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01.

Introduction: aims and target of work package 4

Work package 4 goal: Financial instruments
Work Package 4 (hereinafter “WP4”) of the SEE – IFA project was focused on:
 the identification of transferable financial instruments aimed at sustaining innovation
within SMEs in the SEE area, as well as creating new financial instruments devoted to
the same purpose;
 the customization of financial instruments identified and the analysis of the possibility of
their implementation;
 the actual implementation of the instruments.
WP4 draws on the relevant information included in the preceding WP3 “Country Studies” within
the conceptual framework of the SEE – IFA project. The output of WP4 could ideally be one of
the instruments within the portfolio of activities of a new Innovation and Financial Agency
(hereinafter “IFA”), which is the target of WP6.
In analyzing the activities carried out and results achieved in the whole SEE-IFA project and in
WP4 in particular, it must be taken into account that the project was conceived in 2007, began in
2008 and was concluded in 2012. During the period between the project conception and its
conclusion, the world has dramatically changed due to the severe global financial crisis that
began in the summer of 2008. The crisis, initiated in the real estate sector, has affected the
banking and financial sectors, as well as public debt securities and in particular some European
partner countries of the project (most notably Italy and Greece).
Amidst this severe recession the possibility of implementing many new financial instruments to
sustain the innovation of SMEs in the SEE area foreseen at the beginning of the project
decreased dramatically. This was due to severe budget constraints and cuts carried out by all the
policy makers of the partner countries, regions and provinces.

Method
The working method of WP4 was based on the milestones reported in the charts below:
1

Instrument
identification

2

Need
Assessment

3

Instrument
proposal

4

5

Study

Implementation

1. Instrument identification: During this WP phase, the information regarding the existing
financial instruments identified as best practices in WP3 were analyzed and compared in
order to identify the three most suitable instruments to sustain innovation in SMEs and to
be transferred to project partners. The evaluation criteria were agreed upon by the
partnership during a specific project meeting.
2. Need assessment: During this WP phase the main needs of each project prepared by
partner countries/regions/provinces identified in WP3 were analyzed and integrated
through an interview of local stakeholders run by project partners.
3. Instrument proposal: The aim of this project phase was to match the three instruments
identified and the needs that emerged from the previous WP phase. According to the
analysis performed, in most cases two instruments were proposed to each country.
During a specific meeting, and after discussion with its stakeholders, each partner made
its choice about the most suitable among the instruments proposed.
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4. Pre-feasibility study: This project phase was dedicated to the preparation of 8 prefeasibility studies aimed at verifying the possibility of transferring the financial instruments
identified in partner countries, regions and provinces. The pre-feasibility studies were
prepared for each partner with the exception of AWS, Finlombarda and Regione Veneto.
Pre-feasibility studies were prepared by Finlombarda as WP Leader with the active
collaboration of each project partner, the involvement of local stakeholders and the
supervision of AWS as Project leader.
5. Implementation: At the end of the previous phase, a specific technical meeting was held
in Vienna. This meeting focused on finding out which partners had foreseen a higher
possibility of implementing the instruments identified in the pre-feasibility study. This was
based on technical considerations, the presence of necessary partners and stakeholders
willing to collaborate for project implementation, political will, general conditions for
putting the project into effect, as well as the available budget. The implementation phase
was managed by local partners that consulted with local policy makers and politicians in
order to create consensus and sign agreements, as well as creating the necessary preconditions for sustaining innovation in SMEs. The final goal was to achieve financial
resources for funding the new instruments studied within the project. The implementation
phase was run at the local level with periodical technical meetings held in Vienna or in
Milan, along with various local technical meetings with stakeholders. The implementation
phase was focused on the following countries/regions/provinces: Croatia (Varazdin
County), Serbia (Autonomous Province of Vojvodina), Bulgaria and Romania. In addition
to such countries, several activities were held in Macedonia, which focused on identifying
the problems of a previously existing Guarantee Fund, and on providing
recommendations for a new future Guarantee Fund.

Activities and output foreseen for WP4
For each of the project phases described above, the table below shows the list of instruments
used during the realization of the working phase, the players involved and the output produced:
1

Instrument
identification

2

Need
Assessment

3

Instrument
proposal

4

5

Study

Analysis of WP3
Report and
assessment grid

Stakeholders
interviews
assessment grid

Grid analysis
meetings and
interviews

Prefeasibility
study, technical
meetings

Player

WP leader and
Lead partner

11 partners WP
leader and Lead
partner

8 partners, WP
leader and Lead
partner

8 partners, WP
leader and Lead
partner

Output

Innovation
Support Program
Metadistretti and
Seed Fund
selected

Need table and
comparison chart

One instrument
proposal for each
partner

8 pre-feasibility
studies

Instrument

Implementation
Meetings and
negotiations
5 partners at very
different stages
WP leader and
Lead partner
Letter of intents
Agreements,
Regulations,
Decision of
budget allocation
Roadshows

All the instruments used and the output produced will be shortly illustrated in the following pages
of the present document and in its annexes prepared by local partners to describe the specific
results achieved within this work package in their country/region/province.
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02.

Identification of three exportable financial instruments
(best practices)

Portfolio of instruments
The identification phase of WP4 analyzed the portfolio of instruments considered to be best
practices in the different areas of Southeast Europe, within the activities carried out in WP3.
The portfolio was composed of 33 financial instruments, selected from 12 different countries.
The table below shows the distribution of financial instruments by country:

Good Practices by country
2

6

3

2

2
1

4
4

3

2

3

1
AT

IT

HR

B&H

BG

MK

HE

HU

MN

RO

SE

SL

Source: Finlombarda Analysis on country reports

From the analysis of the contribution beneficiaries it is possible to notice that almost all good
practices have SMEs as their target (96%). Of these, nine also have large enterprises as their
target (36%), while seven others involve research organizations and universities as well (28%)
and eight are also directed to other entities (32%).
Only 3 programs (Innovation, FFG and IPO) are addressed to all the target categories.
The table below shows the types of beneficiaries.

Targets
10
7
4

3

1

no target

only SMES

SMS and 1 A. T. SMS and 2 A. T. SMS and 3 A. T.

Source: Finlombarda Analysis on country reports

The good practices identified are aimed at supporting different categories of innovation. The
innovation activity is broad and not very easily classified. Therefore it was divided into the
following five macro categories in order to understand how the policy makers of the SEE area
intend to finance innovation and decide which investments to use. The macro categories are the
following:
 industrial research;
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experimental development;
organizational innovation;
innovative technology investments;
training.

The most popular form of innovation financed by the good practices is industrial research (64% of
programs), while the least financed among the categories is the training of human resources.
The table below shows the number of financial instruments, among the portfolio of products that
were presented in the Country Studies. These studies are focused on supporting each category
of innovation.

Types of innovation
16
14

13

12

10

Industrial
research

Experimental
development

Organizational
innovation

Innovative
technology
investments

Training

Source: Finlombarda Analysis on country reports

The type of support provided by the instruments is quite different and ranges from very simple
instruments such as grants, loans and guarantees, to more sophisticated and risky ones such as
private equity and venture capital funds. This broad range of variegated instruments is explained
both by the different kinds of innovation supported, the features of the beneficiaries and by the
degree of development of the various financial markets in the area. Below is a chart presenting
the portfolio of instruments classified by the type of support provided to beneficiaries:

Support type
13

5

6

5
1

0

1

2

Source: Finlombarda Analysis on country reports

Evaluation Criteria
During a project meeting held in Bucharest in 2009 the partnership agreed on a list of evaluation
criteria aimed at scoring the financial instruments presented in WP3.
The following table shows the evaluation criteria defined by the partnership.
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Simplicity and transparency (1)
Communication strategy (2)
Absence of practical issues (3)
Direct assistance and mentoring (4)
Resources allocation quality (5)
Eco-friendliness (6)
Intensity of funding (7)
Funding
Efficiency of funding (8)
Trigger of Innovation (9)
Innovation
Patent requests with market potential (10)
effects
Broad coverage and coverage of eligible companies (11)
Multiplying effect (equity) (12)
Other effects
Multiplying effect (other finance) (13)
Knowledge sharing (dissemination mechanism) (14)
Accessibility

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

The category Accessibility includes the evaluation criteria related to the absence of obstacles for
the SME instrument beneficiary. Generally speaking, from the management company’s point of
view, the easier the access the more complex or risky the management of the instrument.
All criteria listed in the category Accessibility and a brief explanation for each one is shown below.
Simplicity and transparency: User-friendliness and procedure transparency. This category
indicates the clarity of the description of the procedures, the availability of information on the
website, the amount of documents required, procedure clarity and guarantee of response time.
Communication strategy: Adequacy and diffusion of communication tools. Availability of clear,
effective and widespread communication tools, such as an in-depth internet site with links to
regional or national documentation, brochures, conferences for the presentation of the project
and agreements with chambers of commerce in order to present the project.
Absence of practical issues: Simplified and customer friendly project management procedures,
e.g. an adequate application process.
Direct assistance and mentoring: Adequacy of assistance, existence of a call center, advising,
availability of vouchers for consultancy and technical support.
Resource allocation quality: In case the program provides different types of support - are the
resources allocated appropriately for the various instruments?
Eco-friendliness: Support of eco-friendly initiatives.
The category Funding aims at evaluating the entity of the resources provided to the instruments.
The criteria intensity of funding refers to the availability of adequate resources in relation to the
requests, abiding by the EU State Aid Rules. It aims at understanding how important it is for the
partnership to have instruments supported by high budgets. The criteria efficiency of funding
refers to the involvement of a diverse range of financial resources: national, regional (and/or
European Community resources), as well as private ones (such as banks, private equity funds,
Foundations, ...). This criterion aims at understanding whether the partnerships consider it
important to match the public budget with resources provided by private entities for the evaluation
of the instrument support.
The category Innovation Effects refers to the level of innovation that the instrument is able to
stimulate and generate.
In particular, the Trigger of innovation criteria refers to the capacity of the program to develop
effective innovation with a positive impact on SME’s.
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The criteria Patent request with market potential aims at understanding whether the patent
developement support (like funds dedicated to consultancy for patents) is considered important
by the partnership.
The “Other” category includes a list of criteria that can be of interest to policy makers. The
purpose of the criteria Broad coverage and coverage of eligible companies is to understand
how important the territorial coverage, the coverage of a broad range of industries and a high
number of eligible companies are for the policy makers. The criteria Multiplying effect (both on
equity and other finance) is related to the capacity of the instrument to activate external resources
from the SME’s, banks or other entities.
The Knowledge sharing criteria aims at understanding whether the dissemination of knowledge
among the actors involved in the project supported by the instrument is an important criterion for
policy makers.
Each partner and his/her stakeholders were asked to assign a score to each criterion. The
analysis of this process provided the partnership with a “ranking” of the importance of the criterion
within the partnership (which represented 10 out of 16 countries of the SEE Area).
The final ranking of the criteria is presented in the table and chart below:

Accessibility

Funding
Innovation
effects

Simplicity and transparency (1)
Communication strategy (2)
Procedures and protocol for projects (3)
Direct assistance and mentoring (4)
Resources allocation quality (5)
Eco-friendliness (6)
Intensity of funding (7)
Efficiency of funding (8)
Trigger of Innovation (9)
Support for patent with market potential (10)

Broad coverage and coverage of eligible companies (11)
Leverage effect (equity) (12)
Other effects
Leverage effect (other finance) (13)
Knowledge sharing (dissemination mechanism) (14)
Macroeconomic Relevance (15)

SUM
43
40
38
41
41
32
39
44
44
41

AVERAGE
4,3
4,0
3,8
4,1
4,1
3,2
3,9
4,4
4,4
4,1

MEDIAN
4,5
4
3,5
4
4
3
4
4,5
5
4

MODE
5
5
3
4
4
3
4
5
5
5

STD DEV
0,82
1,05
0,92
0,74
0,74
1,32
0,99
0,70
0,84
0,88

36

3,6

3,5

3

0,70

34
36
42
34

3,4
3,6
4,2
3,4

3,5
4
5
3

4
4
5
2

0,97
1,07
1,14
1,26

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid
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Evaluation Criteria
Macroeconomic
Relevance (15)
Knowledge sharing
(dissemination …

Simplicity and
transparency (1)
50
40
30

Communication strategy
(2)
Procedures and protocol
for projects (3)

20

Leverage effect (other
finance) (13)

Direct assistance and
mentoring (4)

10
0

Leverage effect (equity)
(12)

Resources allocation
quality (5)

Broad coverage and
coverage of eligible …
Support for patent with
market potential (10)
Trigger of Innovation (9)

Eco-friendliness (6)
Intensity of funding (7)
Efficiency of funding (8)

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

For each partner a similar ranking and chart were prepared and used during the matching phase
between the financial instrument and the country.
In particular, from the analysis of the evaluation criteria it turned out that the most significant were
the following:


Efficiency of funding due to the budget constraints at every level (national, regional or
provincial level). The possibility of involving various partners in the creation or
implementation of a financial instrument is considered to be extremely important.



Being promoters of innovation: public support should be the element that convinces the
entrepreneur to make the investment in innovation. If the investment wasn’t done without
public support, the policy maker would fulfill its goal.



Simplicity and transparency: the instrument should be easy to access by potential
beneficiaries and potential users should easily find the information regarding the
instrument. Furthermore, the application should be as simple and quick as possible.



Knowledge sharing is a very important value for the projects, as it creates sound and
replicable connections among enterprises and research organizations and universities,
which in turn brings about mutual advantages. This evaluation is not shared with project
partners, unlike the other criteria previously mentioned.
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03.

Identification of partner needs

The Assessment Grid used to score the evaluation criteria was also used to assess the needs of
each country in order to create the appropriate instrument clusters and to propose the most
suitable instrument to each partner to fulfill their needs.
The list of needs identified and classified by the partnership is presented in the table below:

Target

Industry focus (1)
Focus on seed and early stage companies (2)
Focus on start-ups (2)
Focus on developed companies (2)
Network between SMEs and Big enterprises (2)
Network between SMEs and Research organizations (2)
Network between SMEs and Others (2)
Aggregation requirement (3)

Type of innovation to support Industrial research (2)
Experimental development (2)
Organizational innovation (2)
Innovative technology investments (2)
Innovative product/services (2)
Training (2)
Objective

Number of new jobs created or secured(2)
Number of licenses and patents developed (2)
New companies created (2)

Problems to solve

Access to finance (2)
Development of a private equity / venture capital market (2)
Development of management skills (2)
Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

The category Target aims at understanding whether it is more appropriate for the country to use
an instrument tailored for a specific sector or if it is more desirable to have instruments applicable
to different kinds of sectors. Furthermore, this category helps one decide which phase of the
company life cycle is more important to support and whether or not the establishment of networks
(with different SME’s) is important for local SME’s.
The category Type of innovation aims at understanding which phase of the innovation process
the partner and their stakeholders think is the most important for the country/region.
The category Objective is focused on understanding which is the most important output for the
country/region. The other outputs are: the number of jobs, the number of licenses and patents
developed, as well as the number of new companies created.
The category Problems to solve is focused on understanding which is the major problem that
affects innovative SMEs and must be solved. The problem may refer to the access to financing
the development of a venture capital or private equity market as well as the development of
management skills for entrepreneurs.
The partners, together with their stakeholders, prepared a ranking (from 1 to 5) for each item
included in the table below. This feedback provided the partnership with a ranking of the needs of
our 10 countries. The following table shows the ranking obtained through this process.
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SUM

AVERAGE

MEDIAN

MODE

STD DEV

38
38
41
37
42
35

3,8
3,8
4,1
3,7
4,2
3,5

4
4
4,5
4
4,5
3,5

4
4
5
5
5
4

0,92
0,92
0,99
1,16
0,92
1,08

Type of innovation to support Industrial research (2)
Experimental development (2)
Organizational innovation (2)
Innovative technology investments (2)
Innovative product/services (2)
Training (2)

40
40
37
44
45
36

4,0
4,0
3,7
4,4
4,5
3,6

4
4,5
4
4,5
5
4

5
5
4
5
5
5

1,25
1,25
0,95
0,70
0,71
1,51

Objective

Number of new jobs created or secured(2)
Number of licenses and patents developed (2)
New companies created (2)

37
33
34

3,7
3,3
3,4

4
3
3,5

5
3
2

1,34
0,95
1,17

Problems to solve

Access to finance (2)
Development of a private equity / venture capital market (2)
Development of management skills (2)

45
34
42

4,5
3,4
4,2

5
3,5
4

5
3
4

1,08
1,26
0,63

Target

Industry focus (1)
Focus on seed and early stage companies (2)
Focus on start-ups (2)
Focus on developed companies (2)
Network between SMEs and Big enterprises (2)
Network between SMEs and Research organizations (2)
Network between SMEs and Others (2)
Aggregation requirement (3)

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

The same ranking is available for each partner and was used to match the needs of the country
with the instrument selected.
It becomes clear from the analysis that the most relevant and shared needs were the following:


Supporting developed companies which probably represent most of the existing SME’s in
the SEE Area.



Creating networks between SME’s and research organizations in order to allow the
former to increase the technological level of their activity and to be able to invest in R&D
with a limited amount of fixed costs. From this strategy, even research organizations can
receive some additional benefits that enable them to go to deeper level of discovery.



Investing in innovative technology and creating innovative products and services. The
innovative technologies are perceived as tools able to increase companies’ productivity,
thus helping the SME’s to remain on the market and to be competitive in the international
environment. The creation of innovative products and services is important because it
directly hits the market in the short term more than other categories of research, and can
therefore provide a more marketable result for policy makers among the others.



Providing easier access to financing for SME’s in order to allow them to make the
investments required by the innovation programs, which are seldom financed by banks.

Below, the needs and the analysis criteria for each project partner are presented:
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UEFISCDI (former AMCSIT) Romania:
As shown in the tables below, UEFISCDI is interested in one of the instruments which focuses
on:
 Supporting developed SME’s
 Supporting experimental
development
 Creating Networks
 Increasing the number of licenses
 Providing Access to financing
NEEDS
Complete the table giving a score to each need
AMCSIT
ALL
2
2
5
5
5
4
YES

Target

Industry focus
Focus on seed and early stage companies
Focus on start-ups
Focus on developed companies
Network between SMEs and Big enterprises
Network between SMEs and Research organizations
Network between SMEs and Others
Aggregation requirement (3)

Type of innovation to support

Industrial research
Experimental development
Organizational innovation
Innovative technology investments
Innovative product/services
Training

1
5
4
4
5
1

Objective

Number of new jobs created or secured
Number of licenses and patents developed
New companies created

2
5
2

Problems to solve

Access to finance
Development of a private equity / venture capital market
Development of management skills

5
5
4

Area

Local / National programme

Availability (5)

Program duration (number of years)
BUDGET (million of €)
Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

NATIONAL
6
80,23

As shown in the table below and on the following page, the main evaluation criteria for AMCSIT
are the simplicity of the instrument, the accessibility of procedures, the efficiency of funding and
the capacity of the instrument to generate innovation.
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EV CRITERIA
Score
Simplicity and transparency
Communication strategy
Procedures and protocol for projects
Direct assistance and mentoring
Resources allocation quality
Eco-friendliness
Intensity of funding
Efficiency of funding
Trigger of Innovation
Support for patent with market potential
Broad coverage and coverage of eligible companies
Leverage effect (equity)
Leverage effect (other finance)
Knowledge sharing (dissemination mechanism)
Macroeconomic Relevance
Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

Accessibility

Funding
Innovation effects

Other effects

5
5
5
4
4
2
4
5
5
4
3
2
2
3
2

In the charts below, the blue line represents the scores that UEFISCDI assigned to each criterion
or need included in the two tables distributed by Finlombarda. The red line, on the other hand,
shows the average score assigned by the whole SEE – IFA partnership. This graphic
representation illustrates the main peculiarities of Romania, in comparison with the whole
partnership, according to UEFISCDI and its stakeholders.
.
Target

Objective

Focus on seed and
early stage
companies
5

Number of new
jobs created or
secured
5

4
Network between
SMEs and Others

4

3

Focus on start-ups

2

3
2

1

AMCSIT

0

1

Average

Network between
SMEs and Research
organizations

Focus on
developed
companies

AMCSIT

0

Average

Number of
licenses and
patents
developed

New companies
created

Network between
SMEs and Big
enterprises

Problem to solve

Type of support
Industrial
research
5

Access to finance
5
4
3
2
1
0

4
Training

Experimental
development

3
2
1

AMCSIT

0

Average

Innovative
product/services

AMCSIT
Average

Development of
a private equity /
venture capital
market

Development of
management
skills

Organizational
innovation

Innovative
technology
investments

Intensity of
funding
5
4
3

Eco-friendliness

2
Support for
patent with
market potential

1
0

Efficiency of
funding

AMCSIT
Average

Simplicity and
transparency
5
4
3
2
1
0

Broad coverage
and coverage of
eligible
companies
5
4
3

Communication
strategy

Macroeconomic
Relevance
AMCSIT

Direct assistance
and mentoring

2
1

Leverage effect
(equity)

0

Average

Procedures and
protocol for
projects

Resources
allocation quality

Trigger of
Innovation

Other effects

Accessibility

Funding and innovation

Knowledge
sharing
(dissemination
mechanism)

AMCSIT
Average

Leverage effect
(other finance)

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid
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AZRA, Varazdin County – Croatia:
As shown in the table below and on the following page, AZRA is interested in one of the
instruments which focuses on:
 Supporting companies in their early
 Providing easier access to financing
stage
for SME’s
 Creating additional jobs
NEEDS
Complete the table giving a score to each need
AZRA

Target

Industry focus
Focus on seed and early stage companies
Focus on start-ups
Focus on developed companies
Network between SMEs and Big enterprises
Network between SMEs and Research organizations
Network between SMEs and Others
Aggregation requirement

Food
processing,
biotech, ICT,
manufacturing
sectors,
Processing and
manufacturing,
Food
processing,
biotech, ICT,
manufacturing
sectors
5
4
3
4
4
3
YES

Type of innovation to support

Industrial research
Experimental development
Organizational innovation
Innovative technology investments
Innovative product/services
Training

4
4
4
4
4
3

Objective

Number of new jobs created or secured
Number of licenses and patents developed
New companies created

4
3
3

Problems to solve

Access to finance
Development of a private equity / venture capital market
Development of management skills

5
3
4

Area

Local / National programme

_

Availability (5)

Program duration (number of years)
BUDGET (million of €)
Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

5
1

As shown in the table below and on the following page, the main evaluation criteria for AZRA are
the simplicity of the instruments and the ability to communicate with the market and with the
shareholders.
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EV CRITERIA
AZRA
Simplicity and transparency
Communication strategy
Procedures and protocol for projects
Direct assistance and mentoring
Resources allocation quality
Eco-friendliness
Intensity of funding
Efficiency of funding
Trigger of Innovation
Support for patent with market potential
Broad coverage and coverage of eligible companies
Leverage effect (equity)
Leverage effect (other finance)
Knowledge sharing (dissemination mechanism)
Macroeconomic Relevance
Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

Accessibility

Funding
Innovation effects

Other effects

5
5
4
4
4
3
4
4
4
4
4
3
4
4
4

In the charts below, the blue line represents the scores that AZRA assigned to each criterion or
need included in the two tables distributed by Finlombarda. The red line, however, shows the
average score assigened by the whole SEE – IFA partnership. This graphic representation
illustrates the main peculiarities of Varazdin County, in comparison with the whole partnership,
according to AZRA and its stakeholders.
Target

Type of support

Focus on seed and
early stage
companies
5
4
Network between
SMEs and Others

3
2

Focus on start-ups

Training

1

AZRA

0
Network between
SMEs and Research
organizations

Average

Focus on
developed
companies

Innovative
product/services

Network between
SMEs and Big
enterprises

3
2
1

AZRA

0

Average

Broad coverage
and coverage of
eligible
companies
5
4
3

Communication
strategy
AZRA

Macroeconomic
Relevance

Procedures and
protocol for
projects

2
1

Leverage effect
(equity)

0

Average

Knowledge
sharing
(dissemination
mechanism)

Average

Funding and innovation

Other effects

1
0

Direct assistance
and mentoring

AZRA

Development of
a private equity /
venture capital
market

Development of
management
skills

Number of
licenses and
patents
developed

Accessibility

Resources
allocation quality

Average

Access to finance
5
4
3
2
1
0

4

Eco-friendliness

AZRA

Organizational
innovation

Problem to solve

Number of new
jobs created or
secured
5

Simplicity and
transparency
5
4
3
2

Experimental
development

Innovative
technology
investments

Objective

New companies
created

Industrial
research
4,5
4
3,5
3
2,5
2
1,5
1
0,5
0

AZRA
Average

Support for
patent with
market potential

Intensity of
funding
5
4
3
2
1
0

Efficiency of
funding

AZRA
Average

Leverage effect
(other finance)

Trigger of
Innovation

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid
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EPF Bulgaria:
As shown in the table below and on the following page, EPF UEFISCDI is interested in one of the
instruments which focuses on:
 Developed companies
 Supporting industrial research and
experimental development
 Creating networks with universities
and research centers
NEEDS
Complete the table giving a score to each need
EPF
Target

Industry focus
Focus on seed and early stage companies
Focus on start-ups
Focus on developed companies
Network between SMEs and Big enterprises
Network between SMEs and Research organizations
Network between SMEs and Others
Aggregation requirement

4
4
5
2
5
2
YES

Type of innovation to support

Industrial research
Experimental development
Organizational innovation
Innovative technology investments
Innovative product/services
Training

5
5
5
4
3
5

Objective

Number of new jobs created or secured
Number of licenses and patents developed
New companies created

2
2
2

Problems to solve

Access to finance
Development of a private equity / venture capital market
Development of management skills

2
1
3

Area

Local / National programme

Availability (5)

Program duration (number of years)
BUDGET (million of €)
Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

NATIONAL

As shown in the table below and on the following page, the main evaluation criteria for EPF are
the capacity of the instrument to generate innovation, the dissemination of project results in order
to reach several companies, and the macroeconomic relevance of the results generated by the
tool.
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EV CRITERIA
EPF
Simplicity and transparency
Communication strategy
Procedures and protocol for projects
Direct assistance and mentoring
Resources allocation quality
Eco-friendliness
Intensity of funding
Efficiency of funding
Trigger of Innovation
Support for patent with market potential
Broad coverage and coverage of eligible companies
Leverage effect (equity)
Leverage effect (other finance)
Knowledge sharing (dissemination mechanism)
Macroeconomic Relevance
Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

Accessibility

Funding
Innovation effects

Other effects

4
3
3
4
4
4
3
4
5
3
3
2
3
5
5

In the charts below, the blue line represents the scores that EPF assigned to each criterion or
need included in the two tables distributed by Finlombarda. The red line, though, shows the
average score assigned by the whole SEE – IFA partnership. This graphic representation
illustrates the main peculiarities in Bulgaria, in comparison with the whole partnership, according
to EPF and its stakeholders.”
Target

Type of support

Focus on seed and
early stage
companies
5

Industrial
research
5

4
Network between
SMEs and Others

3

Focus on start-ups

2

Training

1

EPF

0
Focus on
developed
companies

Innovative
product/services

Network between
SMEs and Big
enterprises

3
2
1

EPF

0

Average

Number of
licenses and
patents
developed

Accessibility

Direct assistance
and mentoring

EPF

Development of
a private equity /
venture capital
market

Development of
management
skills

Broad coverage
and coverage of
eligible
companies
5

Intensity of
funding
5
4

4
3

Communication
strategy
EPF

Macroeconomic
Relevance

2
1

Leverage effect
(equity)

0

Average

Knowledge
sharing
(dissemination
mechanism)

Average

Funding and innovation

Other effects

Procedures and
protocol for
projects

Resources
allocation quality

Average

Access to finance
5
4
3
2
1
0

4

Eco-friendliness

EPF

Organizational
innovation

Problem to solve

Number of new
jobs created or
secured
5

Simplicity and
transparency
5
4
3
2
1
0

Experimental
development

Innovative
technology
investments

Objective

New companies
created

2
1
0

Average

Network between
SMEs and Research
organizations

4
3

3
2
EPF
Average

Support for
patent with
market potential

1
0

Efficiency of
funding

EPF
Average

Leverage effect
(other finance)

Trigger of
Innovation

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid
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UKIM, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia:
As shown in the table below and on the following page, UKIM is interested in one of the
instruments which focuses on:
 Creating networks with universities
 Providing easier access to financing
and research centers
for SME’s
 Supporting the creation of
innovative products and services
 Creating additional jobs
NEEDS
Complete the table giving a score to each need
UKIM
Target

Industry focus
Focus on seed and early stage companies
Focus on start-ups
Focus on developed companies
Network between SMEs and Big enterprises
Network between SMEs and Research organizations
Network between SMEs and Others
Aggregation requirement

4
4
4
3
4
2
YES

Type of innovation to support

Industrial research
Experimental development
Organizational innovation
Innovative technology investments
Innovative product/services
Training

4
2
3
4
5
5

Objective

Number of new jobs created or secured
Number of licenses and patents developed
New companies created

5
4
4

Problems to solve

Access to finance
Development of a private equity / venture capital market
Development of management skills

5
4
4

Area

Local / National programme

Availability (5)

Program duration (number of years)
BUDGET (million of €)

NATIONAL
3
2mil

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

As shown in the table below and on the following page, the main evaluation criteria for UKIM are
the capacity of the instrument to efficiently allocate funds, the capacity of the instrument to
generate innovation and to support patents, and the dissemination of project results in
order to reach different companies.
EV CRITERIA
UKIM
Accessibility

Funding
Innovation effects

Other effects

Simplicity and transparency
Communication strategy
Procedures and protocol for projects
Direct assistance and mentoring
Resources allocation quality
Eco-friendliness
Intensity of funding
Efficiency of funding
Trigger of Innovation
Support for patent with market potential
Broad coverage and coverage of eligible companies
Leverage effect (equity)
Leverage effect (other finance)
Knowledge sharing (dissemination mechanism)
Macroeconomic Relevance

4
4
3
3
3
3
2
5
5
5
4
3
2
5
2
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Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

In the charts below, the blue line represents the scores that UKIM assigned to each criterion or
need included in the two tables distributed by Finlombarda The red line, on the other hand, shows
the average score assigned by the whole SEE – IFA partnership. This graphic representation
illustrates the main peculiarities of the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, in comparison
with the whole partnership, according to UKIM and its stakeholders.
Target

Type of support

Focus on seed and
early stage
companies
5

Industrial
research
5
4
3
2
1
0

4
Network between
SMEs and Others

3

Focus on start-ups

2

Training

1

UKIM

0

Average

Network between
SMEs and Research
organizations

Focus on
developed
companies

Problem to solve

Number of new
jobs created or
secured
5

Access to finance
5
4
3
2
1
0

4
3
2
1

UKIM

0

Average

Number of
licenses and
patents
developed

4

Direct assistance
and mentoring

3

Communication
strategy
UKIM

Macroeconomic
Relevance

2
1

Leverage effect
(equity)

0

Average

Knowledge
sharing
(dissemination
mechanism)

Average

Funding and innovation

Broad coverage
and coverage of
eligible
companies
5

Procedures and
protocol for
projects

Resources
allocation quality

UKIM

Development of
a private equity /
venture capital
market

Development of
management
skills

Other effects

Accessibility

Eco-friendliness

Average

Organizational
innovation

Innovative
technology
investments

Objective

Simplicity and
transparency
5
4
3
2
1
0

UKIM

Innovative
product/services

Network between
SMEs and Big
enterprises

New companies
created

Experimental
development

UKIM
Average

Support for
patent with
market potential

Intensity of
funding
5
4
3
2
1
0

Efficiency of
funding

UKIM
Average

Leverage effect
(other finance)

Trigger of
Innovation

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid
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GEORAMA – Western Greece – Greece:
As shown in the table below and on the following page, GEORAMA is interested in one of the
instruments which focuses on:
 Supporting developed companies
 Creating additional jobs
 Supporting the creation of
 Providing easier access to financing
innovative products and services
for SME’s
NEEDS
Complete the table giving a score to each need
GEORAMA
ALL
3
3
5
2
3
4
YES

Target

Industry focus
Focus on seed and early stage companies
Focus on start-ups
Focus on developed companies
Network between SMEs and Big enterprises
Network between SMEs and Research organizations
Network between SMEs and Others
Aggregation requirement

Type of innovation to support

Industrial research
Experimental development
Organizational innovation
Innovative technology investments
Innovative product/services
Training

3
2
2
3
5
2

Objective

Number of new jobs created or secured
Number of licenses and patents developed
New companies created

5
3
4

Problems to solve

Access to finance
Development of a private equity / venture capital market
Development of management skills

5
3
4

Area

Local / National programme

Availability (5)

Program duration (number of years)
BUDGET (million of €)
Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

NATIONAL
3
5000

As shown in the table below and on the following page, the main evaluation criteria for
GEORAMA are the ability to communicate with the market and with the shareholders, the
possibility of providing the companies with direct assistance through the instrument and the
intensity of funding (which is linked to a leverage effect on the resources allocated by public
bodies).
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EV CRITERIA
GEORAMA
3
5
3
5
3
1
5
3
3
3
4
4
4
3
2

Simplicity and transparency
Communication strategy
Procedures and protocol for projects
Direct assistance and mentoring
Resources allocation quality
Eco-friendliness
Intensity of funding
Efficiency of funding
Trigger of Innovation
Support for patent with market potential
Broad coverage and coverage of eligible companies
Leverage effect (equity)
Leverage effect (other finance)
Knowledge sharing (dissemination mechanism)
Macroeconomic Relevance
Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

Accessibility

Funding
Innovation effects

Other effects

In the charts below, the blue line represents the scores that GEORAMA assigned to each
criterion or need included in the two tables distributed by Finlombarda. The red line, however,
shows the average score assigned by the whole SEE – IFA partnership. This graphic
representation illustrates the main peculiarities of Western Greece, in comparison with the whole
partnership, according to GEORAMA and its stakeholders.
Target

Type of support

Focus on seed and
early stage
companies
5
4
Network between
SMEs and Others

3
2

Focus on start-ups

1

Training
GEORAMA

0

Average

Focus on
developed
companies

Innovative
product/services

Objective

Direct assistance
and mentoring

Average

GEORAMA

Development of
a private equity /
venture capital
market

Development of
management
skills

Other effects

Communication
strategy
GEORAMA

Macroeconomic
Relevance

Average

Procedures and
protocol for
projects

Resources
allocation quality

Average

Organizational
innovation

Access to
finance
5
4
3
2
1
0

GEORAMA

Number of
licenses and
patents
developed

Accessibility

Eco-friendliness

GEORAMA

Problem to solve

Number of new
jobs created or
secured
5
4
3
2
1
0

Simplicity and
transparency
5
4
3
2
1
0

Experimental
development

Innovative
technology
investments

Network between
SMEs and Big
enterprises

New companies
created

Industrial
research
5
4
3
2
1
0

Knowledge
sharing
(dissemination
mechanism)

Broad coverage
and coverage of
eligible
companies
5
4
3
2
1
0

Average

Funding and innovation

Leverage effect
(equity)

GEORAMA
Average

Support for
patent with
market potential

Intensity of
funding
5
4
3
2
1
0

Efficiency of
funding

GEORAMA
Average

Leverage effect
(other finance)
Trigger of
Innovation

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid
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RDA BANAT – Vojvodina – Serbia:
As shown in the table below and on the following page, BANAT is interested in one of the
instruments which focuses on:
 Supporting start-ups and
 Providing easier access to financing
companies in their early stages
for SME’s
 Creating networks with universities
 Developing management skills
within SME’s
 Creating additional jobs
NEEDS
Complete the table giving a score to each need
RDA BANAT

Target

Industry focus
Focus on seed and early stage companies
Focus on start-ups
Focus on developed companies
Network between SMEs and Big enterprises
Network between SMEs and Research organizations
Network between SMEs and Others
Aggregation requirement

IT and
communicating
technologies,
bioengineering
, biomedicine,
food idustry,
agriculture,
construction
industry,
chemical and
pharmaceutical
s,
nanotechnolog
y and new
materials
5
5
3
4
5
4
YES

Type of innovation to support

Industrial research
Experimental development
Organizational innovation
Innovative technology investments
Innovative product/services
Training

5
5
4
5
4
5

Objective

Number of new jobs created or secured
Number of licenses and patents developed
New companies created

5
4
2

Problems to solve

Access to finance
Development of a private equity / venture capital market
Development of management skills

5
4
5

Area

Local / National programme

Availability (5)

Program duration (number of years)
BUDGET (million of €)

NATIONAL
3
2

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

As shown in the table below and on the following page, the main evaluation criteria for BANAT
are the simplicity of the instrument, the possibility of providing companies with direct
assistance through the instrument, the intensity of funding (which is linked to a leverage effect
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on the resources allocated by public bodies) and the capacity of the instrument to generate
innovation and to support patents.
EV CRITERIA
RDA BANAT
5
4
5
5
4
4
5
4
5
5
5
4
5
5
3

Simplicity and transparency
Communication strategy
Procedures and protocol for projects
Direct assistance and mentoring
Resources allocation quality
Eco-friendliness
Intensity of funding
Efficiency of funding
Trigger of Innovation
Support for patent with market potential
Broad coverage and coverage of eligible companies
Leverage effect (equity)
Leverage effect (other finance)
Knowledge sharing (dissemination mechanism)
Macroeconomic Relevance
Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

Accessibility

Funding
Innovation effects

Other effects

In the charts below, the blue line represents the scores that RDA BANAT assigned to each
criterion or need included in the two tables distributed by Finlombarda. The red line, though,
shows the average score assigned by the whole SEE – IFA partnership. This graphic
representation illustrates the main peculiarities of Vojvodina, in comparison with the whole
partnership, according to RDA BANAT and its stakeholders.
Target

Type of support

Focus on seed and
early stage
companies
5
4
Network between
SMEs and Others

3
2

Focus on start-ups

1

Training
RDA BANAT

0

Average

Focus on
developed
companies

Innovative
product/services

Number of new
jobs created or
secured
5
4
3
2
1
0

Resources
allocation
quality

Average

RDA BANAT

Development of
a private equity
/ venture capital
market

Development of
management
skills

Other effects

Communication
strategy
RDA BANAT

Macroeconomic
Relevance

Average

Procedures and
protocol for
projects
Direct assistance
and mentoring

Average

Access to
finance
5
4
3
2
1
0

RDA BANAT

Number of
licenses and
patents
developed

Accessibility

Eco-friendliness

RDA BANAT

Organizational
innovation

Problem to solve

Objective

Simplicity and
transparency
5
4
3
2
1
0

Experimental
development

Innovative
technology
investments

Network between
SMEs and Big
enterprises

New companies
created

Industrial
research
5
4
3
2
1
0

Knowledge
sharing
(dissemination
mechanism)

Broad coverage
and coverage of
eligible
companies
5
4
3
2
1
0

Average

Funding and innovation

Leverage effect
(equity)

RDA BANAT
Average

Support for
patent with
market potential

Intensity of
funding
5
4
3
2
1
0

Efficiency of
funding

RDA BANAT
Average

Leverage effect
(other finance)
Trigger of
Innovation
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SID BANK – Slovenia:
As shown in the table below and on the following page, SID BANK is interested in one of the
instruments which focuses on:
 Supporting start-ups and companies
 investments in innovative
in their early stages
technologies and innovative
products and services
 Creating networks with universities

Creating new companies
 Supporting industrial research,
NEEDS
Complete the table giving a score to each need
SID BANK
nano
technology,
ICT,
automobile
4
5
3
4
5
3
YES

Target

Industry focus
Focus on seed and early stage companies
Focus on start-ups
Focus on developed companies
Network between SMEs and Big enterprises
Network between SMEs and Research organizations
Network between SMEs and Others
Aggregation requirement

Type of innovation to support

Industrial research
Experimental development
Organizational innovation
Innovative technology investments
Innovative product/services
Training

5
3
4
5
5
4

Objective

Number of new jobs created or secured
Number of licenses and patents developed
New companies created

2
4
5

Problems to solve

Access to finance
Development of a private equity / venture capital market
Development of management skills

3
4
5

Area

Local / National programme

Availability (5)

Program duration (number of years)
BUDGET (million of €)

NATIONAL
5
50

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

As shown in the table below and on the following page, the main evaluation criteria for SID BANK are the efficiency of funding and the leverage effect on public resources, as well as the
capacity of generating additional innovation, patent support and the spreading of the
instrument’s abilities.
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EV CRITERIA
SID BANK
3
2
3
4
4
3
3
5
4
5
3
3
4
5
3

Simplicity and transparency
Communication strategy
Procedures and protocol for projects
Direct assistance and mentoring
Resources allocation quality
Eco-friendliness
Intensity of funding
Efficiency of funding
Trigger of Innovation
Support for patent with market potential
Broad coverage and coverage of eligible companies
Leverage effect (equity)
Leverage effect (other finance)
Knowledge sharing (dissemination mechanism)
Macroeconomic Relevance

Accessibility

Funding
Innovation effects

Other effects

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

In the charts below, the blue line represents the scores that SID BANK assigned to each criterion
or need included in the two tables distributed by Finlombarda. The red line, on the other hand,
shows the average score assigned by the whole SEE – IFA partnership. This graphic
representation illustrates the main peculiarities of Slovenia, in comparison with the whole
partnership, according to SID BANK and its stakeholders.
Target

Type of support

Focus on seed and
early stage
companies
5
4
Network between
SMEs and Others

3
2

Focus on start-ups

Training

1

SID BANK

0

Average

Focus on
developed
companies

Innovative
product/services

Objective

3
2
1

SID BANK

0

Average

Number of
licenses and
patents
developed

SID BANK

Development of
a private equity /
venture capital
market

Development of
management
skills

Other effects

Accessibility

3

Communication
strategy
SID BANK

Macroeconomic
Relevance

Direct assistance
and mentoring

2
1

Leverage effect
(equity)

0

Average

Knowledge
sharing
(dissemination
mechanism)

Average

Funding and innovation

Broad coverage
and coverage of
eligible
companies
5
4

Procedures and
protocol for
projects

Resources
allocation quality

Average

Organizational
innovation

Access to finance
5
4
3
2
1
0

4

Eco-friendliness

SID BANK

Problem to solve

Number of new
jobs created or
secured
5

Simplicity and
transparency
5
4
3
2
1
0

Experimental
development

Innovative
technology
investments

Network between
SMEs and Big
enterprises

New companies
created

Industrial
research
5
4
3
2
1
0

SID BANK
Average

Support for
patent with
market potential

Intensity of
funding
5
4
3
2
1
0

Efficiency of
funding

SID BANK
Average

Leverage effect
(other finance)
Trigger of
Innovation

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid
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TETALAP – Hungary:
As shown in the table below and on the following page, TETALAP is interested in one of the
instruments which focuses on:
innovative technologies and
 Supporting developed companies
innovative products and services
 Creating networks with universities

Creating additional jobs
 Supporting experimental

Providing easier access to financing
development, investments in
for SME’s
NEEDS
Complete the table giving a score to each need
TETALAP
ALL
3
4
5
3
3
5
YES

Target

Industry focus
Focus on seed and early stage companies
Focus on start-ups
Focus on developed companies
Network between SMEs and Big enterprises
Network between SMEs and Research organizations
Network between SMEs and Others
Aggregation requirement

Type of innovation to support

Industrial research
Experimental development
Organizational innovation
Innovative technology investments
Innovative product/services
Training

4
5
3
5
5
4

Objective

Number of new jobs created or secured
Number of licenses and patents developed
New companies created

5
3
4

Problems to solve

Access to finance
Development of a private equity / venture capital market
Development of management skills

5
5
4

Area

Local / National programme

Availability (5)

Program duration (number of years)
BUDGET (million of €)
Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

NATIONAL
5
20

As shown in the table below and on the following page, the main evaluation criteria for TETALAP
are the simplicity of the instrument, the intensity of funding, the instrument capacity to
generate innovation and to support patents and the dissemination mechanisms that the
instrument will provide.
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EV CRITERIA
TETALAP
5
4
4
4
5
5
5
4
5
5
4
4
4
5
5

Simplicity and transparency
Communication strategy
Procedures and protocol for projects
Direct assistance and mentoring
Resources allocation quality
Eco-friendliness
Intensity of funding
Efficiency of funding
Trigger of Innovation
Support for patent with market potential
Broad coverage and coverage of eligible companies
Leverage effect (equity)
Leverage effect (other finance)
Knowledge sharing (dissemination mechanism)
Macroeconomic Relevance

Accessibility

Funding
Innovation effects

Other effects

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid

In the charts below, the blue line represents the scores that TETALAP assigned to each criterion
or need included in the two tables distributed by Finlombarda. The red line, however, shows the
average score assigned by the whole SEE – IFA partnership. This graphic representation
illustrates the main peculiarities of Hungary, in comparison with the whole partnership, according
to TETALAP and its stakeholders.
Target

Type of support

Focus on seed and
early stage
companies
5

Industrial
research
5
4

4
Network between
SMEs and Others

3
2

Focus on start-ups

Training

1

TETALAP

0
Network between
SMEs and Research
organizations

Average

Focus on
developed
companies

Innovative
product/services

Objective

3
2
1

TETALAP

0

Average

Number of
licenses and
patents
developed

4
3

Communication
strategy
TETALAP

Macroeconomic
Relevance

2
1

Leverage effect
(equity)

0

Average

Knowledge
sharing
(dissemination
mechanism)

Average

Funding and innovation

Broad coverage
and coverage of
eligible
companies
5

Procedures and
protocol for
projects
Direct assistance
and mentoring

TETALAP

Development of
a private equity /
venture capital
market

Development of
management
skills

Other effects

Accessibility

Resources
allocation quality

Average

Access to finance
5
4
3
2
1
0

4

Eco-friendliness

TETALAP

Organizational
innovation

Problem to solve

Number of new
jobs created or
secured
5

Simplicity and
transparency
5
4
3
2
1
0

Experimental
development

Innovative
technology
investments

Network between
SMEs and Big
enterprises

New companies
created

3
2
1
0

TETALAP
Average

Leverage effect
(other finance)

Support for
patent with
market potential

Intensity of
funding
5
4
3
2
1
0

Efficiency of
funding

TETALAP
Average

Trigger of
Innovation

Source: Finlombarda Assessment Grid
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04.

Selection of instruments

In order to have a broader view of the SMEs’ needs in the SEE area, an overview of the existing
innovative financial instruments focused on supporting innovative SME’s was carried out.
The main output of this research was the realization that the main need of SME’s is that of
receiving additional risk capital. This will provide them with larger access to financing, and thus
with more financial autonomy. The main supporting instruments a policy maker can set up to
achieve this goal are venture capital funds and private equity funds.
These instruments are far too complicated to be implemented within the SEE-IFA project.
Furthermore, they are very risky and the investment process is quite long. In addition, the
companies supported by private equity and venture capital funds are larger than the existing
companies, which are target of the SEE IFA project within the SEE area.

Selected Instruments
As shown in the previous pages, the partners’ needs were analyzed in order to identify the main
interests of each partner and match them with the good practices presented in the country
studies.
As a preliminary step for the selection of good practices, the instruments were divided according
to the life cycle of the target beneficiary.
Afterwards, the most suitable instruments to support developed, as well as newco and seed
companies were identified.
The table below illustrates the interest shown by various partners concerning the three categories
identified (mature companies, start-ups and newco, as well as seed and early stage companies):
Focus on seed and early
stage companies
AMCSIT
AWS
AZRA
EPF
FINLOM
RegVEN
UKIM
GEORAMA
RDA BANAT
SID BANK
TETALAP
TOTAL

Focus on start-ups

P
P
P
P

P
P
P

P

P

P
P

P
P
P
7

7

Focus on developed
companies
P
P
P

P
P

P
6

Another important characteristic, which is key for the partnership, is the possibility of creating
networks among SME’s, large enterprises and universities.
The following table shows the most interested partners in developing such networking activities in
their country:
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Network SMEs and big
enterprises

Network SMEs and
Research organizations

Total

P
P
P

P
P
P
P

2
2
2
1
1
0
1
0
2
2
0

AMCSIT
AWS
AZRA
EPF
FINLOM
RegVEN
UKIM
GEORAMA
RDA BANAT
SID BANK
TETALAP
TOTAL

P
P
P
P

P
P

6

7

Most partners showed a strong interest in increasing the capacity of providing financing to
SME’s. Great importance was also given to knowledge sharing as shown in the table below.

AMCSIT
AWS
AZRA
EPF
FINLOM
RegVEN
UKIM
GEORAMA
RDA BANAT
SID BANK
TETALAP
TOTAL

Access to finance
P
P
P

Dev of mngt skills
P
P
P

P

P

P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P
9

P
8

Based on the analysis presented above, it was decided to select:
 One program focused on Newco and Seed companies;
 One program focused on providing easier access to financing for developed companies;
 One program focused on creating networks among SME’s, large companies and
universities.
Therefore, good practices were divided into different groups, within which the instruments were
ranked.

NEWCO AND SEED COMPANIES
The good practices related to Newco and Seed financing are shown in the table below:
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Region

Creation of network

Newco/Seed

Developed Companies

Access to finance

Support to licences

Knowledge sharing

Leverage effect

Intesity of funding

Simplicity

Score

IT

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

1

1

3

HR

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

2

BG
SL

0
0

1
1

0
0

1
1

0
0

1
1

0
1

1
1

0
0

3
4

Program name

FONDO SEED
Programme to Encourage small
and Medium-sized Enterprise
2008-13
Advance Equity Holding JSCo
Setting up First Capital

The table shown in the previous page was used to assess the compliance of the selected
program with the criteria and needs highlighted by the partnership.
According to such criteria, the best programs for supporting seed companies and newcos are:
 First Capital, a venture capital fund proposed by SID Bank (score 4)
 Advance Equity Holding proposed by EPF (score 3)
 Seed Fund proposed by Finlombarda (score 3)
Nevertheless, it was noted that both First Capital Fund and Advance Equity Holding are initiatives
focused on venture capital and private equity investment that, according to the score provided
by partners, are not the main partnership focus.
Furthermore those two instruments:
 Seem too complicated to be set up within the SEE – IFA project implementation phase;
 The investments from private equity and venture capital firms are normally characterized
by a long and complex process.
The instrument selected as a good practice for this group was the Seed Fund.

MATURE COMPANIES
The good practices related to providing easier access to financing for developed companies are
shown in the table below:

30

1

1

1

GARA - Guarentee Agency of
Varazdin County

HR

0

1

1

1

The Municipal Guarantee Fund
for SME with Sofia Municipality

BG

0

1

1

1

Promotion of Innovative
Participation among Young
People in Bulgaria TECHNOSTART
Lease-Back financial option
Industrial Property Organisation
realations program

1

HU

0

1

0

1

1

3

The Innocsekk Plusz Programm

HU

0

1

0

1

4

INNOVATION
Public call for the allocation of
grants
Best technology innovation
contest
EIB financial line (for automobile
industry)

RO

1

1

0

SE

0

1

0

1

1

SE

0

1

0

1

1

SL

0

1

1

1

3

SL

0

1

1

1

2

SL

0

1

0

1

2

SL

0

1

0

1

1

SL

1

1

1

1
1
1

3
1

4

1

3

BG

0

1

0

1

1

MK

0

1

1

1

2

HE

0

1

0

1

2

1

Financing of R&D, technology,
education and employment (SID
bank RRI financing)
Researchers for business
Survey of the state of innovation
activities
INO 09 (project by the
Technology agency of Slovenia
TIA)

1

Score

IT

Action Plan Promoting Industrial
Property Competitiveness of
Entrepreneurs "VIVACE"

Simplicity

Metadistretti

4

Intesity of funding

1

1

Leverage effect

1

1

1

Program name

Knowledge sharing

1

1

Support to licences

1

0

Access to finance

0

IT

Developed Companies

AT

Made in Lombardy

Creation of network

FFG General Program

Region

1

Score

Leverage effect

1

Simplicity

Access to finance

1

Intesity of funding

Developed Companies

0

Knowledge sharing

Creation of network

AT

Support to licences

Region

Innovation Support Programm
“Unternehmensdynamik”

Program name

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

It becomes clear from our analysis that the best programs for providing broader access to
financing are:
 Innovation Support Programme presented by AWS (score 4).
 GARA guarantee presented by AZRA (score 4).
 Made in Lombardy Program presented by Finlombarda (score 4).
Among these programs, the most interesting is the Innovation Support Program, as it is the most
structured and has been used in Austria for several years with excellent results.
The Innovation Support Programme is composed of a grant, a guarantee and a loan, and can
support a company both on the economic as well as on the financial level. Additionally, the
guarantee will enhance the credit standing of the beneficiary and therefore have a leverage effect
on public financing.
The Gara guarantee fund is very much in line with the criteria highlighted by the partners and is
likely the most simple among the three programs.
The Made in Lombardy program is halfway between the other two, and therefore will not be
proposed.
The instrument selected as a good practice for this group was the Innovation Support
Programme.

CREATION OF NETWORKS:
The good practices related to creating networks among enterprises are very few and are
presented in the table below:
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Support to licences

1
1

1
0

1

SL

1

0

1

1

1

1
1

Score

Access to finance

0
0

Simplicity

Developed Companies

1
1

Intesity of funding

Newco/Seed

INNOVATION
INO 09 (project by the
Technology agency of Slovenia
TIA)

Leverage effect

Creation of network

Metadistretti

Knowledge sharing

Region

IT
RO

Program name

5
4
3

The programs aimed at creating networks among enterprises are:
 Metadistretti Grant proposed by Regione Lombardia (score 5)
 Innovation Programme proposed by AMCSIT (score 4)
 INO 09 Program proposed by SID BANK (score 3)
Metadistretti appears to have more intensive funding and a stronger knowledge sharing
mechanism, compared with the other instruments.
The instrument selected as a good practice for this group was the Metadistretti.

Seed Fund
The SEED Fund is a PUBLIC SOFT LOAN WITH MEDIUM TERM MATURITY (3-5 years)
devoted to finance INNOVATIVE SME’s during the SEED PHASE.
The seed phase is the first stage in the company life cycle. It is probably the riskiest phase, and
the company closure rate is higher here than in any other stage. During the seed phase the
company must make modest investments and has no or very limited income to finance its
activities.
As shown in the chart below, during the seed phase all companies are subject to the following
risks:
1. The development risk (risk connected to the development of a successful prototype);
2. The production risk (risk of creating an unsuccessful industrialization system);
3. The marketing risk (risk of unsuccessful commercialization of products).

Seed Phase risks
Growth
risk

Cash Flow

Production
risk

Marketing
risk

Management
risk

Development
risk
Time

Seed Fund
Financing

Normally, during their seed phase innovative SME’s present additional criticism to the operational
risks previously described (development, production, marketing).
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The main additional challenges that innovative SME’s have to face are related to the access to
financial institutions and markets, and to the lack of their own capital to finance the needed
investments.
In the seed phase, innovative SME’s face several challenges in accessing bank-financing
resources due to:
 The operative risks;
 The lack of collateral normally required by banks to finance companies;
 The fact that the results achieved and the company cash flow in the short term may not
be sufficient to reimburse the loan disbursed by banks;
 The complexity of the projects and product evaluation by bankers, which must be correct.
The beneficiaries of the Seed Fund should be in their very early stage (max incorporated six
months before or not yet incorporated). Special conditions are reserved to university spin-offs.
Loans are reserved for companies incorporated less than six months before the submission of the
application form to obtain the loan. Investors can apply for the loan even if the company has not
yet been created. The loan is disbursed on the condition that the company is created within 90
days.
A special regime is granted to university spin-offs. In this case the requirement is for the company
to have been incorporated for less than two years.
The admissible expenses are related to projects aimed at creating new products or at introducing
new processes.
The admissible expenses are related to technical consultancy, plants, machinery, stocks, row
materials, hardware, software and employee costs. The projects can be financed up to 100%.
The loan is normally of a limited amount, because in this stage of the company life cycle it is
necessary to assess the technical and industrial feasibility of the project.
A percentage of the whole budget can be reserved for specific strategic sectors or activities.
The Seed Fund is a loan that aims at filling the financial gap that innovative SME’s and university
spin-offs have to face in the first part of their life cycle and that the market is not willing to finance.
Secondly, this loan also aims at re-using reimbursements to finance other projects.
Only policy makers can fill the gap between entrepreneurs and financial markets, therefore
providing the necessary financial resources to support the innovative projects.
Support is provided through a loan in order to re-use the resources reimbursed by successful
companies to finance other projects in the future, thus achieving a leverage effect.

The financial gap
Public support to
SEED Phase

Risk
Equity

Grants
Loans
GAP
Funds

Business Angels

Private equity

Stock Market

Venture Capital
Banks

Financing stage

Cash generating
stage
Time – Financial Needs

The Seed Fund has a tailored structure that was studied in order to allow SME’s to solve the main
problems during the seed phase.
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Issue

Goal

SEED Fund solution

Lack of financial own resource to
perform the investments

Allow innovative SMEs to sustain the
investments necessary for growing

Disbursement of loan before the
expenditure for investments

Lack of cash flows sufficient to
reimburse the loan in the short term

Provide to company time to achieve
positive cash flows before reimbursement

Bullet reimbursement scheme after [3]
years

Lack of collaterals

Provide financial resources in the form of
loans

No guarantees requested

Limited access to credit

Allow companies to have easier access
to financial institutions

Subordination to banks loan

Lack of economic results

Leave to company resources to finance its
growth

Low interests required

High risk of default or closure

To provide incentives to inventors
entrepreneurs and university researchers
to start new innovative and risky
companies with limited personal liabilities

Winding up option in case of default or
voluntary closure (100% for default
and 50% for voluntary closure)

The certification of expenses is due at the end of the investment program and self-certification is
accepted.
The disbursement of the loan from the seed fund to the beneficiary is fully made immediately after
the approval of the application.
The immediate availability of funds allows companies to complete the investment programs
without financial constraints and with limited costs.
The certification of expenses is due only at the completion of the investment programs.

Cash flows for
SEED Company

The payment of investments

Loan cash in from
SEED FUND
Self certification
of expenses

Open until total consumption of the Fund

Timeline

Application period

Investiments

The bullet structure is used in the seed fund loans in order to grant the company an adequate
period of time before loan principal reimbursement.
The bullet structure is aimed at letting the beneficiary of the loan grow and achieve sufficient cash
flow to reimburse the loan.
The principal of the loan will be reimbursed in one single installment at the maturity of the loan
(after 3 to 5 years from loan cash in).
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Cash flows for
SEED Company

The “bullet” reimbursement structure
Loan cash in from
SEED FUND

Timeline

3/5 years

Loan reimbursement
to SEED FUND

The absence of guarantees and the subordination to bank loans provides easier access to bank
financing during the life of the loan and gives room for additional financial resources for growth.
The absence of guarantees requested by the seed fund leaves room to potentially use existing
collaterals to provide guarantees to other financial institutions.
The subordination to other financing provided by banks (in the proportion of three times) is aimed
at creating a leverage effect to sustain future company development.

Cash flows for
SEED Company

No Guarantees and subordination
Loan cash in from
commercial banks
3 X SEED FUND
Loan cash in from
SEED FUND

Timeline

In order to provide support to innovative and risky projects without risks for entrepreneurs and
university researchers’ personal assets, the seed fund has a winding option in case of default or
voluntary closure.
In case of default or voluntary closure of the company (proven by the document provided by
court), the entrepreneur will be exempted from the payment of all or part (50%) of the loan.
The default should occur before loan maturity and must be proven by legal documentation
provided by the courts.
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Cash flows for
SEED Company

Winding Up Option
Loan cash in from
SEED FUND

Timeline

Loan reimbursement
to SEED FUND

Voluntary closure
50% remission

Default

100% remission

As is the case with loans, the needs of the seed fund must be managed by a public financial
institution legally authorized to act as a bank. The technical analysis should be performed by a
specific scientific committee. The selection of companies will be much easier and successful if
managed together with relevant stakeholders.
The manager of the seed fund must be a financial institution legally authorized to act as a bank.
The peculiarities of the loan require a manager with consolidated know-how, as well as an
adequate structure to manage public loans.
The complexity of the projects that will be financed by the seed fund requires that scientific
experts evaluate the projects, in order to obtain greater knowledge of their potentialities.
In order to have a strong and broad pipeline of projects, it will be strategic to create networks with
relevant stakeholders such as universities, incubators and technological parks active in the
territory.
SEED FUND
FEATURES

Middle term loan (3-5 years);
Bullet reimbursement,
Advanced disbursement
No guarantees and subordination
Winding up or remission option in case of default or voluntary closure ,
Low interest payment
Allow innovative SMEs to sustain the investments necessary for growing

BENEFICIARIES

Seed companies (less than 6 months from incorporation date),
University Spin offs,
Individuals (will create a company within 90 days from approval)

ADMISSIBLE EXPENSES

Technical consultancy, plants, machineries, stocks, row materials, hardware, software
and employee costs.

OTHER ACTORS
INVOLVEMENT

In order to achieve a good results should be involved universities, incubators,
entrepreneurial associations.

ORGANIZATION &
MANAGEMENT NEEDS

The loan disbursement is a financial activity and should be provided by a financial
institution (normally authorized to such activity by National Central Bank)

BUDGET NEED

The project are normally of small dimension, the budget should be sufficient to satisfy
application until restitution of loans

Innovation Support Programme
The Innovation Support Program aims at promoting and subsidizing innovative SMEs by
providing subsidies (in the form of grants) and guarantees.

36

The program, on the one hand, provides financing means directly with a grant of up to 10% of the
innovative investment (up to an investment of 200,000 Euros). This kind of support is aimed at
providing cash support to innovative projects in order to reduce the perceived risk.
On the other hand, in order to support and enhance the credit standing of the beneficiary, the
Innovation Support Programme will provide a guarantee with a value of up to 80% of the bank
loan needed for the project (up to a maximum loan Value of 2 million Euros).
The chart below graphically represents the functioning of the Innovation Support Program:

SMEs

Innovative

Subsidy

Guarantees

• 10% of Euro 200.000

• 80% guarantee rate
•Max Euro 2.000.000
•Guarantee fee 3%
•Application fee 0,5%

Generally, the admissible expenses are related to tangible assets (such as acquisition of new
high tech plants, machinery or tools), as well as to intangible investments (i.e. labor costs,
technology transfer, product design and marketing, and licensing costs).
The investment programs that could be supported with the Innovation Support Program are the
following:
•
Pre-competitive research;
•
Commercialization of innovation (including IPR);
•
Industrial design;
•
Distribution of technologies in enterprises;
•
Innovation management tools (including quality);
•
Improving the legal and regulatory environment.
The beneficiaries of the program are both existing and newly established SMEs, with innovative
projects related to the development of new products, services or significant improvement of
existing products.
In theory, the Innovation Support Programme can be a good form of support for SMEs active in
all the economies, but must be adapted to the needs of the country/region.
The experience gained from the application of the Innovation Support Programme in Austria
shows that this support scheme is especially effective for small and micro enterprises. The
average beneficiary of this support program in Austria has on average seven employees for the
provision of grants, and five employees for the provision of guarantees.
In case the beneficiary only requests the grant, the completed application should be submitted
directly from the company to the managing authority.
In case the application submitted requests both the capital grant and the guarantee, the
application procedure must also involve the financing bank.
The scheme found below shows the application procedure to be followed in the latter case:
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Grant of Loan

4

Commercial
Banks

SMEs
1

Loan application

Management
Company

Guarantee
application

3

2

The application form should be submitted to the commercial bank. The bank will in turn forward it
to the managing authority, requesting the guarantee on the proposed financing, together with a
financial, management and market risk analysis of the company and the project. In case of a
positive response from the managing authority, the bank will provide the loan to the applicant and
the managing authority will directly provide the grant (if requested).
INNOVATION SUPPORT PROGRAM
FEATURES

Non refundable grant
Bonus for highly innovative projects
Guarantee toloan financing innovative projects

BENEFICIARIES

Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises (newly established or already existing) with
innovative projects related to the development of new products and services

ELIGIBLE EXPENSES

Staff costs; construction of infrastructure such as the buildings, offices and operative
headquarters ; technical plants, machineries, equipments and tools,
hardware and
technical software,external expertise and services from consultants.

OTHER ACTORS
INVOLVEMENT

In order to achieve a good results it is key to involve commercial banks
Furthermore it will add significant value to the implementation the collaboration of
incubators, entrepreneurial associations.

ORGANIZATION &
MANAGEMENTNEEDS

The provision of guarantees is a financial activity and should be performed by a specific
financial institution (normally authorized to perform such activity by National Central
Bank)

BUDGET NEED

The non refundable grant needs limited budget because the percentage of support is
not too high. The budget required for the guarantees can be relatively low compared
with loans, because of thesignificant leverage effect of this tool

Metadistretti
The Metadistretti grant is an instrument intended to support the creation of networks among
SMEs, large corporations and research centers, in order to enhance innovation and research in
some economic areas that policy makers consider strategic for the development of the country
(identified as clusters).
The Metadistretti are economic areas of the country that have the following features:
 Multi sector: Metadistretti are related to economic areas that can be associated with more
than one industrial sector. Within each economic sector identified as Metadistretto, a
supply chain should be identifiable, but sectors related to service provision to industrial
enterprises should also exist.
 Territorial: the company to be considered part of the Metadistretti must be based in areas
of the country / region with a strong focus on the economic area of interest.
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Impact on the industrial sector of the region/country: Metadistretti should refer to sectors
that involve a large number of operators both in the industrial and in the research sectors
operating in the country/region.
Leadership: the meta-district should include leader companies able to lead the project.

The Metadistretti grant is an instrument studied to support the creation of a network of companies
operating in the same cluster at different levels of the value creation chain.
The instrument chosen to support the creation of networks on Research and Development and
experimental development is the grant.
This choice is mainly due to the following elements:
 R&D is a very risky activity and in order to support it, grants are one of the most effective
instruments (especially among SME’s and research centers).
 The establishment of a network among different and independent partners is a new and
additional issue, especially for micro and small companies. In order to assist start-ups,
such new features should be provided as an attractive bonus.
The Metadistretti Grant finances innovative projects focused on: research; development of new
products, services and innovation developed by at least 3 micro, small or medium companies
together with large companies; research centers; and social nonprofit entities (like foundations)
belonging to Metadistretti. The beneficiaries of the instrument must be formally grouped in a
partnership or in a consortium as showed by the chart below:

The main goals of Metadistretti grants are the following:





Support networking among SMEs.
Increase collaboration among industry and scientific research.
Support knowledge sharing among the partners.
Support synergies within the value creation chain.

The projects supported should be related to the development of new products, new services or
new processes with high innovation content (state of the art innovation for the reference area),
with significant impact both for the partners (in terms of growth competitiveness market
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strategies) and for the region (in terms of employment, development of technical, scientific and
professional competences.)
The table below shows the main issues addressed by Metadistretti for the support of innovation
for SME’s
Issue

Goal

MetadistrettiGrantsolution

Lack of financial own resource to
perform the investments

Allow innovative SMEs to sustain the
investments

Grant equal to 50% (up to 1 Euro
million) of the investment

Lack of transfer of innovation from
research to business

Favor the transfer of technology from
academic research institutions to SMEs

Disbursement of the grant to networks
composed by SMEs and by research
centers.

Lack of projects focused on value
added sectors

Increase the shift of economy from low
value added sectors to technology
focused sectors

Provision of grants only to companies
operating in Metadistretti, economic
areas, with a significant number of
companies within the country, with the
presence of some markets leader
worldwide known, and with the
presence of research centers.

The Metadistretti grant should support the financing of large projects presented by a group of
several SMEs, large enterprises and research centers. The research project should have a
budget between half a million and 10 million Euros, and must last from 18 to 36 months.
Admissible Costs should be higher than 100,000 Euros and lower than 850,000 Euros. The
support which is provided in the measure of up to 50% of total project costs is distributed in
different percentages according to the different phases of the project, as well as to the different
sizes of the companies participating in the consortium.
The percentages of grants are given in the following table:
ACTIVITY

SMALL
CO.

MEDIUM
CO.

LARGE
CO.

RESEARCH
CENTERS

INDUSTRIAL RESEARCH

80%

75%

65%

65/70%

EXPERIMENTAL DEVELOPMENT

60%

50%

40%

40/70%

TECHNICAL PREFEASIBILITY STUDIES
FOR INDUSTRIAL RESEARCH
ACTIVITIES

75%

75%

65%

65/70%

TECHNICAL PREFEASIBILITY STUDIES
FOR EXPERIMENTAL DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITIES.

50%

35%

35%

35/70%

The table below shows the main features of the Metadistretti Grant and the main elements to be
considered for the implementation of such an instrument (involvement of actors, management
and budget needs).
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METADISTRETTI
FEATURES

Non-refundable grant

BENEFICIARIES

At least 3 SMEs operating in specific high tech sectors with innovative projects
Large corporations
Universities and research centers
The beneficiaries should create a specific joint venture to participate

ADMISSIBLE EXPENSES

Personnel, project management, acquisition of equipment, consultancy services, row
materials, acquisition of licenses and patents, marketing costs

OTHER ACTORS
INVOLVEMENT

The creation of a network among different companies requires the involvement of large
corporation and of university research centers

ORGANIZATION &
MANAGEMENT NEEDS

The provision of grants can be managed by any development or financial or public
entity. The complexity of project will require that the managing authority will have some
technical knowledge (or appoint specific advisors)

BUDGET NEED

The admissible project, being common project of multiple players are normally very
sophisticated, large and expensive projects

-50% of investment program);

New Instruments
The new instrument proposed focuses on supporting SME’s by creating a partnership with the
banking system in order to help with the seed financing of companies to develop. In order to
achieve this goal, the intervention of the policy maker will be focused on providing some kind of
support to companies, which should help reduce the risks for commercial banks in lending money
to these companies.
The structure of the instrument was developed in order to allow SMEs to solve the main
problems during the seed phase as shown in the table below:
Issue

Goal

Solution

Limited access to credit

Allow companies to have easier access
to financial institutions

Creation of framework agreement with
commercial banks to favor lending to
seed SMES

Lack of collaterals

Provide financial resources in the form of
loans

Guarantees fund with an high
coverage ratio (80%)

Lack of economic results

Leave to company resources to finance
its growth

Interest subsidy

Difficulties in evaluating the
technical feasibility of products

To provide more information to bank and
financial institutions on the feasibility and
probability of success of the projects

Voucher to be spent to selected
experts

The lending of capital is the part of commercial banks that sign a specific agreement with the
managing authority of the instrument.
Due to the complexity of the instrument (composed of the provision of a guarantee and of an
interest subsidy) and to the particularity related to the provision of guarantees, the
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instrument must be managed by a public financial institution legally authorized to act as a
guarantee fund.
The technical analysis of the projects is to be financed by a voucher and should be performed
by selected experts. Such experts should provide an opinion on the feasibility of the project to
banks and to the guarantee fund.
The selection of companies will be much easier and successful if managed together with
relevant stakeholders.
•
•
•

The manager of the seed fund must be a financial institution legally authorized to act as
a Guarantee Fund. The peculiarities of the instrument require a manager with sound
know-how and an adequate operative structure;
The complexity of the projects that will be financed by the seed fund require that
scientific experts evaluate the projects. They should communicate their expertise about
the potentials of the applicants to banks and to the guarantee fund;
In order to have a strong and broad pipeline of projects, it is strategic to create
networks with relevant stakeholders such as universities, incubators and technological
parks active in the territory.

The implementation structure is shown here below:
1 - Application
SMEs

Banks

4 – Assessment

7 –Interest
5 – Interest
subsidy
payment

Technical
Advisors

5 - Guarantee

4 – Advisory
& assessment

2 - Request
of guarantee

6 - Financing

Managing
Authority

3 – Techno voucher Guarantee Fund

NEW INSTRUMENT
FEATURES

Interest subsidy;
Guarantee on a bank loan up to 80% of loan value,
Technology assessment voucher

BENEFICIARIES

Seed companies (less than 12 months after incorporation date),
University Spin offs,
Individuals (will create a company 90 days after approval)

ELIGIBLE EXPENSES

Technical consultancy, plants, machineries, stocks, row materials, hardware, software
and employee costs.

OTHER ACTORS
INVOLVEMENT

The instrument will be feasible only if banks, research institutions and universities will
be deeply involved in the project.

ORGANIZATION &
MANAGEMENT NEEDS

The guarantee should be provided only by a specific financial institution (normally
authorized to such activity by National Central Bank).
The payment of the interest subsidy and of the voucher can be done by any public
body.
The network of technical advisors should be created and organized with universities
and technical centers

BUDGET NEED

The project are normally of small dimension but with high default rate therefore a
significant part of the fund of the guarantee fund will be used.
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05.

Matching of instruments selected and project partners

The matching of project partners and instrument wasn’t carried out directly by Finlombarda based
on the analysis described before. The analysis showed that, in 7 out of 8 partners involved in the
activity, at least two of the instruments selected could be identified as interesting for each partner.
Therefore, the final decision on the most appropriate instrument for the country was left to each
partner.
The table below shows the matching of partners and instruments that was prepared as a result of
the analysis.

AMCSIT
AZRA
EPF
UKIM
GEORAMA
RDA BANAT
SID BANK
TETALAP

Sectors of ineterest
Access to finance mature business;
Networking.
Start-ups;
Networking.
Start-ups;
Access to finance mature business.
Start-ups ;
Access to finance mature business.
Access to finance mature business.
'
Start-ups;
Networking.
Start-ups;
Networking.
Start-ups ;
Access to finance mature business.

Tools proposed
Innovation Support Program;
Metadistretti.
Seed Fund;
Metadistretti.
Seed Fund;
Innovation Support Program.
Seed Fund;
Innovation Support Program.
Innovation Support Program.
Seed Fund;
Metadistretti.
Seed Fund;
Metadistretti.
Seed Fund;
Innovation Support Program.

Selection
Please Select
Please Select
Please Select
Please Select
Please Select
Please Select
Please Select
Please Select

The final decision taken by the partners and by their stakeholders is shown in the table below

AMCSIT
AZRA
EPF
UKIM
GEORAMA
RDA BANAT
SID BANK
TETALAP

Sectors of ineterest
Access to finance mature business;
Networking.
Start-ups;
Networking.
Start-ups;
Access to finance mature business.
Start-ups ;
Access to finance mature business.
Access to finance mature business.
'
Start-ups;
Networking.
Start-ups;
Networking.
Start-ups ;
Access to finance mature business.

Tools proposed
Innovation Support Program;
Metadistretti.
Seed Fund;
Metadistretti.
Seed Fund;
Innovation Support Program.
Seed Fund;
Innovation Support Program.
Innovation Support Program.
Seed Fund;
Metadistretti.
Seed Fund;
Metadistretti.
Seed Fund;
Innovation Support Program.

Selection
Metadistretti
Seed Fund
Seed Fund
Innovation Support Program
Innovation Support Program
Seed Fund
Metadistretti
Innovation Support Program

As shown in the table:
 Three partners selected the Seed Fund (AZRA – Croatia, RDA BANAT – Serbia and EPF
– Bulgaria);
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Three partners selected the Innovation Support Program (TETALAP – Hungary, UKIM –
Former Yugoslav Republic Of Macedonia and GEORAMA – Greece)
Two partners selected the Metadistretti Grant (UEFISCDI – Romania and SID Bank –
Slovenia).
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06.

Pre-feasibility study performed

Methodology and structure of the pre-feasibility studies
The pre-feasibility studies were outputs of a collaborative job performed by Finlombarda (as WP
Leader), AWS (as lead partner) and the SEE-IFA partner of the area of application of the prefeasibility study.
The working method, proposed by Finlombarda and agreed upon by the partners during the
technical Meeting in Vienna, intended to take the best contribution from each participant of the
working team (in terms of value added for the preparation of the prefeasibility study). From AWS
and Finlombarda the experience gained in managing supporting instruments addressed to
innovative SMEs, and from the local partners a deep knowledge of local innovation and economic
conditions.
In particular:
1.

Finlombarda prepared a framework analysis including:
•
Application contest analysis (taking relevant and available information from
Country Study - WP3).
•
Need analysis (taking information from interviews run by local partner with local
stakeholders and from national documents – mainly National/Regional Development
Strategies).
•
Instrument description (taking relevant and available information from Country
Study and from other documents related to the instruments).
•
Analysis of the simulation of impact of instrument implementation
•
Assessment of Feasibility and conclusion

2.

Local Partners were in charge, and in strict collaboration with local stakeholders and
relevant players in order to:
•
Provide consistent and reliable data for simulation of impact of implementation.
•
Provide assessment of technical conditions necessary for implementation.
•
Define relevant sectors for project implementation.
•
Carry out a critical review of Finlombarda analysis.

3.

As a lead partner AWS was in charge of a critical review of the entire study

It is important to note that most of the success of the analysis relied on the data provided by local
partners, which are a key input of the pre-feasibility study. This data was checked concerning
reliability and consistency by WP-organizer Finlombarda and by Lead Partner AWS. In some
cases, where reliable and consistent data couldn’t be provided by local partners, some sections
of the study weren’t completed.
A pre-feasibility study for the implementation of the selected instrument in each country / region
was prepared.
The purpose of the pre-feasibility study was to provide each partner with a strong base for
implementing a successful supporting tool for SMEs in its country. The pre-feasibility study is
composed of the following sections:


Introduction: This chapter is focused on describing the SEE-IFA project in order to
provide a framework of the activities and for the partnership of the project.
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Application context: This section is focused on describing the area in which the
instrument will be put in place. This section was prepared based on the document that
each partner will provide to Finlombarda related to:
o Application area
o Main existing instrument to support innovation
o Legal framework
Some of the above-mentioned contents can be taken from Country Studies and from
other documents already prepared for SEE-IFA project.



Needs: This section is aimed at describing the main needs of the application area as
identified by the local stakeholders (SEE-IFA local partners and other stakeholders
involved in supporting SMEs like local government, entrepreneurial associations, start-up
centers and incubators, technology parks etc…). This section will be constructed based
on the Country Studies (section Needs and SWOT Analysis), on the interviews prepared
for Work Package 6, as well as on additional strategic and planning tools available at the
local level (i.e.: for Varazdin County the Regional Operational Plan was used).
o This chapter will be composed of the following paragraphs.
o SWOT Analysis.
o Target Need description.
o Type of innovation required.
o Objective.
o Problem to solve.



Instrument description: This section is aimed at providing an analytical description of
the instrument proposed to match the needs of the application context identified in the
previous chapters. This section is composed of the following paragraphs:
o Description of the instrument.
o Beneficiaries.
o Sectors and eligible expenses.
o Duration & budget.
o Funding.
o Managing authority.
o Structure and procedures.
o Expected results.
o Marketing strategy.
o Timing.
In order to complete this section an xlsx model was prepared in order to provide some
data on the expected results of the application of the instrument in the territory. Local
partners were asked to fill out a simple input page with the information related to the
application context.
Other sections that must be filled out by local partners are:
o “Funding,” which is aimed at identifying which are the potential sources of
financing available for this instrument.
o “Managing Authority,” which is aimed at describing the authority that will be in
charge of managing the instrument.



Feasibility: This chapter established the connection between “Needs” and “Project
description” and is aimed at highlighting how the instrument responds to the needs of the
application area from organizational to economic and time issues.



Conclusion and recommendations: This section provided additional recommendations
for the successful implementation of the instruments and was prepared by Finlombarda in
collaboration with the partners that proposed each instrument.
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Annexes: Among the annexes, some draft documents were included that can be used as
an example for the implementation at the local level, such as:
o Regulation of the instrument
o Application Form of the instrument
o Business Plan of the projects.

Main results
The following map shows the instrument selected for each partner in previous phases of the
project, and studied during the pre-feasibility study phase.
Slovenia
Metadistretti

Varazdin County
New Instrument

Hungary
Innovation Support
Program

Romania
Metadistretti

Vojvodina
Seed Fund

Bulgaria
Seed Fund

FYROM
Innovation Support
Program

Western Greece
Innovation Support
Program

Below, the main conclusion achieved in the pre-feasibility study is shown for each partner.
AZRA Varazdin County – Croatia: The Seed Fund, originally selected by the partner was not
feasible due to several constraints:
 The county government was not allowed to provide loans;
 The county was too limited to achieve a sufficient pipeline of projects with the innovative
contents required by the Seed Fund;
 The budget required was too high.
Therefore the concept of the new instrument was studied and proposed.
The new instrument was able to overcome the problems of the disbursement of loans and the
budget.
The problems related to the county were not overcome.
RDA BANAT Vojvodina Autonomous Province – Serbia: In order to implement the Seed Fund
in Vojvodina, some modifications should be made in order to support innovation at the company
level and to support the agricultural sector. The identification of an expert manager for the fund
should also be done. Furthermore, the instrument is too risky for the country and some
modification to the reimbursement structure (changing from bullet to amortizing) and to the
collaterals required were suggested. The application to the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina
could be too small to provide a sufficient pipeline of projects.
EPF - Bulgaria: in order to implement the Seed Fund in Bulgaria, some modifications should be
made, as well as some changes to the originally proposed structure. The main modifications
needed are related to the reimbursement structure (changing from bullet to amortizing) and to the
collaterals required. The main problem was related to the identification of an expert managing
authority.
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TETALAP – Hungary: The Innovation Support Program was not applicable, mainly due to the
country’s current crisis situation, and to the presence within the country of several successfully
operating guarantee funds which were already playing the same role of Innovation Support
Program.
GEORAMA Western Greece – Greece: The Innovation Support Program was not feasible in
Greece mainly because of the lack of budget due to the severe financial crisis that hit the country
in 2011. Furthermore, it was not possible to clearly identify an adequate manager for the
instrument.
UKIM - Former Yugoslav Republic Of Macedonia: The Innovation Support Program was not
feasible in FYROM mainly because the credit market was not mature enough for such an
instrument. In the past, a guarantee fund was launched in FYROM without success. An additional
problem was linked to the absence of an adequate manager for the guarantee fund.
UEFISCDI – Romania: The Metadistretti grant is an instrument adequate for Romania because
the country application level can provide a wide pipeline of projects. Furthermore, in this country
there are enough universities and research centers, as well as leader companies to create
networking with SMEs. The managing authority can be the SEE – IFA partner. The main problem
to be solved is the availability of resources to finance the program.
SID Bank – Slovenia: The Metadistretti grant is feasible for Slovenia because it coincides with
the needs of the company very well. Its implementation at the national level looks feasible in
Slovenia. The main problem is the political will and the budget level.
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07.

Implementation phase

Method for selecting potential implementing partners
At the conclusion of the pre-feasibility study phase, several partners were selected based on the
answer provided to a list of questions aimed at identifying the most promising countries.
The criteria identified were the following:
 Political will:
The main purpose was to understand if the local policy maker was willing to introduce
the new instrument selected in the SEE-IFA project in the country /region. In order to
clearly understand the political will of the decision makers, the following questions
were asked:
o How is political will demonstrated?
o Is it possible to obtain official documents from decision makers?
o Which are the concrete possibilities of implementation in the:
 Short term (summer 2011)?
 Mid term (winter 2011)?
 Long term (after 2011)?


Relationship with managing authority:
The main purpose of this criterion was to understand whether the local entities that
can play the role of managing authority of the new instruments (selected in the SEEIFA project in the country/region) had a positive evaluation of the instrument and
were available to manage it, and under which conditions. In order to understand the
potential commitment of the candidates’ managing authority, the following questions
were asked:
o Does an institution exist in your country with the necessary experience and skills
for managing the instrument?
o How is the relationship between the SEE – IFA partners and the managing
authority?
o At which conditions will the managing authority be available to manage the new
instrument?



Budget
The main purpose of this criterion was to understand if there was an available budget
for the introduction of the new instrument selected in the SEE-IFA project in the
country /region. It was therefore requested that partners answer the following
questions:
o Was there an available budget in the country/region for supporting SME’s
innovation projects?
o What was the reasonable amount that could be used for the implementation of
the instrument?
o When could such budgets be used for implementation?



Decision making process.
The main purpose of this criterion was to understand what was the necessary
process to obtain the budget.

The table below shows the country selected for the implementation phase and the main reason
for the selection:
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1

Croatia

2

Serbia

3

Bulgaria

4

Greece

5

Macedonia

6

Hungary

7

Romania

8

Slovenia

• NEW INSTRUMENT

• Strong political will
• Collaborative stakeholders
• Some budget available

• SEED FUND

• Collaborative stakeholders
• Creation of a new IFA

• SEED FUND

• Strong political will
• Collaborative stakeholders
• Right time to propose

• INNOVATION SUPPORT PROGRAM

• Deep crisis situation
• Lack of budget

• INNOVATION SUPPORT PROGRAM

• Unclear reasons for failure of a
previously established
guarantee fund
• Creation of a new IFA

• INNOVATION SUPPORT PROGRAM

• Crisis situation & political
change
• Lack of budget

• METADISTRETTI GRANT

• Strong political will
• Collaborative stakeholders
• Wrong time to propose

• METADISTRETTI GRANT

• Lack of budget
• Wrong time to propose

Road Show
In line with the Application Form of the project and in order to increase the real possibilities of the
implementation of the instruments, various meetings were held by project partners with relevant
stakeholders. In Croatia, Serbia, Macedonia and Bulgaria in particular, road shows were
organized by local partners with the participation of the Lead Partner AWS and WP Leader
Finlombarda.
In each country during the road show days, several stakeholders were met with separately by
AWS Finlombarda and local partner representatives. The purpose of these meetings was to
present the instrument chosen for the country, to push for its implementation, to provide answers
to stakeholders’ questions and to receive suggestions for better tailoring the instrument to each
country’s needs.
In the following sections, the main results achieved for each country are presented. A full report
on the activities performed by local partners and of the results achieved (prepared by each
partner involved in the activity) is attached to the present report.

Results achieved: Varazdin County / Croatia
The activity run in Croatia was particularly intense and the collaboration of the partner AZRA with
local policy makers and stakeholders was extremely good (especially with the local guarantee
fund GARA).
The lobbying activity of AZRA and GARA for promoting the instrument to the local government
was successful and was able to achieve the budget for a pilot project of a technological voucher
to be provided to innovative SMEs.
Furthermore, it was possible to use GARA resources to provide guarantees for innovation
projects as well, and up to 80% of loans provided by banks. To this extent the GARA by-law was
changed.
In addition, GARA signed an agreement with four other county’s guarantee agencies in the
country to use the same criteria for providing guarantees to innovative projects of SME’s.
Finally, HBOR (the Croatian Bank for Development) and BICRO (the national agency for
innovation) were involved in the project and negotiations are still happening in order to achieve
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dedicated loans to innovative projects (with HBOR) and support in the technical project evaluation
(with BICRO).

Results achieved: Vojvodina Province / Serbia
In Vojvodina project activity was mainly focused on Work Package 6 (the Agency). In Vojvodina,
the partner RDA Banat successfully created an “Innovation Platform” with the participation of
several relevant stakeholders. The presence of the ministry for agriculture, the ministry for finance
and the Vojvodina Development Bank, within the framework of the Innovation Platform, raised the
opportunity to discuss the possibility of creating an instrument to support innovation in SME’s with
them. Currently, the concept of the instrument (that is very similar to the new instrument proposed
for Croatia) is being discussed.

Results achieved: Macedonia
In Macedonia it was not possible to implement any instrument for several reasons already
explained in previous sections of this report. Some activities had already been performed in the
country related to WP4. The main output of these activities run by local partner UKIM and by the
newly born NCDIEL (the agency created in the country as an output of WP6 activity) was two
reports (generated through several discussions with different local stakeholders that were
addressed by project partners to the local government) explaining the main reasons for the failure
of the previously established guarantee fund and the recommendations for the implementation of
a new guarantee fund in the future.

Results achieved: Bulgaria
In Bulgaria, the local partner presented the feasibility study to the government and was able to
deeply involve the Ministry of the Economy, Energy and Tourism in the project. The good
relationship with the Ministry achieved the concrete result of receiving a letter of intent from the
Ministry to the SEE - IFA project for the implementation of a Seed Fund in the country within the
framework of various projects devoted to sustaining innovation, such as those run by Jeremie
instruments (managed by EIB).

Results achieved: Romania
In Romania, the option of implementing a Metadistretti Grant in the country was seriously taken
into consideration by the government (a Letter of Intent was sent to the partnership), but was not
approved for 2012. According to our information, the instrument will be further investigated and
will be proposed to the government again in the future. For 2012, the Romanian partner
UEFISCDI was able to implement an innovation voucher scheme.

Results achieved summary
The table below represents the main results achieved by the WP4 activity in the different
countries within the implementation phase.
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1

Croatia

2

Serbia

3

Romania

4

Bulgaria

4

Macedonia

1 New Instrument (voucher + guarantee)
• Agreement signed with other guarantee agencies
• Gara statute changed ( guarantee for innovative SMEs)
• Budget for voucher obtained (Innovation voucher)
• Negotiation with other stakeholder for further support on-going
• Negotiation for the implementation of an instrument on going within the
framework of the platform to sustain innovation in Vojvodina (output of
WP6)
1 New instrument (voucher)
• New presentation for internal council to be prepared
• Decision of council to be submitted
• LOI for implementation signed
• Innovation Voucher scheme approved
1 New instrument (Seed Fund)
• LOI signed
• Recommendation sent to government to create financial instruments
identified by SEE – IFA project
• Seed Fund under Jeremie umbrella
• Recommendation sent to government to create a new guarantee fund
within the country
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08.

Some working evidence, guidelines, recommendations and
conclusions

The final output of the activity of the WP4 was the implementation of new financial instruments to
support innovation programs of SME’s in SEE counties. This was a very ambitious goal, the
success of which is based on several factors, in some cases independent from the will and
commitment of project partners.
Therefore, as regards to the realization of the final project output, an important recommendation
should be taken into account: in order to achieve project goals in the most efficient way, it is
of key importance to deeply involve the regional/national stakeholders in the project from
the very beginning; those who have the power of making relevant decisions. Their
involvement from the early phases of the project and during the process will constitute the
necessary conditions to truly implement a financial instrument. By key stakeholders for the
implementation of a financial instrument, we mean the politic authority in charge of making the
decision, especially for the instruments that are not grants (which have the highest impact on the
market) and the financial institutions that will be in charge of the management of the new
instrument.
A second recommendation is the proposal of instruments suitable for the partner involved in the
project. It is key to propose instruments tailored to the target partner or target area rather
than for the efficiency of the instrument. Some of the instruments we selected were rather
complex and sophisticated, and several partners were not skilled enough to manage such
products, or the target area was too small to provide a good pipeline of projects for such
instruments. The implementation phase can be more straightforward if the proposed instrument is
directly implemented in the target area (without enlarging it in order to achieve a critical mass of
beneficiaries) or managed directly by the partner (without the involvement of too many other
external entities).
The table below shows the results achieved within WP4:
WP working phase
Analysis and Study

Result achieved
3 good practices selected
among 33 presented in WP3

Tool / deliverable
Grid for selecting instruments
with criteria and need analysis

7
pre-feasibility
studies
completed for the good
practices selected

Instrument analysis
7 Pre-feasibility studies
based on good practices
Regulation of the 3 good
practices available to project
partners
3 XLS economic models for
simulating instrument impact
1 marketing and action plan
within each pre-feasibility
study (8 in total)

Design of instrument

1
pre-feasibility
study
completed for new instrument

1 Pre-feasibility study based
on new instrument
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Concept and regulation of a
new instrument

1 marketing and action plan
within the pre-feasibility
study

Partner meeting
Implementation

3 instruments implemented
in partner countries to impact
the project (Croatia, Bulgaria
and Romania)
Road shows (mainly with
stakeholders
and
public
banks) done in Croatia,
Serbia,
Former
Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia and
Bulgaria

Guidelines
for
implementation (included in
pre-feasibility
study)
for
Serbia,
Romania
and
Croatia
Guidelines
for
the
government
for
the
implementation
of
other
instruments than Seed Funds
(for Bulgaria).
Reason
for
failure
of
guarantee
fund
and
recommendation for new
implementation of guarantee
fund (for Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia)
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