
 

RR\915060EN.doc  PE489.375v02-00 

EN United in diversity EN 

  

 EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT 2009 - 2014 

 

Plenary sitting 
 

A7-0307/2012 

8.10.2012 

REPORT 

concerning Special Report No 2/2012 of the Court of Auditors entitled 
'Financial instruments for SMEs co-financed by the European Regional 
Development Fund' 
(C7-0094/2012 – 2012/2060(DEC)) 

Committee on Budgetary Control 

Rapporteur: Crescenzio Rivellini 



 

PE489.375v02-00 2/14 RR\915060EN.doc 

EN 

 
PR_DEC 

CONTENTS 

Page 

MOTION FOR A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION............................................ 3 

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT............................... 10 

RESULT OF FINAL VOTE IN COMMITTEE ...................................................................... 14 



 

RR\915060EN.doc 3/14 PE489.375v02-00 

 EN 

MOTION FOR A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION 

with observations, in the context of the 2011 Commission discharge, concerning Special 

Report No 2/2012 of the Court of Auditors entitled "Financial instruments for SMEs co-

financed by the European Regional Development Fund" 

(C7-0094/2012 - (2012/2060)(DEC)) 

The European Parliament, 

– having regard to the general budget of the European Union for the financial year 20111, 

– having regard to Special Report No 2/2012 of the Court of Auditors entitled "Financial 
instruments for SMEs co-financed by the European Regional Development Fund",  

– having regard to Article 319 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union and 
Article 106a of the Euratom Treaty, 

– having regard to Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002 of 25 June 2002 on the 
Financial Regulation applicable to the general budget of the European Communities2, and 
in particular Articles 145, 146 and 147 thereof, 

–  having regard to Opinion No 7/2011 of the Court of Auditors on the proposal for a 
Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down common 
provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the 
Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European 
Maritime and Fisheries Fund covered by the Common Strategic Framework and laying 
down general provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European 
Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1083/20063, 

– having regard to Rules 76 and 112 of, and Annex VI to, its Rules of Procedure, 

– having regard to the report of the Committee on Budgetary Control and the opinion of the 
Committee on Regional Development (A7-0307/2012), 

A. whereas the special reports by the Court of Auditors are examined by Parliament during 
the annual discharge procedure, 

B. whereas the special reports of the Court of Auditors provide information on issues of 
concern related to the implementation of expenditure, and are thus useful for Parliament in 
exercising its role of discharge authority, 

Background 

1. Welcomes Special Report No 2/2012 that focuses on the financial engineering measures 

                                                 
1 OJ L 68, 15.3.2011. 
2 OJ L 248, 16.9.2002, p. 1. 
3 OJ C 47, 17.2.2012, p. 1. 
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co-financed by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) during the 2000-
2006 and the 2007-2013 programming periods; acknowledges that Special Report No 
2/2012 informs on the efficiency and effectiveness of the financial engineering 
measures co-financed by the ERDF and is based on an audit sample of projects in the 
United Kingdom, Germany, Slovakia, Hungary and Portugal;  

2. Is of the opinion that such an audit report would be of great value also at the end of the 
2007 - 2013 programming period, enabling further conclusions regarding performance 
of financial instruments (FIs) for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) co-
financed by the ERDF; considers also that the drafting of such a report at the end of that 
period will make it possible to avoid repeating errors, while at the same time increasing 
the effectiveness and efficiency of future financial engineering measures co-funded by 
the ERDF; 

3. Stresses that SMEs are the backbone of the Union economy, generating employment, 
innovation and wealth; notes, however, that SMEs may suffer from financing gaps, in 
that they cannot obtain access to the type and the amount of finance they need at a given 
time; 

4. Recognizes that at the time of fiscal constraint and reduced lending capacity of the 
private sector, SMEs and in particular micro-enterprises have been the most affected  
and should accordingly be targeted with strengthened Union support to continue 
generating employment, innovation and growth; notes that particular attention must be 
given to SMEs generating sustainable development at local level and that cohesion 
policy, as the major investment instrument for convergence and sustainable 
development of the whole Union, is one of the two main Union support channels for 
SMEs; stresses, therefore, that the use of FIs in cohesion policy in relation to the SMEs 
should be reinforced in the future as it can guarantee revolving funds, foster public-
private partnerships and achieve a multiplier effect with the Union budget; 

5. Recalls that to support entrepreneurship, the Union implements its enterprise policy and 
its cohesion policy mainly using grants but progressively more through financial 
instruments in the ERDF framework; notes that the FIs are repayable and revolving 
thereby ensuring that successive waves of SMEs can benefit; 

6. Recognises that the implementation of access to finance programmes requires the active 
involvement of financial intermediaries, which transform public funds into FIs for 
SMEs; notes that additional funds provided by the private sector may be added to the 
public funding, increasing the total amount available for investments in SMEs; notes 
that this action is commonly defined as the leverage effect or the multiplier effect; 

7. Stresses that lack of access to finance has led to a fall in the number of start-ups, which 
means that the role of FIs co-funded by the ERDF in stimulating entrepreneurship is 
assuming ever increasing importance; 

Special Report No 2/2012  

8. Recalls that the Court of Auditors’ audit focused on the financial engineering measures 
co-financed by the ERDF during the 2000-2006 and the 2007-2013 programming 
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periods and that the audit findings are based on a direct review of a sample of projects 
and on an examination of the Commission and Member States’ management, 
monitoring and information systems; 

9. Notes that the Court of Auditors focused its audit in three main types of FIs: equity, 
loan and guarantee instruments; notes that they are all eligible instruments for ERDF 
co-financing, but must comply with Union and national eligibility rules; reiterates that 
the main objective of the audit was to assess whether ERDF spending on financial 
engineering measures for SMEs had been effective and efficient; 

10.  Welcomes the Court of Auditors' findings and recommendations regarding financing 
gap assessment; notices that in the legislative proposal1 for the next programming period 
such assessment is made obligatory in the form of an ex ante assessment; calls on the 
Commission to introduce relevant requirements, including quantified benchmarks, 
regarding the role and application of the ex ante assessment into the relevant regulation as 
part of the basic act; considers that the issue of revolving provisions should also be 
tackled in the legislative proposal for the next programming period; 

11. Notes that Structural Funds regulations allow establishing a preference for the private 
sector compared to the public; invites the Commission to find appropriate justification 
for this privileged position, inasmuch as this treatment could limit the ability to 
repossess the excess funds and the possibility to allocate them to other SMEs; 

12. Is concerned that the Court of Auditors found that the effectiveness and efficiency of 
measures were hampered by the following important shortcomings: 

– the SME financing gap assessments, if available, suffered from significant 
shortcomings and such gap assessments were not systematically made public; 

– the Structural Funds regulations, originally designed for grants, contain important 
weaknesses, as they do not address the specificities of FIs; 

– before funds reach SMEs, delays were significant and, compared with other Union 
programmes for SMEs, the ERDF’s ability to leverage in private investments was 
poor;  

13.  Recalls also that, in its opinion on innovative financial instruments in the context of the 
next Multiannual Financial Framework2, Parliament's Committee on Regional 
Development called for guaranteeing immediate clarity, simplicity and transparency of 
the FI legal framework and coherent legal reference to definitions of FIs; 

14. Notes with concern that the previous annual implementation reports, monitoring 

                                                 
1 Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down common provisions on 
the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European 
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund covered by the 
Common Strategic Framework and laying down general provisions on the European Regional Development 
Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 
(COM(2011)0615/2). 
2 Opinion annexed to the report A7-0270/2012. 
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committees and operational program indicators have been considered as inadequate or 
inappropriate to the targets and purposes of FIs; welcomes the developments in the 
reporting and monitoring activity registered with JEREMIE; 

15. Regrets that at the level of the holding funds, the Court of Auditors did not come across 
significant leverage from the private sector for both the 2000-2006 and 2007-2013 
programming periods; is surprised that there are typically no explicit leverage 
requirements in the funding agreements between the Managing Authorities and the 
financial intermediaries, except for certain equity funds, which had binding leverage 
requirements for private co-investors;  

16. Supports the Court of Auditors' call for clearer definition of the concept of leverage in 
FIs; stresses, nonetheless, that in the light of the pressure to deliver higher leverage, it is 
important to recall that FIs in cohesion policy are generally financing projects in less 
developed regions and regions with economic difficulties, with the aim of improving 
situations of market failure and sub-optimal investment, thus FIs in cohesion policy do 
not only focus on short-term profitability but also on high socio-economic benefits, 
especially at regional and local level; points at multi-level governance and shared 
management in design and delivery of the programmes as the fundamental concepts 
behind cohesion policy that enable regional and national authorities to partake in 
planning and implementation of programmes; stresses, therefore, that the legislative 
framework needs to maintain a certain level of flexibility also when it comes to 
definitions and requirements of leverage effect; 

17. Recognizes the potential of innovative financial engineering instruments to build up 
capital and enhance investments, as opposed to grants consistently perceived to be 
excessively cumbersome and bureaucratic by their beneficiaries; stresses that financial 
engineering instruments could play an important role in achieving the Europe 2020 
Strategy's objectives by attracting funding from other investors in areas of strong 
Union's interest; 

18. Further notes that for equity and loan instruments, the Court of Auditors found that the 
leverage achieved has not been significant and lower than comparator benchmarks; 
notes with satisfaction that for guarantee instruments, in contrast, leverage was higher; 

19. Calls on the Commission to take action, without delay, regarding the findings of the 
Court of Auditors; considers particularly important that, in the future, the ERDF’s 
ability to leverage in private investments that match public contributions is increased; 

20. Is concerned at the widespread delays in Member States in SMEs obtaining access to 
finance; calls on the Commission and Managing Authorities to avoid delays in 
delivering SME access to finance mainly with origin in administrative, legal, 
organisational or strategic reasons; regrets that for Managing Authorities this entails that 
the alternative, using grants for SMEs, becomes more attractive; 

21. Urges the Commission to submit an integrated, clarifying proposal as soon as possible 
on the problems caused by the current range of definitions of SMEs, which vary in the 
Union according to the different purposes or objectives, and to propose possible ways of 
remedying the situation; 
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22. Deplores that, in some cases, information on management costs borne by the SMEs was 
not available or was not reliable; invites the competent authorities to improve the 
current situation and to provide for the future all the relevant information; recognises 
that a distinction should be made in relation to costs of the financial engineering 
instruments (management cost of the JEREMIE holding fund and management cost of 
financial intermediaries) and the cost to SMEs; 

23. Deplores that, in a number of cases, financial intermediaries appointed by the respective 
Managing Authorities charged individual SMEs for the refinancing and processing 
costs; stresses that refinancing and processing costs should be items of ordinary 
operating expenditures for financial intermediaries; 

24. Stresses the importance of simplifying administrative procedures as regards access to 
financing and of reducing co-financing requirements; 

25. Is concerned by the fact that Commission guidance does not set the terms and 
conditions which would prevent SMEs being charged costs that are not based on actual 
SME risk taken or service provided by the financial intermediaries; 

26. Recommends that in view of the combined complexity of FIs, shared management and 
the State aid and Structural Funds rules, the Commission should improve the 
communication and monitoring systems between the Commission, the Managing 
Authorities and the beneficiaries (the financial intermediaries) and provide for, given 
the new provisions of the 2007-2013 regulatory framework, better guidance and advice;  

27.  Endorses the Court of Auditors' recommendation that the Commission should provide a 
reliable and technically robust monitoring and evaluation system specific to FIs; invites 
the Commission to also follow the Court of Auditors' recommendation regarding 
agreement with Member States on a small number of measurable, relevant, specific and 
uniform result indicators for FIs, which would strengthen both monitoring and auditing 
processes; 

28. Notes that the territorial fragmentation and insufficient critical mass have impact on the 
attractiveness of the FIs and impose certain financial conditions and possible relatively 
high management cost; notes that those characteristics of the ERDF hampered the sound 
financial management of the FIs throughout the different programming periods 
underpinning ERDF support to SMEs; 

29. Regrets that, during the operational programme funding allocation process, public 
authorities typically not acquainted with SME financing, allocated public contributions 
to funds in such a fashion that their size often reached below critical mass; insists that 
different thematic operational programmes with multiple economic, environmental, 
social and territorial objectives were at the origin of this situation; 

Recommendations 

30. Is of the opinion that when proposing financial engineering measures, the Managing 
Authorities should make sure that their proposal is duly justified by an SME gap 
assessment of high quality, based on a standardized and commonly agreed 
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methodology; supports that before approving the operational programmes, including 
financial engineering measures, the Commission should verify their consistency with 
the SME gap assessment and ensure the quality of the latter; 

31. Is worried about the lack of information in the Member States on access for SMEs to 
sources of finance; supports the recommendation by the Court of Auditors that, in order 
to optimise the size of the supply of SME finance, it is necessary to raise as much as 
possible the stakeholders’ awareness of the specific SME financing needs; 

32. Is of the opinion that the multiplier effect should illustrate the extent to which private 
funding has been attracted by both the Union's and Member States' initial financial 
contributions; considers that Member States’ co-financing of FIs should be seen, 
together with the Union contribution, as a part of public funding;  

33. Believes that matters to be covered by delegated acts, which are meant to cover non-
essential elements of Union legislation, should not deal in reality with key elements of 
the future Cohesion scheme1; 

34. Strongly recommends that the Council and the Commission, when designing proposals 
for the Structural Funds regulations, should provide for a more adequate regulatory 
framework so that the design and the implementation of financial engineering measures 
do not suffer from the deficiencies of the Structural Funds‘ regulatory framework, 
geographical constraints and scattering effects; asks that lessons learnt from the current 
programming period be reflected when designing the proposals for the Structural Funds 
regulation; considers in particular that proposals should be oriented towards 
performance and results rather than mere compliance; 

35. Endorses that the Commission should provide a reliable and technically robust 
monitoring and evaluation system specific to FIs including that FIs should be 
segregated from pure grants in the Commission’s monitoring, reporting and auditing 
processes and the amount of money actually paid to the SMEs should be transparent; 
encourages the Commission and the Member States, in particular, to agree on a small 
number of measurable, relevant, specific and uniform result indicators for FIs; 

36. Shares the opinion that the Commission should explore the possibility of supplying to 
the Member States off-the-shelf financial engineering structures and instruments for 
SMEs (e.g. grants with royalties, dedicated investment vehicles) only where these 
would result in speeding up implementation and in reducing management costs, though 
in such a way that this precondition does not excessively impair SMEs’ opportunities of 
making use of those funding schemes; stresses the importance of ensuring that financial 
engineering continues to remain flexible in order to adapt to both regional disparities 
and market changes; 

37. Notes that Member States, with the support of the Commission, should aim at the 

                                                 
1 Such as the adoption of a Common Strategic Framework; the adoption of detailed rules on FIs; the 
responsibilities of Member States concerning the procedure for reporting irregularities and recovery of sums 
unduly paid; the conditions of national audits; the accreditation criteria for managing authorities and certifying 
authorities. 
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inclusion of all ERDF co-financed FIs for SMEs into a single operational programme 
per Member State, or into a single priority axis in the national operational programme 
within a Member State, with the aim to rationalise the planning process and remove one 
of the key delaying factors found;  

38. Takes the view that the Commission should propose a common definition of multiplier 
effect, standard concepts of recycling in the Structural Funds regulations, depending on 
the type of holding fund or fund as well as require contractually binding minimum 
leverage ratios and minimum revolving periods and data for the calculation of leverage 
indicators; considers that the concept of added value should be regarded as a relevant 
component in the calculation of leverage ratios in order to achieve relevant policy 
objectives as well as take market conditions into account; considers that to this end it 
would be advisable to articulate the concept of European added value in the legal 
framework for the 2014-2020 period; 

39. Asks the Council and the Commission to consider alternative ways of pursuing SME 
support through financial engineering instruments if the cohesion policy framework 
were to be considered unsuitable; notes that such instruments should either be supported 
by programmes centrally managed by the Commission, dedicated investment vehicles in 
cooperation with the Commission and the Member States or by the Member States 
directly; 

40. Recalls that the above-mentioned opinion of the Committee on Regional Development on 
innovative FIs in the context of the next MFF welcomed the application of FIs being 
extended under cohesion policy to all thematic objectives and all common strategic 
framework funds in the next programming period;. 

o 

o o 

41. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council, the Commission, the 
Court of Justice of the European Union, the Court of Auditors and to the governments 
and parliaments of the Member States.
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20.9.2012 

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

for the Committee on Budgetary Control 

on Special Report No 2/2012: Financial instruments for SMEs co-financed by the European 
Regional Development Fund 
(C7-0094/2012 - 2012/2060(DEC)) 

Rapporteur: Mojca Kleva 

 

SUGGESTIONS 

The Committee on Regional Development calls on the Committee on Budgetary Control, as 
the committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a 
resolution: 

1. Welcomes the Special Report No 2/2012 of the Court of Auditors on financial 
instruments (FI) for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) co-financed by the 
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF); is of the opinion that such an audit 
report would be of great value also at the end of the legislative period 2007 - 2013, 
enabling further conclusions regarding performance of FI for SMEs co-financed by the 
ERDF; considers also that the drafting of such a report at the end of this legislative period 
will make it possible to avoid repeating errors, while at the same time increasing the 
effectiveness and efficiency of future financial engineering measures co-funded by the 
ERDF; 

2. Recognizes that at the time of fiscal constraint and reduced lending capacity of the 
private sector, SMEs and in particular micro-enterprises have been the most affected  and 
should accordingly be targeted with strengthened European support to continue 
generating employment, innovation and growth; notes that particular attention must be 
given to SMEs generating sustainable development at local level and that cohesion 
policy, as the major investment instrument for convergence and sustainable development 
of the whole European Union, is one of the two main EU support channels for SMEs; 
stresses, therefore, that the use of FI in cohesion policy in relation to the SMEs should be 
reinforced in the future as it can guarantee revolving funds, foster public-private 
partnerships and achieve a multiplier effect with the EU budget; 

3. Stresses that lack of access to finance has led to a fall in the number of start-ups, which 
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means that the role of financial instruments co-funded by the ERDF in stimulating 
entrepreneurship is assuming ever increasing importance; 

4. Acknowledges that the Court's audit reviewed a sample of projects involving FI measures 
co-financed by the ERDF during the 2000-2006 and the 2007-2013 programming periods 
and points out that the limited number of projects analysed and Member States concerned 
might fail to represent a complete picture of the use of ERDF funds throughout the EU;  

5. Takes note of the Court's overall finding on the inappropriateness of the current 
regulatory framework for Structural Funds as the main reason for hampered effectiveness 
and efficiency of measures; recognizes that such a situation has been identified also by 
the European Commission through Chapter IV on Financial instruments in the proposal 
for Common Provisions on European Funds and repealing Regulation (EC) No 
1083/2006 and Commission's Communication on Equity and Debt Platforms; recalls also 
that the European Parliament's REGI Opinion on innovative FI in the context of the next 
MFF (2012/2027(INI)) called for guaranteeing immediate clarity, simplicity and 
transparency of the FI legal framework and coherent legal reference to definitions of FI; 

6. Welcomes the Court's findings and recommendations regarding financing gap 
assessment; notices that in the legislative proposal for the next programming period such 
assessment is made obligatory in the form of an ex ante assessment; calls on the 
Commission to introduce relevant requirements, including quantified benchmarks, 
regarding the role and application of the ex ante assessment into the relevant regulation as 
part of the basic act; considers the issue of revolving provisions also to be tackled in the 
legislative proposal for the next programming period; 

7. Recalls mention of the provision of the off-the-shelf FI in the Commission's 
Communication on Equity and Debt Platforms; agrees with the Court's recommendation 
for further exploration of this idea and invites the Commission to deliver concrete 
proposals regarding off-the-shelf FI in a timely manner and before the start of the next 
programming period; 

8. Supports the Court's call for clearer definition of the concept of leverage in FI; 
underlines, nonetheless, that in the light of the pressure to deliver higher leverage, it is 
important to recall that FI in cohesion policy are generally financing projects in less 
developed regions and regions with economic difficulties, with the aim of improving 
situations of market failure and sub-optimal investment, thus FI in cohesion policy do not 
only focus on short-term profitability but also on high socio-economic benefits, 
especially at regional and local level; points at multi-level governance and shared 
management in design and delivery of the programmes as the fundamental concepts 
behind cohesion policy that enable regional and national authorities to partake in 
planning and implementation of programmes; stresses, therefore, that the legislative 
framework needs to maintain a certain level of flexibility also when it comes to 
definitions and requirements of leverage effect; 

9. Endorses the Court's recommendation that the Commission should provide a reliable and 
technically robust monitoring and evaluation system specific to FI; invites the 
Commission to also follow the Court's recommendation regarding agreement with 
Member States on a small number of measurable, relevant, specific and uniform result 
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indicators for FI, which would strengthen both monitoring and auditing processes; 

10. Recalls that REGI Opinion on innovative FI in the context of the next MFF 
(2012/2027(INI)) welcomed the application of FI being extended under cohesion policy 
to all thematic objectives and all CSF funds in the next programming period; recognizes 
that the Commission has already confirmed the possibility of the whole priority axis to be 
delivered through FI; is of the opinion, therefore, that inclusion of all ERDF co-financed 
FI for SMEs under single OP per Member State might render impossible and that the 
aims of rationalizing the planning process and removal of delays can be achieved by 
other measures, such as introduction of the obligatory ex ante assessment or option for 
usage of off-the-shelf FI. 
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