existing local organisations, their hosts feared that this was the case. While the
notion of the integration of the Mtwork into existing structures is subjective, according to one EIPC
member who has an idepth knowedge of the EIP, thedtwork is much more ééctive in countries

where the Network is integrated thamvhere it isin competition with existing structures.

In this context, sme businessorganisations have reservations aboatperceivedextension of the
Network outside the EuropeanUnion. Forsome business organisatignthere is a confusing picture
acrossthe different Commission DGs thaave developed initiativein third countries And national
Chamberof Commerceften haveoffices in the target coumies. An extension of theNetworkto Third
Countriesrisks causing confusio: KS / 2 YY A & & A 2 y thaiNethaiéwlll iodug of prbvadingi K I
services to EU SMEs and will remain an EU network. However, trading with third countries is a natural
extension from trading across borders within the EU and in supporting these developments, links with
existing networks and structures outside the EU are certainly helpful. Existing structures, such as SME
centres, have direct links with local organisationsgt the Network would also like to develop its
presence in other countries, either through the creation of consortia or through the sharing of working
tools such as databases with themin this area, developing better working relationships with
organisatias that already have a presence in third countries is an obvious way for the Network to serve
clients with an ambition to trade beyond the European Unilonthis, observing the principles of best
business support practice is important, particularly in wirgy that provision is coherent and o
ordinated and avoids presenting a confusing picture to enterprises.

4.5 Conclusions on the innovation Actior{&ll Forms of Innovation in Enterprises)

/I 2YYSyid 2y 9Lt | OldAz2ya NI tthe@valyadon Geadingsxefeyfedl @linihe 2 v Q
previous sections will be divided into general comments on innovation actions including Europe Innova
and PRO INNO and those more specifically relating tariBowation, in line with the distinctions made
earlierin the ReportThe comments on Edanovation are to be found in section 4.6.

As with previous sections, the evidence supporting conclusions is drawn from monitoring data, though
this is relatively weak, in the innovation area, from the evidence of ssreay interviews with the
beneficiaries of support, plus the comments on innovation activities made in the course of more wide
ranging interviews with Member State representatives, business organisations, innovation support
organisations and Commission fta

It should be remembered thathe original Decision on the CIP made relatively little reference to
innovation activities and that there was a similar situation with the initial Impact Assessment and
indeed in the Interim Evaluations, where it was thbtgp be premature to make extensive comment

on this part of the EIP, since it had only recently been transferred from the Research Framework
Programme. In contrast tsome of the ther elements of the EIP, there is lesGareference pant in

terms of eyectation for the innovation activitieandalsoa less weldeveloped monitoring framework.

In fact,the monitoring framework in the innovation area is still in a less developed stétan that in

the other areas and consequently this plays a correspaiditess significant part in theonclusions of

this section.
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Relevance

The basis of the Europe Innova and Pro Inno initiativeshe perceived need for thEUto support the
development and testing of new innovation support programmes and innovatiowicesr and to
promote the identification and dissemination of good practice. While, in the case oflRRQO, the
development of innovation policies is the responsibility of Member States authorities (national or
regional), in isolation there is a rather ibed check on heir effectiveness. i@sscountry comparisos

and exchange of knowledgend experience are a signditt missing elementAgainst a background of
major differences in innovation performance across Member St&B%) INNO activities at@ be seen

as effective way of transferring good practiead promoting a general improvement in the shaping of
innovation policy.

Most Member State representatives interviewed and business organisations see the innovation
activities as important and relevangspecially within the developing context of Europe 2020 and the
concept of thelnnovation Union Some reservations were expressed, however, alibhat number of
activities undertakenand the difficulty in keeping track on the results of the various prgjetttwas
suggested that there is a danger that action to promote improved innovation policy and support across
Europecould lose focus and direction.

Similar concerns were referred to in the Interim Evaluation, where it was reported that some
stakeholdes considered that PRO INNO was rather complex and fragmented.

Thisperception is not necessarily supported by those more directly involved in the actiortse 2009
public consultation on the effectiveness of innovation supporganised by the Commissiohnad 73%

of responses from institutional stakeholders saying that cooperation, exchange of information, good
practice and policy learning have very high relevance and the same applied to actions to facilitate
networking and cooperationBoth responses rapsent a strong endorsement of the PRO INNO
activitiesthat had beenorganised under FR®ut also of theapproach adopted in the more recent
period. Similarly63% rated as highly relevant the efforts under Europe Innova to facilitate the
development of ne tools and instrumats in support of innovation.

In the PRO INNO survey conducted for this evaluation, the great majority of innovation policy makers
and intermediaries (>70%) that participated considered the three topics that have been given priority
under the PRAONNO and Europe Innova initiativeknowledge intensive services, eirmovation and
cluster cooperation to be relevant or very relevant.

The concentration on these topickes follow froma strong existing political mandateexpressed in

policy documents that include Commission communications (Towards Wiadd clusters in the EU,
Putting knowledge into practice: A broad based innovation strategy for the EU) and action plans (ETAP).
A number of actions implemented by Europe Innova platfoom®RO INNO projects emanate directly
from these policy documents.

Furthermore, the Commission has mae#orts to strengthen coordinationamong the PRINNO
activities under INNEETS and INNActions based on crogzmarticipation in workshops and platforsn

and the use of knowledge from studies and data analysis from the {8IN§3 and Innévietrics in other
activities such as the Indoearning platform or Inn&/iews. Thdocus on the three thematic areakas
clearly helped in this direction. For examplethie area of clusters the Reflection Group under TACTICS
aims to support the European Cluster Alliance and will help implement the policy recommendations of
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the European Cluster Policy Group, another initiative under-mNRD Europe. Unavoidably in an area
as rich and diverse as innovation policy, there will be some overajpshe real test of how coherent
these developments have been will be if it is possible to idemtifigerent, consistent and effective
messages in the detailed work that is being uridken that can be communicated effectively to a wider
policy audience and subsequently adopted

The Commission servicatsostate that there has been a consistent attempt to incretige connection

and synergies betweerkEurope Innova and PRO INNOhe ¢int conference of the Europe Innova

Annual Partnering event and the PRO INNO EpisisNiehanitiative is one such example of an attempt

to bridge from the development of policy tonnovation support services, on the basis dfie actual

experienceof innovation service providers. There is also creference to news items, outputs of the

activities and reports in the wesites of the two initiatives. Furthermoresome of the Europe Innova

project coordinators referred to cooperation with participants RRGINNO activities in order to

increase the visibility of their project. KA a gAff 06S NBAYF2NOSR FdzNI KSNJ AT
synergies and cooperation is realised by bringing togethertwo initiatives under one single platform

in the rext round of calls.

The analytical tools under the INN@etrics, the INNO Policy TrendChamd INNGGrips (Scoreboard,
studies, briefs) are also seen as particularly relevant in addressing the need of the Commission and the
Member States policy makersrfap-to-date information on innovation policy developmentand of a
thorough assessment of policy practices. They provide analysis of relevant data and-eocrasg
comparison and assessment of the various tools that is important for the developmeffieofive and
relevant innovation policies. The Commission officers and Member States policy makers do not have the
tools or the resources to undertake this analysis themselves.

In the casespecificallyof Europe Innova, most stakeholders recognise thesterce of gaps in the
provision of targeted innovation support services and tpaispart because it is difficult to develop a
market and private sector provision for such todiirope Innova funding and tlenovationplatforms

help by supporting the deslopment of sectosspecific tools and ensuring reference to a broadest
possible market. Through activities like the standardisation and validation of the services or the
adoption and extension of demand side measures like innovation voucher schemesnthis &
strengthenthe recognitionof, and the demand farinnovation services by SMEs.

The evidence collected also suggests the presenceonhections and linkages of the Innovation
activities under the EIP with other EU policiesA large number of Eupe Innova platforms develop
activities that are linked oare complementary to other EU policies and measus;h asthe Lead
Market Initiative or the European Technology Platforms.

The analysis of activities support#trough the platforms confirms thepresence of such linkages even

though they appearnot to be as strong as initially claimed. Thematically, four of the six Lead Market
Initiatives (Sustainable Construction, Biased products, Recycling and Renewable Energies) are
covered by one or morefahe Innovation Platforms supptad by the scheme. rBject coordinators
interviewedreferred to certain complementarities with LMI activities in the case of BioChenbésied

projects), GreenConserve and AchieveMore (sustainable construction) and Rdalgeling) but most

did not consider them astraightforwardand clear sincethe actions supported focus primarily on the

supply sidet y O2 y i NI} a i ( &ideloRebtatipnstill artaiRderdandg/sitle actions were also

included in for instane, w9 al 1S 6K2aS I OUABGAGASEA FTAY F2N Gdoddi
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sustainability and innovatieenabling standards and regulations in the field of RRE in European
YIEydzFl OGdzRRAy 3 {a9aéd

The connection and synergies with the various TechnologyoRia is more direct for most of the
projectsreferred to abovebut also inthe Innowater innovation platform. The coordinatargerviewed
alsoreferred to direct cooperation with the coordinators and participants in the Technology Platforms
either to \alidate the ervices developed (Innowater), to develop linkages with companies and other
relevant organisations (GrenConserve) or help reach a more extended number of SMEs (BioChem).

Generally thenthe process whereby the Commission pushes forward ideasrmovation is welcomed

and there is evidence that the effort in this area has influenced debate across Europe and the way that
national, regional and local authorities have developed their own policies and innovation support
services. This approach isiged to be coherent in itself and also with the policies of Member States and
other policies at a European level.

Effectiveness

The objectives of Prtnno Europeactivities are the creation of new knowledge about innovation policy
and the promotion of pticy cooperation in order to share the acquired knowledge and experience and
lead to the development of better innovation policies in Europe. The target group oiPRQ activities
includes innovation policy makers and innovation support actors who, tirobetter innovation
policies, can help European enterprises be more innovative.

When measured against these objectives, the results of the survey indicate that, ofA&&l,INNO
Europe is genuinely effective and particularly so in supporting the excleofjknowledge, experience

and understanding about innovation policies and innovation support toolMore than 60% of
respondents indicated important or very important benefits. It is also considered to be effective in
supporting the development of innovian cooperation among policy makers and support providers,
though around a third of respondents appeared to be more sceptical on this point. On the -follow
through of the knowledge obtained into the policies adopted by authorities at national and regional
levels, there is more hesitation with a significant proportion of respondents saying that participation had
2yfe WazavyYSgKIGQ KSfLISR ¢gAGK (KS RS@St2LIYSyd 27
than 35% of them were more positive, assignimgimportant addedvalue to their participation in the
PRGINNO activities. Individual comments made by respondents also suggest that the networking
opportunities provided, the sharing of knowledge and the opportunities to learn about innovation policy
and existing best practiceepresentd key benefitsfrom participating in PRENNO, very much in line

with its stated objectives.

The hesitation noted here may well be explained by the fact that it is still early days to be applying the
lessons learnedlhe nterviews with a small number of policy makevere not able toprovide concrete
examples. Still, over 70% of the survey respondents stated that they editbetm to lead toconcrete
recommendations for policy actionandjust over50% stated they haveralady done so.

When this overall picture is analysed in terms of the spread of activity, however, some important
implications emerge. There igather limited participation of policy makers and service providers from
certain Member Statesn PRANNO actiities. Less than 16% of respondents in the survey were policy

& http://www.europe-innova.eu/web/guest/eceinnovation/eccinnovationplatform/remake/activities
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makers from the new Member States (EU12) and more than 60% represented the 10 Member States
with the best innovation performance according to the 2010 Innovation ScoreBoBndthermore, or
some respondents PRIINO is seen as a rathexclusivegroup of the policy makers and other actors
from the most countriesvith the best innovation recordFrom the Commission sidthe view isthat
this uneven participation is not necessalyproblem FRGINNQ) grime role is to operate as a testing
ground for new innovation policies implemented in the countries with the greatest experientkein
areaand it is to be expected thahese countries will be the most activEeurthermore, PRO INNO has
conscously carried forward the inheritance from framework research programmespwsuing
excellence New knowledg created and the best practicelentified have to be disseminated and
adopted more broadly, but this should be dortarough the use of other suppbtools and schemes
available, including the Structural funds addition PRGANNO doedavean activecommunication and
dissemination activity aiming to promote the results of PREINQ This idased on annual partnering
events anonline repositoryof best practiceand other promotioml activities.

However, these dissemination activities still tend to foongshe Member Stateshat are most active in
promoting innovation To reap the full benefit of the solid results that have been achiegethore
systematic dissemination of the results is neededhrough a more conscious and -ocdinated
approach to dissemination.

The connection already established with the Regions for Economic Change Initiative under INTERREG
IVC® that supports the developmenof innovative policies and services, provides an example of the
potential to reach a broader number of policy markers. In cooperation with DG Regional Policy there is
an ongoing promotion of the activities and the knowledge base created from thdNNO plicy

analysis tools. The activities related to cluster development and management (e.g. European Cluster
Observatory and the European Cluster alliance) appear to be particularly relevant, with promotion of the
relevant policy papers and the InfiMETs netwrk. The objective is to promote the relevant information

and knowledge developed to Managing Authorities, policy makers and other regional players.

In addition to that, DGEnterprise and Industry hdaunchedthe Regional Innovation Monitbr that

aims toprovide policymakers and other innovation stakeholders with the analytical framework and tools
for evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of regiomavationpolicies and systems. It will be based

on the use of cases studies and a benchmarking tdwodrel is a direct connection with PRRNO
Europe activities and the relevant outputs, since the analysis will be based on methodologies developed
in the context of the INN@olicy Trendchart.

The above activities already provide a platform for the didgsation of outputs and learning to key
target groups outside the group of PRENO participants. Despite that, there is still scope for a
targeted promotion of PRANNO results to policy makers inside the framework of the initiative. This
could be similam form to the Takdt-Up project of Europe Innova.

This could start withiPRGINNO Européhrough an activitywith a similar character téhe Takelt-Up
project of Europe Innovyavhichexplicitlyfocuses orthe greater dissemination of the lessons leaine
However,this situation is also an instance of a larger theme evident in this evaluation, which is the EIP

" SEDK, FI, DE, UK, BE, AT, NL, IE, LU, FR
® Promotion of PRO INNO Europe® Results

"8 hitp://ec.europa.eu/regional _policy/cooperation/interregional/ecochange/index_en.cfm?nmenu=1
" hitp://www.rim -europa.eu/index.cfm?g=p.home&content=intro
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has achieved some significant results, but that it is important that these are consolidated and that the
growing momentum has the opportunity deleg its full force, notably through better eordination of
the dissemination and exploitation of the results achieved.

In relation to Europe Innova initiative, most of the platfororeatedare in their firstor second year of
implementation and there a still no aggregate data availale the direct and indirect effects of the
project. However, there is alreadinformation on some of the project outputs the results that are
expected by the end of each project. This is summaris@éite2.43presentedin the previous chapter.
This table shows that a range of projects are developing training, information and tools that are to be
used directly with SMEs. In facthile SMEs are not a direct target of the Europe Innova initiatiaes,
large number of SME€ more than 300 per project are expected to benefitdirectly from the tools
developed or adoptedby the Europe Innova pldbrms. The support instruments developed include
financial support geed funds,vouchers for innovation servicgsand tailored tools to improve
investment readiness an® y G S NlidNdvaiidh &capacity. The innovation services vouctesl is
particularly prominent, sincé combines the provision of services to SMEs with demand side support of
innovation services. In parallel, intermliaries have been involvedither directly, as participants in
training eventson the use of the various tools arakpartners in expert networks and partnerships, or
indirectly, bytaking upthe toolsthat have beerdeveloped.

Efficiency

At this point, here are no aggregate data concerning the outputshef Europe Innova and PRRNO
initiativesthat would allow a direct assessment of the efficiency and value for money of the activities
undertakenand given thé& diverse nature (studies, training, eventworkshops, development of guides

and tools), it is difficult to see how an overall measure could be arrived at in any event. The commentary
will therefore have to relate to particulaspects of the initiatives undertaken.

Concerning the level adbsomption of the funding available the information available from the 2009
Implementation Report indicates both initiatives have absorbed almost all the resources initially
{20 GSR® enHydc YAtTTtA2Y 6SNB F0a2NbSR F2NJ KS
I Yy R emilliondiar PROINNO (95%). The Report indicates that the selection process for the activities
of the Europelnnova innovation platforms experienced some problems in identifying quality projects
for the eceinnovation strand and the selection procedure suepeated leading to some delays. In the
case of INN@ets the project on the ecnovation network was also delayed and is expected to be
launched early in 2011.

At the individual project or platform initiative level, no project beneficiary reported delays or other
problems in the implementation. To the extent that the progress in the implementation can indicate the
extent that the set outputs targets have been met, this is clearly a positive signal. However, the majority
of them were still at the ery early stages and any conclusion would be premature.

In fact,a major efficiency consideration arises in relation to time to contraghere the news is rather

9 d.
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operation of programmes at a European level. There were many complaints that procedures could be
simplified. The regime for approving contracts under the CIP has certain advantages over the rules that
apply to FP7. As a result, the move of the manageneéinovation programmes from FP7 to the CIP

has led toa timeto contract 0f288 days in 2009 and 309 in 2010 s KSNB I & GKS I @gSNF 3S
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for the whole of FP7 in 2009 was 350 déysid the average time to contraéor the eight innovation
callsunder FP6 was 331 ddys

The discussions with stakeholders and project coordinators did not reveal any significant issues on the
guestion of the adequacy of resources and the funding made available. Both the Commission services
and the coordinators consatled that the funding provided was more or less sufficient for the activities
envisaged. While noting that the project proposals tend to fit to the budget made available, some
suggested that additional funding would have been helpful for morgeipth anaysis of certain issues

or greater promotion of tools. Still, there is no indication that the available funding inhibited in any way
the overall success of projects.

No issues or problems were identified in relation to thanagement of the two initiatives The PRO

INNO survey responses indicate rather clearly that participants were pleased with the organisation of
the various activities as 75% considered it quite or very good and 21% average. A small nhumber of
respondents complainethat additionalreporting requirementshad beenimposedafter the signing of

the contracts but tiese requirements weranot seen agritically affecting the implementation of their
activities. Similar complaints were expressed by the Europe Innova beneficiaries relating tquastse

that they participate in more events and conferences than anticipated, which, after a certain point, did
not bring any added value and worked against the execution of the actual work of the platforms.

Finally, there were comments made concerning tlesign and usefriendliness of thaveb site. While

the presence of a single point of reference collecting all relevant information allowed for a unified view
of the different activities, some felt that their activities and reports were easily lost irpkbgnora of

links. The browsing from one activity to other was not as straightforward as it should be. In the case of
Europe Innovaa view, broadly shared, wathat the websitedesign inhibitedthe presentation of
activitiesin the most effective form. blwever,in general, despite some limitations, the website does
help in presenting the activities in a consistent and coherent format.

Awareness and communication

In contrast to most other activities under the EIP programme, the Europe Innova antNRIRBurope
initiatives do not target SMEs directly. Thus the visibility of the two initiatives to SMEs does not
represent a valid indicator of the general awareness of the two activities. Much more important is the
awarenessof the initiatives on the part ofinnovation policy makers and innovation service providers.
The results of the consulian conducted in 2009 suggettat around 25%30% of the 428 institutional
stakeholders from across Europe (i.e. service providers, research organisations, natiomedjiandl
authorities) were not aware of their existence. Our own fieldwork revealed a rather mixed picture. Some
Europe Innova project coordinators thought that, beyond a small cycle, intermediaries are still not
informed of these two initiatives and moreeeds to be done. Others were more positive suggesting that
the initiative is quite visible. In the case of RRINO, the Innovation Union Scoreboard is particularly
popular among policy makers as is also indicated by the high number of visits in thegeetipthe

2009 reporf®.

® Third FP7 Monitoring Report, DG Research, 13 July 2010
" New Frontier ServicesNFS (2007) FP6 Monitoring AssignmgRtesearch & Innovation Programme
% Close to 4,000 inhe period of around 8 months, three times more than any other single web page in the PRO

INNO website.
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To the extent that the number ofisits to the respective web sitesan also provide any indication of
the visibility of the Europe Innova and PRONO, there were on average around 8,000 individual visits
and 30,000 page views pearonth to the Europe Innova wesite in the period Januas@ctober 2010.
The corresponding numbers for PRINO weksite for the period MayOctober 2010 were 7,000
visits/month and around 43,000 page views/mofith

The horizontal Tak#-Up project has garticular role in promoting the profile and takep of the

services and tools developed by Europe Innova platforms. As well as working with the platforms, directly
Takelt-Up has tried to developonnectionswith the Enterprise Europe Networkwith limited success

so far.At this stage, th approach by Takk-Up has not been reciprocatedespite some effort on the

part of platform co-ordinators most of whom recognise the Network as an important group of
intermediary organisationgOnly one of them was ablto refer to concrete linkages and results at this

stage. The Takk-UP project cenrdinators also agreed that in theory Network members represent an

ideal vector for disseminating the tools. Certain actions have been taken in this direction and
represenatives of the Network participate in the Expert Validation Platform of the project. There have

also been presentations in Network conferences (e.g. 2010 Network conference in Antwerp). However,

up to this point there are no tangible results. It is prolyatdo early to provide a complete assessment

of the effectsof this effort but again there seems to be a case for a more structured approach to the
bSig2N]l Qa Ay@2f @SYSyild Ay SyKFIyOAy3a (GKS dzLdilF 1S 27
platforms The general issue of using the Enterprise Europe Network as a vehicle for the dissemination
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Utility and Sustainability

Generally the process of the Commission pushing forward ideas on innovation is welcomed and there is
clear evidence that the effort in this area has influenced debate across Europe and the way that
national, regionhand local authorities have developed their own policies. In particular, Member States,
business organisations and innovation professionals all welcome the assistance that has been given in
moving the debate on innovation policyon from a simple focus otechnological development that
characterise earlier conceptions towarda more balanced perspective that encompasses innovation in

the service sector as much as in manufacturing, promotes innovation in processes and business models
as well as in productand encourages creativity and enterprise as well as improvements in functionality
and techniques.The genuineleadership that has been provided in both policy conception and
applications has also been appreciated and although there is some criticismdlay debates at a
European level does not always reflect the latest ideas stemming from academic research, the general
view is that the Commissidmas beersuccessful in identifying those new perspectives that can lead to
viable policy implementation andchas achieved a good balance between moving forward and
consolidating progres3.he perception therefore is that the Commission is successfully addressing a real
need.

With regard to thesustainabilityof the particular actions supported and the extent bétr contribution
to the competitiveness and innovative capacity of the EW, stillrather early in the process to come to
definitive conclusiongbut there are somegoodindicationsthat the sustained effortoy the Commission
and the ceordinatorsis having the desired effect

# Data provided by the Commission services.
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Thesustairability of Europe Innova activitiesan important question thoughit is clear thatsomeof the

key services and tools are expected to operate afterend of the project.fterviewees referred to the
definite cortinuation of some ofthe support tools developed. For example, the Chemical Industry
Association has agreed to support the promotiamong its member®f the toolsdeveloped by the
BioChem platformAround 20 incubators have already agreed to use the stppols developed by the
AchieveMore project and one of the partners will continue operating the Entrepreneurship and
Innovation Exchange online platform. GreenConserve andPBAS coordinators are in contact with
regional or national entities (such ag\¥&lopment Agencies) tpromote the uptake of the innovation
voucher scheme. There are already a few examples (e.g. OSEO organisation in France) where the
voucher scheme has beentroduced and there is an expressed intention to continue and further
develm the Cluster observatory witthe support ofdirect funding by the Commission services. Similar
efforts and arrangementhave beendentified in allthe platforms examined. Furthermore, in order to
allow for the greatest possible use by interested intediaies, most tools have been developed in an
open format.

The horizontal Takdt-Up project which suppostplatform partnersin enhancingthe marketability of

the toolsRS @St 2 LISRY | fa2 O2y({iNAROdzGiSa G2 GKSWhkedmsN: ff &ad
have only recently started cooperating with the Tdk&p team, somehave alreadyseena tangible

benefitin developing the strategies folongterm viability. ThelImMediaTe projectvas assisted by the

Takelt-Up team in signinga Memorandum of Understanding withthree funds as part of the
development of parEuropean VGcheme for the digital media sector. However, the cooperation

between the Takdt-Up and the platform coordinators initiative has not beasstraightforward in all
casesSometimesa dissemination strategy and the necessary contacts were already in place and Take

It-Up was seen as adding an unnecessary layer of communication.

Thelongerterm viability of PRGAINNO activitiess not as easy to assesgarticularly becaussome of
them have only recentlpeeninitiated. A key indication is the uptake of the policy recommendations
and the further development of the networks promoteds already pointed outhe survey responses
indicated that both policy makers and innovationermediaries consider that PRANOhasassisted in

the development ofinnovation polices andr services and in the development of cooperatiwithin

the innovation community There is some evidence of this already feeding through into policy
formulation and this is the ultimate testit is not possible to know whether the specific partnerships
developed in the context of PRIBINO willpersistbut this isonly a secondary consideration

In the case of Inndlets, the Cluster Excellence programimes devabped a aality label for cluster
managersthat it aimsto establish as the recogniseddicator of qualityacrossthe EU.This is being
supported by aEuropean clugr managers club. The longtrm viability ofthe PRGINNO analytical
tools (InneMetrics, the INNO Policy TrendChahd InneGrips) clearly depends on the willingness of
the Commission services to fund such data collection exercises, studies and workshops in thanfditure
its decision on how these innovation policy tools should be linketheoanalytical tools that support
research policy

Giventhe visibility ofthese activities- especially the Scoreboard, their acknowledged addaldie and
the general satisfactiorexpressedby most Member Statesthe Commissiorservices and business
organisations, continued support for them isighly recommended although naturally he future
development of the innovation policy monitoring and benchmarking tomi have totake into account
the developingEurope 2020 strateggnd the significant placenovation has within that strategy and all
the subsequent developments that are implementing it
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The survey results indicat strong interestby policy makers and intermediariesn participating in

similar activities organised by PRINNO Europe inhe future (77% statinghey are quite or very
interested). The responseare very similar across the different activities. Thepresents a clear
endorsement of the activities and evidence of future interest.

European Valuadded

The evidence availableearlyindicates a rathestrong EU aded-value from the Europe Innova and
PRGINNO Europe initiatives. The common view is that the great majority of activities would not have
taken place withouthe Commission initiative. Even if they had, is&d,certain keyelementswould be
missing.

In relation to PRAONNO, important addedalue comes from the bringing together knowledge and
experience from different contexts, suppory crosscountry comparisogsof innovation policy tools and
experiences and the pportunity to identify, promote and test béspractice from over the widest
possible area For the PRANNO participants, the EWide scope of the activities suppsrithe
development of networks, the creation and sharing of knowledge concerning innoyailmy tools and
their effectiveness and thepportunity for the formation of cebperation networks. This applies to the
INNONets and INN@\ctions but also to the analytical tools under INNBtrics, the INNO Policy
TrendChartand INNGGrips (InnovationJnion Soreboard, policy briefs and intelligence studies) for
which the EU dimensioand the crosscountry comparisosare fundamental for policy learning/lost
agreed that such Edvide activities could not have taken place without Commission supparid co
ordination and that any similar actions at national level are much more limited and, critically, miss the
element ofcrosscountry comparison.

As far as Europe Innova is concerned, the feedback from the platform coordinators suggests the
presence oh cansiderable degree dEU addedvalue. Some of them stated that certain activities under
the platforms could have taken place atnational level but that thesevould have been much more
limited in scale, would haviead a much smaller level of participatiand, crucially, woulthavemissed

the benefits ofthe rich range of experience ian EU wide approach. The platforms have brought
together partners and resources from a number of countgegpically 1015 partners from more than

3 Member States and albwed them to test and validate innovation service support tools in different
settings. This is consideréd be akey featurein ensuing the widest possible reference and relevance
of the tools developed anih enhancingheir long term viability. Furthenore, as stated by a couple of
the platform coordinators, therientation of these tools tevardsa broad EU market instead ofthat of
individual Member Statesis key for thesustainabledevelopment ofa market forinnovation services
that are still raher specialisedandlackingthe necessargcale to be viable

4.6 Conclusions on Eemnovation
Relevance

There is in generaknthusiastic support for thekco-innovation schemefrom a range of stakeholders,
including Member State officials, busisegrganisations and environmental groups and the participants
in projects. The neamarket character of the programme is a clear departure from the general approach
at both European and national levels and there is a lot of interest in how the new appi®heimg

made to work.It is in itself an innovation and has lessons that may apply beyond the area of current
application.The need to seaeew ideas andhe results of research applied, particularly in areas relating
to the environmentis widely recogrsied.
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It is important that the market failure basis for the Hooovation actions is clearly established. A
number of arguments are advanced. The lack of alternative funding for pilot applications and market
replication of new innovative products applies many sectors but is considered particularly acute in
the ecceinnovation area. The unproven potential of the developed technologies makes banks and other
providers of finance rather reluctant to support them. Furthermore, as suggested in a recent study on
access to finance for the edonovation sectdf investors have particular difficulties in evaluating
funding opportunities in the sector since there is not a common technological platform. Price distortions
due to subsidies and the important externalgieelating to the use of environmental products and
technologies are also a contributing factor in certain -sebtors. Moreover, in some edgonovation
markets SMEs suffer from the dominant role of large firms that create high market barriers.

The greatmajority of stakeholders consider that the scheme is highly relevant and that it covers an
important gap at the European and at the national level.

The conceptual complementarity and continuity of the support provided byifitumvation with that
offered by other European and national programmes (such as the Framework Programme for Research)
for the conduct of R&D and the development of technologies is also seen as a positive element. Among
the 16 projects examined closely, there were four cases that tsd public funding to develop and

test the products and services. Some referred to a danger that, since certain projects that would not
otherwise be viable in the market are supported all along the way from the laboratory to the market,
the result may be hat soft money creates soft companies. Howeveiis tivas a rather theoretical
observation and thex was no evidence provided that it is a current concern. Furtherméigsncy
selection procedures and criteria mean that the support of w@ble projects igvoided, as much as
possible.

The relationship between the Edonovation scheme andther actions within the EIP supporting eco
AYy2@FGA2ya Aa 02y aAiRmeokdBoR ashayCrofekza (1 Oy @S ¢ KSR Wa O0»
Annex A.3. Gordinationat a policy level between these different elememtsthe EIP and with other

related action for which the Commission is responsible is assured by DG Environment. However, now

that the different actions are producing results, the case study concludes kg tis scope for a

further synergies at an operational level, that should be examined within a process for the overall
management of crossutting themes.The design of theEccinnovation schemeis also seen to be

particularly appropriate for SMEshat arS G KS LINAYS GIFNBSGa 27F -115KS 9Lt ¢
million per project with 50% participation fits well with the characteristics of SMEs. This is also in
agreement with the conclusions of the study on the access teimoavation finance where prasion of

small scale financing is seen as key to supportingirmoovative SMEs. Larger project budgets could

attract larger firms and would also make it more difficult for SMEs to secure the 50% of funding that

they have to contribute. A few beneficiarisaggested that a higher level of EU support was necessary,

but the majority thought that it provided the appropriate balance and ensured that the risk would still

be assumed by participants.

In terms of the priority sectors of the programmall 4 secors (food and drink, recycling, green
business, building and construction) are considered as appropridathis broadly reflects the sectors
that poseenvironmental problems in Européccording tothe study on the environmental impact of
products, the fod and drink sector is linked with ZD% of the environmental impact when all the food

8 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/etap/published_files/0211_final_report_eco_innovation.pdf
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production and distribution chain is taken into consideration. The housing sector (including buildings
and construction covered by the scheme) also has an importantdtrgal it consumes close to 50% of

raw materials extracted. Some stakeholders suggested that additional sectors should be included in
future calls, referring to energy efficiency, water technologies and Green IT. It should be noted that,
although there ae priorities, these are not exclusive anihere arethus no obstacles in principle to
extending the sectors covered and in the 2010 call, 7% of the proposal was related to other sectors.
However, energy efficiency and renewables are deliberately exclusiede there are a range of
national instruments that support demand in these sectors. Indeed, according to the study on financing
ecoinnovatiorf®, the energy related subector appears to be the only one that is developed in terms of
access to finance.

In addition, besides the market failure issue a more generally supportive argument for the scheme is
that, through the market success of the products and services supported, there is a practical way of
explaining how green markets can operate and how-iecmvative technologies can bring profits to
firms.

Finally, there were some suggestions that the scheme could be extended to attwegrproblematic
areas such as markets close to health care systems or those where products leading to higher health
and safety performance were concerned.

In relation to broader overlaps with other EU policies there is a rather direct linkage of the scheme to
the ETAP priorities. The results of the scheme and its contribution are reported in the annual ETAP
Implementaton Reports. Some stakeholders suggested that synergies are rather hard to discern so far,
possibly due to the limited results to this point. However, possible synergies were identified by
stakeholders in relation to the Climate Change Packageen the enission reduction objectives set in

the projects supported and with the Sustainable Production Action Plan.

Effectiveness

As assessment of the effectiveness of the-lBomvation programme at this stage is still rather difficult
since no single projedias been completed and there is no information available from the Interim
Reports submitted to the Agency. A review of the project fiches indicates the development of one or
more new products or services armdon the basis of an initial assessmequuts d varying sizes in
energy use and greenhouse gas emissions for given levels of production and in the consumption of
water and other natural resources. In parallel, economic benef#tales or cost reductionshave been
identified for the firms involvechithe project and/or the users of developed products or services.

Howeverthese are the expected results and impacts of projects which are still in the implementation
stage and there are no actual data availablEBurthermore, the aggregation of the resilfrom the
different projects is not always straightforward. A study in 2011 under the EIP is expected to identify the
best possible way to achieve this.

Giventhe small size of thescheme there is also doubt about this potential to have sizable and
measurable impacts of a direct kind.-46 projects on an annual basis are not expected to bring

83 Financing Ectmnovationg Final report, EIM and Oxford Research,
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/etap/published files/0211 final _report _eco_innovation.pdf
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sizeable changes. A more substantial budget forstieemewould be necessary to have clear effects of
this kind. The Commission services point to the demmtisin effect but also note that a substantial
increase of the budget may bring more demanding monitoring procedures and affect the flexibility of
the scheme. .

Theleverage effect of the programmes significant given that participants are required t@yde 50%

of the funds. While some beneficiaries have suggested that a higher EU participation would have been
preferable, the dominant view was that the required level was appropriate given the stage of the
development of the products or service and threportance of bearing important part of the risk. In
almost all projects examined, finance came from the own capital of the participants and there was no
third party finance from a bank, a venture capital organisation or other source. This reflected the
strategy of beneficiaries to maintain ownership of the firms and the related intellectual property and to
attempt to achieve market penetration on the basis of the business plans developed and the support
provided by participating trade associations. In thegspect, no additional leverage effect is evident. A
small number of beneficiaries indicated that the selection of the projects represented a marketing tool
a seal of approva] that could serve in the future for any requests for funding.

On the gquestia of the EU scope of the projectsupported, the evidence suggests that the selection
process has been fairly effective so far. In the great majority of the cases, the projects selected include
multinational consortia with firms and organisations from 2naore countries. While only 450% of

the applications submitted in response to the 2008 and 2€81% involved partners from more than one
country, the project selection led to more than 70% of projects being multinational. According to the
EACI evenin those projects with partners from only one country, a clearvitle relevance and
reference was ensured, in that the projects selected had business and sales plans targeting the EU
market as a whole. This is generally supported by the evidence exarmimedng the 16 projects
examined, there were only two projects (NATSTOCER and PYRICE) that involved a single firm. In both
cases, the scheme supported the development at an industrial scale of tested technology and the aim
was to sell products in a numbef BU markets. Furthermore, there was the potential through licensing
agreements to have a more extensive application of the proposed technology.

In comparison to other EU programmebge average number of participant$3-4) and the countries
represented ) is rather small. However, as most stakeholders commented, this arrangement fits well
with the needs and limitations of SMEs that represent the main target group and the main category of
beneficiaries (over 65% across the different calls). It is coregidiEr represent a good and workable
balance.

Efficiency

After some initial hesitation because of the novelty of the schetime programme is running on a very
efficient basiswith a high level of utilisation of the funding provided and of the resourceslema
available to the Agency. In both the 2008 and 2009 calls the Agency achieved a full absorption of the
budget dedicated. The personniebm the Agencyccupiedin the administration of the schengea total

of 9 in 2010- have the necessary technical andancial expertise and all operational procedures
application, selection, contractual and monitoring processeare considered quite efficient by
beneficiaries.

In fact, the feedback from almost all the beneficiaries is that dpelication proceduresare simple,
clear and straightforwardand the IT systent adopted from Marco Polo programmeoperates
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smoothly. The guidance documents and examples provided are also effective and clear and there was
no significant dispute reported on the project selectiofhere is also a positive assessment of the
support provided by the Helpdesk, with particular praise for the-g@raluation service and the useful
feedback provided by the Agency team.

The time to contract from application was 288 days in 2009 and 302010 With few exceptions,
beneficiaries consider this period reasonable and have also commented that it compares favourably
with other EU financial support schemes (e.g.PTough the increase may be a sign of additional
pressure. In terms of paymentthe Agency data indicate that payment delays in 2010 were on average
22 days, against a target of less than 30. No complaints or other issues were raised during the
interviews.

Equally positive were most of the comments of beneficiaries concerningupport provided by the
Agency officersin the running of the projects and their contribution to solving problems that arise.
However, internally, the Agency lacks the IT system for a more efficient and effective monitoring of the
progress of projects. Agey staff have commented that this causes substantial additional work for
reporting and does not allow a unified continuous monitoring of the key variables and performance
indicators of the programme.

More generally, there is a level of concern for ttagher limited resourcescurrently available to the
Agency, particularly in view of the popularity of the scheme, the increasing number of applications
submitted and the number of projects run. At this point it appears that the Agency staff are fully
occupial and possibly overstretched. In addition, the high turnover of persogrespecially finance
officers- is also a problem that applies to Agencies in general.. With an increased number of applications
anticipated, such problems may become even more agutbe future.

Awareness and communication

Theincrease by over 100% in the number of applications and applicants between 2008 and 2010
represents a strong indication of the increasing visibility of the programme over time. SMEs are not
directly targetal in information efforts, but the Agency has organised-déys before each of the three
annual calls. In coperation with some Enterprise Europe Network members and other
national/regional authorities, it has also promoted the programme in a numbermuohtties through
presentations at national information days and other dissemination mechanisms. Authorities in some
Member States have been particularly active (mainly Spain and Italy) and this is, to a certain extent,
reflected in the level of participain of SMEs from these two countries. Among the beneficiaries, some
suggested that the website itself was the primary source of information. In most cases though,
information on the programme came from the public organisations, research centres and cotsulta
working in the area that tend to work as the multipliers of the Agency message.

Some stakeholders did suggest timbre could be done to promote the schemend that the relevant
industry associations could be better utilised to inform SMEs. Theeotration of applicants from a

few countries may have various explanatioggncluding experience in preparing applications and
presence of firms in the sector. Still, the active promotion in some Member States appears to be an
explanatory factor.

% The aerage time to grant for the whole FP7 reported in 2010 is 350 days (median T38K).FP7 Monitoring
Report , July 2010.
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A key onsideration for the Agency is that the small budget of the programme imposes certain
limitations. An extensive promotion campaign would be disproportionate to the support available and
would only lead to an increase in the number of questions and apitatvith limited addedralue.

Utility, and Sustainability

Beneficiaries and stakeholders indicate thidwe scheme does effectively address the needs of
innovative SMEs in the sectday supporting first application and market replication projects. T$hni

area where private funding is very limited as a result of multiple market failures and where there are
very few appropriate public support schemes at the national or regional level.

The question of the longer term viability of the supported projeistsexplicitly addressed in the
programme design. The project participants are expected to develop business plans, with some support
from desk officers, which identify market opportunities and appropriate development strategies. It is
not possible at thistage to assess whether these plans are indeed realistic and whether they lead to
viable products and services.

Some stakeholderfave identified thelink between the scheme and the Environmental Technology
Verification (ETV) programnes potentially veryignificant, but have not yet been able to make use of

ETV Both the Ecdnnovationscheme ancETV are part of the Environmental Technologies Action Plan
(ETAPR)but progress in bringing the two initiatives together in actual-ggmvation projects would

provide an example of effectiveynergies between EU policy initiativefelp the products or services
developedunder the ecannovation scheme to enhance their market positidmough a recognised
verification mechanismDG Environmentindicated that thislink is already being examined for future

calls. Technology verification services by certified laboratories will help future marketability and in
future calls the expenses may be included in the eligible costs. At this stage the ETV is in the process of
certifying the laboratories that will be able to provide these services.

Considering the Eeimnovationschememore generally, a common view of all interviewees is thag it
successful schemendshould continue and expand significantly in both budared scope. Two possible
routes were identified in this direction. The one option would be a sizeable increase of the budget and
resources as part & future programme irthe period after 2014 while the second could be a consistent
attempt to promote the p-take and development of similar schemes at the national and regional level.
These two options are clearly not necessarily mutually exclusive given the high demand for first
application and market replication schemes.

European Valuadded

As already indiated, the interviews indicate a ratherlear European valuadded from the Ece
innovation funding scheme thaaddresses an area where therealear market failure angso farg

rather limited support at the Member State levéll.is clear that the Ewpean scale of the projects has

had substantial leverage and multiplier effed#4ost beneficiaries (14/16) indicated that they would not
have moved forward with the development of the technology or, had they done so, it would have been
at a much smallercale focusing on the needs and characteristics of the national or regional markets.
Some suggested that national support programmes could have been used but they would not have
benefited from the cros®order cooperation and learning and the resulting-&ide market scope.
Especially in those projects that involved European Trade Associations (7 out of the 16 examined), the
addedvalue of the EHunding was considered as particularly strong and the prospects for success were
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even higher. Their role and caiidution was to promote the developed technologies more broadly once
tested.

Furthermore, the EUfunding provided an important marketing tool for the supported projects. Almost
all suggested that their selection increased their reliability and capazitgach potential customers of
the products/services.

4.7 Results forthe EIP as a Whole

Now that more detail has been provided on the main components of the EIP, commentary can resume
on the Programme as a whole and the elements that fall outsideeofain areas.

Effectiveness

After a certain amount of disruption in the first years of the current EIP, it has been remarked that the
various areas that make up the Programme have been able to develop a certain presence and
momentum and that the effectieness of the components of the Programme is therefore increasing and
at an increasing rate.

The effectiveness of the main components has been commenteéhahe earlier sections of this
chapter. There washowever,some doubt on the part of most Memb@&tate representatives about the
effectiveness of some dhe smaller actions supported under the Programme€ertain activities were
certainly welcomed, including the provision of basic statistical information on enterprises @&nd th
analysis of theperformance of the European SME secteaomparative reports on the performance of
Member States across a range of enterprise issues, conferences and sti&djeslly, work on issues
such as promoting the development and enforcement of intellectual property riglais seen to be
important. However, there was a feeling that there are other actions, where it is difficult to see the
benefits.

The evaluation team has examined a range of small budget items that have been adopted under the
Programme. It is worth rememlpiag, first of all, that a number of the proposals initially made by the
Commission in its draft Work Programmes have been modified or withdrawn after discussion in the

EIPC. Secondly, there are clearly some elements which have tended to have relatjee(grizall item)

budgets attributed to them, that have had a major effect that all would suppidre Action programme

for reducing administrative burdens and its follmm actions has been very effective in identifying and

following through regulatory sif A FA OF GA2ya @Ffdz2SR 4 20SN) ¢ nn 6
contributing to developments that have significant support, such as those addressing issues of growing
importance such as the protection and enforcement of IPR and the measures thabrsUpRA
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indicators for these actions are rebetly underdeveloped and do not facilitate comparisons in terms of

relative effectiveness. Implementation of the recommendations of the Evaluation of EIP Indicators in

this area could help establish the effectiveness or otherwise of specific actiong ishben the matter

of continuing the process already underway of bringing disparate elements into a tighter framework,

where their contribution to the overall aims of the Programme are more apparent and they are able to

take advantage of synergies witlanallel actions. There will continue to be good reasons for conducting
standalone actions, particularly in areas that forwdmbking. However, in the absence of evidence

about their results and impacts, there should continue to be a question over sticdmgaunless it can

be shown clearly how they could eventually contribute to the overall objectives of the Programme.

135



Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme chapter

Evaluation Results 4

In many respects thproblemreferred tohere may be aother aspect of thegrowing need for a greater
degree ofoverall management for sone of the crosgutting elementsof the ProgrammeThis line of
thinking may also help across a broader front with regard to the development of the Programme over its
remaining period. The main elements of the Programme are expected to continue to devaddp
expand their own specific outputs, but there ialso a potential for additional gain through greater
synergies between theomponent parts and a better integration tife smaller activities. But, the point
2T GKS St NI ASNImsding raiddds the ytenderdich dngics thét SeséBynergies have
to be organisedrather thansimplybeingleft to manifestthemselves There is a need for a more active
identification and followthrough of the gains at an operational level, so that theg picked up and
amplified by applications elsewherethin the Rogramme and beyondThis process could include and
make use of the smaller scale actions

The development of this active cordination role within the EIP could also provide the bastsctin
ordination with parallel actions Thelnterim Evaluation pointed t@n issue of crdination with the
Structural Funds and more specificallyoe for Enterprise Europe Network members in the dialogue at

a national level on the priorities and implemtation of the Structural Funds. If there are developments

in this direction, a cleasteer would be necessary and activeardination with DGs REGIO and EMPL,
but even if this particular approach is not taken, there are other examples, where more active
ordination with other Commission services and possibly even the Member State authorities could
considerably enhance the effectiveness of the EIP instruments.

Efficiency

The overall efficiency of the Programme again builds on the efficiency of its cempparts, but it has

been observed that that there have besabstantialdifferences in the way that targets and anticipated
outcomes have been set for the different parts of the Programme and also in the way that progress has
been monitored. In particalr there has been less precision with regard to the innovation area than in
relation to either the Financial Instruments or the Enterprise Europe Netw&irkilarly the indicators
relating to smaller scale actions have been less consistently developeeéigewhere Thee is progress

with all these elements but thisneeds to be followed through. We would also note that even in the
areas where monitoring data are more readily available, the process of gathering them together is not
straightforward. The aatribution of monitoring systems to the overall efficiency of the Programme
could certainly be enhanced if the data were brought together and presented more consistently. The
annual Implementation Reports are the obvious place for this, though they wadd to bepresented

more clearly than at present, where reference to indicators is mixed in with other aspects of the
reporting processA separate presentation of all the monitoring indicators together is what is needed

Comments on the formal managemeotf the Programme andelations with the Member Stats and
non-EU participating countries'representatives in the EIPQvere generally compiientary. The
preparation for,and staging of the meetings, are well organised, with a steady improvement over time
in the quality of the documents and information presented. The fact that decisions were often
communicated in the same meeting as the matter in question had been raised was particularly
appreciated. There was an observation that with the number of countrieslved, the meetings
NELINBaAaSYGSR Ay G2dlt | O2yaARSNIoGES O2YYAUYSyd
to find other wayg to communicate comments.h&re wasalso some frustration that relatively small
items in budgetary terms tookip a disproportionate amount of time and attentipmalthough it was
acknowledged that this aspect was considerably influenced by the nature of the contributions made by
EIPC memberhemselves The representative of ondember State egretted that the famal meetings
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did not allow much scope fordiscussions ofinks with developments at a national level or for
consideration ofthe operational elements oMember State contributions to the achievement oPE
objectives

Awareness and communication

Most of the national business organisations interviewed, and even some dfubmess organisations

at a European levelhad very little knowledge of the detailed objectives and operational processes of
the EIP. A number of them explained that, since their mairceonwas to represent their members in
dialogue on regulatory matters, they had little reason to be familiar with the detail of operational
programmes. Nonetheless a greater general awareness might have been expected, since actions under
the EIP certainlgffect their members.

The view of the evaluation team is that this is another aspect of the gap between high level objectives
and the operational activities that was commented on at the beginning of this Chapter. It is also an
aspect othe communicationstrategyor lack of it for the EIP.

Our understanding is that although [Ehterprise and Industrilas an overall communication strategy

which determines priorities in an annual Communication Plan, there is ravdination otherwise of

the promotional acivities of the differentelements ofthe EIP While clearly the various parts of the
Programme do have their different target audiences and need to undertake separate promotional
activities, there is also scope for explaining what the EIP, and indeedIEhev€rall, are doing to
FdZRASYy O0Sa GKFG FNB Ay | LRaAGA2y (2 O2yiNROdzGS (2

During the course of the evaluation, the team has frequently encountered references to the Enterprise
Europe Network being engagedtime further promotion of activities undertaken under the EfPcase

study, presented as Annex AlR2as begun toexplore thesepotential synergieswith the Enterprise
Europe Network although it has not been possible to do so in angthelt is certainy the case that the
Network has made use of a whole range of outputs from other parts of the Programme. However, our
impression is that this has been done in a relatively haphazard way and in the one case that was
investigated directly, which concerned thmtentially rather significant use by the Network of tools
developed under Europe Innova, we found that anticipated synergies hackally been generatecht

all.

The view of the evaluation team is that there is nothing wrong with members of the Ersterfpurope
Network making use of any of the results of other activities under the Programme for the benefit of
their clients, as and when they become aware of the particular results concerned. But, if the Netiork
potential as a systematic instrument f@romoting the adoption of the results of other elements of the
Programmeis to be realisedthis process needs proper attention and management and real resources
devoted to it. Thepotentialis considerable here, given the contact that the Network enjasecty with
enterprises across Europe and with a range of business organisations, local and regional authorities, the
media and other influential bodieand also the range of knowledge and skills to be found among
Network membersbut there are many compimg claims and there should at least be some system of
priorities for indicating which of the outputs should be promoted systematically by the Network. Those
St SyYSyida GKFdiG AdNBy3aIdKSy GKS bSié2N) Qa 26wy OF LI OA
high place among these priorities.
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feedback mechanism from enterprises and as a means of communication from the Commission to the
business community. Withay-to-day contact with enterprises, but also a familiarity with EU policy and
the procedures of the European institutions, the Network is a natural bridge between European policy
makers and the operational world of business.

The feedback mechanisnusing the Network has been commented omrlsewhere However, the
evaluation team was struck by the comments of Network members on the fragility of such mechanisms.
One membembservedthat participation by enterprises in some of the sessions already organised was
almost as a personal favour, one that it would be difficult to repeat. It is absolutely essential if these
feedback mechanisms are to be developed further that there is better information provided by the
Commission on the effects of the input made by epteses. They can only be persuaded to participate
actively, if they feel that their input really makes a difference. Care should be taken to document where
this is the case and the contribution publicisadd the results even fed directly back to contribrg
Greater coordination with the Business Test Panel of D@rnal Marketin this and, more generally,
could be encouraged.

At the same time, it may be possible to make more us¢hefknowledge of the Network members
themselves. They have intimateguaintance withissues faced by the enterprises that are their clients.
At the same time theyenerallyhave a better understanding of the European policy context than most
enterprise managers. This practical knowledge could be further exploited as amoadtisource of
information, somewhere between the direct experience of enterprises and the policy positions of
business representative organisations.

Utility, Sustainability and European valadded

The degree to which there i&uropean valueadded from the Programme has been a major
consideration for this, as for any evaluation of an EU initiative godling the approach to thissige in

this particular evaluationthere has been the specific questions®K S y I G dzNE 2F (KS
European added vaé for stakeholders and enasers andalsowhether or not there have been any
unintended effects on stakeholderBor this reason, interviews and surveys of stakeholders and end
users have all asked about the nature and extent of valdged experienced.

Value-added can arise from activities conducted at a European level in a number of Magslearest
examples for the EIP ate be foundin those areaswhere it is extending the envelope, providing
leadership with new approaches and promoting the widessdmination of practices that are already
established in some countries, but not widely used elsewhalthough there arealso certain areas,
such as promoting thénternationalisationof enterprises, where actio at the European level is best
placed tohave the desired effectdn the former casepnce practices are more widely adopted across
the Member Statesit would be expected that action within the Programme would decline and
eventually be phased out.

Stakeholders have recognized both the appiagness of promoting new solutions at a European level,

¢ in relation to the Financial Instruments and awvation actions, for instangewhere it is possible to

take advantage of knowledge and experience from across the EU, and also the value of the co
ordination that is possible in certain circumstances in delivering services to enterprises from a European
levelc in relation to facilitation of trading across borders, in the case of the Network.
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However, there are other effects that can also be significaspecially for the enterprises concerned.
The leveraging of other inputs from a wide range of sources or the demonstration effect, where
adoption at a European level indicates a significance or importance that can make other people take
notice. In relaion both to the Financial Instruments and tleeoinnovation scheme, support from the

EIP enabled some firms toaiv in other support that otherwise would not have been available.

Sometimes a European perspective is valued in itself. It was seen, ttimdasthat a number of SMEs
approached the Enterprise Europe Network, because its European standing and the broader perspective
that wasseen to be more relevant to the issues that these firms faced..

It is also clear that processes involving the idécdifon and dffusion of best practicare valued by
almost all most stakeholders, as a means of improving their lewal of performanceor that of the
groups for which they are responsible.

It is generally agreed that there has been an increased fodidéwhe current Programme on actions
where valueadded in these senses is apparenhis is one of the main reasons that there was little or
no challenge by stakeholders in relation to European vallded and no instance whemmintended
effects were haing a significant and adverse effect.

The most obvious case where thentinuing additionalityof European action is at stake is in relation to
loan guarantees, where generic schemes of this kind have become more widespread, following on from
the Commissig Q& S EThisrdads 8abimply that all loan guarantee schemes should be phased out
and more effort be put into other areas. It may be a matter of a greater emphasis within the schemes
on new areas of focus.

4.8 Responses to the Recommendations of theerim Evaluations

Various recommendations were made in the Interim Evaluation of the EIP that relate to the nature of
the actions undertaken, the management of the Programme and rimnitoring and reporting
arrangementsThese were summarised in chiap2 above.

A report from the Commission services on the Folbyw of the Recommendations of EIP Interim
Evaluationwaspresented to the EIPC in June 2@I@ we understand a further reportiis preparation.

The Commission has agreed with most of theoramendations madediffering on certain detail, such

as the usefulness of presentingctual expenditure rather than commitments in the annual
Implementation Reports and also occasionally on matters of some substance. The latter case includes a
partial digreement with a recommendation to #&ssess the rationale for continuing with a micro
credit window in future programmes, on the grounds that micredits play an important role in
financing small scale stamps.

The purpose of this section is to higjtit areas where the current evaluation team is of the view that
further attention ought to be brought to the recommendations madie most cases, there has already
been reference to the relevant issue, so the following points are made in summary form

Nature of the EIP actions

f RS@GSt2LIYSyid 2F (GKS 9y GSNILINARAS 9dzNR LIS b Sthig 2 NJ
is an important objective, which hamly partially been achieved; the problem is that there is a
large and increasing number oftems that could potentially make use of the Network in this way
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