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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP), which covers the period from 1 
January 2007 to 31 December 2013, was devised with the following objectives:  
 

 to foster the competitiveness of enterprises, in particular SMEs;  
 to promote all forms of innovation including eco-innovation; 
 to accelerate the development of a sustainable, competitive, innovative and inclusive 

Information Society; and 
 to promote energy efficiency and new and renewable energy sources in all sectors including 

transport (European Commission 2006)1. 
 
With this approach the CIP programme contributes to the effort of the European Commission to 
strengthen the important role of small and medium-sized enterprises within different policy fields. 
The CIP is divided into three operational programmes and has an overall budget of about €3.621 
million. One of those operational programmes, the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme 
(EIP), which has a budget of about €2.170 million, is specifically designated to support SMEs and, 
therefore, is of particular interest for shaping the successor programme of the CIP, the Programme for 
the Competitiveness of Enterprises and SMEs (COSME) 2014-2020. 
 
In addition to the CIP, other instruments, such as the EU's Seventh Framework Programme (FP7) and 
the Cohesion Policy instruments, are increasingly concentrating on supporting innovation in SMEs. 
 
With regard to the EIP, the most important measure relates to access to finance for start-ups and the 
growth of SMEs, the so-called financial instruments, with an endowment of about 53% of the EIP 
budget. The second main instrument of the EIP is the Enterprise Europe Network (EEN), which 
consists of about 600 regional offices and should support SMEs in accessing international markets as 
well as in other business activities and tasks. Its budget is about 20% of the overall EIP budget. Eco-
innovation projects form the third pillar with a budget of about 9%.  
 
18% of the EIP budget is envisaged to support various activities such as Intellectual Property Rights 
(IPR) support for SMEs, specific actions in various branches of entrepreneurship (construction, 
tourism, agro-food industry, etc.), specific actions for various target entrepreneur groups such as 
women, young entrepreneurs, entrepreneurs going abroad (Erasmus), the organisation of the annual 
SME week, fostering transnational cooperation and cluster activities, SME reviews and monitoring 
activities, etc. 
 
The CIP will come to an end in 2013 and negotiations for the follow-up programme, COSME, are 
already ongoing. In order to learn from previous experience, all relevant assessments, evaluations and 
compilations of the CIP should now be taken into account when shaping the future programme. 
 
The aim of this study is, therefore, to examine the evaluation process of the CIP within this period via 
a peer review process. First and foremost, this peer review concentrated primarily on the interim and 

                                          
1  European Commission (2006), 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), Official Journal of the 
European Union, L 310/15, 9.11.2006, Article 2. 
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final evaluations of the CIP and EIP programmes, which were conducted in 2010 and 20112 covering 
the programme period between 2007 and 2010. The reports are providing insights into the 
programming process at the mid-term. 
 
The specific concerns of this peer review relate to whether the evaluation methodology and its 
conclusions and recommendations are relevant and appropriate, and whether the available data are 
adequate and sufficient to measure the impact of the CIP against its objectives. In particular, the EIP 
evaluation was reviewed for the programme impact on employment and business growth, efficiency 
of funding, efficiency of measures, and boosting entrepreneurship, specifically female 
entrepreneurship. With regard to the EIP programme, the peer review focuses specifically on barriers 
to participation, the encouragement of business growth, the level of boost to entrepreneurship, 
female participation, and the types of SMEs involved. 
 
Peer Review Process 

The peer review process commenced on 15 October 2012 with an initial meeting between the 
European Parliament and the core team members of the project. On the basis of the discussion and 
the content of the tender, an individual assessment report (IAR) was created. Subsequently, three 
independent peer review experts assessed the different reports of the CIP and its operational 
programmes. On 8 and 9 November 2012, a feedback meeting between the core team and the three 
peer review experts discussed the IARs and developed a common assessment report (CAR). The 
current report was generated from the CAR and an in-depth literature survey. 
 
CIP Evaluation 

Based on the information gained from the final and interim evaluation reports of the CIP (and its 
operational programmes EIP, ICT-PSP, IEE), the methodology of the evaluation reports has proved 
relevant. However, there are differences between the methodology used in the interim evaluation 
report and the final evaluation report of the CIP; in practice, the methodology used in the interim 
report seems to be more applicable. 

Due to the diverse and complex nature of the operational programmes and the range of activities 
undertaken, it is difficult to make an authoritative statement about the degree of success of the 
programme as a whole in terms of cost-effectiveness and acceptance. 

With regard to the effectiveness of the three programmes, the results are mixed. Whereas the 
assessment of the EIP is positive, and the achievements are confirmed by the results of the evaluation, 
there is less clarity with regard to the ICT-PSP and the IEE, and there is scope for improvement in 
terms of a clearer definition of expected results.   

In detail, the key findings of the CIP peer review are:  

 The programme is divided into various non-comparable activities, as the three operational 
programmes have different objectives with regard to content and beneficiaries. Although the 
overall objectives of the CIP seem rather homogeneous, this is not translated into each of the 
three programmes. Consequently, it is impossible to measure an overall impact for all three 

                                          
2  According to the Decision No 1639/2006/EC Article 8 (4) of the European Parliament and of the Council October 2006 

the interim evaluation of the Framework Programme shall be completed by 31 December 2009 and the final evaluation 
by 31 December 2011. 
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operational programmes together, particularly because the CIP objectives are too general 
and too diverse. 

 Evaluation reports of the CIP and its operational programmes differ in length, methodology 
and evaluation teams. It would be advisable to set minimum requirements (e.g. 
minimum/maximum length, etc.). 

 Particularly if an interim and a final evaluation report are delivered within a very short period 
(time interval between CIP final and interim evaluation: 20 months), it would be advisable 
either to use the same methodology or (even better) to use the same evaluation team. This 
would ensure consistency in the approach adopted, better comparability of the results, and 
easier evaluation of progress. 

 Final evaluation reports, even though elaborated according to Decision No 1639/2006/EC of 
the European Parliament and of the Council of October 2006 establishing CIP (2007 to 2013), 
have been published long before the end of the actual programmes, covering only about 
60% of the programme activities. 

 Different reports sometimes use different terminologies for indicators. 

 The approach of the indicators is too complex and there is scope for simplification.  

EIP Evaluation 

The final EIP evaluation report provides evidence of several instances of direct improvements in the 
competitiveness of SMEs, including the provision of financial and other support for innovation within 
enterprises and improvements in long-term growth prospects. This support comes from financial 
instruments, the Enterprise Europe Network, IPR Helpdesks and measures such as the eco-innovation 
scheme. These measures are accompanied by initiatives such as Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs, 
Education & Training for Entrepreneurship, Encouraging Women Entrepreneurs (WES – the European 
network to promote women's entrepreneurship, The European Network of Female Entrepreneurship 
Ambassadors) and the European SME Week. Furthermore, policy and support-related activities that 
have been conducted include Europe INNOVA, PRO INNO Europe, Innobarometer, European 
Innovation Scoreboard, cluster activities, measures for specific branches and support for 
standardisation.  

In general, all these measures have proven to be relevant tools for SMEs, as well as for the 
improvement of SME services at European level. Nevertheless, a considerable amount of effort is 
required to support entrepreneurs at the very early stages of the lifecycle, particularly female 
entrepreneurs. 

In detail the key findings related to financial instruments are:  

 The main instruments of the EIP programme are the financial instruments (GIF – equity 
financing, and SMEG – guarantees), using about 53% of its budget. 

 The main type of beneficiaries targeted with financial instruments comprises SMEs with fewer 
than 10 employees and less than €100,000 annual turnover. The sector most frequently 
supported is the manufacturing sector. There is a difference between the age of beneficiaries 
of the GIF (higher percentage of companies older than 5 years) and the SMEG, especially the 
SMEG micro-credits (significant higher percentage of beneficiaries younger than 5 years). 
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 SME beneficiaries are mainly males; female beneficiaries have not been reached sufficiently, 
with the exception of the SMEG micro-credits (35% female). 

 In the survey results, 94% of GIF respondents and 76% of SMEG respondents indicated a ‘very 
positive’ or ‘fairly positive’ influence, reflecting a positive impact of the GIF and SMEG 
measures on business growth. The beneficiaries also acknowledged the importance of the 
leverage effect. 

 For both measures, GIF and SMEG, the demand for financing exceeds the funds available. 

 Parallel discussions regarding the question of applicable indicators are going on in different 
policy fields. The European Commission is currently elaborating the Common Strategic 
Framework, including the Structural Funds. Within these funds, similar financial instruments 
are in process of development in each of the operational programmes at MS level (COM 
(2011) 615 final/2, Article 32).  

 Time to contract within the SMEG was below 90 days, whereas with the GIF it was mostly 
above 90 days, which was not further explained. 

In detail the key findings related to other instruments are:  

 The EIP covers a range of other different service and support measures and a number of 
diverse actions that are often difficult to measure. 

 Clients made high demands for all kinds of published information (websites, publications…), 
events, general information services, research and innovation support and partnering 
services.  

 The European Enterprise Network has been particularly successful, according to client 
surveys. 
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Recommendations 

The amount and form of data provided by the different reports of the European Commission (work 
programmes, implementation reports and performance reports) have been acknowledged by the 
peer review experts. The evaluation reports prepared on behalf of the European Commission provide 
a considerable amount of information; nevertheless, the level of detail differs between reports, and 
there is a certain lack of comprehensiveness. In some cases, there is a lack of consistency between 
reports concerning budget/activity overviews. In particular, figures have not been analysed 
comprehensively throughout the evaluation reports, and the comparability of indicators is hampered 
by limited data. Therefore, to facilitate the monitoring and evaluation of the programme, it is 
recommended to provide an overview of the different budget lines and changes concerning different 
measures (e.g. in tables).  

Based on the findings of the CIP and EIP assessments, the following 22 recommendations were 
drawn up by the peer review experts together with the core team of the project.  
 
1. The naming of the ‘final evaluation report’ is misleading, even if elaborated according to 

Decision No 1639/2006/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of October 2006 
establishing CIP (2007 to 2013), as the CIP is still ongoing. It would have been better to have 
called this report the ‘second interim report’. Moreover, the previous interim report was 
published less than two years before, which means that only minor new information could be 
derived. 

2. The timeframe of the sequenced evaluation should be chosen carefully. In cases of sequenced 
evaluation, contracting the same evaluation team can increase effectiveness and consistency in 
the evaluation. Moreover, consistency in the general evaluation methodology would be helpful. 

3. Concerning the volume of the reports, it is recommended that the number of pages of each 
report should be limited, and/or annexes could be added, and they should be accompanied with 
an extended summary. 

4. Concerning indicators, the approach should be simplified, defining only indicators for input, 
direct output, result (=outcome; short-term indicators) and EU impact (long-term indicators). A 
standard set of monitoring indicators (input/output, results, impact) should be developed before 
starting the programme. 

5. Impact should be measured on three levels: 

 At EU level, `EU IMPACT´: macroeconomic indicators that reflect the programme objectives. 

 At programme level, `OUTPUT (in relation to INPUT) and RESULT´: e.g. contracts or projects 
submitted, selected and executed; activities completed e.g. number of events organised. 

 At company/beneficiary level, `ADDITIONAL INFORMATION´: this should allow an in-depth 
picture of the programme impact (size, branch, age of company, etc.). 

6. There should be careful reflection on whether indicators concerning `EU impact´ are 
measureable during the lifetime of such a programme and especially how that should be carried 
out. 

7. If the impact on the individual beneficiaries is measured, data for at least two, and preferably 
three, points in time need to be collected within a 4-year period. 
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8. Anticipated indicators should be based on realistic analysis and adjusted to the budget available. 
They should be measureable during the lifetime of the programme, relevant, specific, realistic, 
clearly defined, validated and reachable. 

9. Complexity and diversification of the programme should be reduced and the intervention logic 
should be simplified and used for all operational programmes.  

10. There is a need to strengthen the links, interaction, coordination and cooperation between 
regional and local actors responsible for the operational implementation of the different 
programmes and initiatives to provide effective assistance to the beneficiaries. 

11. The same debate about indicators is now ongoing in several General Directorates of the 
European Commission for other EU policy instruments. It is highly recommended that the 
overlapping discussion is combined to define overall indicators suitable for all programmes 
targeting the same beneficiaries. This is especially valid for the coordination and cooperation 
with EU Cohesion Policy. 

12. The time lag between approval and actual receipt of credit is unclear. This should be clarified in 
the evaluation and highlighted as a major hindrance to the success of the programme. Received 
funds that take longer than 90 days to arrive are inadequate for the type of beneficiaries. A 
substantial improvement in the period from contract to payment must be assured.  

13. In order to learn more about the barriers for beneficiaries, a specific survey should be conducted, 
which concentrates on potential beneficiaries who have asked for information but have not 
applied. A number of surveys have been elaborated in this context for other programmes, which 
should form the basis for a particular EIP analysis (e.g. European Parliament 2011: Barriers for 
applicants to Structural Funding;3 Impact and effectiveness of the Structural Funds and EU 
policies aimed at SMEs in the regions;4 European Commission: Flash Eurobarometer reports). 

14. Various studies have highlighted that, in order to boost entrepreneurs, financial support 
instruments should be more risk-driven. Simple credits are not attractive at this stage of the 
business lifecycle.5   

15. Helpdesk and network activities have been valued and should be continued in the future COSME 
programme. 

16. Separate assessment of the effectiveness of different sectoral activities within the EIP (e.g. 
tourism sector, agro-food industry) could enhance the quality of the evaluation. 

17. A concept for a `virtual single entry point for SMEs´ combining the strengths of the successful 
EEN and National Contact networks should be considered. Nevertheless, both networks should 
remain independent in order to retain the required competences. 

18. The Europe-wide SME Week is worth maintaining in the next programming period. It could also 
be used as a feedback vehicle for the European Commission. 

                                          
3  European Parliament (2011), Barriers for applicants to Structural Funding, Study, Directorate General for Internal Policies 

Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies Regional Development, Metis GmbH, IP/B/REGI/FWC/2010-
002/Lot1/C1/SC2, Vienna 15/02/2012. 

4  European Parliament (2011), Impact and effectiveness of the Structural Funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the regions, 
Study, Directorate General for Internal Policies Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies Regional 
Development, Metis GmbH, IP/B/REGI/FWC/2010-002/LOT1/C1/SC1, Vienna 17/10/2011. 

5  European Parliament (2011), Impact and effectiveness of the Structural Funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the regions, 
Vienna 17/10/2011, p. 31ff. 
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19. A better link and coordination should be aimed between educational activities and the EIT 
(European Institute for Technology & Innovation).  

20. Initiatives concerning women and entrepreneurship should be followed up but should also 
consider the key problem: childcare/entrepreneurship. 

21. Support to SMEs should be better structured according to SME size, industrial sector, level of 
innovation and in-house research capacities, age, geographical position and lifecycle stage, in 
line with measurably defined overall objectives. 

22. According to the current draft of regulation for the COSME programme the future SME financial 
instruments will be jointly funded by COSME and Horizon 20206. The joint management should 
either be regulated separately by a separate legal framework, or SME support should be 
concentrated on one programme only (e.g. COSME). 

                                          
6  European Commission (2011), Research, Innovation and Competitiveness Package, Proposal for a regulation of the 

European Parliament and of the Council establishing a Programme for the Competitiveness of Enterprises and small and 
medium-sized enterprises (2014 – 2020), COM(2011) 834 final, 2011/0394 (COD), Brussels, 30.11.2011, p. 7. 
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG 
 
Der Gestaltung des Rahmenprogramms für Wettbewerbsfähigkeit und Innovation (CIP) für den 
Zeitraum vom 1. Januar 2007 bis zum 31. Dezember 2013 lagen die folgenden Ziele zugrunde:  
 

 Förderung der Wettbewerbsfähigkeit der Unternehmen, insbesondere der KMU;  
 Förderung aller Formen der Innovation, einschließlich der  Öko-Innovationen; 
 Beschleunigung der Entwicklung einer nachhaltigen, wettbewerbsfähigen, innovativen und alle 

Bereiche der Gesellschaft einschließenden Informationsgesellschaft; und 
 Verbesserung der Energieeffizienz und der Nutzung neuer und erneuerbarer Energiequellen 

in allen Bereichen einschließlich Verkehr (Europäische Kommission 2006)7. 
 
Mit diesem Ansatz leistet das CIP einen Beitrag zu den Bemühungen der Europäischen Kommission 
zur Stärkung der wichtigen Rolle von kleinen und mittleren Unternehmen in unterschiedlichen 
Politikbereichen. Das CIP ist in drei operationelle Programme unterteilt und verfügt über einen 
Haushalt von ca. 3 621 Mio. EUR. Eines dieser operationellen Programme, das mit einem Haushalt von 
ca. 2 170 Mio. EUR ausgestattete Programm „Unternehmerische Initiative und Innovation“ (EIP), 
wurde eigens zur Unterstützung von KMU konzipiert und ist daher zur Ausgestaltung des 
Nachfolgeprogramms des CIP, des Programms für die Wettbewerbsfähigkeit von Unternehmen und 
für KMU (COSME) 2014-2020, von besonderem Interesse. 
 
Neben dem CIP konzentrieren sich auch andere Maßnahmen, wie das Siebte Rahmenprogramm (RP7) 
der EU und die Instrumente der Kohäsionspolitik, zunehmend auf die Innovationsförderung von KMU. 
 
Die wichtigste Maßnahme des EIP sind die sogenannten Finanzierungsinstrumente zur finanziellen 
Unterstützung von KMU in der Gründungs- und Wachstumsphase, auf die ca. 53% des Haushalts des 
EIP entfallen. Beim zweiten Hauptinstrument des EIP handelt es sich um das Enterprise Europe 
Network (EEN), das sich aus etwa 600 regionalen Kontaktstellen zusammensetzt und KMU bei der 
Erschließung internationaler Märkte sowie bei anderen geschäftlichen Aktivitäten und Aufgaben 
unterstützt. Sein Budget entspricht ungefähr 20% des Gesamthaushalts des EIP. Mit etwa 9% der 
Mittel bilden ökologische Innovationsprojekte die dritte Säule.  
 
18% des EIP-Haushalts sind zur Förderung unterschiedlicher Aktivitäten vorgesehen, z. B. für die 
Unterstützung von KMU im Bereich des Schutzes des geistigen Eigentums, für spezifische 
Maßnahmen in verschiedenen unternehmerischen Branchen (Bau, Tourismus, Agrar- und 
Ernährungswirtschaft usw.) oder für spezielle Zielgruppen wie Frauen, Jungunternehmer oder 
Unternehmer, die Auslandserfahrung sammeln wollen (Erasmus), für die Ausrichtung der jährlichen 
KMU-Woche, zur Unterstützung von transnationaler Zusammenarbeit und Cluster-Tätigkeiten, für 
KMU-Performance-Reviews sowie Überwachungsaufgaben usw. 
 
Das CIP endet 2013. Über das Nachfolgeprogramm COSME wird bereits verhandelt. Zur Nutzung 
früherer Erfahrungen sollten in die Ausgestaltung des künftigen Programms alle maßgeblichen 
Beurteilungen, Bewertungen und Zusammenstellungen des CIP einfließen. 
 
Ziel dieser Studie ist es daher, den Bewertungsvorgang des CIP innerhalb dieses Zeitraums im 
Rahmen eines Peer Review-Prozesses zu analysieren. Diese Peer Review stützt sich vor allem auf die 

                                          
7  Europäische Kommission (2006), Beschluss Nr. 1639/2006/EG des Europäischen Parlaments und des Rates vom 

24. Oktober 2006 zur Einrichtung eines Rahmenprogramms für Wettbewerbsfähigkeit und Innovation (2007-2013), 
Amtsblatt der Europäischen Union, L 310/15 vom 9.11.2006, Artikel 2. 
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Zwischen- und Schlussbewertungen der Programme CIP und EIP, die 2010 bzw. 20118 durchgeführt 
wurden und sich auf den Programmzeitraum 2007 bis 2010 beziehen. Die Berichte bieten Einblick in 
den Programmplanungsprozess in der Halbzeit. 
 
Im Speziellen beschäftigt sich diese Peer Review mit der Frage, ob die Bewertungsmethodik und die 
Schlussfolgerungen und Empfehlungen relevant und angemessen sind und ob die verfügbaren 
Daten geeignet und zur Messung der Auswirkungen des CIP an seinen Zielen ausreichend sind. 
Insbesondere wurde die EIP-Bewertung im Hinblick auf die Auswirkungen des Programms auf 
Beschäftigung und Unternehmenswachstum, die Effizienz des Mitteleinsatzes, die Wirksamkeit der 
Maßnahmen und die Belebung des Unternehmertums – vor allem in Bezug auf die Förderung von 
Frauen als Unternehmerinnen – überprüft. Im Zusammenhang mit dem EIP beschäftigt sich die Peer 
Review namentlich mit Zugangsbeschränkungen, der Förderung des Unternehmenswachstums, dem 
Grad an Belebung des Unternehmertums, der Einbeziehung von Frauen und den Arten von 
beteiligten KMU. 
 
Peer Review-Prozess 
 
Der Peer Review-Prozess begann am 15. Oktober 2012 mit einer Auftaktsitzung des Europäischen 
Parlaments mit dem Kernteam des Projekts. Auf der Grundlage der Diskussion und des Inhalts der 
Ausschreibung wurde ein individueller Beurteilungsbericht erstellt. Anschließend bewerteten drei 
unabhängige Peer Review-Experten die verschiedenen Berichte über das CIP und seine 
operationellen Programme. Am 8. und 9. November 2012 wurden die individuellen 
Beurteilungsberichte in einer Feedback-Sitzung des Kernteams mit den drei Peer Review-Experten 
erörtert und ein gemeinsamer Beurteilungsbericht ausgearbeitet. Der vorliegende Bericht entstand 
aus dem gemeinsamen Beurteilungsbericht und einem ausführlichen Literaturüberblick. 
 
Bewertung des CIP 
 
Auf der Grundlage der Informationen, die dem Schluss- und dem Zwischenbericht des CIP (und seiner 
operationellen Programme EIP, IKT-Förderprogramm, IEE) entnommen wurden, hat sich die Methodik 
der Bewertungsberichte als sachdienlich erwiesen. Allerdings bestehen Unterschiede zwischen der im 
Zwischenbericht und der im Schlussbericht des CIP verwendeten Methodik. In der Praxis scheint sich 
die im Zwischenbericht angewendete Methodik besser bewährt zu haben. 
 
Aufgrund der vielgestaltigen und komplexen Natur der operationellen Programme und der 
Bandbreite der durchgeführten Aktivitäten ist es schwierig, eine verbindliche Aussage über den 
Erfolgsgrad des Programms insgesamt zu machen, was Kosteneffizienz und Akzeptanz anbelangt. 
Im Hinblick auf die Wirksamkeit der drei Programme sind die Resultate unterschiedlich. Während die 
Bewertung des EIP positiv ausfällt und die Erfolge durch die Bewertungsergebnisse bestätigt werden, 
ist die Sachlage in Bezug auf das IKT-Förderprogramm und das IEE weniger klar. In Bezug auf eine 
eindeutigere Definition der erwarteten Ergebnisse besteht Verbesserungsbedarf.  
 
Die wesentlichen Erkenntnisse der Peer Review des CIP lauten:  
 

 Das Programm ist in verschiedene nicht miteinander vergleichbare Aktivitäten untergliedert, 
da die drei operationellen Programme hinsichtlich Inhalt und Begünstigten unterschiedliche 
Zielsetzungen aufweisen. Zwar erscheinen die allgemeinen Ziele des CIP recht homogen, dies 
schlägt sich jedoch nicht in jedem der drei Programme nieder. Dementsprechend ist eine 

                                          
8  Gemäß Artikel 8 Absatz 4 des Beschlusses Nr. 1639/2006/EG des Europäischen Parlaments und des Rates vom Oktober 2006 ist die 

Zwischenbewertung des Rahmenprogramms bis zum 31. Dezember 2009, die Schlussbewertung bis zum 31. Dezember 2011 
abzuschließen. 
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Messung der Gesamtwirkung für alle drei operationellen Programme gemeinsam nicht 
möglich, insbesondere, weil die Ziele des CIP zu allgemein und zu vielgestaltig sind. 

 Die Bewertungsberichte des CIP und seiner operationellen Programme unterscheiden sich in 
Bezug auf die Länge, die Methodik und die Bewertungsteams. Es empfiehlt sich die 
Festlegung von Mindestanforderungen (z. B. Mindest-/Höchstlänge usw.). 

 Insbesondere wenn ein Zwischen- und ein Schlussbericht sehr rasch aufeinander folgen (Frist 
zwischen Schluss- und Zwischenbericht des CIP: 20 Monate) wäre es ratsam, entweder 
dieselbe Methodik anzuwenden oder (noch besser) dasselbe Bewertungsteam zu 
beauftragen. Dadurch wären ein einheitlicher Ansatz, eine bessere Vergleichbarkeit der 
Ergebnisse und eine einfachere Bewertung des Fortschritts gewährleistet. 

 Die Schlussberichte, selbst wenn sie gemäß Beschluss Nr. 1639/2006/EG des Europäischen 
Parlaments und des Rates vom Oktober 2006 zur Einrichtung eines Rahmenprogramms für 
Wettbewerbsfähigkeit und Innovation (2007-2013) ausgearbeitet wurden, wurden lange vor 
dem tatsächlichen Ende der Programme veröffentlicht und decken nur ca. 60% der 
Aktivitäten im Rahmen des Programms ab. 

 In verschiedenen Berichten werden manchmal unterschiedliche Terminologien für die 
Indikatoren verwendet. 

 Der indikatorbasierte Ansatz ist zu komplex und könnte vereinfacht werden.  

 
Bewertung des EIP 
 
Der Schlussbericht des EIP enthält Nachweise für mehrere Fälle, in denen die Wettbewerbsfähigkeit 
von KMU unmittelbar verbessert wurde, darunter die Bereitstellung von finanzieller und 
anderweitiger Unterstützung für Innovationen in Unternehmen und für Verbesserungen der 
langfristigen Wachstumsaussichten. Diese Unterstützung wird über Finanzierungsinstrumente, das 
Enterprise Europe Network, IPR-Helpdesks und Maßnahmen wie den Öko-Innovationsplan erbracht. 
Diese Maßnahmen werden flankiert von Initiativen wie Erasmus für Jungunternehmer, Erziehung und 
Ausbildung zu unternehmerischer Initiative, Förderung von Unternehmerinnen (WES – Europäisches 
Netzwerk zur Förderung der Unternehmertätigkeit von Frauen, Europäisches Netzwerk für 
Botschafterinnen des Unternehmertums) und der europäischen KMU-Woche. Zu den durchgeführten 
politischen und unterstützenden Maßnahmen zählen zudem Europe INNOVA, PRO INNO Europe, 
Innobarometer, European Innovation Scoreboard, Cluster-Tätigkeiten, Aktivitäten für spezielle 
Branchen und Unterstützung bei der Normung.  
Generell haben sich all diese Maßnahmen als nützliche Hilfsmittel für KMU sowie zur Verbesserung 
der Dienstleistungen für KMU auf europäischer Ebene erwiesen. Trotzdem sind zur Unterstützung der 
Unternehmer, und insbesondere der Unternehmerinnen, in den sehr frühen Phasen des Lebenszyklus 
erhebliche Anstrengungen erforderlich. 
 
Die wesentlichen Erkenntnisse in Bezug auf Finanzierungsinstrumente lauten:  

 Die Hauptinstrumente des EIP sind die Finanzierungsinstrumente (GIF – 
Eigenkapitalfinanzierung und SMEG – Garantien), auf die ca. 53% des Haushalts entfallen. 

 Bei der Hauptzielgruppe, die mit den Finanzierungsinstrumenten erreicht wurde, handelt es 
sich um KMU mit weniger als zehn Mitarbeitern und unter 100 000 EUR Jahresumsatz. Die am 
häufigsten unterstützte Branche ist der Fertigungssektor. Die Bestandsdauer der 
Begünstigten von GIF (höherer Anteil an Unternehmen, die seit mehr als fünf Jahren 
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bestehen) bzw. SMEG, insbesondere der SMEG-Mikrokredite (wesentlich höherer Anteil an 
Unternehmen, die seit weniger als fünf Jahren bestehen), ist unterschiedlich. 

 Die Begünstigten aus dem KMU-Bereich sind vorwiegend Männer. Weibliche Begünstigte 
konnten nicht in ausreichendem Maße angesprochen werden. Eine Ausnahme bilden in 
diesem Zusammenhang die SMEG-Mikrokredite, bei denen 35% der Begünstigten Frauen 
sind. 

 In den Erhebungsergebnissen berichteten 94% der Befragten in Bezug auf GIF bzw. 76% der 
Befragten in Bezug auf SMEG von ‚sehr positiven‘ oder ‚ziemlich positiven‘ Auswirkungen, was 
für einen günstigen Einfluss der GIF- und SMEG-Maßnahmen auf das 
Unternehmenswachstum spricht. Die Begünstigten wiesen außerdem auf die Bedeutung der 
Hebelwirkung hin. 

 Für beide Maßnahmen, GIF und SMEG, übersteigt die Nachfrage nach Förderungen die 
verfügbaren Mittel. 

 In verschiedenen Politikbereichen laufen parallele Diskussionen betreffend die Frage der 
anwendbaren Indikatoren. Die Europäische Kommission erarbeitet derzeit den Gemeinsamen 
Strategischen Rahmen einschließlich der Strukturfonds. Im Rahmen dieser Fonds werden für 
jedes der operationellen Programme auf der Ebene der Mitgliedstaaten vergleichbare 
Finanzierungsinstrumente geschaffen (COM(2011) 615 endg./2, Artikel 32).  

 Bei SMEG-Maßnahmen verstrichen bis zur Bewilligung weniger als 90 Tage, während es bei 
GIF-Maßnahmen meist mehr als 90 Tage waren, was nicht weiter erläutert wurde. 

 
Die wesentlichen Erkenntnisse in Bezug auf andere Instrumente lauten:  
 

 Das EIP beinhaltet eine Reihe weiterer unterschiedlicher Dienstleistungs- und 
Unterstützungsmaßnahmen und eine Anzahl breitgefächerter Aktionen, die häufig schwierig 
zu bewerten sind. 

 Alle Arten von veröffentlichten Informationen (Websites, Publikationen …), Veranstaltungen, 
allgemeine Informationsdienste, Unterstützung bei Forschung und Innovation sowie bei der 
Partnersuche wurden durch die Klienten stark nachgefragt.  

 Erhebungen bei Klienten zufolge war das Enterprise Europe Network besonders erfolgreich. 
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Empfehlungen 
 
Die Menge und Form der in den unterschiedlichen Berichten der Europäischen Kommission 
enthaltenen Angaben (Arbeitsprogramme, Durchführungsberichte und Leistungsberichte) wird von 
den Peer Review-Experten anerkannt. Die im Auftrag der Europäischen Kommission ausgearbeiteten 
Bewertungsberichte bieten einen erheblichen Informationsgehalt, doch der Grad an 
Detailgenauigkeit unterscheidet sich von Bericht zu Bericht und es herrscht ein gewisser Mangel an 
Vollständigkeit. In einigen Fällen stimmt der Haushalts- bzw. Aktivitätenüberblick unterschiedlicher 
Berichte nicht überein. Insbesondere wurden die Zahlen in den Bewertungsberichten nicht 
umfassend analysiert und die Vergleichbarkeit der Indikatoren wird durch das Fehlen von Daten 
beeinträchtigt. Aus diesem Grund wird zur Vereinfachung der Überwachung und Bewertung des 
Programms empfohlen, einen Überblick über die verschiedenen Haushaltslinien und über 
Veränderungen betreffend die unterschiedlichen Maßnahmen (z. B. in Tabellen) aufzunehmen.  
 
Auf der Grundlage der Feststellungen in Bezug auf die Bewertung des CIP und des EIP wurden von 
den Peer Review-Experten gemeinsam mit dem Kernteam des Projekts die nachstehenden 
22 Empfehlungen ausgearbeitet:  
 

1. Die Bezeichnung des „abschließenden Bewertungsberichts“ ist irreführend, auch wenn die 
Ausarbeitung gemäß Beschluss Nr. 1639/2006/EG des Europäischen Parlaments und des Rates 
vom Oktober 2006 zur Einrichtung eines Rahmenprogramms für Wettbewerbsfähigkeit und 
Innovation (2007-2013) erfolgt ist, da das CIP noch nicht abgeschlossen ist. Es wäre besser 
gewesen, diesen Bericht als „zweiten Zwischenbericht“ zu bezeichnen. Zudem wurde der 
vorherige Zwischenbericht weniger als zwei Jahre zuvor veröffentlicht, sodass nur wenige neue 
Informationen daraus hervorgingen. 

2. Der Zeitrahmen für die gestaffelte Bewertung sollte sorgfältig gewählt werden. Bei der 
gestaffelten Bewertung kann die Vergabe der Bewertungsaufträge an dasselbe Bewertungsteam 
die Effizienz und Kontinuität verbessern. Darüber hinaus wäre eine einheitliche allgemeine 
Bewertungsmethodik sinnvoll. 

3. Hinsichtlich des Umfangs der Berichte empfiehlt sich eine Beschränkung der Seitenzahl pro 
Bericht und/oder die Erweiterung durch Anhänge. Auch eine ausführliche Zusammenfassung 
sollte enthalten sein. 

4. Der Ansatz in Bezug auf die Indikatoren sollte vereinfacht werden. Es sollten nur Indikatoren für 
Input, direkten Output, Ergebnis (= Wirkung; kurzfristige Indikatoren) und EU-Auswirkungen 
(langfristige Indikatoren) festgelegt werden. Vor Beginn des Programms sollte ein Standardsatz 
von Überwachungsindikatoren (Input/Output, Ergebnisse, Auswirkungen) ausgearbeitet 
werden. 

5. Die Auswirkungen sollten auf drei Ebenen beurteilt werden: 

 Auf EU-Ebene: „EU-AUSWIRKUNGEN“ – makroökonomische Indikatoren, die die 
Programmziele widerspiegeln. 

 Auf Programmebene: „OUTPUT (in Bezug auf den INPUT) und ERGEBNIS“ – z. B. eingereichte, 
ausgewählte und umgesetzte Verträge oder Projekte; durchgeführte Aktivitäten, z. B. Anzahl 
der abgehaltenen Veranstaltungen. 

 Auf der Ebene des Unternehmens/Begünstigten: „WEITERE INFORMATIONEN“ – dies sollte 
eine ausführliche Darstellung der Auswirkungen des Programms (Umfang, Branche, Alter des 
Unternehmens usw.) erlauben. 
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6. Es sollte sorgfältig erwogen werden, ob Indikatoren zu „EU-Auswirkungen“ während der 
Lebensdauer eines solchen Programms messbar sind und insbesondere, wie zu diesem Zweck 
vorzugehen ist. 

7. Sollen die Auswirkungen auf die einzelnen Begünstigten gemessen werden, sind innerhalb eines 
Zeitraums von vier Jahren mindestens zwei oder besser drei Momentaufnahmen erforderlich. 

8. Die angedachten Indikatoren sollten auf einer realistischen Analyse beruhen und an den 
vorhandenen Haushalt angepasst werden. Sie sollten während der Laufzeit des Programms 
messbar, maßgeblich, spezifisch, realistisch, klar definiert, validiert und erreichbar sein. 

9. Die Komplexität und Diversifizierung des Programms sollte verringert und die Interventionslogik 
vereinfacht und auf alle operationellen Programme angewendet werden.  

10. Die Verbindungen, Interaktion, Koordinierung und Zusammenarbeit zwischen den regionalen 
und lokalen Akteuren, die für die operative Umsetzung der unterschiedlichen Programme und 
Initiativen zur wirksamen Unterstützung der Begünstigten verantwortlich sind, sollten gestärkt 
werden. 

11. Die Debatte über Indikatoren wird gegenwärtig in mehreren Generaldirektionen der 
Europäischen Kommission für andere EU-Politikinstrumente geführt. Es wird dringend 
empfohlen, die sich überschneidenden Diskussionen zusammenzuführen, um gemeinsame 
Indikatoren zu definieren, die für alle Programme geeignet sind, die sich an dieselben 
Begünstigten richten. Dies gilt insbesondere für die Koordinierung und Zusammenarbeit in 
Bezug auf die EU-Kohäsionspolitik. 

12. Die Zeitverzögerung zwischen der Bewilligung und der tatsächlichen Bereitstellung des Kredits 
ist unklar. Dies sollte in der Bewertung klargestellt und als erhebliches Hindernis für den Erfolg 
des Programms genannt werden. Bewilligte Mittel, die erst nach mehr als 90 Tagen eingehen, 
sind für diese Art von Begünstigten ungeeignet. In Bezug auf den Zeitraum zwischen der 
Bewilligung und der Auszahlung muss eine wesentliche Verbesserung gewährleistet werden.  

13. Um mehr über die Hürden für die Begünstigten zu erfahren, sollte eine spezielle Erhebung bei 
potenziellen Begünstigten durchgeführt werden, die Informationen angefordert, aber keinen 
Antrag gestellt haben. In diesem Zusammenhang wurden eine Reihe von Erhebungen für andere 
Programme ausgearbeitet, die die Grundlage für eine spezifische Analyse des EIP bilden sollten 
(z. B. Europäisches Parlament 2011: Hindernisse bei der Inanspruchnahme von Strukturfonds;9 

Impact and effectiveness of the Structural Funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the regions;10 

Europäische Kommission: Flash Eurobarometer-Berichte). 

14. Verschiedene Studien haben gezeigt, dass Instrumente zur finanziellen Unterstützung von 
Unternehmern stärker risikoorientiert sein sollten. Einfache Kredite sind in dieser 
Lebenszyklusphase eines Unternehmens nicht attraktiv.11  

15. Helpdesk- und Vernetzungsaktivitäten haben sich bewertet und sollten im künftigen COSME-
Programm fortgeführt werden. 

                                          
9  Europäisches Parlament (2011), Hindernisse bei der Inanspruchnahme von Strukturfonds, Studie, Generaldirektion Interne 

Politikbereiche, Fachabteilung B: Struktur- und Kohäsionspolitik, Regionale Entwicklung, Metis GmbH, IP/B/REGI/FWC/2010-
002/Lot1/C1/SC2, Wien, 15. Februar 2012. 

10  Europäisches Parlament (2011), Impact and effectiveness of the Structural Funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the regions, Studie, 
Generaldirektion Interne Politikbereiche, Fachabteilung B: Struktur- und Kohäsionspolitik, Regionale Entwicklung, Metis GmbH, 
IP/B/REGI/FWC/2010-002/Lot1/C1/SC2, Wien, 17. Oktober 2011. 

11  Europäisches Parlament (2011), Impact and effectiveness of the Structural Funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the regions, Wien, 
17. Oktober 2011, S. 31ff. 
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16. Eine separate Beurteilung der Wirksamkeit der Aktivitäten in den verschiedenen Sektoren im 
Rahmen des EIP (z. B. Tourismus, Agrar- und Ernährungswirtschaft) könnte die 
Bewertungsqualität erhöhen. 

17. Ein Konzept für einen „virtuellen zentralen Zugangspunkt für KMU“, der die Stärken des 
erfolgreichen EEN und der nationalen Kontaktnetze kombiniert, sollte in Betracht gezogen 
werden. Trotzdem sollten beide Netze unabhängig voneinander weitergeführt werden, um die 
erforderlichen Kompetenzen zu wahren. 

18. Die europaweite KMU-Woche ist es wert, im nächsten Programmplanungszeitraum fortgesetzt 
zu werden. Sie könnte der Europäischen Kommission auch als Instrument für Rückmeldungen 
dienen. 

19. Eine stärkere Verknüpfung und Koordinierung zwischen Bildungsaktivitäten und dem EIT 
(Europäisches Innovations- und Technologieinstitut) sollte angestrebt werden.  

20. Initiativen in Bezug auf Frauen und Unternehmertum sollten weitergeführt werden; dabei muss 
jedoch das Kernproblem, nämlich das Spannungsfeld zwischen Kinderbetreuung und 
Unternehmertum, berücksichtigt werden. 

21. Die Unterstützung für KMU sollte im Einklang mit messbar definierten Gesamtzielen besser 
strukturiert werden, nach KMU-Größe, Branche, Innovationsgrad und internen 
Forschungskapazitäten, Alter, geografischer Lage und Lebenszyklusphase. 

22. Gemäß dem aktuellen Verordnungsentwurf für das COSME-Programm werden die künftigen 
KMU-Finanzierungsinstrumente durch Mittel sowohl aus COSME als auch aus Horizon 202012 
gespeist. Die gemeinsame Verwaltung sollte entweder durch einen separaten rechtlichen 
Rahmen getrennt festgelegt werden, oder die Unterstützung für KMU sollte auf nur ein 
Programm (z. B. COSME) konzentriert werden. 

 
 

                                          
12  Europäische Kommission (2011), Paket für Forschung, Innovation und Wettbewerbsfähigkeit, Vorschlag für eine Verordnung des 

Europäischen Parlaments und des Rates über ein Programm für die Wettbewerbsfähigkeit von Unternehmen und für kleine und 
mittlere Unternehmen (2014–2020), COM(2011) 834 endgültig, 2011/0394 (COD), Brüssel, 30.11.2011, S. 7. 
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SYNTHESE 
 
Le programme-cadre pour la compétitivité et l’innovation (CIP), qui couvre la période allant du 
1er janvier 2007 au 31 décembre 2013, a été conçu dans les buts suivants:  
 

 promouvoir la compétitivité des entreprises, notamment des PME;  
 encourager toutes formes d'innovation, y compris l'éco-innovation; 
 accélérer la mise en place d'une société de l'information durable, compétitive, innovante et 

accessible à tous; ainsi que 
 promouvoir l'efficacité énergétique ainsi que les sources d'énergie nouvelles et 

renouvelables dans tous les secteurs, y compris celui des transports (Commission européenne 
2006)13. 

 
Grâce à cette approche, le programme CIP contribue aux efforts déployés par la Commission 
européenne en vue de renforcer le rôle important joué par les petites et moyennes entreprises dans 
différents domaines politiques. Le CIP est divisé en trois programmes opérationnels. Il est doté d’un 
budget global d’environ 3.621 millions d’euros. L’un de ces programmes opérationnels, le 
programme pour l'innovation et l'esprit d'entreprise (PIE), dont le budget s’élève à 
approximativement 2.170 millions d’euros, a été spécifiquement conçu dans le but de soutenir les 
PME et peut donc s’avérer particulièrement utile pour élaborer le programme qui succédera au CIP, le 
programme pour la compétitivité des entreprises et les PME (COSME) 2014-2020. 
 
Outre le CIP, d’autres instruments, tels que le septième programme-cadre de l’UE (7e PC) et les 
instruments de la politique de cohésion, se focalisent de plus en plus sur le soutien de l’innovation 
dans les PME. 
 
En ce qui concerne le PIE, la mesure la plus importante porte sur l’accès au financement des jeunes 
entreprises et la croissance des PME: il s'agit des instruments dits de financement, auxquels sont 
alloués environ 53% du budget du PIE. Le deuxième grand instrument du PIE est le réseau Enterprise 
Europe Network (EEN), qui se compose de quelque 600 bureaux locaux et devrait aider les PME à 
accéder aux marchés internationaux, en plus de leur prêter assistance dans d'autres activités et 
missions commerciales. Son budget s'élève environ à 20% du budget total du PIE. Les projets d'éco-
innovation constituent le troisième pilier, avec un budget d'environ 9%.  
 
18% du budget du PIE sont destinés à soutenir différentes activités comme le soutien des droits de 
propriété intellectuelle (DPI) des PME, des actions spécifiques dans différents secteurs de 
l'entrepreneuriat (la construction, le tourisme, l'industrie agroalimentaire, etc.), des actions 
spécifiques ciblant divers groupes d'entrepreneurs comme les femmes, les jeunes entrepreneurs, les 
entrepreneurs qui s'installent à l'étranger (Erasmus), l'organisation de la semaine annuelle des PME, la 
promotion de la coopération transnationale et des activités regroupées, les contrôles et activités de 
surveillance des PME, etc. 
Le CIP s'achèvera en 2013; des négociations sont déjà en cours en vue de concevoir le programme qui 
prendra sa suite, le COSME. Afin de tirer des leçons des expériences passées, il convient de prendre 
dès à présent en considération l'ensemble des analyses, évaluations et compilations du CIP pour 
concevoir le futur programme. 
 
La présente étude a donc pour objectif d'examiner le processus d'évaluation du CIP au cours de cette 
période grâce à un processus d'examen par les pairs. Signalons avant toute chose que cet examen par 
les pairs s'est principalement concentré sur les évaluations intermédiaires et finales des programmes 

                                          
13  Commission européenne (2006), décision n° 1639/2006/CE du Parlement européen et du Conseil du 24 octobre 2006 établissant un 

programme-cadre pour l'innovation et la compétitivité (2007-2013), Journal officiel de l’Union européenne, L 310/15, 9.11.2006, article 2. 
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CIP et PIE, réalisées en 2010 et 201114 et couvrant la période de programmation 2007-2010. Les 
rapports fournissent des informations sur l'état d'avancement du processus de programmation à mi-
parcours. 
 
Cet examen par les pairs a spécifiquement cherché à déterminer si la méthode d'évaluation et ses 
conclusions et recommandations étaient pertinentes et appropriées, ainsi qu'à savoir si les données 
disponibles étaient adéquates et en nombre suffisant pour mesurer les résultats obtenus par le CIP 
par rapport aux objectifs fixés. En particulier, l'évaluation du PIE a été analysée afin d'examiner 
l'incidence du programme sur l'emploi et la croissance des entreprises, la rentabilité du financement, 
l'efficacité des mesures et la promotion de l'entrepreneuriat, en particulier celui des femmes. En ce 
qui concerne le programme PIE, l'analyse par les pairs se concentre particulièrement sur les obstacles 
à la participation, la stimulation de la croissance des entreprises, le niveau de promotion de 
l'entrepreneuriat, la participation des femmes et les types de PME impliquées. 
 
Procédure d'examen par les pairs 
 
Le processus d'examen par les pairs a débuté le 15 octobre 2012 par une réunion initiale entre le 
Parlement européen et les membres de l'équipe principale du projet. Sur la base de cette discussion 
et du contenu de l'offre, un rapport individuel d'évaluation (RIE) a été créé. Par la suite, trois experts 
indépendants de l'examen par les pairs ont évalué les différents rapports du CIP et de ses 
programmes opérationnels. Les 8 et 9 novembre 2012, lors d’une réunion de retour d'informations, 
l’équipe principale et les trois experts de l'examen par les pairs ont discuté des RIE et élaboré un 
rapport d'évaluation commun (REC). Le rapport actuel a été élaboré à partir du REC et d'une 
recherche bibliographique approfondie. 
 
Évaluation du CIP 
 
Sur la base des informations tirées des rapports d'évaluations final et intermédiaire du CIP (et de ses 
programmes opérationnels PIE, TIC et EIE), la méthodologie utilisée pour les rapports d'évaluation 
s'est avérée efficace. On observe néanmoins des différences entre la méthodologie utilisée dans le 
rapport d'évaluation intermédiaire et le rapport final d'évaluation du CIP; en pratique, la 
méthodologie utilisée dans le rapport intermédiaire semble être plus applicable. 
 
En raison de la nature diverse et complexe des programmes opérationnels et de la vaste gamme 
d'activités menées, il est difficile de formuler une conclusion définitive au sujet du taux de réussite du 
programme dans sa globalité en termes de rentabilité et d'acceptation. 
 
En ce qui concerne l'efficacité des trois programmes, les résultats sont mitigés. Si l'évaluation du PIE 
est positive, et si les résultats obtenus sont confirmés par les résultats de l'évaluation, il est plus 
difficile de tirer des conclusions au sujet du TIC et de l'EIE, et la définition des "résultats attendus" 
pourrait être améliorée afin d'être plus claire.   
 
Concrètement, les principales conclusions de l'examen du CIP par les pairs sont les suivantes: 

 le programme est divisé en différentes activités non comparables, les trois programmes 
opérationnels ayant différents objectifs au niveau de leur contenu et de leurs bénéficiaires. si 
les objectifs globaux du CIP semblent plutôt homogènes, cela ne se reflète pas dans chacun 
des trois programmes. Il est par conséquent impossible de définir une incidence globale pour 

                                          
14  Conformément à l'article 8, paragraphe 4, de la décision n° 1639/2006/CE du Parlement européen et du Conseil d'octobre 2006, 

l'évaluation intermédiaire du programme-cadre devait être effectuée pour le 31 décembre 2009 et l'évaluation finale pour le 
31 décembre 2011. 
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les trois programmes opérationnels pris dans leur ensemble, notamment en raison du 
caractère trop général et diversifié des objectifs du CIP; 

 les rapports d'évaluation du CIP et de ses programmes opérationnels diffèrent au niveau de 
leur longueur, de leur méthodologie et de leurs équipes d'évaluation. Il serait souhaitable de 
fixer des exigences minimales (p.ex. durée minimale/maximale, etc.); 

 en particulier lorsque des rapports d'évaluation final et intermédiaire sont soumis dans un 
laps de temps très court (intervalle de temps entre l'évaluation finale et l'évaluation 
intermédiaire du CIP: 20 mois), il serait judicieux soit d'employer la même méthodologie, soit 
de faire appel à la même équipe d'évaluation (la deuxième solution étant la plus souhaitable). 
Cela permettrait de garantir la cohérence des approches adoptées tout en facilitant la 
comparaison des résultats et l'évaluation des progrès accomplis; 

 les rapports d'évaluation finals, bien qu'élaborés conformément à la décision n° 1639/2006/CE 
du Parlement européen et du Conseil d'octobre 2006 établissant le CIP (2007-2013), ont été 
publiés bien avant la fin des programmes eux-mêmes, couvrant seulement environ 60% de 
leurs activités; 

 différents rapports utilisent parfois différentes terminologies pour les indicateurs; 

 l'approche employée pour les indicateurs est trop complexe et pourrait être simplifiée.  
 
Évaluation du PIE 
 
Le rapport final d'évaluation du PIE fait état de plusieurs améliorations directes de la compétitivité 
des PME, notamment la fourniture d'un soutien financier et d'autres formes d'appui à l'innovation au 
sein des entreprises ainsi qu'une amélioration des perspectives de croissance à long terme des PME. 
Ce soutien provient des instruments financiers, du réseau Enterprise Europe Network, des bureaux 
d'assistance DPI et de mesures telles que l'initiative d'éco-innovation. Ces mesures s'accompagnent 
d'initiatives telles que le programme "Erasmus pour jeunes entrepreneurs", le programme "Éducation 
et formation à l'esprit d'entreprise", la promotion de l'entrepreneuriat féminin (WES - Réseau 
européen pour la promotion de l'entrepreneuriat féminin, le réseau européen d'ambassadrices de 
l'esprit d'entreprise) et la semaine européenne des PME. Citons également, parmi les activités 
politiques et de soutien menées, Europe INNOVA, PRO INNO Europe, l'Innobaromètre, le tableau de 
bord européen de l'innovation, les activités regroupées, les mesures visant des secteurs spécifiques 
ainsi que le soutien de la normalisation.   
 
En général, toutes ces mesures se sont révélées être des outils utiles pour les PME, ainsi que pour 
l'amélioration des services offerts par ces entreprises au niveau européen. Des efforts considérables 
sont néanmoins nécessaires pour soutenir les entrepreneurs pendant les toutes premières étapes du 
cycle de vie de leur entreprise, en particulier lorsqu'il s'agit de femmes entrepreneures. 
 
Concrètement, les principales conclusions relatives aux instruments financiers sont les suivantes: 

 les principaux instruments du programme PIE sont les instruments financiers (MIC – 
financement par apport de fonds propres et GPME - garanties), qui absorbent environ 53% de 
son budget; 

 le principal type de bénéficiaire ciblé par les instruments financiers est la PME comptant 
moins de 10 employés et dont le chiffre d'affaires annuel est inférieur à 100 000 euros. Le 
secteur bénéficiant le plus souvent de mesures de soutien est le secteur manufacturier. On 
observe une différence entre l'âge des entreprises bénéficiaires du MIC (pourcentage plus 
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élevé d'entreprises de plus de 5 ans) et celui des bénéficiaires du GPME, surtout en ce qui 
concerne les micro-crédits du GPME (pourcentage considérablement plus élevé d'entreprises 
bénéficiaires de moins de 5 ans); 

 les PME bénéficiaires sont principalement dirigées par des hommes: les femmes bénéficiaires 
n'ont pas été suffisamment recherchées, sauf en ce qui concerne les micro-crédits du GPME 
(35% de femmes bénéficiaires); 

 dans les résultats de l'enquête, 94% des personnes interrogées au sujet du MIC et 76% de 
celles interrogées au sujet du GPME ont fait état d'une influence "très positive" ou "assez 
positive", indiquant ainsi une incidence positive des mesures du MIC et du GPME sur la 
croissance des entreprises. Les bénéficiaires ont également reconnu l'importance de l'effet de 
levier; 

 pour les deux mesures, MIC et GPME, la demande de financement est supérieure aux fonds 
disponibles; 

 des discussions parallèles portant sur les indicateurs applicables sont en cours dans différents 
domaines politiques. La Commission européenne élabore actuellement le cadre stratégique 
commun, qui inclura les fonds structurels. À l'intérieur de ces fonds, des instruments 
financiers similaires sont en cours de développement dans chaque programme opérationnel 
au niveau des États membres (COM (2011) 615 final/2, article 32);  

 le délai de signature des contrats dans le cadre du GPME était de moins de 90 jours, tandis 
qu'il était généralement plus long que 90 jours pour le MIC: cette différence n'a pas été 
expliquée plus en détail. 

 
Concrètement, les principales conclusions relatives aux autres instruments sont les suivantes: 

 le PIE couvre toute une gamme d'autres mesures de service et de soutien ainsi qu'un certain 
nombre d'actions diverses souvent difficiles à mesurer; 

 les clients ont formulé de nombreuses demandes pour toutes sortes d'informations publiées 
(sites web, publications, etc.), d'évènements, de services de renseignements généraux, de 
soutien à la recherche et à l'innovation et de services de partenariat;  

 le réseau European Enterprise Network a connu un succès particulièrement notable, selon les 
enquêtes réalisées auprès des clients. 
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Recommandations 
 
La quantité et les différents formats des données tirées des différents rapports de la Commission 
européenne (programmes de travail, rapports d'exécution et rapports de performance) ont été 
soulignés par les experts de l'examen par les pairs. Les rapports d'évaluation préparés au nom de la 
Commission européenne fournissent une quantité non négligeable d'informations; néanmoins, le 
niveau de précision varie d'un rapport à l'autre et on observe un certain manque d'exhaustivité. Dans 
certains cas, il existe un manque de cohérence entre les rapports décrivant le budget ou les activités. 
Plus précisément, les chiffres n'ont pas été analysés de manière approfondie tout au long des 
rapports d'évaluation et la comparabilité des indicateurs est compromise par un manque de données. 
Dès lors, afin de faciliter le suivi et l'évaluation du programme, il est recommandé de fournir un 
aperçu des différentes lignes budgétaires et des changements apportés à différentes mesures (p.ex. 
dans des tableaux). 
 
Sur la base des conclusions des évaluations du CIP et du PIE, les 22 recommandations suivantes ont 
été formulées par les experts de l'examen par les pairs, en collaboration avec l'équipe principale du 
projet.  
 

1. le terme "rapport d'évaluation final" est trompeur, bien qu'il s'agisse d'un document élaboré 
conformément à la décision n° 1639/2006/CE du Parlement européen et du Conseil 
d'octobre 2006 établissant le CIP (2007-2013), étant donné que le CIP est toujours en cours. Il 
aurait été plus judicieux d'appeler ce rapport le "deuxième rapport intermédiaire". En outre, le 
précédent rapport intermédiaire ayant été publié moins de deux ans auparavant, les seules 
informations nouvelles qui ont pu en être tirées étaient d'importance mineure. 

2. le calendrier de l'évaluation séquencée doit être soigneusement établi. En cas d'évaluation 
séquencée, faire appel à la même équipe d'évaluation peut améliorer l'efficacité et la cohérence 
de l'évaluation. Par ailleurs, la cohérence dans la méthodologie générale d'évaluation serait utile. 

3. En ce qui concerne le volume des rapports, il est recommandé de limiter le nombre de pages de 
chacun d'entre eux et/ou d'ajouter des annexes, ainsi que de fournir un résumé complet. 

4. S'agissant des indicateurs, l'approche devrait être simplifiée, de manière à ne définir que des 
indicateurs pour les intrants, les produits directs, le résultat (indicateurs à court terme) et l'impact 
dans l'UE (indicateurs à long terme). Un ensemble standard d'indicateurs de suivi 
(intrants/produits, résultats, impact) devrait être défini avant le début du programme. 

5. L'impact devrait être mesuré à trois niveaux: 

 au niveau de l'UE, "l'impact dans l'UE": des indicateurs macroéconomiques reflétant les 
objectifs du programme; 

 au niveau du programme, "les PRODUITS (par rapport aux INTRANTS) et le RÉSULTAT": p.ex. 
les contrats ou projets soumis, sélectionnés et exécutés; les activités menées à terme, p.ex. le 
nombre d'évènements organisés. 

 au niveau des entreprises/bénéficiaires, "INFORMATIONS COMPLÉMENTAIRES": celles-ci 
devraient permettre d'obtenir un panorama complet de l'impact du programme (dimension, 
secteur, âge de la société, etc.) 

6. Il conviendrait de réfléchir sérieusement à la mesurabilité des indicateurs relatifs à "l'impact dans 
l'UE" au cours du cycle de vie d'un tel programme, et en particulier à la meilleure manière de 
réaliser cette mesure. 
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7. Si l'impact sur les bénéficiaires individuels est mesuré, il y aura lieu de collecter des données 
relatives à au moins deux (de préférence trois) dates différentes dans une fourchette de 4 ans. 

8. Les indicateurs prévus doivent être basés sur une analyse réaliste et ajustés en fonction du 
budget disponible. Ils doivent être mesurables au cours du cycle de vie du programme. Ils seront 
également pertinents, spécifiques, réalistes, clairement définis, validés et accessibles.  

9. Il convient de réduire la complexité et la diversification du programme ainsi que de simplifier la 
logique d'intervention, qui sera utilisée pour l'ensemble des programmes opérationnels.  

10. Il est nécessaire de renforcer les liens, les interactions, la coordination et la coopération entre les 
acteurs locaux et régionaux responsables de la mise en œuvre opérationnelle des différents 
programmes et initiatives afin de fournir un soutien efficace aux bénéficiaires. 

11. Plusieurs directions générales de la Commission européenne ont actuellement le même débat 
concernant les indicateurs utilisés pour d'autres instruments politiques de l'UE. Il est fortement 
recommandé de combiner ces débats redondants, afin de définir des indicateurs globaux 
adaptés à tous les programmes ciblant les mêmes bénéficiaires. Cela vaut particulièrement pour 
la coordination et la coopération avec la politique de cohésion de l'UE. 

12. Le délai entre l'approbation et la réception des fonds proprement dite n'a pas pu être clairement 
défini. Il convient de clarifier ce point dans l'évaluation et de le souligner comme étant l'un des 
grands obstacles à la réussite du programme. Les fonds reçus qui mettent plus de 90 jours à 
arriver ne sont pas adaptés à ce type de bénéficiaires. Il convient dès lors de réduire de manière 
considérable le délai entre la signature du contrat et le paiement.  

13. Afin d'en savoir davantage sur les obstacles auxquels sont confrontés les bénéficiaires, il y a lieu 
de réaliser une enquête spécifique ciblant les bénéficiaires potentiels ayant demandé des 
informations, mais pas encore soumis de demande. Un certain nombre d'enquêtes ont été 
réalisées à ce sujet pour d'autres programmes et devraient constituer la base d'une analyse 
consacrée au PIE (p.ex. Parlement européen 2011: Obstacles rencontrés par les candidats aux 
Fonds structurels15; Impact and effectiveness of the Structural Funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs 
in the regions16; Commission européenne: rapports Flash Eurobaromètre). 

14. Plusieurs études ont souligné qu'en vue d'encourager les entrepreneurs, les instruments d'aide 
financière devraient être davantage orientés vers les risques. De simples crédits ne sont pas 
attrayants à ce stade du cycle de vie de l'entreprise17.  

15. Les services d'assistance et les activités en réseau ont été considérés comme utiles et devraient 
être maintenus dans le futur programme COSME. 

16. Une analyse distincte de l'efficacité des différentes activités sectorielles à l'intérieur du PIE (p.ex. 
secteur du tourisme, industrie agroalimentaire) pourrait améliorer la qualité de l'évaluation. 

17. Il serait utile d'envisager la définition d'un concept de "point d'entrée virtuel unique pour les 
PME" associant les points forts du réseau EEN qui rencontrent un franc succès et du réseau de 

                                          
15  Parlement européen (2011), Obstacles rencontrés par les candidats aux Fonds structurels, étude, direction générale des politiques 

internes, département thématique B: politiques structurelles et de cohésion, développement régional, Metis GmbH, 
IP/B/REGI/FWC/2010-002/Lot1/C1/SC2, Vienne 15/02/2012. 

16  Parlement européen (2011), Impact and effectiveness of the structural funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the regions, direction 
générale des politiques internes, département thématique B: politiques structurelles et de cohésion, développement régional, Metis 
GmbH, IP/B/REGI/FWC/2010-002/LOT1/C1/SC1, Vienne 17/10/2011. 

17  Parlement européen (2011), Impact and effectiveness of the structural funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the regions, Vienne 
17/10/2011, p. 31 et suivantes. 
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points de contact nationaux . Toutefois, les deux réseaux devraient rester indépendants afin de 
conserver les compétences requises. 

18. La semaine européenne des PME vaut la peine d'être maintenue lors de la prochaine période de 
programmation. Elle pourrait également servir d'outil de retour d'informations pour la 
Commission européenne. 

19. Il conviendrait de mieux associer et coordonner les activités éducatives et l'EIT (Institut européen 
pour la technologie et l'innovation).  

20. Les initiatives ayant trait aux femmes et à l'entrepreneuriat devraient faire l'objet d'un suivi, mais 
aussi tenir compte du problème clé qui est celui du rapport entre l'accueil des enfants et 
l'entrepreneuriat. 

21. Le soutien apporté aux PME devrait être mieux structuré en fonction de la taille de l'entreprise, 
du secteur industriel où elle évolue, de son niveau d'innovation et de ses capacités de recherche 
internes, de son âge, de sa situation géographique et de l'avancement de son cycle de vie, 
conformément à des objectifs globaux définis de manière mesurable. 

22. Selon l'actuelle proposition de règlement concernant le programme COSME, les futurs 
instruments financiers destinés aux PME seront financés conjointement par COSME et le 
programme Horizon 202018. Il convient soit de réglementer la gestion commune séparément en 
créant un cadre juridique distinct, soit de concentrer l'aide aux PME dans un seul programme 
(p.ex. le COSME). 

 
 

                                          
18  Commission européenne (2011), Dossier "Recherche, innovation et compétitivité", Proposition de règlement du Parlement européen et du 

Conseil établissant un programme pour la compétitivité des entreprises et les petites et moyennes entreprises (2014-2020), COM(2011) 
834 final, 2011/0394 (COD), Bruxelles, 30.11.2011, p. 7. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The study, which is based on the request of the CONT Committee of the European Parliament and has 
been contracted by Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs, assesses the evaluation reports of the 
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP) in a peer review process. In particular, 
the study  
 

 examines the effects of the individual programmes and incentives for new entrepreneurs 
created by the CIP;  

 evaluates whether the aim of the CIP to foster higher competitiveness and innovation could 
be reached; and  

 ascertains whether the impacts of the CIP were substantial.  
 
To date, several comprehensive evaluations of the CIP and its specific programmes have been 
undertaken, and several reports have been provided. In the process of better-targeting SMEs with 
European policy instruments, the question has arisen of whether the commonly-used evaluation 
methods are suitable for assessing the effectiveness of SME support.  
 
In this respect, a peer review process19 was launched to assess the evaluation reports elaborated for 
the CIP. The peer review process enables a precise analysis of all relevant assessments of the CIP, the 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (EIP), the Information Communication Technologies 
Policy Support Programme (ICT-PSP) and the Intelligent Energy Europe Programme (IEE) (hereafter 
referred to as ‘operational programmes’). 
 
The assessment was designed in two parts: 
 

 The first part covers the CIP in general and the assessment of its evaluation reports in 
particular.  

 The second part covers the impact assessment of one operational programme of the CIP, the 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (EIP). This operational programme covers 
specific instruments that will be assessed for their suitability and accessibility for SMEs and 
their results in terms of SME support.  

 
Both parts of the assessment include a review by a peer expert group based on the prepared 
questionnaire, the Individual Assessment Report (IAR) (see Annex), and the compilation of additional 
relevant material. The peer review process concluded with a general discussion between the peer 
review experts after having summarised the results of their IAR and prepared a Common Assessment 
Report (CAR) together with a literature review.  
 
1.1 Assessment process 
 
The assessment commenced with an inception meeting between the European Parliament and two 
members of the core team on 15 October 2012. The questionnaire for the Individual Assessment 
Report was subsequently prepared on the basis of the initial questions in the Tender of the European 
Parliament.  
 

                                          
19  A peer review is a documented, critical review performed by experts, defined in the USNRC report as ‘a person having technical 

expertise in the subject matter to be reviewed (or a subset of the subject matter to be reviewed) to a degree at least equivalent to that 
needed for the original work’, who are independent of the work being reviewed. The peer's independence from the work being 
reviewed means that the peer (i) was not involved as a participant, supervisor, technical reviewer, or advisor in the work being 
reviewed, and (ii) as far as is reasonably practicable, has sufficient freedom from funding considerations to ensure that the work is 
impartially reviewed (National Academy of Sciences, 2012). 
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The first phase of the peer review process covered the elaboration of the Individual Peer Review 
Assessment Reports (IAR) by the peer review experts. The IAR was based on the questionnaire 
designed by the core team of the study, aligned in this process by the peers individually assessing all 
relevant data over a 2-week period.  
 
The second part of the process consisted of the compilation of the individual reports and a 2-day 
feedback meeting with participation of the three peer review experts and members of the core team 
on 8/9 November 2012. The main conclusion and results were discussed in more detail, and the result 
of this second part of the process was the Common Peer Review Assessment Report (CAR). The 
literature review, together with the results of the 2-day feedback meeting and the CAR, form the basis 
of this report.  
 
Figure 1: Assessment process 
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Source: Metis GmbH. 
 
1.2 Peer review Experts 
 
The core team consists of the project director, the project leader and one senior expert. It provides 
specific expertise for the tasks of the study and its policy background. All of the core team members 
are very familiar with the topics of the CIP and the specifics of the EIP. They developed the study 
design and established the set of questions (IAR), including the necessary platform to support the 
peer review experts. The core team was responsible for drafting the interim report. The members of 
the core team are Ingrid Bauer, Christine Hamza and Herta Tödtling-Schönhofer. 
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The project director, Herta Tödtling-Schönhofer, was responsible for moderation of the feedback 
meeting in Vienna. She is a specialist in evaluation methodologies of EU programmes and SME 
support, and she monitored the peer review process. Ingrid Bauer prepared the peer review reports 
and assumed the role of rapporteur in the feedback meeting in Vienna. She has substantial 
knowledge of European innovation and research programmes. Christine Hamza was responsible for 
background information regarding SMEs and European funding.  
 
The experts involved in the peer review (hereafter referred to as ‘peer review experts’) are Prof. 
Manfred Horvat, Prof. Tea Petrin and Giel Dubbeld, with collective experience in the field of CIP and 
the Research Framework Programme, evaluation and EU funding programmes for SMEs in general. 
The experts assessed the EIP and the evaluations in two phases conducted by the core team. 
 
Manfred Horvat has extensive knowledge and experience in evaluation, monitoring, and impact 
assessments of EU RTD programmes and other programmes/initiatives. He was recently rapporteur of 
the Expert Group on Synergies between FP7, the CIP and Structural Funds. 
 
Tea Petrin is Professor of Economics and Entrepreneurship and was previously Minister for Economic 
Affairs (1999-2004). She has in-depth knowledge of lifecycles, support for enterprises and 
entrepreneurs, and economic questions in general. 
 
Giel Dubbeld has substantial experience in working with the CIP programme and its forerunner 
programme as coordinator of the Enterprise Europe Network in the Netherlands, as well as other 
SME-related programmes such as Eurostars and the Framework Programmes for Research.  
 
1.3 Structure of the report 
 
The report is structured according to the two stages of the peer review.  
 
Background information: the section on background information briefly explains the CIP and its 
particular character. Furthermore, the chapter summarises the main characteristics of SMEs in Europe. 
Lastly, a short introduction to the new COSME programme is provided.  
 
CIP Assessment: the chapter on the CIP assessment covers the evaluation of the CIP framework 
programme and its operational programmes. However, the main aim of the chapter is to give an 
impression of the key issues for improvement in evaluations and the lessons to be learned.  
 
EIP Assessment: this chapter summarises the different and very heterogeneous measures of the EIP 
and draws a picture of the main evaluation issues. The chapter also provides conclusions relevant for 
the new COSME programme.  
 
Conclusions and Recommendations: based on the preceding chapters, this final chapter 
summarises the main conclusions of the peer review and the most important recommendations 
made by the peer review experts. Those recommendations should facilitate the better 
implementation and monitoring of the COSME programme.  
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2 BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
This chapter summarises the key issues regarding SMEs, and it introduces the main innovation and 
support programmes relevant for SMEs and the current programme preparation phase for the 2014-
2020 funding period. It also provides a summary of the main content of the relevant reports covering 
the Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) outcomes. Furthermore, the chapter provides 
a short description of the status of the future COSME programme. 
 
2.1 Small and Medium-sized Enterprises in Europe (SMEs)  
 
It is already widely accepted that small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are a fundamental 
feature of the European economy, creating more than 70% of the jobs in Europe. The definition of 
SMEs by the European Commission currently relates to size and turnover of private organisations 
(see Table 1). 
 
Table 1: Enterprise by size classification 

Category Headcount Turnover or Balance sheet total 

Medium-sized < 250 ≤ € 50m  ≤ € 43m 

Small < 50 ≤ € 10m  ≤ € 10m 

Micro < 10 ≤ € 2m  ≤ € 2m 
Source: European Commission (2003) Recommendation concerning the definition of micro, small and medium-sized enterprises 
(2003/361/EC). 
 
This definition does not acknowledge other significant differences in European SMEs. The 
heterogeneity of SMEs encompasses attributes such as industrial sector, lifecycle stage, and 
geographical position.20 Particular emphasis must be placed on the fact that specific internal and 
external development factors influence SMEs in specific lifecycle stages.21  
 
With regard to SMEs involved in innovation and research, the generalisation is even less appropriate. 
SMEs involved at the leading edge in innovation and research do not form the majority of SMEs in 
Europe. Whereas 70% of SMEs are involved in some form of innovation in daily processes, only 3% are 
involved in leading-edge research.22   
 
Considering this fact, it must be recognised even at the political level that innovative SMEs are not 
exclusively high-tech and high-growth shooting stars, but instead a majority of SMEs work with new 
technology in their daily processes. The consequence for the policy perspective, when it relates to 
designing support instruments, has to be increased acknowledgement of the heterogeneity of SMEs, 
as well as recognition of the practical level of innovation in SMEs. Policy instruments should 
concentrate on the key obstacles that SMEs face when targeting innovation. A recent survey 
conducted by Innovation Management identified the six most critical barriers hindering 
innovation in SMEs:23  

                                          
20  European Parliament (2011), Impact and Effectiveness of Structural Funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the Region, Directorate General 

For Internal Policies Policy Department B: Structural And Cohesion Policies Regional Development, Brussels 2011, p. 29. 
21  European Parliament (2011), Impact and Effectiveness of structural funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the Region, p. 26. 
22  ECORYS Brussels NV in partnership with IDEA Consult NV (2012), Towards Sustainable Industrial Competitiveness, Policy Issues paper to EU 

Ministers of Industry, Part II A SMEs, Innovation and Growth, Brussels, 18th June 2010, p. 4. 
23  Innovation Management, Technopolis Group (2011), Feasibility study on new forms of EU support to Member States and Regions to foster 

SMEs Innovation Capacity, Final Report to tender Nº 55/PP/ENT/CIP/10/F/S01C016, November 2011, p. 37. 
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 Shortage of own financial resources for innovation; 
 Difficulties in access to finance and innovation project funding; 
 Shortage of skills in innovation management; 
 Shortage of skills to manage IP and knowledge; 
 Weaknesses in networking and cooperation with external parties; 
 Insufficient use of public procurement to foster innovation in SMEs. 

 
These barriers are not unknown, and several instruments specifically target these barriers, but there is 
still potential for improvement. The first factor is that support instruments still concentrate on high-
growth companies and do not acknowledge other forms of innovation; second, the heterogeneity of 
SMEs is not sufficiently in focus when support actions are prepared; and third, entrepreneurs with 
ideas are reluctant to use repayable loans rather than direct funding. Funding schemes and financial 
instruments would have much more impact by taking into account differences in the lifecycle as well 
as the degree of use of innovation and the associated needs and challenges (see Figure 2).24 
 
Figure 2: Lifecycle stages of SMEs  

 
Source: Metis 2012 - adaptation of Greiner’s lifecycle model. 

Future policy instruments supporting SMEs (Cohesion Policy, Horizon 2020, COSME) would gain value 
if better adjusted. Acceptance of the heterogeneity of SMEs and their development intentions would 
influence future SME-targeted funding more substantially. 
 
2.2 Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP)  
 
The Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) running from 2007 to 2013 has an allocated 
budget of €3,6 bn. This amount cannot be compared with other EU funding programmes for that 
period such as the 7th Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development (FP7) 
with a total budget of over €50 bn (plus €5 bn Euratom)25 or the EU Cohesion Policy instruments 
providing some €86 bn to R&D and innovation26. Nevertheless, one of the pillars of the CIP, namely 
the programme for entrepreneurship and innovation (EIP), is the most important European 
instrument targeting SMEs and their innovation activities.  
 

                                          
24  European Parliament (2011), Impact and Effectiveness of structural funds and EU policies aimed at SMEs in the Regions, p. 29. 
25  Statement of estimates of the European Commission for the financial year 2013,  SEC(2012) 270 - May 2012, Annex IV 
26  European Commission, Cohesion Policy 2007-2013: Research and Innovation  

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/activity/statistics/2007_rd.pdf 



The Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP) – Peer Review 
 

 35 

The CIP consists of three operational programmes, as illustrated in Figure 3: 
 

 The Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (EIP) includes specific actions to foster the 
competitiveness of enterprises - in particular of SMEs - and to contribute to the 
implementation of the Environmental Technologies Action Plan (ETAP), and it is open to all 
legal entities. 

 The Information and Communication Technologies Policy Support Programme (ICT-PSP) 
provides EU funding to support the realisation of the Digital Agenda for Europe and is open 
to all legal entities. 

 The Intelligent Energy Europe Programme (IEE) supports EU energy efficiency and renewable 
energy policies, with a view to reaching the EU 2020 targets, and it is open to all legal entities. 

 
Figure 3: Three pillars of the CIP  

A) Access to finance for the start-up and 
growth of SMEs and investment in 
innovation activities

D) Entrepreneurship and innovation culture

E) Eco-Innovation

C) All forms of innovation in enterprises

B) Creation of an environment favourable 
for SME cooperation, particularly in the 
field of cross-border cooperation.

EIP
Entrepreneurship & Innovation Programme

EEN
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ICT
Information 

Communication 
Technologies

Pilot projects 
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Innovative ICT 
based services
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Promoting
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energy 

IEE
Intelligent 

Energy Europe
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F) Enterprise and innovation related 
economic and administrative reform

 
Source: The Austrian Research Promotion Agency (FFG), 2011. 

The original budgetary breakdown into specific programmes according to Annex I of the Decision 
1639/2006, should follow a 60/20/20% distribution, and this has been fulfilled (see Figure 3). 
 
In general, there are not many synergies between the three pillars due to the fact that the three 
operational programmes have completely different objectives with regard to content and 
beneficiaries. This is because the CIP represents a practical combination of operational programmes 
that were previously developed and implemented separately. The fragmented character of the 
programme continues in the way it is presented in various media and reports. For example the 
operational programmes ICT-PSP, IEE and Eco-innovation as a part of the EIP are open to all legal 
entities and have very few specific actions for SMEs. But the EIP focuses on SMEs with financial 
instruments that support innovation in small and medium-sized enterprises.  
 
The following tables (Table 2 and Table 3 and also Figure 4) should provide an overview of the 
different budget lines of the EIP, which follow the six core objectives of the programme (A-F). The 
`Support Measures´ referred to in (G) are additional supporting activities for the programme:  
 
A) Facilitate access to finance for the start-up and growth of SMEs and investment in innovation 

activities 
B) Create an environment favourable for SME cooperation, particularly in the field of cross-border 

cooperation 
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C) All forms of innovation in enterprises 
D) Support eco-Innovation (activities under ‘A’ are not taken into consideration) 
E) Promote an entrepreneurship and innovation culture 
F) Promote enterprise and innovation-related economic and administrative reform 
G) Support Measures 
 
This logic has been followed in several reports of the European Commission, which were prepared 
according to the Decision No 1639/2006/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 
October 2006 establishing CIP (2007 to 2013), the annual work programmes and implementation 
reports and one performance report for the 2007-2010 period.  
 
The European Commission has periodically decided the actual budget. This is documented in the 
annual work programmes (see Table 2: total allocated), whereas the annual implementation report 
provides information about the budget used in reality (Table 2: total committed). For the years 2012 
and 2013, the implementation reports are not yet (January 2013) finalised. All other figures in Table 2 
are in accordance with the relevant implementation report. 
 
Table 2: Comparison of Total Allocated/Committed budget of EIP in million Euros  

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total 

Total allocated 269,07** 290,40 318,52 314,70 332,40 356,4 376,2 2.257,7 

Total committed 266,98 288,86 312,11 311,19 351,18 356,4* 376,2* 2.262,9 

of this 

Financ. instruments 145,34 151,18 160,44 168,51 188,05 181,75 214,9 995,3 

EEN (incl. EIC 2007) 86,94 82,75 21,11 68,21 48,83 51,1 49,4 358,9 

Eco-innovation 0 27,85 32,15 35,02 37,44 35 36,1 167,5 

Others 29,7 19,78 91,49 32,55 68,46 74,55 68,1 316,5 

Support Measures 5 7,3 6,92 6,9 8,4 9,4 7,7 43,9 

Source: Implementation reports of EIP 2007-2011 and EIP work programme 2007-2013. 
* According to the relevant work programme. 
** According to the relevant implementation report. 

Another source for budget information is the performance report of the EIP, which gives a mid-term 
reflection on the activities carried out in the first period of the EIP, 2007-2010 (4-year programme 
duration). In addition, the final evaluation report of the EIP and the ‘Evaluation report of the indicators 
of the EIP’ provide budgetary information about this period. Nevertheless there are differences in the 
budget figures used in different reports.27  
 
This is probably also a consequence of the insufficient budget overviews in the European Commission 
reports, which leads to erroneous interpretations. This is especially true in the implementation reports 
and the performance report. Furthermore, programme periods, budget lines and related activities are 
sometimes not aligned and vary in the different reports (e.g. the SME Performance Review). All these 
factors make the quantitative analysis difficult. It should also be mentioned that no work programme 
for 2007 is officially available on the CIP webpage. 
 

                                          
27  Final Evaluation report of the indicators of EIP, p. 10, and various budget lines of the EIP performance report, p. 6 ff. 
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As a consequence the budget information of the different activities shown in Table 3 is based on the 
implementation reports for the years 2007-2011 and the work programmes of 2012 and 2013 (as the 
implementation reports for 2012 and 2013 are yet not available). 
 
Table 3: EIP structure and instruments 

Budget Line Type of instrument 
Budget 
2007-12* 
(m €) 

% 

Access to finance for start-up and growth of SMEs and 
investment in innovation activities 

 1.216,1 53,8 

EIP financial instruments for SMEs  Financial Support 1.210,2  

 
Equity financing: Risk capital for innovative SMEs in their 
early stages (GIF1), Risk capital for SMEs with high growth 
potential in their expansion phase (GIF2) 

  

 
Guarantees (SMEG): The SME guarantee facility loan 
guarantees, micro-credit - guarantees equity and quasi-
equity guarantees, securitisation guarantees 

SME financial support 
with repayable loans 
and guarantees   

Improving policies on financing innovation in SMEs Policy implementation  5,9  

Creation of an environment favourable for SME 
cooperation, particularly in the field of cross-border 
cooperation 

 483,0 21,4 

Business Support Services  

Enterprise Europe Network (and previous EIC Network): 
Network grants and animation Service 

408,4  

Accessible Intellectual Property: IPR Helpdesk, China IPR 
Helpdesk, Patent service 

Service 25,5  

Sector-specific actions  

Enhancing competitiveness and sustainability for European 
tourism 

Policy implementation 19,0  

Networks for the construction sector, the agro-food industry, 
Defence SMEs in the Internal Market. 

Policy implementation 18,5  

Other actions to create an environment favourable to SMEs  

SME and craft enterprises’ participation in European 
Standardisation 

Policy implementation 9,7  

Policy-relevant research, European Statute of Cooperatives, 
Your Business Service 1,9  

All forms of innovation in enterprises  202,5 9,0 

Innovation policy development  

Innovation policy monitoring and performance analysis 
(European Innovation Scoreboard, Innobarometer, Innovation 
Policy Trend Chart, Regional Innovation Monitor, INNO-Grips, 
INNOVA Conference   etc.) 

Policy implementation, 
service, monitoring 

22,3  

Lead Market initiatives: Raw Materials, Water-Efficient Europe, 
Network of eco-innovative actors, construction industry, Agro-
food industry etc. 

Policy implementation 
17,8  
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European Creative industries alliance (2011) Policy implementation 9,6  
Innovation policy and experimentation (design innovation, 
social innovation, study on future innovation programmes) 

Policy implementation 6,2  

Best practices and testing of innovation policy tools and support services  

PRO INNO EUROPE: Fostering trans-national cooperation INNO 
Nets etc. and other Cluster Activities  

Policy implementation, 
pilot projects 

37,8  

EUROPE INNOVA (PPP) Policy implementation 34,8  

Promote ICT, E-skills and E-business  

ICT uptake Policy implementation 9,3  
E-skills Policy implementation 11,4  
Key Enabling Technologies Policy implementation 9,5  
Global Digital Supply Chains, Sectoral E-business watch Policy implementation 4,6  
Mobile and mobility industries alliance  Grants  12,4  
Supporting public procurement of innovative solutions  Grants 24,5  
Promotion of electric vehicle technologies Policy implementation 2,3  

Eco-innovation  212,9 9,4 

First Application and market replication projects Pilot projects 199,6  
Sustainable industrial policy (sectoral approaches, Building on 
the Eco-design Directive, Fostering International Climate 
Change Policy) 

Pilot projects 
5,8  

EU Environmental Technology Verification  Pilot projects 3,0  

Entrepreneurship and innovation culture  55,0 2,4 

Actions to promote entrepreneurship among target groups  

Young people and educational activities (Study, Technical 
Reports, Workshops and Call for proposals) 

Service, Grants 7,1  

Female Entrepreneurship (European Network of Female 
Entrepreneurship Ambassadors, European Network of Mentors 
for Women Entrepreneurs, European Network to Promote 
Women’s Entrepreneurship): 2009/2010 

Service 
3,8 

 

 

Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs 2012 Grants 8,8  
European SME Week Service 8,8  
SME Performance Review Service 7,4  
Transfer of Business and others Service 9,2  

Better policies and regulations  
Simplification of start-up procedures, Think Small First, SMEs 
access to public procurement: 2007, 2009 

Service 2,1  

Awareness-raising of small business issues  

Promotion of exchange of best practices (conferences etc.) Service 0,8  
European Enterprise Awards Grants 1,6  

Others  

Study on SME organisations’ representatives, etc. Service 0,4  
Fostering Cooperate Social Responsibility (CSR) Policy implementation 5,3  
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Enterprise and innovation-related economic and 
administrative reform 

 39,7 1,8 

Promoting regulatory reform  (Action programme on reducing 
administrative burden) 

Policy implementation 18,9  

Small Business Act (SBA) implementation including the SME 
Performance Review 

Service 11,4  

Awareness-Raising and International Cooperation in the field of 
Enterprise Policy (Turkey, West-Balkan, EuroMed) 

Service 9,4  

Support Measures  51,6 2,3 

Communication and information services of CIP, Call for Tenders 
on specific issues, Better regulation Calls, Conferences and 
workshops. 

Services, Policy 
implementation, Grants 

  

TOTAL  2.260,8 100 

Source: Annual EIP implementation reports 2007-2011, work programme 2012. Discrepancies are due to blurring 
overall budget and budget lines. 

According to the annual work programmes, the budget of the activities financed between 2007 and 
2013 concentrates mainly on financial instruments for SMEs. 
 
Figure 4: Financial distribution  
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Source: Estimate based on annual EIP work programmes 2008-2013.28 

The general intention and trend of the EIP obviously focus on financial support for SMEs:  about 53% 
of the budget is foreseen for financial instruments (A). 
 
The second-largest budget share is allocated to supporting platforms for SMEs to access international 
markets and other business activities and tasks such as the IPR Helpdesk, the China IPR Helpdesk and 
the Europe Enterprise Network. Almost one-quarter of the funding is designated to this kind of 
activities (B), especially to the EEN. 
 

                                          
28  European Commission (2012), Work programmes and support measures of different CIP programmes, 

available at: http://ec.europa.eu/cip/documents/work-programmes/index_en.htm. 
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Another main focus is placed on initiatives related to policy implementation and pilot actions for 
innovation in enterprises. The latter includes supporting and promoting KETs and e-skills, the EUROPE 
Innova and PRO INNO initiative, and monitoring the innovative development of SMEs (European 
Innovation Scoreboard, Innobarometer, Trent chart etc.) About 9% of the budget is designated for 
these activities (C). 
 
Special initiatives were provided to promote target groups such as Women's Entrepreneurship 
(Network of female entrepreneur ambassadors, European Network), the ERASMUS for Young 
Entrepreneur Initiative, and an Entrepreneurship Education Call etc. The annual SME weeks are also 
funded by this instrument. About 3% of the budget is allocated for this kind of activities (E). 
 
The ‘Action programme on reducing administrative burden’ was financed under the headline 
‘administrative reform’. About 3% of the budget was allocated to administrative issues (F). 
Eco-innovation is more of a horizontal instrument which partly refers to other financial sources for 
realising eco-innovation in SMEs (D). About 9% of the budget is allocated to eco-innovation. 
 
The CIP and its three operational programmes will be finalised in 2013, and yet substantial 
evaluations have already been conducted on behalf of the European Commission for each of the 
three operational programmes to ensure an in-depth discussion for the successor programme. To 
date, an interim evaluation report of the CIP was elaborated by GHK Consulting Ltd and 
Technopolis in March 2010, and a final evaluation report was elaborated by CSES in December 2011. 
In addition, an interim evaluation report and a final evaluation report related to all three operational 
programmes have been prepared on behalf of the European Commission. 
 
2.3 The future of European innovation and SME support  
 
The preparation of the new financial perspective 2014-2020, which includes the CIP as well as other 
SME support programmes, has triggered discussion about the suitability of the existing programme, 
the lessons to be learned, and possible gaps in the financial and non-financial support of SMEs. 
 
The preparation for the future funding period has already started with several legislative proposals by 
the European Commission, which are currently under consideration by the European Parliament and 
the Council, following the ordinary procedure in accordance with the provisions of the Lisbon Treaty. 
 
The future programming period will include some significant changes. In particular, the future 
funding landscape should be more homogeneous, and synergies should be better utilised in a 
common strategic framework.29 
 
The European Commission has proposed a major programme for research and innovation, ‘Horizon 
2020 - The Framework for Research and Innovation 2014-2020’, with a planned budget of €87,740 bn. 
Horizon 2020 will include – besides the successor elements of FP7 – some elements of the previous 
CIP such as the IEE (Intelligent Energy Europe) Programme.30  
 
The actual successor of the CIP will be the ‘Programme for the Competitiveness of Enterprises and 
small and medium-sized enterprises (COSME) 2014-2020,’31 with a planned budget of €2,522 bn. The 
proposal of the European Commission is based on a public consultation via an online survey, a public 

                                          
29  European Commission (2010), The EU Budget Review. COM(2010) 700 final, Brussels, 19.10.2010; European Commission: A Budget for 

Europe 2020. Part I. COM(2011) 500 final, Brussels, 29.6.2011. 
30  European Commission (2011b), Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing Horizon 2020 - The 

Framework Programme for Research and Innovation (2014-2020), COM(2011) 809 final 2011/0401, Brussels, 30.11.2011. 
31  European Commission (2011), Research, Innovation and Competitiveness Package Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament 

and of the Council establishing a Programme for the Competitiveness of Enterprises and small and medium-sized enterprises (2014-
2020), COM(2011) 834 final  2011/0394 (COD), Brussels, 30.11.2011. 
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conference, and meetings with representatives of Member States in the EIP Committee and the Joint 
Meeting of the CIP Committee and the CIP Strategic Advisory Board (STRABO). It should start on 1 
January 2014. 
 
According to the EC proposal, the measures of the COSME programme should target (i) 
entrepreneurs, in particular SMEs, which will benefit from easier access to funding for their business, 
(ii) citizens who want to become self-employed and face difficulties in setting up or developing their 
own business, and (iii) Member States' authorities, which will be better assisted in their efforts to 
elaborate and implement effective policy reform.  
 
Its objectives to date are: (i) to improve access to finance for SMEs in the form of equity and debt; (ii) 
to improve access to markets inside the Union and globally: growth-oriented business support 
services will be provided via the Enterprise Europe Network to facilitate business expansion in the 
Single Market; and (iii) to promote entrepreneurship: activities will include developing 
entrepreneurial skills and attitudes, especially among new entrepreneurs, young people and 
women.32  
 
From that, it is clear that the new programme will substantially cover the elements of the current 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (EIP) with a clear focus on growth rather than 
innovation and particularly ‘access to financial instruments’ and ‘the Enterprise Europe Network’,33 
but exclude the eco-innovation part. 
 
The draft regulation proposes to support SMEs with financial instruments managed by the Executive 
Agencies for Competitiveness and Innovation (EACI). The idea is to combine innovative support 
funded by Horizon 2020 and support oriented towards growth funded by COSME. The joint support 
for venture capital and loans should be organised by the EACI. This proposal foresees coordination 
between the two programmes.34 However, in practice it is often difficult to combine different funds 
with different regulations. According to the experts, it would be better to combine SME financial 
instruments in one specific programme. The current proposal harbours the risk of creating more 
complicated and confusing structures, which generally result in SMEs being reluctant to apply for this 
kind of funding.  
 
There are also considerable overlaps between COSME and the current operational programmes of the 
ERDF. The Cohesion Policy instruments of ERDF, EAFRD and EMFF focus particularly on support for 
SMEs in innovation processes. ERDF has delegated Member States to concentrate up to 80% of the 
ERDF budget on research, technology development and innovation, ICT, CO2

35 reduction and SMEs.36 
Exactly how the distribution of funding will be allocated is up to the specific Member State 
operational programmes. However, a substantial part will most probably be utilised as financial 
support for SMEs with repayable loans, guarantees and grants to promote entrepreneurship, 
implement new business models, support capacities and products, and generate growth in 
innovation processes.37  
                                          
32  European Commission (2011), COM(2011) 834 final 2011/0394 (COD), Brussels, 30.11.2011. p. 19ff.  
33  European Commission (2011), COM(2011) 834 final  2011/0394 (COD), Brussels, 30.11.2011. p. 21. 
34  European Commission (2011), COM(2011) 834 final  2011/0394 (COD), Brussels, 30.11.2011. p. 32. 
35  20% have to be allocated to CO2 emission reduction, according to European Commission (2012), 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) 615 final/2 2011/0276 
(COD), corrigendum: Annule et remplace le document COM(2011) 615 du 6.10.2011, Concerne: toutes les versions linguistiques 
Brussels, 14.3.2012. 

36  Less-developed regions have to allocate only 60%, according to European Commission (2012), COM(2011) 615 du 6.10.2011, Concerne: 
toutes les versions linguistiques Brussels, 14.3.2012. 

37  European Commission (2011), Proposal for a regulation of the European parliament and of the Council on specific provisions 
concerning the European Regional Development Fund and the investment for growth and jobs goal and repealing regulation (EC) No 
1080/2006, COM(2011)614 final, Brussels 6.10.2011, unofficial consolidated version of the 16.10.2012. 
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In both instances – COSME and the current operational programmes within the ERDF – financial 
instruments target SMEs and entrepreneurs in various ways. The main difference lies in the regional 
management of Structural Funds. Nevertheless, synergies should be generated between those two 
funds, particularly with regard to lessons learned in the context of risk-sharing38.  

                                          
38  See also: European Court of Auditors (2012), Financial Instruments for SMEs, Co-financed by the European Regional Development Fund, 

Special report No. 2 
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3 PEER REVIEW RESULTS CIP PROGRAMME 

KEY FINDINGS 
 
CIP Programme 
 The programme is built on three non-comparable programmes. Thus, it is impossible to 

measure an overall impact of all three operational programmes. 
 The quality of evaluation suffers due to the lack of measurability of the high-level CIP 

objectives, which are too general and too diverse. 
 
Reports 
 Evaluation reports of the CIP and its three operational programmes differ in length, 

methodology and evaluation teams. 
 Even though necessary according to Decision No 1639/2006/EC of the European Parliament 

and of the Council of October 2006 establishing a Competitiveness and Innovation 
Framework Programme (2007 to 2013), Article 8.4, the term ‘Final Evaluation’ is misleading, as 
at the time of preparation of this report only 4-4,5 years of the programme duration has been 
taken into account (app. 60% of the programme lifetime). A real final evaluation should 
consider the programme results for the whole programme duration up until the end of 2013. 

 
Indicators 
 The intervention logic and the concept of indicators in the programmes, especially 

concerning the indicators for ‘outputs’, ‘outcome’ and ‘results’ varies within the different 
reports. The approach of the indicators in general is too complex and there is scope for 
simplification.  

 Measurement should be carried out at three levels: EU level (impact = long term), programme 
level (outcome, result = short-term indicator) and beneficiary level. Time horizons must be 
defined at the beginning of a programme. 

 Careful consideration should be given to whether indicators concerning ‘EU impact’ are 
measurable during the lifetime of such a programme and especially how and when that 
should be done. 

 It is recommended that evaluation is conducted into how and whether the results of the 
report ‘Evaluations of the indicators of EIP’ have been implemented in the process (work 
programmes 2011, 2012, 2013).  

 It is recommended that a framework for indicators should be developed in the initial phase of 
the future COSME programme, including baseline indicators with realistic values.  

 
This chapter summarises the peer review results, based on the answers from the three peer review 
experts in the three individual assessment reports and the subsequent feedback session in Vienna. 
Basically, the assessment process was divided in two parts: first, the general CIP evaluation, and 
second, the evaluation of the EIP. This chapter summarises the CIP review. 
 
The aim of the peer review process regarding the evaluation of CIP was to find answers to the 
following main questions: 
 

1. whether the methodology applied in the evaluation reports is relevant; 
2. whether the conclusions and recommendations made are an appropriate result of the data 

and analysis presented in the evaluation reports; 
3. whether the statistical information/data is sufficient to measure the impact of the CIP against 

its objectives; 
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4. whether the aim of the CIP, to foster higher competitiveness and innovation, could be 
reached and how substantial the impact was; 

5. whether the CIP and forerunner programmes were successful and whether lessons were 
learned and implemented; 

6. whether the CIP, in comparison with similar international programmes, is successful. 
 
The main sources used by the peer review experts comprised: 
 

 Interim CIP Evaluation Report by GHK and Technopolis, March 2010 and its Annex; 
 Final CIP Evaluation Report by CSES, December 2011; 
 Annual Implementation Reports for CIP by the EC, 2007-2011; 
 CIP Performance Report by the EC, March 2012; 
 Commission proposal for the COSME (2014-2020); 
 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). 
 
Additional Sources used by the peer review experts comprised: 
 
Evaluation Reports on behalf of the EC 

 Final Evaluation Report for the EIP (April 2011) by CSES; 
 `Evaluation of the Indicators of the EIP´ and `Operational Guidance on Indicators´ (February 

2010) by CSES; 
 Final Evaluation Report for the IEE (June 2011) by Deloitte; 
 Final Evaluation Report for the ICP-PSP (July 2011) by a Panel of independent experts. 

 
Reports of the European Commission 

 Annual work programmes for each of the three operational programmes by the EC, 2008-
2012 (2013 was not available at the time of the peer review, 2007 did not exist on the CIP 
webpage); 

 Annual Implementation Reports for each of the three operational programmes by the EC, 
2007-2011. 

 
Information from the European Parliament 

 Workshop on ‘The effectiveness of CIP’, 25/04/2012, ITRE Committee of EP; 
 Report (2012/2042 INI) ‘SMEs: competitiveness and business opportunities’, ITRE Committee 

of EP; 
 Opinion of the BUDG Committee concerning COSME; 
 Procedure for COSME adoption. 

 
Additional information 

 Innovation Union Scoreboard 2011; 
 SME Assembly ‘Helping SMEs Go for Growth’, Nicosia, on 15 and 16 November 2012; 
 Public consultation on a CIP successor. 

3.1 Relevance of the methodology  
In principle, all the methodologies used in these reports were appropriate, according to the peer 
review experts. Nevertheless, they stated very clearly that the evaluation methodologies used in the 
interim evaluation report and in the final evaluation report were different.  
 
The interim evaluation report contains all the standard elements of an evaluation: executive 
summary, programme description, evaluation methodology, findings, interpretation and reflection 
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on the results obtained regarding the core themes. The evaluators took into account all the reports 
available at that time and moreover conducted interviews with 160 stakeholders in 27 countries. In 
addition, a workshop session was organised on 25 November 2009, involving participation of 35 
officials from the European Commission (from five different General Directorates) and representatives 
of the EACI.  
 
Out of these activities, 35 key findings (on different issues) and 11 recommendations were generated 
(see also Annex I): 
 

 9 key findings and 1 recommendation on Relevance (pp. 42 and 94); 
 8 key findings and 4 recommendations on Effectiveness (pp. 61 and 96); 
 6 key findings and 2 recommendations on Efficiency (pp. 65/66 and 97); 
 4 key findings and 1 recommendation on Information and Awareness (pp. 70 and 97); and 
 8 key findings and 3 recommendations on Coherence and Synergies (pp. 92 and 98/99). 

 
In addition, the positive aspect of the interim evaluation report was the fact that there is a clear 
chain of argument from judgement criteria/evaluation criteria to conclusions. There is a focus on key 
issues, and reference is made to these issues in the recommendations. Based on this logical chain, the 
report offers recommendations for policy and subsequent evaluation work. 
 
The final evaluation report structure did not follow the clear-cut approach of the interim evaluation 
report. Instead, it was based on results provided by recent and earlier evaluations of the operational 
programmes (final evaluations of the EIP, ICT-PCP, and IEE) as well as the CIP interim evaluation 
report. In addition, interviews were conducted with 16 EU officials and 5 consultants/other persons 
involved in other evaluations. Furthermore, three case studies were examined. This methodological 
approach was criticised by the peer review experts, who stated that it would have been better to 
have involved relevant stakeholders, similar to the interim evaluation report. 
 
As a result, the final report has two sets of recommendations: 
 

 The first set is based on the recommendations of the final evaluation reports of the three 
operational programmes of the CIP (7 recommendations with more than 20 sub-
recommendations). 

 The second set of recommendations is based on the key evaluation questions as specified by 
the Terms of reference (relevance and coherence; effectiveness; efficiency; information and 
awareness; utility, sustainability and European added-value). This set has no clearly specified 
judgemental criteria.   

 
With regard to the timing of the reports, the peer review experts criticised the fact that the final 
evaluation report was prepared before the completion of the programme (the funding period lasts 
until the end of 2013). According to Decision No 1639/2006/EC of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of October 2006 establishing a Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme 
(2007 to 2013), Article 8.4, it was necessary to prepare the final report at that time. However, the term 
‘Final Evaluation’ is misleading, as this report considers only about four-and-a half years of the 
programme duration (2007 till mid-2011 –app. 65% of the programme lifetime). A real final 
evaluation should cover the programme results of the whole programme period. Therefore, it would 
have been better to have named this report the ‘Second Interim Report’. Moreover, as the ‘First 
Interim Report’ was published just one year and eight months (20 months) previously, covering the 
funding period 2007-2009 (three years of the programme duration), no substantial changes could 
have been identified in the programme. 
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There is a pool of information scattered throughout the different evaluations which can provide basic 
information for the future programming period. Nevertheless, it should be stated that these 
documents – even if they are necessary as a basis for the discussions for the successor programme – 
do not replace an in-depth assessment at the end of the programme duration in 2013. 
 
Lastly, the peer review experts criticised that the interim and final CIP evaluations were conducted by 
two different evaluation teams. It is feasible to involve different evaluation teams for different 
operational programmes, especially when different objectives are subject to evaluation. However, in 
cases of sequenced evaluations within a period of one-to-two years (20 months difference between 
the publication of the interim and final reports), it would be advisable to engage the same evaluation 
team. This would ensure consistency in the approach adopted, better comparability of the results, 
easier evaluation of progress made, and also limit the workload. 
 
The different operational reports of the CIP vary considerably in length (27/166/196 pages). Some of 
the reports are heavily oversized, such as the IEE Final Evaluation Report with more than 217 pages, or 
lack feasible executive summaries, such as the ICP Evaluation Reports.  
 
The methodologies were – depending on the content of each operational programme – quite similar 
and in general appropriate, although the weight between desk research and field research differs, e.g. 
the IEE evaluation conducted fieldwork in eight Member States of the EU, whereas the ICT-PSP 
evaluation involved more desk research. Nevertheless, there was no standardised methodology and 
no standardisation in terms of scale or output of the evaluation. None of the operational programme 
evaluations aligns with the overall CIP evaluation reports. This fact illustrates the differences within 
the programme and its heterogeneous nature.  
 
The final report on the EIP (published by CSES in April 2011, 166 pages) was based on:  
 

 analysis of various background information (publications, website information etc); 
 information available from on-going monitoring systems and attendance at meetings and 

conferences; 
 structured information derived from various surveys (mainly telephone interviews); and 
 information gained through interviews (in total, 117 interviews were conducted with 

European Commission and EIF officials and other persons involved in EIP-related activities). 
 
44 conclusions and 39 recommendations were derived. 
 
The final evaluation of the ICT-PSP programme (published by a panel of independent experts in 
July 2011, 27 pages without Annexes) is based on programme information collected on issues 
including appropriateness and complementarities with other programmes, administrative efficiency, 
effectiveness, utility and outputs, and impact and sustainability of project and partner activities.  
 
This information has been collected via:  
 

 document reviews and analyses, evaluation reports and implementation review reports, and 
project selection; 

 stakeholder interviews, and focus group discussion with Commission officials; and 
 case studies and surveys to collect structured information from project beneficiaries. 

 
11 recommendations were derived. 
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The final evaluation of the IEE programme (published by Deloitte in June 2011, 196 pages without 
Annexes) was based on: 
 

 desk research, case studies, and online surveys;  
 face-to-face interviews at EU level;  
 fieldwork in eight Member States; and  
 a focus group with IEE Management Committee members. 

 
116 findings and 3 pages of recommendations were derived. 
 
Noticeably absent are tables providing a comparable overview of the budget and the different 
activities in each of the operational programmes to facilitate easy monitoring of the programme. This 
is especially important in view of the complexity and heterogeneity of the programme and also 
because the focus of the different measures (according to the objectives) changed over the years. 

3.2 Adequacy of the available data  
The overall CIP objectives are: 
 

a) to foster the competitiveness of enterprises, particularly SMEs (via the EIP); 
b) to promote all forms of innovation including eco-innovation (via the EIP); 
c) to accelerate the development of a sustainable, competitive, innovative and inclusive society 

(via the ICP-PSP); and 
d) to promote energy efficiency and new and renewable energy sources in all sectors, including 

transport (via the EIP). 
 
The overall objectives of the CIP consist mainly of the objectives of the three operational 
programmes. For example, the main objectives of the EIP are to support, improve, encourage and 
promote: 
 

a) access to finance for the start-up and growth of SMEs and investment in innovation activities; 
b) the creation of an environment favourable to SME cooperation, particularly in the field of 

cross-border cooperation; 
c) all forms of innovation in enterprises; 
d) eco-innovation; 
e) entrepreneurship and innovation culture; and 
f) enterprise and innovation-related economic and administrative reform. 

 
The main objectives of the ICT-PSP are: 
 

a) to stimulate smart, sustainable and inclusive growth by accelerating the wider uptake and 
best use of innovative digital technologies and content by citizens, governments and 
businesses; and 

b) to support the realisation of European policies, particularly the Digital Agenda for Europe, and 
to align with its priorities. 

 
The main objectives of the IEE are: 
 

a) to foster energy efficiency and the rational use of energy resources; 
b) to promote new and renewable energy sources and support energy diversification; and 
c) to promote energy efficiency and the use of new and renewable energy sources in transport. 
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Intervention logic 
 
The quality of evaluation suffers due to the lack of measurability of the high-level CIP 
objectives, which are too general and too diverse and thus make it extremely difficult to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the CIP in qualitative terms on the basis of ‘hard’ evidence. As 
a consequence, the evaluation reports rely heavily on ‘soft’ evidence (interviews and 
surveys). Consequently, the impact of the CIP against its aim of fostering higher 
competitiveness and innovation could not be measured appropriately.  
 
In fact, a proper CIP evaluation should be a combination of the impact assessment and 
evaluation of each of the three operational programmes. This approach has been followed 
since the CIP evaluation reports were always based on the results of the evaluation reports 
of the three operational programmes.  
 
Comparing the descriptions in the interim evaluation report39 (see Figure 5) and the final 
evaluation report40 (see Figure 6), there seems to be confusion about the intervention logic 
and the concept of indicators in the programmes, especially concerning the indicators for 
‘outcome’ and ‘results’, as the following example shows. 
 
Within the CIP interim evaluation report, ‘outcomes’ are effects occurring after some time 
such as changes in behaviour, practice or decisions (long-term changes)41 and within the 
CIP final evaluation report they are medium-term changes such as wider adoption of & 
investment in e.g. ICT etc.42 In contrast to that, ‘results’ have a long-term perspective in 
the CIP final evaluation report and a short-term perspective (these are immediate 
programme effects) in the CIP interim evaluation report. 
 
‘Impact’ as described in the CIP interim evaluation report and in the CIP final evaluation 
report is almost impossible to measure, and in most cases only a qualitative description is 
possible. 
 

                                          
39  GHK, Technopolis group (2009), Interim Evaluation of the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (2007–2013), Final 

Report, Specific Contract No ENTR/A4/04/093/1/09/22 Implementing Framework Contract No ENTR/04/093, Lot 1, Manchester 9th 
March 2010, p. 15. 

40  CSES (2011), Final Evaluation of the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme, Kent, December 2011, Table 3.2 Anticipated 
and Real Values of Financial Instrument Monitoring Data p. 18. 

41  GHK, Technopolis group (2009), Interim Evaluation of the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (2007–2013), March 
2010, p. 14. 

42  CSES (2011), Final Evaluation of the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme, Kent, December 2011, p. 18. 



The Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP) – Peer Review 
 

 49 

Figure 5: Example of the intervention logic from the CIP interim evaluation report 
 

 
Source: CIP interim evaluation report 2010, p.28. 

 
Figure 6: Example of the intervention logic from the CIP final evaluation report  
 

 
Source: CIP final evaluation report 2011. 
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Therefore, it is advisable to add concrete time horizons (years) or/and a better specification for each 
of the terms (short-term, medium-term, long-term effects) at the start of such a programme and 
avoiding changes of terms during the programme duration. 
 
The peer review experts suggest the following scheme for future evaluation: Generally, the 
approach should be simplified, defining only indicators for input, output and result. It is necessary 
to consider whether the indicators are measurable during the lifetime of the programme, relevant, 
specific, realistic, clearly defined, validated and reachable. Impact could be measured on three levels: 
 

1. EU level – EU IMPACT: Macroeconomic indicators that reflect the CIP objectives 
(competitiveness, innovation, sustainable development) such as growth of GDP, 
investment/GDP, R&D investment, share of medium- and high-tech companies, and 
employment growth. To facilitate measurement, the targets should be quantified and the ex-
post time dimension for evaluation should be specified. Relevant data are available and 
measured on an annual basis in the competitiveness and innovation index. This should reflect 
the long-term perspective. Concerning the measurement of possible ‘EU impact’, reflection 
should be made on whether substantial data concerning ‘EU impact’ is available. 
 

2. Programme level – INPUT, OUTPUT and RESULT:  
Input indicators should reflect the programme design (the financial volume of various 
financial instruments, grants, different types of services etc.). 
Output indicators for target groups should address the activities within the various actions of 
the programmes (number of applications submitted and selected, size of applications, 
number of workshops, etc.) and should reflect the short-term perspective.  
In addition, result indicators should be defined and quantified to enable the evaluation of the 
effectiveness of individual programmes and their measures in relation to the overall CIP 
objectives reflecting the mid-term perspective.  

 
3. Company/beneficiary level – ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:  

The appropriate approach for an in-depth evaluation would be to have a database with 
relevant key indicators of the beneficiaries, including basic company performance data, 
before and after receiving the support. To measure the impact on the individual beneficiaries, 
at least two or three samples need to be collected within a 4-year period after having received 
the financial support. 
The key indicators are: employment growth, value-added per employee, growth of exports, 
and indicators of increased innovation in context to its services, products, processes and 
technology. The branch/sector and age of companies is also of interest. Targets and the time 
dimension of assessment should be specified prior to the evaluation. 
 

This kind of approach can be used for all relevant programmes.  
 
Indicators 
According to Decision 1639/2006, ‘the annual work programmes shall define a set of measurable 
objectives for each specific action and develop appropriate evaluation criteria and a set of quantitative 
and qualitative indicators to measure effectiveness in delivering outcomes that will contribute to the 
achievement of the objectives of the Framework Programme as a whole and the objectives of the relevant 
specific programme´ (European Commission 2006).43 
 
Considering the examples given, in most cases the quantitative indicators are limited to the number 
of calls and success rates, the number of SMEs or beneficiaries included in the scheme and total jobs 
created, and the number of SMEs per meeting and per partnership agreement. In short, the focus is 
                                          
43  European Commission (2006), Decision No 1639/2006/EC, 9.11.2006, Article 8. 
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on indicators presenting ‘direct output’ and not on longer-term indicators of results and 
impact. 
 
Quantified indicators defined ex-ante are presented in some cases,44 but the basis of the anticipated 
achievements is not explained. Furthermore, there is for example no information on the distribution 
between the size of SMEs, industrial sector (industry code) and regional or national location. More 
concrete information is necessary to evaluate the impact of the financial measure on specific types of 
SMEs. Aggregated numbers are valuable for presenting a general picture, but a few examples of best 
practice cannot substitute for this missing information. 
 
There is one specific report, ‘The Evaluation of the Indicators of the EIP’ by CSES, published in 
February 2010 on behalf of the European Commission, which concentrates exclusively on indicators. 
According to this report, each EIP activity has its own indicator set, e.g.: 
 

 Financial instruments: 10 indicators (4 output-/5 result-/1 impact-driven) 
 EEN: 17 indicators (8 output-/7 result-/2 input-driven) for the years 2007-2010. In parallel, 

another 50 indicators were used during the period 2008-2010 as well as a special Performance 
Enhancement System 

 Actions such as the IPR Helpdesk were described with 9 indicators (6 for the European IPR 
Helpdesk, 3 for the China IPR Helpdesk) 

 
The report states that `there are so many indicators, that it is virtually impossible to achieve a consistent 
overview of performance across the major areas of policy implementation. Furthermore there appears to 
be no overall set of principles or guidance statement in relation to the development of indicators in DG 
ENTR, over and above documents relating to the general framework for evaluation and impact 
assessment, as the definition of indicators is largely made at the level of an individual desk officer, 
responsible for the specific measure… since there is no common reference framework used for determining 
indicators.....Baseline indicators are absent in most of the cases and only in a few cases are specific targets 
provided´(CSES, 2010).45 
 
As result of the evaluation, a proposed set of indicators and recommendations (p.35 ff. Chapter 
`Proposed set of indicators and recommendations´) has been presented.  
 
It is recommended to evaluate how and whether these recommendations have been implemented in 
the process (work programmes 2011, 2012, 2013). Moreover, it is recommended that a framework for 
indicators should be developed, including baseline indicators with realistic values in the preparation 
phase of the future COSME programme. 
 
3.3 Appropriateness of conclusions and recommendations  
 
In the interim evaluation report, the conclusions and recommendations were appropriate, as they 
are based on the key findings of the evaluation summarised by each key evaluation question, 
addressing relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, information and awareness, and coherence and 
synergies. 
 
In the final evaluation report, the conclusions and recommendations are derived from the findings 
of the analyses of the operational programmes of the CIP and the findings of various previous 

                                          
44  For example, CSES (2011), Final Evaluation of the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme, Kent, December 2011, Table 3.2 

Anticipated and Real Values of Financial Instrument Monitoring Data p. 31.  
45  CSES (2010), Evaluation of the Indicators of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Framework Service Contract for the 

Procurement of Studies and other Supporting Services on Commission Impact Assessments and Evaluations, Lot VI - Interim, final and 
ex-post evaluations of policies, programmes and other activities, Final Report, February 2010, p. 32. 
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evaluation reports, especially the CIP interim evaluation report. However, some of the conclusions are 
somewhat contradictory in terms of general criticism of the programme but with a positive résumé at 
the end. What can be concluded is that, on the basis of the different reports, the final evaluation 
report comes to the conclusion that the CIP programme has been effective after a delayed starting 
phase. Nevertheless, recommendations have been delivered concerning the monitoring system, 
which in all three specific programmes has great potential for improvement in order to better analyse 
the success of the programme on an evidenced basis.  
 
3.4 Success and impact in fostering higher competitiveness and innovation 
 
The CIP combines different programmes that were previously implemented separately. The 
programme’s overall political objective was to contribute to the renewed Lisbon strategy for growth 
and competitiveness. In that context, the programme should contribute to the development of the 
knowledge society and to sustainable development. Although these different orientations seem to 
complement each other in a formal logical framework, in practice the new programme followed 
mainly political considerations for reshaping and restructuring the programme landscape and re-
allocating responsibilities, rather than functioning as a master plan for programme design in the 
support of the renewed Lisbon agenda. 
 
That being said, it must be acknowledged that the Commission as the programme owner made the 
best of the situation by using, for example, the orientation towards ‘innovation’ and ‘eco-innovation’ 
as linking and cross-cutting concepts across the three operational programmes of the EIP, IST-PSP 
and IEE. Under the ‘umbrella’ of these overall policy objectives, specific objectives for the operational 
programmes were defined and appropriate instruments were developed and applied. For monitoring 
and evaluation, a group of indicators were defined (see also the work programme of the operational 
programmes) and (partially) evaluated. Nevertheless, as the programme is fragmented into various 
activities, it is impossible to measure overall impact. 
 
For those parts of the programme directed at SMEs, the impact on individual beneficiaries should 
have been assessed. However, in such cases data for individuals need to be collected from at least 
two-or -three points in time within a 4-year period.  
 
The other level on which impact may occur is the policy level. The influence and complementarity of 
the CIP with regard to national and regional policies needs to be evaluated, as this has not been 
addressed sufficiently. 
 
Another issue that needs to be considered is the strong focus of the evaluations on outputs, i.e. on 
the achievement of implementation targets rather than on results or impacts. To a certain extent, this 
is understandable, because of the timing of the evaluations and the fact that the programmes are still 
running. It is well known that impacts can usually be identified and measured only at much later 
stages.  
 
3.5 Lessons learned from previous programmes  
 
The CIP was established to address Europe’s productivity gap and align it with the goals of the Lisbon 
agenda, and it followed programmes such as MAP, FP6 and LIFE III. Increased emphasis was given to 
innovation, faster growth and high-tech SMEs. The CIP established the Europe Enterprise Network 
(EEN), which combined two former networks (Euro Info Centres and Innovation Relay Centres) and 
therefore enabled the inclusion of other business support organisations that had not been previously 
involved in this context.  
 
The Commission proposal for COSME builds on the findings of the evaluations and the lessons 
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learned. Recommendations have been taken on board regarding streamlining the programme, 
reducing and structuring the activities, and concentrating on the main successful schemes of the CIP 
and more particularly the EIP. This will hopefully go hand-in-hand with the need for a clear focus, 
reduced complexity of measures, and a clear evaluation system based on a clear monitoring system 
(targets, and quantified short-term and long-term indicators). There is a need for appropriate 
structures for knowledge management and governance (to remove all deficiencies of the present 
CIP). 
 
Cross-coordination within the different General Directorates of the European Commission and 
cooperation towards actively promoting and utilising synergies with other EU instruments such as 
the Structural Funds and Horizon 2020 (in particular new financial instruments, EIT – realising the 
knowledge triangle – Marie Sklodowska Curie actions) will be important. 
 
Close coordination and cooperation between the Enterprise Europe Network (EEN) and the National 
Contact Points (NCPs) for Horizon 2020 will also be important. Nevertheless, a single entry point for 
SMEs combining the EEN network or NCPs will lack the competences required from both networks. 
The foreseen combined financial support instruments funded by HORIZON 2020 and COSME might 
lead to more complexity and less transparent structures for SMEs. In this case more emphasis has to 
be put on implementation at regional and local level in order to assure the provision of high quality 
support for beneficiaries.  
 
Also, coordination and cooperation with the Commission, especially with Cohesion Policy 
instruments, should be improved. In addition, there is a need to strengthen the linkages, interaction, 
coordination and cooperation between regional and local actors responsible for the operational 
implementation of the different programmes and initiatives and to provide information and 
assistance to final beneficiaries. 
 
3.6 International programmes with similar approach 
 
Looking abroad, several international examples show that particular high-risk venture capital 
initiatives can stimulate SME innovation.46  
 
3.6.1 United States of America 
 
The Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) Program is a highly competitive programme that 
encourages domestic small businesses to engage in Federal Research/Research and Development 
(R/R&D) that has the potential for commercialisation.  A recent assessment found that it encourages 
new entrepreneurship to bring new scientific ideas to the market by providing scarce pre-venture 
capital funding on a competitive basis. SBIR awards also assist investors to identify firms with 
promising technologies.47 The programme is open to for-profit small business with fewer than 500 
employees. The programme covers 2.5% of the external research budget for all agencies with a 
budget greater than $100 m (~€78 m) per year.  
 
The Technology Innovation Program (STTR) supports, promotes, and accelerates innovation in the 
United States through high-risk, high-reward research in areas of critical national need. The National 
Academic Assessment noted that the requirement for matching funds (cost-share feature) serves as a 
constant reality check and ensures that public funds are used effectively.48 The programme is open to 
profit-oriented small businesses in cooperation with US research institutions. The programme 

                                          
46  Currency converted at the 28.3.2013  
47  Small Business Innovation Research USA (2012), available at: www.sbir.gov 
48  Technology Innovation Program  (2012), available at: www.nist.gov/tip/ 
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receives 0.3% of the external research budget for all agencies with a budget greater than $1 bn 
(~€0,78 bn) per year.   
 
Both funding schemes are provided in stages: the first phase covers feasibility studies up to $100.000 
(~€78.000); the second phase covers the full research effort up to a maximum of $1 m (~€0,78 m) for 
12 months; the third phase is the commercialisation phase, which is not covered by the funding.  
In total, both funding schemes provide approximately $2,5 bn (~€1,95 bn) per year for small business 
to perform research and development ($2,15 bn (~€1,68 bn) SBIR and $250 m (~€195 m) STTR).  
 
3.6.2 China 
 
There are several programmes in China dedicated to science and technology, most of which are 
dedicated to the national research institutes in specific areas. One additional programme is dedicated 
to international cooperation, and finally one programme (Torch Programme) is targeting SMEs in the 
so-called high-technology zones (HTZ) of China. Launched in August 1988, the Chinese governance 
allocated 1% of the total national R&D budget to the Torch Programme. Since that time, the total R&D 
expenditure increased by 19% each year to reach 371 bn renminbi (~€46 bn) in 2007.49 The 
programme subsequently underwent a certain shift in importance, and the programme designed for 
2006-2010 included: promotion of indigenous innovation, development of SME-based technology 
clusters, and attraction of international experienced scientists and entrepreneurs to HTZ.50 In contrast 
to other programmes, the Torch Programme is mainly dedicated to SMEs. The support is based on 
loans that comprised around 10 bn renminbi (~€1,24 bn) in 1988. Since 1988, the Torch Programme 
provided support to established science parks, incubators and software parks for about 28.500 high-
technology enterprises. The programme mainly includes projects in new technological fields, such as 
new materials, biotechnology, electronic information, integrative mechanical-electrical technology, 
and advanced and energy-saving technology.51  
 
3.6.3 Japan 
 
The National Science & Technology strategy of Japan – the 3rd Basic Plan for science and technology 
– covers the period 2006 2010 and has a total budget of yen 25.000 bn (about €185 bn). It focuses on 
human resource development for science and technology (more creative S&T personnel) as well as 
decreasing operational costs and introducing competitive funding. Two main ministries are involved 
in science and technology issues. 
 
METI, the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, supports the development of regional 
competitive industries and enterprises in a global market through the Industrial Cluster Project. The 
main goal is to utilise local SMEs for innovation and therefore to support linkages with universities.52  
 
MEXT, the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science & Technology in Japan, supports the 
formation of regional clusters through the Knowledge Cluster Initiative and the City Area Program. 
These programmes are focused on connecting university R&D functions with regional SMEs and 
industry. The Knowledge Cluster Initiative supports the formation of medium-sized clusters to help 
regions with technological strengths to develop ‘world-class innovative clusters’ (based on past 
results), whereas the City Area Program supports small-to-medium-sized clusters that lever unique 
regional resources through industry-academia-government collaboration.53 

                                          
49  swissnex Shanghai (2009), A Quick Overview of the Science and Technology System in China, p. 3. 
50  Heilmann S. Shih L. Hofem A. (2012), National Planning and Local Development Zones: Experimental Governance in China’s Torch 

Program, accepted for publication by the China Quarterly; forthcoming in 2013, p. 7.  
51  National Torch Program of China (2012), available at: http://english.wzkj.gov.cn/program/program_detail.aspx?id=7 
52  Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry in Japan (2012), available at: www.meti.go.jp/english/index.html 
53  Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science & Technology in Japan (2012), available at: www.mext.go.jp/english/ 
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The Japan Finance Corporation programme for SMEs (JASME) has the mission of promoting the 
growth and development of small and medium-sized enterprises at both the national and regional 
levels. JASME works together with private financial institutions and regional public agencies to ensure 
a stable supply of business funds through a variety of schemes and instruments, and it provides a 
wide range of consulting services.54 The JASME share in the SME financing in 2005 was 2,9%, the 
share of the private sector was 89,7%, as well as 7,4% by Life Finance Corporation and The Shoko 
Bank out of total outstanding loans of Yen 246.000 (~€2.030). 
 
3.6.4 India 
 
The Technopreneur Promotion Programme (TePP) of the Ministry of Science & Technology, 
Department for Scientific and Industrial Research, facilitates the development of support 
infrastructure across the country for key technologies such as ICT, biotechnology and 
nanotechnology.55 The Programme was launched in 1998. The objectives of the TePP are: 
 

 to promote and support untapped creativity of individual innovators; 
 to assist individual innovators to become technology-based entrepreneurs; and 
 to assist the technopreneur in networking and forging linkages with other participants in the 

innovation chain for commercialisation of their developments.56 
 

The programme provides financial support for the selection of individual innovators. Expenditure 
covered relates to: R&D/Engineering consultancy, procuring small equipment, tools etc. required, raw 
material/accessories (for prototype/process trials), fabrication costs (for prototypes), patent guidance 
and support, manpower, testing and trials, and any other relevant costs.  
 

For 2010 and 2011, the programme includes four major instruments. Two for the first phase: Micro-
Technopreneurship Support, and the TePP Project Fund; and two in the second phase: Seamless 
Scale-Up Support, and the Supplementary TePP Fund. The projects are funded with Rs 75,000 
(~€1.075) (subject to 90% of approved project costs) for the Micro- Technopreneurship Support; Rs 
15.000.000 (~€214.900) for the Project Fund; Rs 7.500.000 (~€107.500) for the Supplementary TePP 
Fund, and finally Rs 45.000.000 (~€644.750) for the Seamless Scale-Up Support. Between 1998 and 
2012, around 300 innovations have been supported.  
 

3.6.5 Australia  
 

The Australian government is investing $1 bn (~€0,82 bn) in a range of measures related to SME 
support. One of these measures is Enterprise Connect. The Enterprise Connect programme is a 
national network of 12 manufacturing centres run by the Department of Innovation, Industry, Science 
and Research and is the country’s primary vehicle for delivering firm-level support.57 Since 2008, 
Enterprise Connect has supported more than 19.000 Australian firms. In order to extend these 
benefits to more SMEs and to improve the productivity of businesses in key enabling sectors for the 
broader economy, the government has extended Enterprise Connect services. Funding comprises up 
to 50% of salary costs up to a maximum of $50.000 (~€12.200), for a period of two to 13 months. 
Researchers must spend a considerable time working in the enterprise. 
 

The Information Technology Quick Guides are targeted at small-to-medium-sized businesses 
contemplating the purchase of an Information Technology (IT) solution. This could include for 
example, a new financial management system, an Enterprise Resource Planning solution, a Customer 
Relationship Management system, or a new cloud-based IT service. 

                                          
54  Japan Finance Corporation (2012), available at: www.jfc.go.jp/n/english/philosophy.html 
55  Ministry of Science & Technology, Department of Scientific & Industrial Research, India (2012), available at: 

www.dsir.gov.in/tpdup/tepp/tepp.htm 
56  http://oscar.iitb.ac.in/TEPP/moreabtepp.do 
57  Enterprise Connect Australia (2012), www.enterpriseconnect.gov.au/Pages/Home.aspx 



Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs 
 

56 

4 PEER REVIEW RESULTS EIP PROGRAMME 
 

KEY FINDINGS 
Financial instruments 
 

 The main instruments of the EIP programme are the financial instruments with a budget of 
about 53% of the EIP budget. It includes equity funding (GIF), which covers mainly risk capital 
and guarantees for debt financing and micro-credits (SMEG). The Capacity-Building Scheme 
was cancelled due to lack of demand. 

 It could be of value to understand the withdrawal of the Capacity-Building Scheme in order to 
adjust future seed-capital funding. 

 The main type of beneficiaries targeted with financial instruments comprises SMEs with fewer 
than 10 employees and less than €100.000 annual turnover. The sector most frequently 
reached is the manufacturing sector. There is a distinction between the age of beneficiaries 
from GIF (higher percentage of companies older than five years) and the SMEG, especially the 
SMEG micro-credits (significant higher percentage of beneficiaries younger than five years). 

 Concerning GIF, almost 60% of the beneficiaries were financing a new product or service, and 
more than 40% were trying to enter a new market. By contrast, 40% of the SMEG beneficiaries 
were trying to start a new business and only around 35% wanted to finance a new product or 
a new service. 

 According to the EIP performance report, the geographical distribution of GIF and SMEG 
approvals (as of 12/2010) shows that 23% are located in Germany, followed by Italy (16%), 
France (13%), Spain (10%) and the UK (4%).  All other countries range between 1 and 3%. In 
the survey results, 94% of GIF respondents and 76% of SMEG respondents indicated a ‘very 
positive’ or ‘fairly positive influence’, reflecting a positive impact of the GIF and SMEG 
measures on business growth. However, the significant difference between credits/risk 
capital and guarantees  should be further evaluated 

 For both measures, the demand for financing exceeds the funds available, which is a success. 
In this scenario, it would be interesting to ascertain how many companies were unable to 
obtain support because of lack of resources. 

 Time to contract within the SMEG was below 90 days, whereas with the GIF it was mostly 
above 90 days, which was not further explained. 

 

 SME beneficiaries are mainly males, and female beneficiaries have not been reached 
sufficiently, with the exception of the SMEG micro-credits (35% female). That could be further 
analysed. 

 Neither the survey nor the evaluation report provides any indication of whether the 
programme stimulated self-employment or entrepreneurship.  

 Regarding the question of applicable assessment indicators, the European Commission is 
currently elaborating the Common Strategic Framework, which includes the Structural Funds. 
Within these funds, similar financial instruments are in the process of development in each of 
the operational programmes at MS level (COM(2011) 615 final/2, Article 32).  

 

Other activities  
 

 The EIP covers a range of other different service and support measures and a number of 
diverse actions that are often difficult to measure. Nevertheless, assessment of these activities 
should be conducted in the last year of the CIP. For example, the different sectoral activities as 
well as cluster activities (e.g. tourism sector, agro-food industry) should be carefully evaluated 
for effectiveness. 

 All kinds of published information (websites, publications…), events, general information 
services, research and innovation support and partnering services were in very high demand 
by the clients.  
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 Measures for specific target groups (female entrepreneurship, young entrepreneurs etc.) 
should be followed up. 

 With regard to educational activities, a strong link should be established with other EU 
initiatives such as the EIT. 

 The EEN has been particularly successful, according to client surveys. 
 

Even though the structure of the EIP, as described in Table 3, follows six budget lines with additional 
support measures, the peer review assessment of the EIP followed a different logic. This is due to the 
fact that the financial instruments are the most prominent measures of the EIP (representing budget 
line A) for direct SME support and also – according to the Commission’s proposal – of the future 
COSME programme.  
 
Following this approach, as well as the grouping on the CIP website,58 the peer review was divided 
into four blocks: 
 

 Financial instruments. 
 Support to innovation/business and innovation services, including the Europe Enterprise 

Network, PRO INNO and EUROPE INNOVA, IPR Helpdesk etc. 
 Promotion of entrepreneurship, including initiatives such as Erasmus for Young 

Entrepreneurs, the Europe-wide European SME Week, initiatives to encourage female starts-
up (the European Network to Promote Women's Entrepreneurship (WES) and Female 
Entrepreneurship Ambassadors) and initiatives for educational aspects. 

 General issues, including support for eco-innovation. 
 
The distinction between financial instruments and other activities in the EIP was necessary, because 
the evaluation of financial instruments follows a different logic than the evaluation of policy 
measures, networking and promotion activities. 
 
The key questions provided by the European Parliament also focused on the evaluation of 
instruments directly related to SMEs:  
 

 Has the EIP encouraged business growth and employment sustainability?  
 Was the available funding adequate and was it used properly and efficiently?  
 Which measures/incentives turned out to be the most efficient or inefficient? 
 Are there areas for improvement to enhance the competitiveness and growth potential of 

SMEs? Has the EIP proved to boost entrepreneurship and, in particular, female 
entrepreneurship? 

 Is it of real benefit to the end-users, or are there existing barriers which prevent SMEs from 
participating in the programme (business or country-specific etc.)?  

 Which kind of SMEs (type of business and size of companies etc.) benefited most from the 
programme or encountered the most difficulty, and for what reason? 
Additional questions defined by the core team agreed by the European Parliament related to: 

 the stimulation of both self-employment and employment; 
 the initiation of further employment from sole proprietorships; 
 specific action for educational activities and whether there is overlap with the EIT (European 

Institute for Technology & Innovation); 
 the time-to-grant situation; and 
 further lessons to be learned to improve COSME. 
 

                                          
58  http://ec.europa.eu/cip/eip/innovation/index_en.htm 
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The peer review should be seen against the background of the new COSME programme with a strong 
focus on SMEs. Accordingly, the main sources used by the peer review experts were as follows: 
 
EIP Interim and Final Evaluation Reports  
 

 The Interim Evaluation Report (and its Annex) by GHK Consulting Ltd and Technopolis 
(published in April 2009); 

 The Final Evaluation Report by CSES (published in April 2011); 
 ‘Evaluation of the Indicators of the EIP’ and ‘Operational Guidance on Indicators’ (February 

2010) by CSES; 
 
These reports were prepared on behalf of the European Commission. 
 
In addition, the following reports prepared by the European Commission were also essential: 
 

 Annual work programmes of the EIP by the EC: 2008-2012 (2007 is not available); 
 Annual implementation reports of the EIP by the EC: 2007-2011; 
 Performance report by the EC (published January 2012); 
 Beneficiaries report by the EC: 2007/2008-2011. 

 

4.1 Financial instruments 

4.1.1 Level of impact on business growth and employment 
 
The main instruments of the EIP are the financial instruments. There are two kinds: first, 
equity financing (GIF), which covers mainly risk capital; and second, guarantees (SMEG) 
for debt-financing and micro-credits (see Table 4), both are operated by the EIF, the 
European Investment Fund. The third instrument Capacity-Building Scheme was cancelled 
due to lack of demand. 
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Table 4: Financial instruments of the EIP  

Equity financing (GIF, €550 m.):  

1. Risk capital for innovative SMEs in their early stages (GIF1):  
EIF can usually invest 10-25% of the total funds raised by the intermediary venture capital fund. Co-
investment in funds and investment vehicles promoted by business angels may also be available. 

2.  Risk capital for SMEs with high growth potential in their expansion phase (GIF2):  
EIF can invest 7.5-15% of the total funds raised by the intermediary venture capital fund. 

Guarantees (SMEG, €506 m):  

Guarantees for debt-financing via loans or leasing: 
The goal is to support SMEs with growth potential. The aim is to reduce SMEs’ difficulties in accessing finance 
either due to the perceived higher risk or to the lack of sufficient collateral. 

Guarantees for micro-credits:  
Guarantees for loans of up to €25.000 to micro-enterprises with up to 9 employees particularly for 
entrepreneurs starting a business. 

Guarantees to cover equity and quasi-equity investments in SMEs:  
Guarantee investments providing seed capital, capital in the start-up phase, mezzanine-financing or risk capital 
operations to support businesses with up to 249 employees. 

Guarantees to support securitisation structures: 
Guarantees can also be provided to support securitisation structures to assist financial intermediaries in 
mobilising debt finance for SMEs. The financial intermediary is obliged to use a significant part of the freed 
resources for new SME-financing. 

Capacity-Building (cancelled due to lack of demand) 

Seed Capital Action (SCA) 

Partnership Action (PA) 

Source: EIP implementation report 2011.  

According to the EIP performance report (January 2012), page 8, the geographical distribution of GIF 
and SMEG approvals (as of 12/2010) shows that 23% are located in Germany, followed by Italy (16%) 
France (13%), Spain (10%) and the UK (4%). All other countries range between 1 and 3%. 
 
The financial instruments have been developed over the last 14 years.  Table 5 shows the predecessor 
programmes of EIP.  
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Table 5: Evolution of Financial Instruments 

 Growth and  
Employment Initiative 
(G&E) 1998-2001 

Multi-Annual 
Programme for SMEs 
(MAP) 2001-2006 

Entrepreneurship and 
Innovation Programme (EIP) 
2007-2013 

EU Budget 
Commitment59  

€282,5 m  €503,5 m  €1.129 m   

Risk Capital 
Instruments  

Start-up Scheme of the 
European Technology 
Facility (ETF Start-up)  

Start-up Scheme of the 
European Technology 
Facility (ETF Start-up)  

The High-Growth and 
Innovative SME Facility (GIF)  
GIF1 (start-up capital)  
GIF2 (expansion capital)  

Debt-based/ Hybrid 
Instruments  

SME Loan Guarantee 
(SMEG) Facility  

SME Guarantee (SMEG) 
Facility  

SME Guarantee (SMEG) 
Facility  

Source: EIP interim evaluation report, p. 31. 

The evaluation of the EIP 2011 was based on several sets of indicators (there was a change of 
indicators between 2008 and  2012):60  
 
Impact Indicators: based on surveys and available for every three-year period or at the end of the EIP 
(final evaluation) 

 Feedback from SMEs on added value, utility and relevance (e.g. firms stating that the 
instrument was a significant source of finance); 

 GIF and SMEG: number of jobs created or maintained in SMEs receiving new financing 
(contribution to the performance of beneficiaries); 

 Contribution to long-term growth prospects of beneficiaries (percentage of SMEs stating 
positive prospects due to financing); 

 SMEG: Total (or average) turnover growth of SMEs financed; 

 GIF: Number of high-growth enterprises (i.e. enterprises with annual turnover growth of over 
20% over a three-year period) among beneficiaries; 

 Change in venture capital availability indicator (EU average) 2007-2013; 

 Change in access to loans indicator (EU average) 2007-2013. 

Output/Outcome Indicators: 
 GIF: EC investment volumes in venture capital funds and fund size target (of which 

investment into eco-innovation funds) - gearing effect; 

 GIF: EC investment volumes in vehicles promoted by business angels; 

 SMEG: EC commitment to debt finance and total financing guaranteed - gearing effect; 

 GIF and SMEG: number of SMEs receiving new financing (of which technology-based); 

 SMEs – ICT, environment/energy, life sciences. 

As data on performance indicators at company level are limited (due to the fact that this kind of 
data is sensitive), the evaluation is based first on quantitative data (e.g. related to turnover growth, or 
jobs created and maintained) and second on qualitative inputs of the SMEs (e.g. feedback from SMEs 

                                          
59  The budgets include the full cost of the facilities, including guarantee losses, EIF management fee and other eligible costs, but they do 

not include interest and other income. 
60  European Commission (2011), (EIP) Work Programme 2011, Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP), 8 December 2011, p. 5. 
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on added value, utility and relevance; and feedback on the contribution of the financial instruments 
to the long-term growth prospects of the SMEs).  
 
First of all, the peer review experts highly recommend using different indicators for EU level, 
programme level and company level. Additional indicators were identified, and Table 6 provides a 
proposal for indicators at the different levels (those already in use are check- marked).  
 
Table 6: Proposed set of indicators at different levels 

Indicators at EU level: 
Currently 
in use 

Change of venture capital availability indicator (EU average) 2007-2013  
Change of access to loans indicator (EU average) 2007-2013  

Indicators at programme level for GIF and SMEG:  
Currently 
in use 

EC investment volumes in venture capital funds and fund size target  
EC investment volumes in vehicles promoted by business angels  
EC commitment to debt finance and total financing guaranteed  
Figure on financial distribution per country  
Figure of how many SMEs per country (not only intermediaries) have been reached   
Figure on programme level of types of SMEs that were beneficiaries of the programme (according 
to size, sector, lifecycle) reached  

 

Number of high-growth enterprises (i.e. enterprises with annual turnover growth of over 20% over 
a three-year period) among beneficiaries 

 

New applicants (rate)   
Sustainable jobs created in SMEs that were beneficiaries of the financial instruments (NOT only 
maintained!) 

 

Indicators at company level61  
Currently 

in use 
Annual turnover (level, growth)  
Export intensity  
Sector/Industry  
Country of origin  
R&D investment, if applicable   
Net growth of employment  
Size of company when receiving support  
Age  of company (stage of company lifecycle)  
Female director yes/no  
Reason for funding application  
Source: Metis GmbH, peer review experts 2012. 

These data should be followed up frequently, surveying the beneficiaries as already carried out in the 
past. In this respect, the discussion regarding the question of applicable indicators resembles the one 
related to the Structural Funds, where similar (or even the same) financial instruments have been 
developed. These discussions could gain value if undertaken jointly. Financial instruments for SMEs 
co-financed by the European Regional Development Fund have been subject to assessment by the 

                                          
61  taken into consideration during the lifetime of project and at least one additional year after funding, better 3 years after funding 
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European Court of Auditors.62 Lessons learned and recommendations are also relevant for other 
European financial instruments.  
 
From information derived on the basis of the indicators of the EIP work programme, the picture 
concerning business and employment growth is rather positive. More than half of the beneficiaries 
covered by the survey had an average growth in annual turnover of more than 11%. However, the 
increase is significantly more when using micro-credits and risk capital rather than guarantees (see 
Figure 7).  
 
Figure 7: Increase in annual turnover attributed to the financial instrument 
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Source: Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme 2011.63 

 
In the survey results, 94% of GIF respondents and 76% of SMEG respondents indicated a ‘very 
positive’ or ‘fairly positive influence’, reflecting the positive impact of the GIF and SMEG measures 
on business growth overall. However, the significant difference between credits/risk capital and 
guarantees should be further evaluated.  
 
Financial instruments were mostly used by micro-organisations with fewer than 10 employees. 
Whereas 52% of those organisations had applied for credits, 89% of micro-enterprises had applied for 
guarantees. The survey shows the demand for guarantees, especially in those micro-companies (see 
Figure 8), but guarantees had less influence on job-saving and job creation64 (see Figure 9). Neither 
the survey nor the evaluation report provides any indication of whether the programme stimulated 
self-employment or entrepreneurship.  

                                          
62  European Court of Auditors (2012), Financial Instruments for SMEs, Co-financed by the European Regional Development Fund, Special 

report No. 2. 
63  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent April 2011, p. 68. 
64  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, p. 68. 
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Figure 8: Employment in the year financing was received 
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Source: Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme 2011. 

Figure 9: New or saved jobs attributed to the financial instrument 
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Source: Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme 2011. 

On the other hand, when comparing the anticipated values against the real values,65 there are 
substantial discrepancies, leading to the impression that the programme was a complete failure. 
However, this may also point to problems in the ways that the anticipated values were identified. 
 
When looking at the actual beneficiaries reached during the programming period, the impact of the 
programme is less successful than connoted in the survey above. Table 7 presents a sample of output 
indicators, and it shows that by 2011 the programme did not achieve the results anticipated.  
 
Furthermore, the table shows the incomprehensibility of the initial estimates and the gap between 
ex-ante figures and actual values at a point more than halfway through the programme. Assuming 
that the anticipated values are estimates, their degree of detail is incomprehensible (e.g. 674 SMEs 
rather than 600 or 700). Furthermore, the gap between estimates and the real value at the end of 

                                          
65  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent April 2011, p. 47 ff. 
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2010 shows how unrealistic the initial estimates were. Due to the early stage of the reports, a final 
statement about the success of the programme is not possible with the existing data. There might be 
discrepancy due to the delayed start of the programme. Nevertheless, a final evaluation and 
performance report with the total expenditure between 2007 and 2013 must be elaborated at the 
end of 2013 or in early 2014.  
 
Table 7: Example of output indicators in the EIP  

Indicator 
Anticipated value for 
2007-2013 

Real value at 31/12/2010 
All Participating countries 

Number of SMEs benefited   
Early stage (GIF1) 674  116 (of which 21 eco-innovation)  
Expansion stage (GIF2) 526  27 (of which 5 eco-innovation)  
SME guarantees 315.750 109.779  

Number of jobs maintained or 
created 

Anticipated value for 
2007-2013 

Real value at 31/12/2010 
All Participating countries 

Early stage (GIF1) 35.048  2.724 (of which 1.162 eco-innovation)  
Expansion stage (GIF2) 27.352  2.488 (of which 983 eco-innovation)  

Source: EIP Final Evaluation Report.66 

It must, however, be pointed out that the basis on which the anticipated values were derived is 
not clear in the evaluation reports. In the case of employment data, the definition of jobs (maintained 
or created) is problematic and is questionable with regard to its informative value. Most notably, 
there is no information on the size distribution of SMEs, the industrial sector (industry code), or the 
regional or national location, as well as other information necessary for evaluating the impact of the 
financial measure on particular types of SMEs. Aggregate numbers are suitable for presenting a 
general picture, but this is not enough to obtain in-depth information about the success of a 
programme and it cannot be substituted by a few examples of case studies described in the final EIP 
evaluation report.  
However, the discrepancies are also acknowledged by the evaluation when it states that, even with 
the specific amount of money available, a lower number of SMEs than anticipated were reached.67 
This is quite different from the performance of the European Enterprise Network, where there was no 
major discrepancy between the anticipated values and the real ones. 

4.1.2 Availability and adequacy of budget  
 
According to the implementation reports, the available funding was adequate with a usage of 
between 98% and 100%.68 However, it seems that, for both the GIF and SMEG, the demand for 
financing exceeds the available funds. There is no rationale to justify the existing distribution of 
budget between the two instruments. However, qualitative analysis indicates a stronger impact by 
the GIF on the overall objective of sustainable growth and competitiveness. 
 
Over half of the GIF beneficiaries stated that additional financing would be necessary, and 40% of the 
beneficiaries stated the same for the SMEG. Again, this indicates that both measures are 
oversubscribed.  
 

                                          
66  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 47 ff. 
67  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 52. 
68  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 152 ff. 
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The originally proposed Capacity-Building Scheme for financial institutions was allocated around 
€73 m. However, there was no demand for capacity-building, so this scheme was closed at the very 
beginning of the programme period. According to the interim evaluation report, financial institutions 
retreated from seed/early-stage investments.69 It could be of value to understand the retraction of 
financial instruments in order to adjust future seed capital funding.  
 
Time-to-contract analysis was made for the GIF and the SMEG, and it was evident that almost 75%70 
of the beneficiaries of SMEG received the funds within 90 days of making the application. The 
experience was quite different for the beneficiaries of the GIF, as almost 80% of them received the 
funds more than 90 days after the application. Generally speaking, the term ‘more than 90 days’, has 
to be made more precise, i.e. in practice, the period could have been 200 days or 400 days, etc. 

4.1.3 Efficiency of financial instruments 
 
Three measures were originally planned at the beginning of the EIP (see also Table 4). One, the 
Capacity-Building Scheme CBS, which sought to improve the investment and technology expertise 
of funds and other financial intermediaries investing in innovative SMEs or SMEs with growth 
potential, was terminated due to developments in the market (investors retreating from seed and 
start-up investment).  
 
Both GIF and SMEG showed some slowdown in 2010, probably due to the financial crisis, but it 
continued progressively in 2011. The evaluation of the measures shows a higher effectiveness of the 
GIF in relation to the overall EIP objective of business growth and employment sustainability. 
Companies receiving equity-financing acknowledged higher impact and prospects for long-term 
growth. 
 
Concerning the jobs created, the following situation was reported for the previous MAP71 initiative: 

 According to the 2007 employment survey of the loan guarantee scheme, SMEs reported a 
17% change in employment since receiving the loan (this is consistent with G&E72 evidence 
which demonstrates that, on average, beneficiary SMEs created 1,2 jobs over a 5-year period). 

 Evidence from the G&E initiative indicates that:  

- The micro-credit window, on average, created one job per assisted SME over a 5-year 
horizon; and  

- Venture Capital funds created, on average, 15 jobs (and supported 37 existing jobs) 
per SME over a 5-year horizon.  
 

                                          
69  GHK, technopolis group (2009), Interim Evaluation of the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (2007–2013), Final 

Report, Specific Contract No ENTR/A4/04/093/1/09/22 Implementing Framework Contract No ENTR/04/093, Lot 1, Manchester 9th 
March 2010, p. 25 ff. 

70  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 133. 
71  Multi-Annual Programme for SMEs, 2001-2006. 
72  Growth and Employment Initiative, 1998-2001. 
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Table 8: Estimates of gross jobs created or safeguarded (5-year timeframe) 

SME Guarantee facility ETF 
 

Loan Micro-credit Equity 
Start-up 
facility 

Total 

Number of SMEs 
receiving financing 

195.058 38.522 312 174 234.066 

Average jobs created, 
safeguarded per SME 

1,2 1 52 52 106 

Gross jobs created or 
safeguarded 

234.070 38.522 15.224 9.048 297.861 

Source: EIP interim evaluation report, p. 58.73 

According to the interim evaluation report, the leverage effect of the ETF Start-up initiative of the 
G&E initiative and MAP, which was a forerunner of the GIF initiative, was on average 5,8 (every €1 of 
EU investment generated €5, for SME-financing). The leverage effect of a SMEG loan under MAP was 1 
to 82, and under G&E it was 1 to 59. 
 
According to the EIP interim evaluation report, the leverage ratio of the current GIF initiative is 
estimated with 6,5.74 In comparison to Structural Funds financial instruments with leverage ratios 
between 1 and 2, the EIP programme is better deployed. According to a recent report of the 
European Court of Auditors, a benchmark for successful financial instruments for SMEs is the ETF 
Start-up Facility.75 The ETF Start-up Facility is centrally funded by the European Commission and is 
distributed to financial intermediaries. ETF concentrates on venture capital support for SMEs in their 
start-up phase. The Court of Auditors stated that the implementation of such financial instruments is 
better managed on a central level. Furthermore, financial instruments need a certain budget in order 
to reach a critical mass, below which overhead costs and associated risks cannot be spread 
sufficiently across the necessary amount of beneficiaries.76  

4.1.4 Type of beneficiaries  
 
Different data were available in the evaluation reports concerning the characteristics of the SMEs as 
beneficiaries of the financial programmes, as follows. 
 
Reason for application 
Concerning GIF, almost 60% of the beneficiaries were financing a new product or service, and more 
than 40% were trying to enter a new market. By contrast, 40% of the SMEG beneficiaries were trying 
to start a new business and around 40% wanted to finance a new product or 36% a new service. In 
general, the main goal was to finance a new product or service followed by gaining working capital 
and expansion into new markets. With regard to eco-innovation, the main goal was energy-saving.77 
 

                                          
73  Data on SMEs receiving financing sourced from Annual Report, SMEG 2001 Facility dated 31 October 2008 (data as of 30 June 2008); 

and Annual Report, ETF Start-up Facility dated 31 October 2008 (data as of 30 June 2008). 
74  According to the Court of Auditors, there are different leverage concepts. The European Commission calculates the leverage ratio with 

final recipients to EU contribution. The Court of Auditors calculates final recipients to public contribution. This means that different 
ratios cannot be compared without considering the different calculation methodologies. European Court of Auditors (2012), Special 
Report No 2//2012, p. 37.   

75  European Court of Auditors (2012), Financial instruments for SMEs, co-financed by the European Regional Development Fund, Special 
Report No 2/2012, pursuant to Article 287/4, second subparagraph, TFEU, Luxembourg 2012, p. 38. 

76  European Court of Auditors (2012), Special Report No 2//2012, p. 30.  
77  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 62. 
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Age of SME 
It is evident that almost 60% of the SMEG beneficiaries were ‘younger than 5 years’, while more than 
50% of the GIF beneficiaries were ‘older than 5 years’. Most of them (more than 60%) were in the 
expansion stage or even at a later stage. By contrast, especially concerning the SMEG micro-credit 
clientele, 50% belonged to the start-up phase.78 
 
Type of business 
Of the GIF beneficiaries surveyed, 45% were in manufacturing. Amongst the SMEG beneficiaries 
surveyed, the largest number (24%) was active in the retail and repair sector.79 No further information 
was available. A more comprehensive dataset could help further analysis.  
 
Size of SME  
As already stated in Section 4.1.1, the majority of beneficiaries had a turnover of less than €100.000 
per year and fewer than 10 employees.80  
 
With regard to female entrepreneurs, it was clear that male entrepreneurs considerably 
outnumbered them. The highest percentage of female entrepreneurs was found in the micro-credit 
window (35%) and the lowest with the GIF (3%).81 The reasons for this result can only be speculated 
upon, and therefore it would be worth analysing this fact separately. 
 

4.2 Support to innovation/Business and innovation services 
 
This section refers to activities such as:  

 The European Enterprise Network (EEN, a network of about 600 partners in 44 countries 
employing around 4.000 experienced staff helping to increase the competitiveness of EU 
businesses); 

 The IPR Helpdesks; 

 Initiatives such as PRO INNO Europe (focal point for innovation policy analysis and policy 
cooperation in Europe); and  

 EUROPE INNOVA (a ‘laboratory’ for the development and testing of new tools and 
instruments in support of innovation). 

As the programme supports a number of diverse actions addressing a wide range of issues, the 
relevance, efficiency and effectiveness are often very difficult to measure. It has to be 
acknowledged that, in its annual work programmes, the European Commission has developed a 
range of indicators that cover much of the direct output logic. Nevertheless, it is difficult to see the 
link between the activities and the anticipated effects on competitiveness at EU level through the 
developed indicators, because the focus is almost exclusively on outputs82 rather than results: 
 

                                          
78  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 64. 
79  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 59. 
80  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 67 ff. 
81  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 71. 
82  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 34 ff 
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 17 indicators for the EEN include information on the operational efficiency of the network 
(inputs and outputs); only a few indicators show the results (i.e. the number of partnership 
agreements signed); 

 There are 32 indicators for activities in support of innovation in enterprises; there are more 
result and impact-oriented indicators, but the definitions and supporting data are not 
available; 

 The same is true for the 15 indicators of the eco-innovation measures. They are focused on 
outputs. Some result and impact-oriented indicators are defined rather generally; mostly, no 
data are available; 

 In the case of some smaller-scale measures, e.g. the IPR Helpdesk and E-skills, there is a better 
balance between the short-term and long-term impact indicators. 

In general, the most significant aspect is that for the vast amount of different indicators no related 
data are available. In particular, the majority of result indicators listed in the evaluation report have no 
actual values.   
 
As these activities also include the preparation of published information, qualitative and quantitative 
targets were established and followed up with a survey. The survey showed that the highest demand 
was for published information (websites, newsletters, publications etc.), events, general information 
services, research and innovation support, as well as specialised advisory services and partnering 
services. It is an indication of the quality of the services that nearly 40% of the clients received or 
used services more than five times.83 It is also interesting to note that clients would like more 
information about the EU and about different funding opportunities, as well as about EU 
legislation and regulation for specific sectors. 
 
Almost 70% of the clients were satisfied or very satisfied with the services, 42% responded that 
the services had significantly improved their business, and 30% indicated some significance. The 
services provided better business intelligence, gave access to new customers, and supported the R&D 
efforts of firms. Although the results of the survey were positive, there were also indications that there 
is a need to raise awareness and information about the fact that the EEN is a European initiative and 
not a service of the regional and local host organisation.84 
 
Nevertheless, it was positively stated that the EEN, which covers the former Euro Info Centres (EIC) 
and the Innovation Relay Centres (IRC), has introduced greater flexibility to the network in terms of 
services and tools used. Moreover, another positive response stated that greater emphasis is now 
placed on innovation services and synergies with other community programmes (e.g. FP7) as well as 
on inter-regional and international cooperation (USA, Japan, China). Special support programmes 
such as the IPR Helpdesk and E-skills are also perceived as helpful. 
 
For the future COSME programme, a couple of those actions should be taken into account. A 
proposed list of possible indicators is provided in Table 9. The list is not exhaustive, but the 
recommendation is to keep the list of indicators short rather than provide an inefficient amount of 
immeasurable indicators. The current indicators lack available data, and in some cases output and 
result indicators are mixed up (see page 49). Furthermore, indicators are duplicated and could be 
combined. In the case of coordination actions, result indicators are not efficiently measurable. In this 

                                          
83  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 77 ff. 
84  CSES, EIM (2011), Final Evaluation of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, April 2011, p. 78 ff. 
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instance, evaluation should be based on quantitative analysis of some main projects rather than on 
standardised indicators. Additionally, as proposed in the evaluation report, the possibility of cross-
action indicators could be further developed. Cross-action indicators are particularly suitable for non-
financial instruments. It should be ensured that indicators are measurable, relevant, specific, realistic, 
clearly defined, validated and reachable. They should contribute to the assessment of the 
effectiveness and efficiency of actions. The 2010 report on the ‘Evaluation of the Indicators of the 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme’ provides a more detailed set of proposed indicators as 
shown below in Table 9.85 
 
Table 9: Proposed list of indicators for possible instruments in COSME 

Actions Output Indicators Result Indicators 

1. Action of general EU 
interest 

  

1.1 European scoreboard and 
the Innobarometer 

 Amount of reports delivered 
 Size of data material covered 
 Provision of indicators on EU 

innovation performance 
 Number of publications and events 

undertaken to promote the results 

 Level of acceptance  
 Public attention raised by 

the publication of the EIS 

1.2 IPR helpdesk (Europe and 
China) 

 Number of participants in training 
 Range and quality of material 

produced  

 Survey of users' satisfaction 
in terms of more efficient 
use of IPR 

 Degree to which the 
provision of requested 
services is within the 

 requested time and agreed 
budget 

1.3 Enterprise Europe Network 
(EEN) 

 No. of promotion and informational 
local events organised 

 No. of SMEs participating in different 
events 

 No. of SMEs receiving specialised 
advisory services (EU programmes, 
IPR, technology review, financing 
services etc.) 

 No. of SMEs participating in 
brokerage events  

 No. of partnership proposals 
produced and disseminated 
to SMEs (Business, 
Technology, Research) 

 No. of expressions of 
interest on partnership 
proposals  

 Number of partnership 
agreements signed  

 Client's satisfaction rate 
1.4 Reduction of administrative 
costs programme 

 Number and type of activities 
 Number of involved stakeholders 

 Effectiveness of integrated 
reduction of administrative 
burdens (e.g. 
simplifications) on EU and 
MS levels 

 Interaction between policy-
makers  

                                          
85  CSES (2010), Evaluation of the Indicators of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Final Report, Kent, February 2010, p. 43. ff 
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2. Coordinating action   

3.1 Building an overview of 
existing regional and sectoral 
business networks in Europe 
based on national networks, 
networks of branch 
organisations and cluster 
initiatives 

 Number of networks covered   Quality of the activities 

3.2 Building an overview of best 
practices for solutions of social 
needs in Europe 

 Number and type of activities  Quality of the activities 

3.3 International activities  Number and type of activities 
 Number of involved stakeholders 

 Number of international 
cooperation 

Source: CSES 2010, Evaluation of the Indicators of the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, adapted by Metis. 

Specific sectoral activities, similar to those provided in the CIP (activities in the tourism sector, agro-
food industry, construction sector etc.) should be carefully evaluated for their effectiveness. The same 
is valid for all kinds of cluster initiatives, monitoring activities etc.. Concerning the necessary 
indicators to monitor programme success, the principles set out in Section 3.2 should be followed. 

Coordination and cooperation with the ‘Horizon 2020 NCP Network’ (National Contact Points) should 
be strengthened. The establishment of a ‘Single entry point for SMEs’ (but retaining the two EEN and 
NCP networks) will have to cope with the challenges of (i) providing easy access to all research and 
innovation funding and support measures for SMEs, and (ii) ensuring that SME information and 
assistance services for Horizon 2020 are not separated from the competences of thematic NCPs.  A 
concept for a ‘virtual single-entry point’ combining the strengths of the two networks should be 
considered. 

4.3 Promotion of entrepreneurship 
 
This section refers to activities such as: 

 Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs, a cross-border exchange programme that gives new or 
aspiring entrepreneurs the chance to learn from experienced entrepreneurs running small 
businesses in other European Union countries;  

 Education & Training for Entrepreneurship; 

 Encouraging women entrepreneurs: WES - the European network to promote women's 
entrepreneurship, the European Network of Female Entrepreneurship Ambassadors; 

 The European SME Week, which aims to provide information on what the EU and national, 
regional and local authorities are offering as support to micro-, small and medium-sized 
businesses; 

 Other activities such as the Social Economy Initiative, different conferences and best practice 
studies, and the European Enterprise Award. 
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Similar to ‘Support to innovation/Business and innovation services’, this part of the EIP is a basket full 
of different activities measured with different output indicators, and overall impact is difficult 
to anticipate. 

4.3.1 Encouraging women entrepreneurs 

The European Network of Female Entrepreneurship Ambassadors was launched in 2010. 150 
women entrepreneurship ambassadors participated in a total of 141 national launch meetings and 
other events reaching more than 7,600 participants. Data from only six countries participating in the 
ambassadors' network show that in many cases ambassadors have worked beyond their call of duty 
of promoting female entrepreneurship by actively supporting the creation of 101 new women-led 
companies.86.  

According to the EIP Performance Report, the European Network of Female Entrepreneurship 
Ambassadors is made up of 320 ambassadors from 22 countries (not only EU Member States, but also 
countries such as Albania, Serbia etc.). Many participating countries’ stakeholders are considering 
continuing the ambassadors' network nationally even after the end of the Commission's financial 
contribution, which is foreseen to last for two years only.87 

The European Network of Mentors for Women Entrepreneurs was inaugurated at a Polish 
Presidency event on 15 November 2011. At that time, the network covered 17 European countries 
and 170 mentors participated. During the Cyprus Presidency, a Conference on Women’s 
Entrepreneurship was held in Brussels as part of the European SME Week on 17 October 2012. 
Previous presidency events on female entrepreneurship took place in Stockholm and Brussels in 2009 
and 2010 respectively. About 500 persons attend the event each year.88 

However, impact cannot be measured directly. Moreover, the question of 
‘entrepreneurship/family issues (child care)’ is still one of the most important obstacles. These 
issues do not belong to the area of influence of the European Commission, but nonetheless the 
European Commission can support Member States in taking action on these points and providing 
inputs on best practice. 
 
Activities related to female entrepreneurship sum up to around €3,8 m in total.  

4.3.2 SME Week 

The SME Week has been organised regularly and was welcomed by all participants. The first SME 
Week started in 2008. In 2009, already around 1,500 national, regional and local events89 were 
organised. Notwithstanding this success, not enough data on results are available to make a 
qualified judgement about the efficiency of this initiative. In any case, SME weeks can raise 
special attention for the EIP work, and they can also be used to gain response and feedback from 
SMEs for the European Commission. SMEs can complete questionnaires and ask for information. If 
the information is available, a direct answer is possible. Answers not immediately available can be 

                                          
86  European Commission (2011), 2010 EIP Implementation Report, (Drawn up under Article 8(5) of Decision N° 1639/2006/EC), EIPC of 16 & 

17, Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP), March 2011, p. 42. 
87  European Commission (2012), Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme EIP, Performance Report, Competitiveness and Innovation 

Programme (CIP), January 2012, p. 116. 
88  European Commission (2012), Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme EIP, Performance Report, p. 119. 
89  European Commission (2012), EIP Implementation Report 2011, p. 49. 
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generated by the EEN and forwarded later. In this way, a good overview of the needs of SMEs can be 
generated. Special thematic subjects could be chosen and prepared by a group of SMEs in a region or 
country.   

On the basis of this reflection, the Europe-wide SME Week is able to stimulate many national 
campaigns, conferences and related activities and is worth maintaining in the next 2014-2020 
programming period. 

4.3.3 Education & Training for Entrepreneurship   

Regarding educational activities, the available training activities and universities involved are difficult 
to find, at least on the internet. Therefore, it is difficult to assess whether they were successful. 
Moreover, no information is available for the experts regarding overlaps, complementarities or 
synergies with the substantial activities of the Knowledge and Innovation Communities (KICs) under 
the EIT (European Institute for Technology & Innovation). This is certainly an area that must be 
considered in future, when a Common Strategic Framework for Research and Innovation is realised. 
This also holds for related activities launched and implemented under the Structural Funds. 

An interesting fact is that there is no link from the EIT webpage to the CIP webpage. If the EIT 
continues, there should be a connection from the future COSME website to the EIT website as well as 
to the KICs. 
 
With regard to the question of whether this part of the EIP is effective and worth maintaining, the EIP 
Performance Report provides some indicative information of impacts at national level, while at the 
same time pointing to the difficulties of attributing the creation of companies or strengthened 
entrepreneurial attitudes to educational activities. The report refers to a survey performed by the 
European Commission that was on-going at the time of the report’s publication. 
 
The EIP Performance Report also highlights problems: ‘To date, many good practices in 
entrepreneurship education have been developed. However, Europe has not been able to fully benefit and 
learn from these experiences: there is a lack of coordination and dissemination as well as in many cases of 
a systematic approach within countries. Thus, there is a need to step up the exchange of experiences across 
Europe to optimise the usage of existing methods and contents’ (European Commission, 201290). 

4.3.4 ERASMUS for Entrepreneurs 
Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs is a cross-border exchange programme that gives new or aspiring 
entrepreneurs the chance to learn from experienced entrepreneurs running small businesses in other 
European Union countries. This scheme is quite new and started in 2012. 
 
A first evaluation is already available,91 which is a positive feature. The evaluation has been well 
conducted and provided an in-depth assessment of the major drawbacks of the measure in 
substantial detail. According to this evaluation, the actual execution of the programme has been 
accompanied by several problems, as follows.92  
 

 Some of the intermediary organisations have not performed well; IT-tool problems as well as 
inadequate matching between host and entrepreneurs have hampered the measure; 

                                          
90  European Commission (2012), Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme EIP Performance Report, p. 126. 
91  CSES (2011), Interim Evaluation of the Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs Pilot project/ Preparatory Action, Final Report, 25 May 2011. 
92  CSES (2011), Interim Evaluation of the Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs Pilot project/ Preparatory Action, May 2011, p. i. ff. 
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 Intermediary bodies have various difficulties in achieving the given targets; 

 Again, the ex-ante target indicators have been unrealistic, similar to others used in the EIP 
programme; 

 Awareness of the programme is still lagging behind, and much more emphasis has to be put 
on this issue. 

However, since this has been a pilot action with nevertheless promising features, the result of the 
evaluation should not hinder continuation of the action, as it is considered as very important for 
initiating better exchange of entrepreneurs in Europe.  

4.4 General issues 
 
Given its objectives, the EIP, has the potential to increase its impact on entrepreneurship and 
innovation in SMEs. This would require a reduction in the current proliferation of EIP measures and a 
narrowing of its focus onto the key identified obstacles hindering the development of the European 
innovative and entrepreneurial culture.   
 
Since building a vibrant EU entrepreneurial and innovative culture cannot be achieved in the short 
term (in one programming period), it is important that the EIP adopts a step-by-step approach, and 
that measures/instruments are designed on the basis of prioritised objectives (too many objectives 
multiplied over time leads to little achievement).  

The EIP should strengthen its focus in three areas:  

 Increased support for female entrepreneurship and seed funding; 

 Reduction of the systemic failures (e.g. indicators, consistency in terminology); 

 Cross-border and interregional cooperation (particularly for commercialisation).  

Coordination with other EU initiatives and instruments will be very important in the next 
programming period, especially with the Structural Funds and the EIT, but also with the Marie 
Sklodowska Curie Actions (industry-academia partnership) and Horizon 2020 in general. 

To secure a stronger impact from the EIP, a standard set of monitoring indicators (input, output, 
results, impact) should be developed. In addition, support to SMEs should be structured according 
to SME size distribution, industrial sector, level of innovation and in-house research capacities, age, 
geographical position and lifecycle stage in line with measurable, defined overall objectives. Taking 
into account the distinctions between innovation-based entrepreneurship (IBE) and SME 
entrepreneurship and their substantially different needs, two separate support structures are 
required for these two types of SMEs (IBEs and SMEs) that have different support personnel, 
programmes, mindsets and metrics for success. 

With regard to the eco-innovation measures (which were quite successful, to date), branch-specific 
measures would certainly be welcomed as part of the COSME programme. 

Lessons to be learned include the following factors: 

 Standard monitoring should be established and implemented from the beginning of the new 
programme; 
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 Too many small actions must be avoided (‘do less and better’). In any case, these actions 
should be better thematically clustered; 

 Relevant studies from other countries should be obtained and translated into all relevant 
Member State languages. 
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5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Peer review results CIP  

5.1.1 Relevance of the methodology applied in the evaluation reports 
The methodology used in the CIP interim evaluation report was better suited to fulfil the 
requirements of a proper evaluation, as it comprised not only desk research but also included the 
outcomes of interviews with 160 stakeholders in 27 countries and a workshop with the participation 
of 35 officials of five European Commission Directorates and representatives of the EACI. With its well-
structured 35 key findings and 11 recommendations, it provided a good basis for policy and 
subsequent evaluation work. 
 
Fundamentally, the timing of the reports does not correspond with the CIP funding period. Interim 
and final evaluation reports should be prepared at appropriate points in time, and a final evaluation 
report should cover the whole programming period.  
 
With regard to the volume of different evaluation reports, there is a substantial difference: some 
reports cover 30 pages and others extend to more than 200 pages.  
 
It is reasonable to appoint different evaluation teams for different operational programme 
evaluations and at different stages of the implementation of a programme with different 
objectives. However, if the report simply represents an update, as in this case, it is 
counterproductive (loss of knowledge) and at the very least the same methodology should 
have been applied. 
 

Recommendation 

1. Even though determined according to Decision No 1639/2006/EC of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of October 2006 establishing a Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (2007 to 
2013), Article 8.4, the term `Final Evaluation´ is misleading, as at the time of the preparation of this report 
only 4-4.5 years of the programme duration has been taken into account (app. 60% of the programme 
lifetime). A real final evaluation should consider the programme results of the whole programme duration 
up until the end of 2013.  

2. Concerning the volume of the reports, the peer review experts recommend that the number of pages in 
each report should be limited (more than 200 pages, for example for the IEE evaluation programme, is far 
too much). Annexes could be attached, as well as an extended summary (max. 20 pages) following the 
structure of the main report and a short executive summary (1-2 pages). 

3. The timeframe of the sequenced evaluation should be chosen carefully. In cases of sequenced evaluation, 
contracting the same evaluation team can increase effectiveness and consistency in the evaluation. 
Moreover, consistency in the general evaluation methodology would be helpful. 
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5.1.2 Sufficiency of the available data to measure the impact of the CIP 
 
The CIP has been put together as a combination of previously separate programmes. The 
programme’s overall political objective was to contribute to the renewed Lisbon strategy towards 
growth and competitiveness. For monitoring and evaluation, a group of indicators were defined and 
evaluated. Nevertheless, as the programme is divided into various non-comparable activities, it is 
impossible to measure overall impact. 
 
There are substantial differences between the levels of detail given for the different programme 
measures with regard to anticipated impacts. In some examples, it is not clear how the anticipated 
numbers of indicators were derived in the ex-ante impact assessment. In any case, they are often 
unrealistic. This should be improved in future. 
 
The quality of the evaluation suffers due to the lack of measurability of the high-level CIP objectives, 
which are too general and too diverse, and thus they make it extremely difficult to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the CIP in qualitative terms on the basis of ‘hard’ evidence. There is considerable 
confusion about the concept of indicators in the programmes, and especially with regard to the 
indicators for ‘outputs’, ‘outcome’ and ‘results’ in the descriptions in the interim evaluation report and 
the final evaluation report. 
 

Recommendation 

4. Concerning indicators, the approach should be simplified, defining only indicators for input, output, result 
(short/mid-term indicator) and EU impact (long-term indicator). A standard set of monitoring indicators 
(input/output, results, impact) including baseline indicators with realistic values should be developed 
before starting the programme. It is highly recommended that an evaluation is made of how and whether 
the results of the report ‘Evaluations of the indicators of EIP’ have been implemented in the process and 
conclusions reached from these experiences.  

5. Impact should be measured on three levels: 

a) At EU level, ‘EU IMPACT’: macroeconomic indicators that reflect the programme objectives. 

b) At programme level, ‘OUTPUT (in relation to INPUT) and RESULT’: for example, contracts or projects 
submitted, selected and executed; activities carried out, such as people informed, number of 
events organised, but also quantitative (jobs generated, etc.) and qualitative (e.g. customer 
satisfaction). 

c) At company/beneficiary level, ‘ADDITIONAL INFORMATION’: this should give an in-depth picture of 
the programme impact (size, branch, age of company etc.). 

6. Careful consideration should be given to whether indicators concerning `EU impact´ are measurable during 
the lifetime of such a programme and especially how the analysis should be carried out. 

7. If the impact on the individual beneficiaries is measured, data for at least two (or better three) points in time 
need to be collected within a 4-year period.  
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5.1.3 Appropriateness of conclusions and recommendations given in the CIP evaluation 
reports 

 
In general, it is difficult to identify the principle logic of the CIP and in particular of the EIP programme 
with its different measures. Different sources refer to the same instrument with different names (e.g. 
sub-programme/operational programme/component programme). By way of example, the general 
logic of the EIP programme, as it is outlined in the headlines of Table 3, does not correspond to the 
headlines used in the main navigation system of the CIP web portal.93  
 
The conclusion and recommendations of the interim evaluation report were appropriate, whereas the 
conclusions provided in the final report were derived from the findings of the analysis of the 
operational programmes of the CIP and the findings of various previous evaluation reports. Those 
evaluation reports, in some cases, do not support the positive conclusions derived from the analysis 
of the operational programmes of the CIP. 
 

Recommendation 

8. The complexity and diversification of the programme should be reduced to make monitoring, evaluation 
and necessary adjustments easier. The intervention logic should be simplified and used for all operational 
programmes.  

5.1.4 Lessons learned from the previous programmes and for the future COSME programme 
 
Lessons were learned from the forerunner programmes. The best example was the establishment of 
the new Enterprise Europe Network (EEN), which was achieved on the basis of integrating two former 
networks (Euro Info Centres and Innovation Relay Centres). 
 
Reflecting the European Commission proposal concerning the new COSME programme, it builds on 
the findings of the CIP evaluations and the lessons learned. Recommendations have been taken on 
board regarding streamlining the programme, reducing and structuring the activities, and 
concentrating on the main successful schemes of the CIP and more particularly the EIP. 
 
Close coordination and cooperation between the Enterprise Europe Network (EEN) and the National 
Contact Points (NCPs) for Horizon 2020 will be important.  
 
No coordination or lessons learned can be found in relation to other European policy instruments, 
particularly the ERDF. The SME support instrument in the ERDF targets very similar beneficiaries and 
covers similar activities to those of the EIP and the future COSME programme.  
 

Recommendation 

9. There is a need to strengthen the linkages, interaction, coordination and cooperation between regional 
and local actors responsible for the operational implementation of the different programmes and 
initiatives and to provide information and assistance to final beneficiaries. 

 

                                          
93 http://ec.europa.eu/cip/eip/index_en.htm 
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5.2 Peer review results EIP 

5.2.1 The financial instruments of the EIP in the context of business growth and fostering 
employment 

 
According to the data provided on business growth and employment, the financial instruments were 
very successful. However, the available data on performance indicators at company and 
programme levels were limited and should be further developed to enable an in-depth evaluation 
and characterisation of the programme successes.  
 
By contrast, the information on anticipated values compared to real values concerning the 
financial instruments (which is quite different to the values given for the Enterprise Europe Network) 
gives the impression that the programme is less successful. There are large discrepancies, and it is not 
clear how these anticipated numbers were derived. In any case, they seem to be unrealistically high 
and make inappropriate assumptions. 
 

Recommendation 

10. The same debate about indicators is now on-going in other departments of the European Commission 
with regard to other EU policy instruments. It is highly recommended that the overlapping discussions are 
combined, and that overall indicators defined are suitable for all programmes targeting the same 
beneficiaries.  

 

5.2.2 Adequacy and availability of budget 
 
According to the survey data available in the evaluation reports, the available funding was adequate 
with a usage of between 98% and 100%. However, it seems that for both the GIF and SMEG measures 
the demand for financing was higher than the available funds. There are no data to justify the existing 
distribution of funds between the two measures. There are also no data available on rejected 
applications (see recommendation 13). Only one scheme, the Capacity-Building Scheme (CBS), was 
undersubscribed; it was closed due to the lack of demand. Concerning country-specific information, 
the EIP performance report especially provides information about the distribution of the financial 
instruments per country.94 
 
Time-to-contract analysis was performed for GIF and SMEG, and it was evident that almost 75% of the 
beneficiaries of SMEG received guarantees within 90 days of making the application. The experience 
was quite different for the beneficiaries of GIF, where almost 80% of them received the funds more 
than 90 days after the application.  

                                          
94  European Commission (2012), Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme EIP Performance Report, p. 8. 
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Recommendation 

11. The time lag between approval and actual receipt of credits is unclear. This should be clarified in the 
evaluation and highlighted as a major drawback for the success of the programme. Received funds that 
take longer than 90 days to arrive are inadequate for the type of beneficiaries. A substantial improvement 
has to be assured in the time from contract to payment.  

12. Anticipated indicators should be based on realistic analysis and adjusted to the budget available. They 
should be measurable during the lifetime of the programme, relevant, specific, realistic, clearly defined, 
validated and reachable. 

5.2.3 Type of beneficiaries  
 
The main type of beneficiaries targeted with financial instruments comprises SMEs with fewer than 10 
employees and less than €100.000 annual turnover. The sector most frequently reached is the 
manufacturing sector. SME beneficiaries are mainly males. The dataset used by the evaluation does 
not allow in-depth conclusions about the targeted support of entrepreneurs and especially female 
entrepreneurs. Although the type of SMEs benefiting from the programme has been sufficiently 
analysed, difficulties in the use of the funds have not been surveyed. 
 
Surveys always reach a certain sample of beneficiaries. However the majority of those that never 
participated are rarely captured by surveys. Therefore, barriers to participation in the programme 
have not been evaluated. In particular, country-specific participation has been surveyed. However, 
from other studies95 previously elaborated for Cohesion Policy instruments, some key barriers for 
participation are also applicable to the EIP. To gain more knowledge about the particular barriers 
within the EIP, potential beneficiaries that have not applied for the programme should be the subject 
of a survey. 
 
Entrepreneurs are reluctant to employ simple credits at the very early stage. This should be 
acknowledged when targeting those types of beneficiaries. Seed-financing has not been successful, 
and the relevant CBS measure was closed at the very beginning. However, seed-financing, particularly 
with venture capital, has a strong impact, as it has been proven in international programmes (most 
and foremost in the USA). In Europe, this form of support is not yet well elaborated. Venture capital 
different from loans does not require direct repayment of the financial support. Instead, venture 
capital is private capital which accepts a certain risk. Entrepreneurs become engaged with risk-
friendly private involvement rather than bank loans with strict repayment rules. The USA has a long 
tradition in venture capital financing and private equity involvement. This culture forms a major part of 
the success in seed-financing in the USA.   

                                          
95  Metis, EPRC (2012), Barriers for applicants to Structural Funding, Study, European Parliament, Policy Department B: Structural and 

Cohesion Policies, Brussels February 2012. 
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Recommendation 

13. In order to learn more about the barriers for beneficiaries, a specific survey should be conducted which 
concentrates on potential beneficiaries that have not applied for assistance. Numerous surveys have been 
elaborated in this context for other programmes, and they should form the basis for a particular EIP 
analysis.   

14. In order to boost entrepreneurs, financial support instruments should be more risk-driven. Simple credits 
are not attractive at this stage of the business lifecycle. The culture of risk-driven private equity 
involvement has to be developed in Europe. This process seems long lasting, but it should be continuously 
stimulated by flexible public regulations.   

 

5.3 Support to innovation/Business and innovation services 
The support actions and services for SMEs are difficult to evaluate on a quantitative basis. Evaluation via survey 
is a useful and feasible methodology. More than 70% of the interviewees stated that they were satisfied or very 
satisfied with the service. Again, the survey reflects only a minor proportion of SMEs that could potentially 
benefit from the service.  
 

Recommendation 

15.  Helpdesk and network activities have been highly valued and should be continued in the future COSME 
programme.  

16. A concept for a ‘virtual single-entry point for SMEs’ combining the strengths of the successful networks 
should be considered. 

17. The EIP covers a range of different service and support measures and a number of diverse actions that are 
often difficult to measure. Nevertheless, a basic assessment of these activities should be carried out in the 
last year of the EIP; for example, an assessment of its effectiveness on different sectoral activities (e.g. 
tourism, agro-food industry) should be carefully provided as well as evaluation of cluster activities etc. 

5.4 Promotion of entrepreneurship 
Promotion of entrepreneurship covers activities such as Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs, Education & Training 
for Entrepreneurship, the European network to promote women's entrepreneurship (WES), the European 
Network of Female Entrepreneurship Ambassadors, the European SME Week etc. 
 
As this part of the EIP comprises a basket full of different activities measured with different output indicators, 
overall impact is difficult to anticipate.  Nevertheless, the activities have generated great interest, and the same 
is true for the different actions for women entrepreneurs and others. 
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Recommendation 

18. The Europe-wide SME Week is worth maintaining in the next 2014-2020 programming period. It could also 
be used to provide feedback to the European Commission. 

19. A better link and coordination should be established between educational activities and the EIT (European 
Institute for Technology & Innovation). 

20. Initiatives concerning women and entrepreneurship should be followed up, but the key problem of 
childcare/entrepreneurship should also be considered.  

5.5 Relevance for the future and general issues 
 
The Commission proposal for COSME builds on the findings of the evaluations and the lessons 
learned. Recommendations have been taken on board regarding streamlining the programme, 
reducing and structuring the activities and concentrating on the main successful schemes of the CIP 
and more particularly the EIP. This will hopefully go hand-in-hand with the need for a clear focus, 
reduced complexity of measures, and a clear evaluation system based on a clear monitoring system 
(targets, and quantified short-term and long-term indicators). There is a need for an appropriate 
structure for ‘knowledge management’ and governance (to remove all the deficiencies of the current 
CIP).  
Within the European Commission cross-DG coordination and cooperation towards actively 
promoting and utilising synergies with other EU instruments such as the Structural Funds and 
Horizon 2020 will be important. In particular, the proposed joint SME support management harbours 
the danger of more complex and less efficient funding implementation.  
 
Close coordination and cooperation between the Enterprise Europe Network (EEN) and the National 
Contact Points (NCPs) for Horizon 2020 will also be important. Nevertheless, it should be stated that a 
single entry point for SMEs combining the EEN network or NCPs should retain the required 
competences from the two networks. 
 
The coordination and cooperation of the Commission should be improved, also with regard to EU 
Cohesion Policy instruments. In addition, there is a need to strengthen the linkages, interaction, 
coordination and cooperation between regional and local actors responsible for the operational 
implementation of the different programmes and initiatives and to provide information and 
assistance to final beneficiaries. 
 

Recommendation 

21. The support to SMEs should be better structured according to SME size distribution, industrial sector, level 
of innovation and in-house research capacities, age, geographical position and lifecycle stage in line with 
measurable, defined overall objectives.  

22. The joint SME financial instruments funded by COSME and Horizon 2020 should either be regulated 
separately by a separate legal framework, or SME support should be concentrated on one programme only 
(e.g. COSME).  
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ANNEX I 

CIP KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
A - Interim Evaluation Report by GHK and Technopolis, March 2010  
(Attention: the numbering of the Key Findings is false and leads to the assumption that there are 31 
key findings; in fact there are 35) 
 
Key findings on Relevance: 
Key Finding 1: The needs and issues identified at the time CIP was first conceived remain valid today. 
An assessment of the underlying trends and drivers reinforces the relevance of CIP as economies 
prepare for recovery; and as the impact of climate change and other environmental degradation 
accelerates. 
Key Finding 2: The high level objectives of CIP comply with the strategic aims of key EU policies: 
investing in energy efficiency, eco-innovation, to speed-up the transition to a low-carbon economy, 
support for small and medium enterprises, and investing in infrastructure and interconnection in 
network grids in order to promote efficiency and innovation. 
Key Finding 3: There is overwhelming support among internal as well as external stakeholders for 
intervention at a Community level in the fields of innovation and competitiveness in the form of a 
flagship programme such as CIP. 
Key Finding 4: CIP is perceived to demonstrate a strong ‘EU dimension’ by encouraging transnational 
working; mutual policy learning; generating EU wide evidence and supporting issues such as 
interoperability of ICT infrastructure. 
Key Finding 5: The European level design of CIP has been well thought out and appears to fit with 
the national systems in a way that suggests good market intelligence on the part of the programme 
legislators. 
Key Finding 6: There is some confusion at MS level as regards the positioning of SMEs as an intended 
recipient (the use of direct and indirect actions). 
Key Finding 7: New Member States use CIP in a more limited way than the older Member States. 
However it is regarded as highly beneficial to be involved in CIP projects, even if peripherally, in order 
to learn from other Member State counterparts. 
Key Finding 8: CIP covers a broad array of activities with a limited budget. The relevance of the 
programme can be improved by focussing on a limited number of themes/ activities that 
demonstrate a clear intervention logic and strong European added value. The Commission has been 
working on this. 
Key Finding 9: There is a drive within the Commission, to take a more coherent approach to policy 
making and linking current policy drivers – both internal and external – more explicitly to CIP in order 
to maximise its relevance. 
 
Key findings on effectiveness: 
Key Finding 10: There are a number of good examples of where CIP is having a leverage effect on 
policy making and legislation at the European, national and regional level. CIP is also having an effect 
on investment and ideas which will help improve the innovative environment in which SMEs operate. 
There is however, scope to strengthen the leverage effect of CIP by improving its linkages with other 
EU programmes. 
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Key Finding 11: The work programmes of the individual pillars need to be improved. They have 
evoked some criticism in terms of their clarity of approach and the lack of explicit links between the 
individual programme measures and objectives. The implementation reports also need to be 
improved as they do not provide a cumulative picture of the progress of CIP. 
Key Finding 12: CIP does effectively target SMEs and provides access to the programme to the 
extent to which it is planned. The positioning of the programme in relation to SMEs however is not 
well understood by national stakeholders. 
Key Finding 13: The monitoring arrangements across CIP have not been adequate but all three 
pillars are currently reviewing monitoring and indicators for the successive programming period, 
taking into account the findings of the three interim evaluations.  
Key Finding 14: CIP is delivered in partnership with a number of different types of stakeholders and 
the involvement is comprehensive from the Parliament to the Member States. 
Key Finding 15: Coordination mechanisms have been established within the Commission (for 
example, the inter-DG working group on CIP, working group involving DG Economic and Financial 
Affaires, Regional Policy and Enterprise on the financial instruments); but these could be 
strengthened. Particularly, coordination between ICT PSP and other pillars; and coordination between 
DG Regional Policy and CIP Directorates-General could be improved. There is interest from DG 
Regional Policy is working with the Network for example. 
Key Finding 16: The evaluation discusses some options for best use of the current management 
committee structure (three management committees) and the additional role of coordinating across 
the CIP. 
Key finding 17: There is a call for more feedback on the practical results of the implementation of CIP 
to the Member States from the European Commission (particularly on project success and failure). 
 
Key findings on efficiency 
Key finding 18: Overall, after a slow start, many planned efficiencies are emerging in the evidence 
associated with the management and implementation of CIP. 
Key finding 19: Under the EIP there is increased efficiency reported - at both European and National 
level - of having one Network facing SMEs across Europe. 
Key finding 20: CIP financial instruments by design are highly efficient instruments for assisting 
SMEs. Financial intermediaries however, complain of excessive reporting 66 requirements which add 
to the cost of participating. 
Key finding 21: Administrative burden has been observed as an inefficiency across all three pillars. 
Key finding 22: The Agency (EACI) has the role of increasing resource efficiencies through the 
separation of administrative functions (EACI) from policy making (EC). With CIP progressing, the 
efficiencies are being realised.27 
Key finding 23: Under IEE II, the low success rate for proposals creates potentially unacceptable costs 
for unsuccessful applicants and acts as a deterrent to future participation. 
 
Key findings on information and awareness 
Key finding 23: CIP is not well understood as a Framework Programme. Reasons are that it is a new 
framework programme; it has a limited budget; it supports a wide array of instruments targeting a 
number of different audiences. Moreover some of the issues dealt with CIP are difficult for 
stakeholders to grasp (e.g. its focus on addressing nontechnological barriers) 
Key finding 24: There is an overwhelming need for more systematic (yet simplified) information 
dissemination on the Programme. The communication however needs to be tailored according to the 
audience according to their interest in the programme. 
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Key Finding 25: In order to sustain interest in CIP, it is essential for the Commission to disseminate 
information on its results and impacts. 
Key finding 26: The mechanisms for awareness raising and information dissemination are already in 
place; for example the NCPs and the Enterprise Europe Network are important instruments for 
improving on the information and communication of CIP. 
 
Key findings on coherence and synergies 
Key finding 24: The external and national stakeholders’ views on coherence were limited by their 
experience and knowledge of particular aspects of the CIP. In most cases, national stakeholders were 
only able to comment on external coherence of CIP with reference to national priorities and were not 
able to draw references to other European policies. 
Key finding 25: Within the Commission, the coherence issue raised a number of questions as to 
whether coherence should exist at strategic, institutional or operation level. Most interviewees gave 
examples of coherence with other policies rather than between the three pillars. Most stakeholders 
were of the opinion that the three pillars exist but there is little interaction between them and also 
that the three pillars were designed to retain their individual identity. 
Key finding 26: The evaluation examined the internal coherence of CIP with respect to the following 
three cross cutting themes: ICT, energy and eco-innovation. There is some evidence of operational 
synergies being achieved through the involvement of the Agency and the Enterprise Europe 
Network. However, there is scope to improve bottom-up synergies and linkages. 
Key finding 27: The intervention logic of the CIP is broadly coherent and complementary to other 
Community and Member State interventions that are designed to contribute to the Lisbon objectives. 
Key finding 28: There are potential overlaps with other EU programmes and gaps in the area of 
innovation support. The main areas of potential overlap between EU programmes are financial 
instruments (CIP and Structural Funds) and eco-innovation (CIP and LIFE+); and the main gap relates 
to the provision of support for innovation skills. 
Key finding 29: There is scope to improve operational complementarities between different EU 
funding mechanisms which would also strengthen the leverage effect of 93 CIP. 
Key finding 30: The European added value of CIP arises from its focus on trans-European 
collaboration, interaction and cooperation between various partners; European exchange of know-
how, best practices and ideas; and emphasis on developing common solutions to common problems. 
Key finding 31: The successes and the lessons learned from the implementation of CIP offer valuable 
pointers for CIP 2 particularly with regards to programme design and implementation; and its 
external linkages. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Recommendation 1: The CIP should continue and reinforce the tendency to focus on a small number 
of themes and activities where there is a strong intervention logic for EU support and strong 
prospects for European added value being generated. Although evidence on results is so far limited, 
the themes and activities that appear to meet these criteria include: Enterprise Europe Network; 
financial instruments; mutual policy learning; eco-innovation market replication projects; and Pilot A 
projects. 
 
Recommendation 2: The structure and content of the CIP Implementation Report should be 
improved. It should present information on the budget execution of the Framework Programme in a 
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more detailed manner and a coherent storyline as regards its progress, factors affecting 
implementation and achievements. 
 
Recommendation 3: The Commission should ensure that the monitoring indicators being 
developed include ‘results’ and ‘impact’ indicators to allow ex-post evaluation of programme 
effectiveness. The monitoring indicators being introduced across the three pillars should also provide 
the basis for monitoring and evaluating the Framework Programme as a whole. 
 
Recommendation 4: The Commission should better disseminate information on successful activities 
supported by CIP. 
 
Recommendation 5: Member States should be provided with information on the numbers of 
applications for and take-up of CIP instruments by actors in their countries, including their 
involvement in transnational activities and the results achieved. At the same time Member States 
should be strongly discouraged from viewing the CIP management as a resource allocation process. 
 
Recommendation 6: the Commission should continue to take steps to simplify administrative 
arrangements consistent with relevant legal requirements and sound financial management. Rules 
and procedures should be tailored to the specific characteristics of the respective target groups. 
 
Recommendation 7: the Commission should carefully consider its procedures for promoting calls for 
proposals so as to foster a good balance between ‘demand’ as evidenced through the number and 
quality of proposals and ‘rates of success or support given’. It needs to be borne in mind that many 
applicants may be inexperienced at making applications and that failed applications represent an 
opportunity cost. The procedures for promoting calls should enable applicants to make a realistic 
assessment of the risks and rewards involved. 
 
Recommendation 8: the Commission should develop a communication and dissemination strategy 
for CIP. It should reflect stakeholders’ demand for simple, coherent and tailored messages and if 
possible make further use of structured, transnational ‘mutual learning programmes’ and ‘peer 
learning activities’ of the type described above. 
 
Recommendation 9: There should be improved coordination between the Directorates-General 
involved in implementation of CIP and the Directorate-General for Regional Policy. EUR 86 billion are 
available through Cohesion Policy Funds for supporting innovation activities. These resources are 
managed by the Directorate-General for Regional Policy, national and regional authorities. For 
example, Cohesion Policy Funds could provide the resources for regions to build up research and 
innovation capacity, enabling them to take part in CIP; while CIP initiatives could help regions 
implement more effective regional innovation policies. Also, lessons emerging from CIP activities are 
likely to be relevant to the improved utilisation of the Cohesion Policy resources and vice versa. The 
countries benefiting most from the Cohesion Policy Funds may chose to participate less in CIP 
activities and hence the potential for lessons from CIP activities to reach those at the national 99 and 
regional levels in these countries may be low. At the same time there is a danger of ‘overlaps’ and/or 
learning in parallel that could be associated with inefficiencies. 
 
Recommendation 10: The Commission should consider strengthening the capacity of National 
Contact Points to engage with local networks and actors. Whilst National Contact Points have been 
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established on the initiative of the Member States in most countries for some parts of the 
programme, they represent a potential resource for furthering the ‘reach’ of the CIP. For example 
consideration could be given for small scale and ‘pilot’ funding for the exchange of experience 
between National Contact Points for the National Contact Points to act as ‘message carriers’, and 
trainers and to provide assistance to applicants. It should however, be borne in mind that some 
National Contact Points themselves compete for CIP resources and potential conflicts of interest 
would need to be avoided. 
 
Recommendation 11: The Commission should strengthen the role of the Enterprise Europe Network 
in influencing Member States’ policy and deployment of Cohesion Policy Funds concerning in 
particular the role of SMEs in innovation. For example, within Operational Programmes there are 
measures for investment in environmental infrastructure (e.g. sewage plants and recycling facilities) 
and ICT infrastructure. The Commission could for example, provide small scale funding to allow 
Enterprise Europe Network Members to organise transnational ‘brokerage’ events where the public 
bodies could be exposed to the latest solutions being developed through ICT-PSP relevant to 
investments made via Cohesion Fund and European Regional Development Fund (ERDF). The 
Enterprise Europe Network could also be used to help link venture capital funds and firms supported 
by regionally funded high-tech business incubators and science parks. 
 
B - Final Evaluation Report by CSES, December 2011 
 
1. The governance of the CIP should be improved so that substantive issues of policy and practice 
from across the Programme can be better considered and managed. The following steps should be 
considered, to develop the governance structure:  

i. Greater attention should be paid to the results of actions (as opposed to outputs delivered) in 
implementation reports and reflection in these reports on the lessons of these results, at both 
the action and component programme level.  

ii. There should be a specific allocation of responsibility for analysing the results that are being 
achieved across the Programme, especially in relation to the CIP’s key themes, for reporting 
on broad developments, the successes achieved the lessons for other actions and the 
potential for synergies and further gains.  

iii. Action to support this analysis should be undertaken, by strengthening the related 
management instruments, such as communication tools, best practice analysis and 
monitoring systems, (as explained in subsequent recommendations).  

iv. There should be consideration of reports on this analysis (and particularly on the broad 
developments in policy and the synergies being achieved) at the Commission’s co-ordination 
meetings at director and head of unit level and at the joint Member State committee 
meetings.  

v. Within their respective competences, these bodies should be clearly responsible for an active 
process of planning, tracking and following through the generation of synergies from across 
the Programme.  

 
2. There is scope for improvement in the co-ordination between the Directorates-General 
involved in implementation of the CIP and the Directorate-General for Regional Policy, in particular. 
This co-ordination needs to be on a more systematic basis than currently, providing a framework for 
the on-going contacts between officials at an operational levels, drawing lessons from experience in 
areas of common interest, such as supporting businesses and innovation, and specifically identifying 
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synergies and complementarities relating, for instance, to the implementation of the Structural Fund 
guidelines for the next programming period.  
 
3. The development of evidence-based policy processes can be taken further, including continuing 
improvements in monitoring systems:  

i. Continuing to develop indicators that relate to results and longer-term impacts rather than 
outputs should be a priority.  

ii. The objective of facilitating future take-up should influence the structuring, shaping and 
selection of early stage actions in projects, possibly including their grouping together in order 
to achieve a more consistent impact.  

iii. For measures, using grant –based projects as their main vehicle of implementation, 
monitoring needs to be developed not only at a project level, as is currently being done, but 
also at the level of actions and programmes.  

iv. Systems developed for the EIP should be extended to all parts of the Programme.  
v. More effective monitoring could be achieved and gaps in the system more easily identified by 

bringing together all the indicator data in a single table in each implementation report. This 
will also facilitate the development of greater consistency in monitoring systems across the 
three component programmes.  

vi. It may assist the overall management of monitoring systems and restrict any tendency 
towards a proliferation of complex indicator systems, if a distinction were made between 
indicators (mainly contextual, result and impact indicators) that are used for accountability 
and progress reporting and those (a wider range of output indicators) that are used for 
internal management purposes.  

 
4. The methodology of best practice analysis should be reviewed and systematised. Mechanisms 
for promoting the take-up of best practice should be developed further and monitored:  

i. More attention should be paid to highlighting and developing best practice methodology, 
especially by drawing on the wide range of experience across the Programme, clarifying 
terminology and processes and identifying the characteristics of the more successful 
instances.  

ii. Systems for monitoring progress with best practice implementation need to developed, 
including greater provision within projects for assessing and reporting on results of this 
aspect of their activities.  

iii. The terms of reference for future evaluations could also address the need to assess the 
effectiveness of actions aiming to promote best practice.  

iv. To support evaluation of progress with best practice implementation, a precise 
characterisation of the baseline is a key requirement.  

v. The relatively restricted use of benchmarking under the CIP might usefully be extended as a 
means of spreading best practice.  

 
5. There should be a review of the relationship between the CIP and its main stakeholders, with a 
view to considering systematically ways to identify and promote synergies. Such a review might 
include:  

i. A review of existing structures for co-ordinating practice with close policy areas, such as FP7 
and the Structural Funds and identification of ways to make this co-ordination more 
systematic.  

ii. A consideration of how CIP results can best be taken up in Member States and other 
participating countries.  
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iii. Continuing efforts to simplify project application and management procedures and some 
new reflection on how relationships with project participants might be made more 
productive, beyond and between projects.  

iv. A review of how the Programme has sought to engage with appropriate players in the 
knowledge economy and particularly whether relationships could be strengthened with 
universities and research centres, as stakeholders in the development of innovation strategy 
as well as participants in specific projects.  

 
6. With the experience from a wide range of actions under the CIP continuing to accumulate, the 
Recommendation of the Interim Evaluation of the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework 
Programme that the Commission should develop a communication and dissemination strategy 
for the CIP, which reflects stakeholders’ demand for simple coherent and tailored messages, has even 
greater force:  

i. The main purpose of such a strategy at this stage should be to communicate clearly the main 
achievements of the CIP, with a view to assisting further take-up of results and promoting 
synergies at all levels: within the Programme, with related areas of EU policy, such as the 
Structural Funds and with national and regional initiatives that are able to make effective use 
of the experience at an EU level.  

ii. It will be necessary to establish some priorities in terms of which achievements to highlight. 
Those with the greatest potential for further impact on competitiveness and innovation 
should have the highest priority.  

iii. The targeting of such communication and dissemination activities should concentrate on 
those in a position to act on the information provided.  

iv. Among the most significant audiences are Commission and Agency officials working on 
related areas of policy, who are in a position to develop synergies with CIP actions.  

 
7. A significant legacy that the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme can leave for 
its successor programmes is a clear and comprehensive statement on Innovation and how best to 
promote and support it.  
 
This would build on the work of Europe INNOVA and PRO INNO Europe, but also take in the 
experience of the eco-innovation projects, the IEE II programme and ICT-PSP and wider 
developments, such as the Lead Market Initiative. It would also take into account particular 
approaches needed to support eco-innovation and possibly consider links with FP7 and the Structural 
Funds. It would add practical detail to the framework provided by the Innovation Union Flagship 
Initiative and provide a clear orientation for the operation of innovation promotion under successor 
programmes. 
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ANNEX II 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT PART 1 
The Assessment, which is part of Service Contract with the European Parliament, Directorate for 
Budgetary Affairs, consists of 2 parts: 
Evaluation of the evaluation reports of the CIP Programme 
In-depth analysis of the SME-relevant part of the EIP sub programme. 
 
Section 1 gives you information about general issues (aim of the assessment, sources of information 
etc.) and Section 2 consists of a questionnaire (5 questions with sub questions). 

Section 1: General Issues 

Aim of the assessment 

Objectives according to 
the Tender  

The aim of the assessment is to assess 

1. whether the methodology applied for the evaluation reports is 
relevant 

2. the conclusions and recommendations made are an appropriate 
result of the data and analysis presented in the evaluation reports 

3. whether the statistical information/data is sufficient to measure the 
impact of the CIP against its objectives 

4. whether it can be deduced that the aim of the CIP, to foster higher 
competitiveness and innovation, could be reached 

5. if the CIP (and forerunner programmes) were successful so far and 
lessens to be learned were implemented 

6. whether CIP, compared with similar other international programmes, 
is (not) successful 

Sources of information for the assessment 

Main Sources: 

Interim CIP Evaluation Report: by GHK and 
technopolis, March 2010 

Final CIP Evaluation Report by CSES, December 2011 

CIP Performance Report by the EC, March 2012 

Yearly CIP Implementation Report by the EC for 2007, 
2008, 2009, 2010, 2011 

http://ec.europa.eu/cip/documents/im
plementation-reports/index_en.htm 

Will be 
sent  
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Final Evaluation Report for EIP (April 2011) 

Commission proposal for COSME 
(2014-2020) 

http://ec.europa.eu/cip/cosme/index_e
n.htm 

 

Additional Sources: 

Yearly Implementation Report for each of the three 
operational programmes by the EC,  
2007-2012 

Final Evaluation Report for IEE (June 2011), ICP-PSP 
(July 2011)  

Yearly Work programme for each of the three 
operational programmes by the EC,  
2007-2012  

http://ec.europa.eu/cip/documents/impl
ementation-reports/index_en.htm 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/cip/documents/wor
k-programmes/index_en.htm 

Will be 
not sent 
(except 
for EIP) 

European Parliament:  

Workshop “The effectiveness of CIP", 25/04/2012, ITRE 
Committee 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/itre
/events.html?id=workshops#menuzone 

European Parliament: 

Report (2012/2042 INI) “SMEs: competitiveness and 
business opportunities”,  ITRE Committee  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/itre
/reports.html#menuzone 

Innovation Union Scoreboard 
http://www.proinno-europe.eu/inno-
metrics/page/innovation-union-scoreboard-2011 

2012 SME Assembly in Cyprus 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/small-
business-act/2012-sme-assembly/ 

General information about CIP 

Objectives of the CIP  

The general objectives of the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework 
Programme (CIP) as described in article 2 of the CIP legal base are the 
following: 

 to foster the competitiveness of enterprises, in particular of SMEs; 

 to promote all forms of innovation including eco-innovation; 

 to accelerate the development of a sustainable, competitive, 
innovative and inclusive information society; 

 to promote energy efficiency and new and renewable energy sources 
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in all sectors, including transport. 

The CIP is composed of three specific (operational) programmes which have 
their own specific objectives: 

 the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (EIP) 

 the ICT Policy Support Programme (ICT-PSP) 

 the Intelligent Energy Europe Programme (IEE) 

Structure and indicated 
budget of CIP 

The programme consist of 3 specific (operational) programmes: 

“Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (EIP)”, with a budget of 
€2,17 bn incl. €430 m to promote eco-innovation, will facilitate SMEs access to 
finance, better integrate the existing networks of business support services 
(EuroInfoCentres and Innovation Relay Centres) and support innovation 
activities (INNOVA, Pro-Inno etc).  

“ICT Policy Support Programme (ICT-PSP)”, with a budget of  
€ 730 m, will contribute to competitiveness through stimulating a wider 
adoption and more efficient take up and better use of ICT. 

“Intelligent Energy-Europe Programme (IEE), with a budget of  
€ 730 m will support energy efficiency, new and renewable energy sources, 
and technological solution to reduce greenhouse gas emission cause by the 
transport sector. 

Information about COSME  

COSME Programme (2014-
2020) 

Key Actions under the programme 

1. Access to finance for SMEs through dedicated financial 
instruments  

2. Enterprise Europe Network: a network of business service centres 

3. Entrepreneurship 

4. Improving framework conditions for the competitiveness of 
enterprises and policy development 

5. Internationalisation of SMEs 

http://ec.europa.eu/cip/cosme/index_en.htm  

European Parliament 

Opinion BUDG Committee concerning COSME: 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-
%2f%2fEP%2f%2fNONSGML%2bCOMPARL%2bPE-
491.276%2b02%2bDOC%2bPDF%2bV0%2f%2fEN     

http://ec.europa.eu/cip/cosme/index_en.htm�
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-%2f%2fEP%2f%2fNONSGML%2bCOMPARL%2bPE-491.276%2b02%2bDOC%2bPDF%2bV0%2f%2fEN�
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-%2f%2fEP%2f%2fNONSGML%2bCOMPARL%2bPE-491.276%2b02%2bDOC%2bPDF%2bV0%2f%2fEN�
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-%2f%2fEP%2f%2fNONSGML%2bCOMPARL%2bPE-491.276%2b02%2bDOC%2bPDF%2bV0%2f%2fEN�
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Procedure for COSME adoption: 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=20
11/0394(COD)&l=en  

Public consultation on a CIP 
successor   

http://ec.europa.eu/cip/public_consultation/index_en.htm -

 

Please answer all questions and sub questions. You can use as much pages as necessary! 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2011/0394(COD)&l=en�
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2011/0394(COD)&l=en�
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Section 2: Questionnaire 

1 

Was the methodology applied in the Interim and Final evaluation report of the CIP programme and the Final 
evaluation reports of its three operational programmes appropriate?  
 
(Please, just have a brief look for the reports of IEE and ICT-PSP!) 

1a 

Please give a short description of the methodologies used to assess the programmes 

 in the final and interim evaluation reports of the CIP programme and  

 in the final reports of its 3 operational programmes. 

  

1b Is there a different methodology used in these reports? 

 If yes, please explain  
 If no, please indicate  

1c 
Was this methodology/Were these methodologies used in the evaluation reports relevant for such kind 
of evaluation? 

  

1d 
Is it reasonable to entrust different evaluation teams for different programmes and even reports within 
a programme (interim report/final report)? 

  

1e 
Do you have any specific remarks concerning the evaluation reports? Where they sound and logic with a 
good structure? 

  

2 
Were the conclusions and recommendations drawn in the evaluation reports an appropriate result of and 
consistent with the data (indicators) and their analysis? 

2a 
Please give a short description of the relevant data (indicators) which has been used in the evaluation 
reports and HOW this data was analysed. 

  

2b Was the analysis of the data sound and logic?? 

  

2d 
Are the conclusions and recommendations drawn out of the data and its analysis sound and logic and 
appropriate? Please differ (programme, final/interim report) 

  

3 
Were the statistical information and all relevant data sufficient enough to measure the impact of the CIP 
against its original objectives? 

3a 
Please give – according to your estimation - a list of characteristic data (indicators) which WOULD be 
necessary to measure the impact of CIP and its operational programmes according to its objectives. 

  

3b 
Please compare the necessary data (indicators) according to your estimation in 3a and the data which is 
available in the reports (see 2a). Are there significant discrepancies? If yes, is that good or bad? 
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4 
How substantial was – if the statistical date used for the evaluation reports was sufficient – the impact of the 
programme 

4a 
Please try to combine the list of available and necessary data (see 3a), with a scaling of a possible 
success/reverse rate. 

  

4b Have there been some available data (indicators) which were – also according to you estimation - 
successfully/not successfully met?? 

  

5 General questions 

5a Do you think that CIP was successful and if yes, why /if not, why not? 

  

5b Which were the highlights of CIP and its operational programmes according to your estimation?  

  

5c What lessens can be learned to secure a successful COSME programme 

  

5d 
Is there any information about the forerunner programme of CIP and its evaluation (lessons learned) and 
if yes, have the recommendations been used? 

  

5e 
Are there other international programmes (worldwide e.g. USA, Japan etc..) which a similar approach? 
What kind of disadvantages or advantages do such programmes have, if they exist? 
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT PART 2 
 
The Assessment, which is part of Service Contract with the European Parliament, Directorate for 
Budgetary Affairs, consists of 2 parts: 
Evaluation of the evaluation reports of the CIP Programme 
In-depth analysis of the SME-relevant part of the EIP sub programme. 
 
Section 1 gives you information about general issues (aim of the assessment, sources of information 
etc.) and Section 2 consists of a questionnaire. This questionnaire is divided into 4 sections including 
in total 6 question blocks with sub questions. These 4 sections reflect somehow the structure of EIP. 
 

Section 1: General Issues 

Aim of the assessment 

Objectives according 
to the tender 

The aim of the assessment is to assess (if) 

1. the EIP has encouraged business growth and employment sustainability? 

2. the available funding was adequate and was used properly and efficiently and 
especially time-to-grant considerations have been tackled? 

3. which measures have turned out to be the most efficient or inefficient? 

4. which kind of SMEs have mostly benefited/encountered most of the problem 
from/with the programme (type of business, stage of SME life-cycle, country origin, 
branches, size)? 

5. the programme has stimulated both self-employment and employment 
(relevant data available)?  

6. the programme has, especially concerning sole proprietorship, further 
employment initiated? 

7. there are existing barriers which prevent SMEs to participate in CIP (depending 
on the branch and/or the country origin of the SME) 

8. there have been specific actions for female entrepreneurship? 

9. there have been specific action for educational activities and if there is and 
overlap with EIT (European Institute for Technology & Innovation)? 

10. there are further lessons to be learned to improve COSME? 
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Sources of information for the assessment 

Main Sources: 

Interim EIP Evaluation Report: by GHK and 
technopolis, April 2009 

Final EIP Evaluation Report by CSES, 
April 2011 

EIP Performance Report by the EC, 
January 2012 

Yearly EIP Implementation Report by the EC for 2007, 
2008, 2009, 2010, 2011EIP  

http://ec.europa.eu/cip/documents/implementa
tion-reports/index_en.htm 

Will be 
sent  

Yearly Work programme for EIP by the EC, 2007, 2008, 
2009, 2010, 2011 

http://ec.europa.eu/cip/documents/work-
programmes/index_en.htm 

Will be 
sent 

Evaluation of the Indicators of EIP by CSES, February 
2010 

Operational Guidance on Indicators of EIP by CSES, 
February 2010 

http://ec.europa.eu/cip/documents/implementa
tion-reports/index_en.htm 

Will be 
sent 

Additional Sources: 

Beneficiaries reports for the year 2007-2008, 2009, 
2010, 2011 (IMPORTANT, but should be used 
electronically) 

http://ec.europa.eu/cip/documents/implementa
tion-reports/index_en.htm 

Will be 
not 
sent 

Erasmus for young Entrepreneurs 
http://www.erasmus-
entrepreneurs.eu/index.php 

- 

SME Week 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/initiatives/sme-
week/index_en.htm 

- 

SME - Encouraging women entrepreneurs 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/pro
moting-
entrepreneurship/women/index_en.htm 

- 

SME - Education & Training for Entrepreneurship 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/pro
moting-entrepreneurship/education-training-
entrepreneurship/index_en.htm 

- 

EIT – European Institute for Technology and 
Innovation 

http://eit.europa.eu/ - 
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General information about EIP 

Structure of EIP  
(excluding eco-innovation) 

 
CIP financial instruments (Access to finance) 
(over € 1,1 bn for 2007-2013) 

1. Equity financing: The high-growth and innovative SME (GIF1 and GIF2 with 
€ 550 m) 

2. Guarantees: The SME guarantee facility (SMEG with € 506 m) 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/finance/cip-financial-
instruments/index_en.htm  

 
Business and innovation services 

1. Enterprise Europe Network (€ 320 m) 
http://portal.enterprise-europe-network.ec.europa.eu/  

2. IPR Helpdesk 
http://www.iprhelpdesk.eu/  

 
Support to innovation 

1. Europe INNOVA 
2. PRO INNO Europe® 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/support/index_en.htm   

 
Promotion of Entrepreneurship 

1. Erasmus for Young  Entrepreneurs 
2. Education and Training for Entrepreneurship 
3. European SME Week 
4. European Network to Promote Women's Entrepreneurship (WES) 
5. Female Entrepreneurship Ambassadors 
6. … 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/promoting-
entrepreneurship/index_en.htm  

 
The main focus will be on the measures of “access to finance” and the “Promotion of 
Entrepreneurship”. 
 

 
Money allocation 
 

 
Detailed money allocation is given in the work programme! 

 
 
 

Please answer all questions and sub questions. You can use as much pages as necessary! 

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/finance/cip-financial-instruments/index_en.htm�
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/finance/cip-financial-instruments/index_en.htm�
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/support/enterprise-europe-network/index_en.htm�
http://portal.enterprise-europe-network.ec.europa.eu/�
http://www.iprhelpdesk.eu/�
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/support/index_en.htm�
http://www.erasmus-entrepreneurs.eu/index.php�
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/promoting-entrepreneurship/index_en.htm�
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/promoting-entrepreneurship/index_en.htm�
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Section 2: Questionnaire 

Section 2A: CIP Financial instruments 

1 Data analysis concerning business growth and employment 

1a 
Please give a short list of typical key indicators for business growth and employment sustainability and 
a relevant possible scaling of a success rate and/or reverse rate. 

  

1b 
Are sufficient data in the reports available to judge about business growth and employment 
sustainability according to you opinion? 

 If yes, please explain  
 If no, please indicate  

1c Have there been some key indicators which were not mentioned in the reports? 

 
 

 

1d Have there been some key indicators which were (not) successfully met? 

  

2 Questions concerning the funding measures  

2a 
Was the available indicative funding per year similar to the final funding according to the information 
in the reports?? 

  

2b 
Was the available funding foreseen for the different measures adequate (over- or under subscription)? 
Please try to compare the different measures. 

  

2c Was there a specific measure, which was significantly oversubscribed/under subscribed? 

  

2d Has there been a consequent analysis per EU member country elaborated? 

  

2e 
Was the management of the programme efficient (EIF, national organisations) e.g according to time-to-
grant analysis? 

  

2e Which of the measures turned out to be the most effective, which the most ineffective? 
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3 Questions about the beneficiaries 

3a 
Which kind of characteristic of the beneficiaries of these kinds of measures was available? Were these 
characteristic sufficient to differ between SMEs in different life-cycle stages, of different size, country 
origin, branches and with female entrepreneurs? 

  

3b 
Is there a specific kind of SME (see 3a) which benefited most of the financial instruments? Please differ 
between the financial instruments. 

  

3c 
Do some specific types of SMEs have accounted problems and if yes why? 
Why were some of the SMEs not successful? 

  

3d 
Has one of the financing measures stimulated both, self-employment and employment? Were there 
some specific initiatives concerning sole proprietorship and further employment? 

  

Section 2B: Support to innovation/Business and innovation services 

4 General issues 

4a Were the indicators given for these activities sound and logic and comprehensive? 

  

4b Have there been improvements concerning the services compared to forerunner programmes? 

  

4c Which of the services were very effective/not effective according to evaluation? 

  

4d Are the services worth to be maintained in COSME? Please differ! 

  

Section 2C: Promotion of Entrepreneurship 

5 General issues 

5a Were the indicators given for these activities sound and logic and comprehensive? 

  

5b Was the available funding for the Calls adequate? Was there a significant over/under subscription? 

  

5c Which of the activities was very effective/not effective according to evaluation? 
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5d Were the specific actions for female entrepreneurship of great impact? 

  

5e 
Have the educational activities been successful according to evaluation and was there an overlap with 
EIT (European Institute for Technology & Innovation) activities? 

  

5f  What was the most important outcome of the SME weeks? Are they worth to be maintained? 
  

5g 
Is there any significant additional study/tender, which should be specially mentioned, because of its 
importance? 

  

Section 2D: General issues 

6
a 

Give your personal opinion about the EIP programme (work done according to work programme and 
implementation programme) and lessons to be learned 

  

6
b 

Are there any comparable international programmes (advantages and disadvantages)? 

  

6
c 

Which of the activities should be maintained in COSME and why? 

  
 



 



 




