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MINUTES 
 
Adoption of the agenda of the meeting 

There was a request from a GECES member to discuss the agenda of each meeting before its 
adoption in accordance with article 2 of the GECES' rules of procedure1. The Commission 
took note. 

The GECES adopted the agenda of the meeting, that had been sent in advance to all GECES 
participants2 (attending or not), and had been uploaded on the GECES' website3.   

Welcoming remarks by Axel de Martène, member of the cabinet of Michel Barnier 
(European Commissioner, Internal Market & Services) 

Axel de Martène underlined that the purpose of the meeting was to take stock of the measures 
under the Social Business Initiative. He announced the idea of the Commissioners Barnier, 
Andor and Tajani (VP) to organise a European conference in the beginning of 2014. This 
event will be a good opportunity to report on the status of all current initiatives related to 
social business, and to envisage/discuss further initiatives. The help of the GECES members 
in this regard will be very important with a view to giving it the right political profile. In 2014 
the mandate of this Commission comes to an end and the wish is to extend the Social 
Business Initiative well beyond 2014.  

Promoting sustainable growth is a key goal for President Barroso. Therefore, it is important 
that social business be put at the centre of the EU policy. The Commission (different DGs), in 
cooperation with the European Parliament (EP), European Economic and Social Committee 
(EESC) and the Committee of the Regions (CofR) have been working towards this in the 
framework of the Single market policy. The Single Market Act I and II4 give social business a 
prominent place by recognising its importance as a lever to boost growth and jobs. 

                                                 
1 http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetailDoc&id=5544&no=1 
2 GECES participants = members + observers + all substitutes  
3 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/expert-group/index_en.htm 
4 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/smact/index_en.htm 

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127-agenda_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetailDoc&id=5544&no=1
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/expert-group/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/smact/index_en.htm
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Session I / Chair MARKT (Henrik Mørch)  

The Single Market Act II & the SBI: state of play at the European Commission's level 

 Single Market Act II 

The Commission gave a short overview of the Single Market Act (SMA) II5. The consumer 
and social prospective have a prominent place in both SMA I and II, e.g. Social Investment 
Funds in the SMA I and EURES, job placement service and bank accounts in the SMA II. 
This inclusive approach aimed at creating the right political balance and momentum on 
different EU policies. The SMA focuses on a limited number of priorities, so that their quick 
adoption could be ensured. 

The Commission has been working very hard and is committed to delivering on all of the 
proposals. The European Council has committed to delivering on the SMA I 12 key priorities 
by the end of 2012 (at present only the standardisation proposal has been adopted by the co-
legislators). There are few others which might be adopted but time is running out. 

The focus on social business is new and sustained. Although there are no specific priorities on 
social business in the SMA II (since we did not have measures sufficiently mature to be 
presented before the College by spring 2013), other measures concerning the social dimension 
have found footing. In the SMA II there is a section devoted to social business, in which the 
Commission announced its intention to organise a conference in 2014. A clear reference is 
also made to the sub-group of social impact measurement which is important for the visibility 
of the social businesses.  

A GECES member expressed the feeling that the Commission did not make enough use of the 
group and its expertise. The Commission took careful note and promised to revisit the issue; 
GECES members had been asked to submit written contributions and a number of them did 
make use of these calls.  

The EESC is drafting an opinion on the SMA II to be voted in February 2013. To a question 
from a participant on how the EESC contributions to the key action 8 of the SMA I will be 
followed up, the Commission explained that some of the ideas were not sufficiently matured 
to be used in the SMA II but many of them will feed into the 2014 conference where a new 
set of key measures to promote social business would be identified. 

 Follow-up of the SBI – state of play 

The Commission presented briefly the state of play6 of the follow-up of the SBI.  

Action β Communication and visibility of social entrepreneurship 

The Commission has been working towards encouraging the debate at grass-roots level and 
met with social businesses on a regular basis and across Europe. The Commission has 
organised some conferences, e.g. Open Days 20127 (organised by DG REGIO and the 

                                                 
5 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/smact/docs/single-market-act2_en.pdf 
6 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127-action-table_en.pdf 
7 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/conferences/od2012/index.cfm 

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/smact/docs/single-market-act2_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127-action-table_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/conferences/od2012/index.cfm
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Committee of the Regions), where there was a workshop "Creating a local and regional 
ecosystem for social entrepreneurship" (video available8). 

Action 1&7 Access to funding 

The proposal9 for a Regulation on European Social Entrepreneurship Funds (EuSEF) and the 
linked proposal on Venture capital funds, currently under discussion in the European 
Parliament and Council, are being slowed down by questions (tax heavens) not directly 
related to social entrepreneurship. It is expected to be adopted before the end of the year or at 
beginning of next year at the latest. 

In response to a question from a participant, the Commission explained that the regulation had 
been drafted to operate without delegated acts. The Commission is however reflecting on a 
second level legislation, e.g. to propose to investors and managers a common framework for 
developing impact measurement methodologies, in order to assess the performance of 
companies in which EuSEFs will invest.  

Action 3 Programme for Social Change and Innovation10 

The Programme has been proposed by the Commission for the next financial period 2014-
2020. It groups some existing programmes and adds new elements. Over € 90 million has 
been earmarked for financing the start-up, development and expansion of social businesses. It 
will make various types of hybrid funding available, including equity, quasi-equity, risk-
sharing instruments and grants. The Programme is currently being negotiated by the Council 
and EP.  

Action 5 EIF Impact Investing Pilot scheme 

The EIF Impact Investing Pilot scheme is currently under discussion between the European 
Commission and the European Investment Fund.  

Action 6 Dormant funds 

The project to use dormant funds as an additional source of funding for social businesses was 
presented to the group members. Dormant funds are bank accounts where there has been no 
customer activity for a certain time period. It was recalled that a questionnaire was sent out to 
Member States to gather information on how dormant funds are treated and whether and how 
they are used for social purposes. It was stressed that the Member States could be divided into 
three groups: those which are not in favour of using dormant funds as a funding source or do 
not see its practicality, those which do not have a framework in place but might be interested 
in exploring the idea and those already making active use of the funds for various purposes. 
The lack of data makes it difficult to estimate the volume of dormant funds available as a 
potential source of funding.  

That is why the GECES was invited to provide the European Commission services with 
further information on the volume of funds at stake in the 27 Member States. Member 
States which are not in favour of making an active use of such funds were invited to explain 
their reasons, and those which have a specific framework already in place were invited to give 
any feedback to the Commission services. 

                                                 
8 http://scic.ec.europa.eu/streaming/index.php?es=2&sessionno=66121d1f782d29b62a286909165517bc 
9 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/investment/social_investment_funds/index_en.htm 
10 http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=89&newsId=1093 

http://scic.ec.europa.eu/streaming/index.php?es=2&sessionno=66121d1f782d29b62a286909165517bc
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/investment/social_investment_funds/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=89&newsId=1093
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Action 8 Indivisible reserves 

The Commission announced that the recently published Study on mutuals11 deals with 
indivisible reserves (page 95 and points 5.2.2 and 5.2.3.) and proposed to present it at the next 
GECES meeting. The GECES members were asked to give their opinion as to whether the 
question of indivisible reserves has been sufficiently analysed or whether it should be the 
subject of further study.  

Action 10 Mapping of social enterprises 

The study on the cartography of social businesses is important in contributing towards the 
increased visibility of social enterprises. A call for tender is about to be launched. This study 
will be financed under the European Social Fund technical assistance budget line.  

Action 16 Statistics on social enterprises 

The call for proposals12 was launched at the beginning of the summer and ended on 7 
September. The large volume of proposals received, including those from national statistical 
offices, is indicative of an increased interest in the issue. Their evaluation will be finalised by 
the end of the year.  

Action 18 Co-operative societies 

At the beginning of 2012, the Commission initiated a consultation on the need for revision of 
the Regulation for a Statute of European Co-operative Society. First, there was discussion 
with stakeholders and Member States in March 2012 at a big conference in Cyprus. The 
discussions revealed that the complexity of the text was not the main reason for its non-use, 
but rather the lack of understanding as to the advantages it offers co-operatives. The 
conclusion taken from the conference was that there was a need of the text and it had helped 
the cooperative movement, but that now is not the right moment to revise the regulation. Its 
adoption would require unanimity in the Council, which would be difficult to achieve. The 
Commission analysis13 of the application of Regulation 1435/2003 identified 3 sets of 
provisions which might be revised, one of which relates to the statute of the European 
company (Societas Europaea). In the latter case the conclusion reached was similar, and as of 
next year the Commission will start a campaign to raise awareness of the text of the regulation 
(as part of the Action plan on the Future of Company Law). To this end, the GECES members 
were asked for their assistance and suggestions. 

Action 20 Mutual societies 

The Commission has financed a Study on the situation of mutual societies and their cross-
border activities14 and the results were published last week on the Commission website. The 
study concluded that there was no strong indication of a need for a European regulation on 
mutual societies. GECES members were invited to comment. The Commission will decide 
next steps after further discussion of the results of this study.  

Some participants disagreed with the conclusion of the study. 

                                                 
11 http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/files/mutuals/prospects_mutuals_fin_en.pdf 
12 http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/newsroom/cf/itemdetail.cfm?item_id=6013 
13 Report from the Commission on the application of Council Regulation (EC) No 1435/2003 of 22 July 2003 on 
the Statute for a European Cooperative Society (SCE) 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/files/smes/1_en_act_part1_v7_en.pdf 
14 http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/files/mutuals/prospects_mutuals_fin_en.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/files/mutuals/prospects_mutuals_fin_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/newsroom/cf/itemdetail.cfm?item_id=6013
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/files/smes/1_en_act_part1_v7_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/files/mutuals/prospects_mutuals_fin_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/files/mutuals/prospects_mutuals_fin_en.pdf
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To a question on the electronic data exchange platform for social investors and entrepreneurs, 
it was clarified that this action was different from the social stock exchange, though links 
could be established.   

To a question as to the status of the social label/mark, the Commission clarified that the 
European Parliament's budget committee did not approve the funding of the pilot project. In 
addition to that, the EESC draft opinion seems not to welcome the idea.  

On a question on how advanced was the European Investment Fund in their project for a fund 
of funds investing in social enterprises, it was explained that the discussions with the 
European Investment Fund were on-going and that there was an agreement on the type of 
companies covered.  

Regarding social enterprises beyond the EU, the Commission clarified that for the moment it 
does not have enough resources to work on the extra-EU dimension, but that it could certainly 
be a subject of discussion within the group. 

A GECES member made a recommendation to focus more on the question of cross-border 
trading and in particular why social enterprises are not taking advantage of the opportunities 
presented by the Single Market. The Commission agreed that this was an important aspect and 
suggested that it should be dealt with by the GECES.  

Session II / Chair EMPL (Marco Fantini) 

Sub-group "Methodology for measurement of socio-economic impact of social 
enterprises" 

Marco Fantini (DG EMPL) and Jean-Claude Mizzi (DG MARKT) gave a short presentation 
on the setting up of the sub-group on social impact measurement by the Commission. 
According to the decision taken during the first GECES meeting (5/06/2012), a selection 
process took place during the summer. The note on the sub-group website contains all details 
of this process, as well as the names of the 16 experts that were selected. 

Lisa Hehenberger, a member of the sub-group, reported15 on the results of the 1-st meeting, 
which took place on 26 November 2012. The role of the sub-group is essentially to inform 
and advise the Commission on the development of an approach for social impact 
measurement, which will serve to facilitate the implementation of social enterprise support 
under the Programme for Social Change and Innovation (PSCI) and the European Social 
Entrepreneurship Fund (EuSEF) regulation. 

• The proposed PSCI includes dedicated support for social entrepreneurship. The definition 
of social enterprises includes as one criterion the achievement of measurable social impact, 
hence the need for measuring positive social impact.  

• The Commission also proposed the setting up of a new brand: European Social 
Entrepreneurship Funds. Funds that market themselves using this brand would have to 
invest at least 70% of their money in social businesses. With this label, investors will know 
that the majority of their investment is going into social businesses. Prior to selecting 
which social enterprises to invest in, EuSEF fund managers should inform investors about 
social impact objectives and methodologies used to measure social impact. Fund managers 
need procedures to measure and report on how the social enterprises they have invested in 

                                                 
15 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127-report_en.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127-report_en.pdf
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achieve the positive impact stated in their objectives. The sub-group will provide guidance 
in that direction as well. 

The rapporteur also discussed the feedback received from the subgroup participants on the 
preliminary questionnaire. Participants seemed to be in broad agreement that any effort to 
achieve a common framework for social impact measurement needs to stay close to the social 
enterprises themselves, so that resulting indicators are helpful to them (possibly useful as a 
management tool as well). Indicators cannot be imposed top-down. Another conclusion from 
the preliminary questionnaire is the need to measure what matters, to such accuracy as is 
relevant. There is always a trade-off to be considered between complexity of measurements 
and costs involved (as often social enterprises have a limited budget and implementing 
indicators can be costly, so they really have to be meaningful to them).  

A point of debate was the existence of two schools of thought: quantitative measures vs. 
qualitative narrative (also known as theory of change). While there are many aspects to be 
considered, the sub-group was positive on the possibility of connecting the two and finding 
commonalities on methodologies of social impact measurement. The group will explore the 
possibility of developing best practices. 

The different stakeholders to take into account (policy makers, funders, social enterprises and 
beneficiaries) need further guidance on social impact measurement. Indicators, metrics should 
make sense to particular stakeholders (e.g. at the level of social enterprise, indicators should 
be driven by the social objectives of the enterprise). Rather than defining common indicators, 
the focus is on providing guidelines on the procedure of setting indicators. Moving towards a 
common language on impact is useful to remove inefficiencies in communication, reporting 
and managing impact between various stakeholders. The ultimate goal is to help, not to 
constrain social enterprises.  

The positive impact of social entrepreneurship depends also on the national context in each 
MS - the questions of regional differences and information asymmetry were raised. The sub-
group also discussed the possibility of developing a common framework for EuSEF and 
PSCI. Finally, a few organizational points for the sub-group future work were presented. 

A few GECES members underlined the importance of the work of the sub-group and the need 
for more dialogue with stakeholders, as well as the necessity of reporting regularly and 
involving the GECES as a whole. An opinion was expressed that a real assessment of social 
impact (at society level) can only be made together with a change in the business mentality. 
The Commission invited GECES participants to submit materials they consider useful for the 
sub-group's work. 

Session III / Chair ENTR (Apostolos Ioakimidis)  

General block exemption regulation (GBER) 

The Commission (Ms Anna Nykiel-Mateo, DG COMP A3) is now working on the reform of 
State aids16 (State Aid Modernisation – SAM). The review of the General Block Exemption 
Regulation (GBER)17 constitutes an important element of SAM. The GBER expires at the end 
of 2013. In the context of the review, the Commission launched a public consultation (June-

                                                 
16 http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/modernisation/index_en.html 
17 http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/legislation/legislation.html 

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/modernisation/index_en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/modernisation/index_en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/legislation/legislation.html
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/legislation/legislation.html
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/consultations/2012_state_aid_reform_procedures/index_en.html
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September 2012)18 which offered stakeholders the opportunity to provide input to the 
Commission at an early stage of policy making.  

According to the EU Treaty, all Member States are obliged to notify State Aids to the 
Commission. GBER provides exemptions from this rule for certain categories of aid. The 
current GBER, adopted in 2008, is considered a big revolution: the categories of exempted aid 
were increased from 10 to 26. Today the GBER covers regional aid, SME investment and 
employment aid, aid for female entrepreneurship, environment protection, consultancy in 
favour of SMEs and SME participation in fairs, aid in the form of risk capital, for R&D&I, 
training aid and recruitment/employment aid for disadvantaged and disabled workers.  

Based on the results of the public consultation and the experience gathered through the 
application of the current GBER, the Commission is looking at the possibilities to simplify 
and clarify the Regulation and to include some new categories of aid within the limits set out 
by the current Enabling Regulation19.   

A participant asked for clarification of the importance of the State Aids reform for social 
business. The Commission pointed out the possibilities existing under the recently adopted 
package concerning Services of General Economic Interest20, under the GBER and under de 
minimis aid Regulation21 (also subject to review).  

A participant asked what possible fiscal advantages could be provided in the case where an 
SE is governed by a non-profit organization. The Commission replied that the notion of 
“undertaking” is the same for all areas of competition law and that, according to the European 
Court of Justice, the fact that an organization is non-profit does not influence its qualification 
as an undertaking. However, the GBER is one of the instruments for State aid and in the event 
that a State aid is not covered by the GBER, this does not mean that it is automatically 
incompatible with the internal market. It could be provided with the approval of the 
Commission. In addition, out of the 26 categories of aid, certain take into account specific 
problems faced by social enterprises. 

A participant asked under which conditions new categories of aid could be included. The 
Commission replied that the conditions are established by the Enabling Regulation. However, 
there might be some scope for new categories and the Commission will take a decision on the 
basis of its practice in the implementation of current GBER.  

As regards disadvantaged and disabled workers, it is too early to say if an eventual extension 
of the definition for them will be made. Furthermore, if the aid goes directly to these workers 
it is not considered as such. In addition, Articles 40-42 of the GBER establish very high aid 
intensities (the aid amount expressed as a percentage of eligible costs) for aid for 
disadvantaged and disabled workers and therefore it is unnecessary to go further. However, 
the Commission will take into account their needs. 

Concerning aid in the form of fiscal advantages, the Commission is preparing a 
communication on the notion of aid including clarification of the rules for fiscal aid. State aid 
is an objective notion interpreted by the Court of Justice and the Commission has no 
discretion to redefine it. Where the Commission has more margin of manoeuvre is in the 
assessment of compatibility of State aid with the internal market. Experience shows that the 
                                                 
18 http://ec.europa.eu/competition/consultations/2012_state_aid_reform_procedures/index_en.html 
19 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:31998R0994:EN:NOT 
20 http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/legislation/sgei.html 
21 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32006R1998:EN:NOT 

http://ec.europa.eu/competition/consultations/2012_state_aid_reform_procedures/index_en.html
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/legislation/compilation/c_10_07_09_en.pdf
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current rules provide for sufficient opportunities, but it is a question of advocacy as to how to 
better explain them, especially to Member States' authorities at different levels.  

A GECES participant felt he did not get a satisfactory answer as to why a common 
denomination of social enterprise undertaking could not be included in the State aid rules. The 
Commission took note and invited participants to send a written note. 

Session IV / Chair EMPL (Marco Fantini)  

Making structural funds for social entrepreneurship a priority in the Member States 

Gabor Toth (DG EMPL) presented a report on how the ESF can help to promote social 
entrepreneurship in the next programming period (2014–2020).  

Social entrepreneurship has become a specific investment priority in the new ESF regulation. 
This is one of the key qualitative innovations of the next programming period (2014-2020). It 
means better funding opportunities for social enterprises and closer monitoring of results, 
provided that this possibility is being taken on-board by the MS and the regions in their 
operational programmes. Currently, social entrepreneurship is a proposed investment priority 
in 5 Commission Position Papers (for Greece, Spain, Italy, Portugal and Hungary) and there 
are 6 additional countries (Austria, Germany, Lithuania, Malta, Poland and Slovakia) where 
social entrepreneurship was identified as a specific objective of other investment priorities of 
the structural funds. The Commission Position Papers are now subject to negotiation with the 
MS. 

Social enterprise support can also be a means to implementing other priorities. For instance, 
within the "promoting employment" thematic objective, social enterprises can provide labour 
market reintegration services. Other possible thematic objectives where social enterprises can 
be involved are education and social inclusion. While the list is not exhaustive, it is important 
to stress that social enterprises can become delivery mechanisms in more traditional policy 
areas of the ESF (and not just in the specific "social entrepreneurship" investment priority). 

The aim is to create, in the framework of the Structural Funds, a social entrepreneurship-
friendly ecosystem. In this respect, the proposed Common Strategic Framework funds 
regulation is a step ahead – for instance, there are provisions for strengthened partnership. For 
the ESF, the Commission has proposed specific actions for capacity building of social 
enterprises. Also, the planned reduction of administrative burden should improve access to 
funds.  

Michael Ralph (DG REGIO) explained how ERDF can also be used to promote social 
entrepreneurship. In the current programming period (2007 – 2013), a project on public 
policies and social enterprises was financed through the "territorial cooperation" strand of the 
ERDF. 17 best practices were identified and the project was nominated for the Regio Stars 
awards. For the next programming period, in addition to the thematic objectives mentioned by 
Gabor Toth, Mr Ralph gave the example of enhancing the competitiveness of SMEs as an 
area in which social enterprises can get involved. Within the innovation thematic objective, 
DG REGIO is currently preparing (in cooperation with DG EMPL) a guide on social 
innovation.  

A GECES member commented on the necessity of having a balance between grants and 
loans. Another participant expressed the opinion that a clear distinction between grants and 
loans is necessary in order to have a healthy social investments market. Members from 
Austria and Romania expressed their disappointment in not succeeding to make social 
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entrepreneurship an investment priority in their respective countries. They asked the 
Commission when is the best window of opportunity to lobby national governments to make 
social entrepreneurship an investment priority in the national Operational Programmes? 
Another member stressed the key issue of partnership: that the social economy is recognized 
as a partner in programming the funds. Other participants stressed that greater clarity in the 
decision-making process is necessary in order to enable social enterprises to successfully 
lobby their national governments to give more attention to the needs of the social economy 
and to include it as an investment priority. 

Session V / Chair MARKT (Henrik Mørch) 

Education and Training (Youth in Action Programme) and European Institute of 
Innovation and Technology (EIT)  

 
The Commission, Maria Podlasek-Ziegler (DG EAC E2), gave a presentation22 on the Youth in 
Action Programme explaining that it is aimed at all young people aged 15 to 28 (in some 
cases 13-30) irrespective of their educational, social and cultural background. Nearly half of 
all projects have the inclusion of young people with fewer opportunities as a priority, whilst 
24% of the total number of participants can be categorised as such. The Programme offers 
(mainly transnational) non-formal learning projects via a broad range of activities. The 
teaching approach with its key-word "empowering" puts emphasis on individual talents and 
strengths and learning by doing and personal experience, as well as on participation and peer 
learning. The experience of a different environment helps young people to realise their own 
potential and boosts their personal development. It was stressed that we cannot speak of 
professional, without personal development; the two are mutually reinforcing. Participants 
acquire competencies and skills that are increasingly valuable in today’s society and labour 
market. The problem is that the skills acquired during this non-formal/ informal learning 
process are not sufficiently recognised, and only 4 Member States currently have a 
comprehensive system of recognition and validation in place. The Commission urges the 
remaining Member States to follow suit. A Commission survey of Youth in Action 
participants carried out in March 2011 yielded positive results, with 75% saying that they 
improved their ability to identify opportunities for their personal or professional future as a 
result.  
There is an important link between the Youth in Action Programme and social business. 
Social innovation is needed to address many challenges such as youth unemployment, early 
school leaving, social exclusion and poverty, etc. It was pointed out to the group that around 
40% of youth in the EU are enthusiastic about the idea of setting up a business, but there are 
too many barriers, e.g. lack of experience and skills. A year’s work experience with a social 
enterprise (e.g. as volunteers) could provide young people with invaluable entrepreneurial 
skills and promote social entrepreneurship among them. Social business model would 
strengthen the sustainability of the youth sector often struggling with financial problems.  

In response to a question on the possibility of working on an exchange programme for young 
social entrepreneurs, the Commission stressed the Youth in Action programme already 
provides support to organisations active in the non-formal educational field offering capacity 
building and networking activities and agreed that an Erasmus programme of that sort could 
be a good idea. 

                                                 
22 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127-youth-in-action_en.ppt 

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127-youth-in-action_en.ppt
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The Commission, Georgi Dimitrov (DG EAC C2), followed with another presentation23 on the 
European Institute of Innovation and Technology. The Commission began by explaining 
that this is a very new initiative (March 2008) and that its mission is to contribute to 
sustainable European economic growth and competitiveness by reinforcing the innovation 
capacity of the Member States and the EU. It is by now well accepted that the EU lacks 
competitiveness in many areas, yet this is key to recovering from the crisis.  
Among the objectives of the EIT is new business creation through innovation, developing a 
new generation of entrepreneurial people, and the dissemination of best practices and 
systemic knowledge sharing. 

In order to achieve those goals, the EIT has created integrated structures known as KICs 
(Knowledge and Innovation Communities) which link business and innovation, research and 
higher education resulting in what is called the “knowledge triangle”. Proper integration of all 
sides of the knowledge triangle will lead to increased innovation and entrepreneurship.  

There are currently three KICs which focus on areas of high societal impact: climate change 
adaption and mitigation (Climate KIC); future information and communication society (EIT 
ICT Labs); and Sustainable Energies (KIC InnoEnergy). The KICs have a wide range of 
partners, including for example, Orange, Nokia, Leuven University and Esade Business 
School.  

The Commission referred to the fact that the KIC operate autonomous entrepreneurship 
activities which are open to all entrepreneurs with sound business cases.  

 

Session VI / Chair MARKT (Henrik Mørch) 

A European Community Reinvestment Act  

Hugues Sibille, Member of the GECES, gave a presentation24 on the US Community 
Reinvestment Act and discussed the possibility of a European equivalent. He began by 
explaining how the CRA functions in the US, namely by an obligation on the banks to draw 
up community statistics indicating the collection and reuse of savings, in the form of credit, 
by region and by borrower profile. These statistics are then analysed, audited and rated by 
inspectors, and published thereafter. In the event of bad ratings, banks face several risks, from 
a negative reputation, to being refused merger applications. Since its introduction in 1977, 
$1,400 billion of credit and services has been channelled towards problem areas in the US, 
with 60% of that figure via loans to micro-enterprises and SMEs. The argument put is that a 
European CRA would multiply the availability of credit, services and advice to micro-
enterprises and social enterprises in Europe, without implementing quotas or altering the 
fiscal framework, and without weakening prudential standards. However, it is acknowledged 
that direct transposition is not possible for numerous reasons, for example differences 
concerning ratings and even the notion of “community” which is different in Europe. It is 
suggested that a study is launched to gather information and to conduct small experiments on 
a regional scale. A further proposal is the establishment of a “finance sub-group” within the 
GECES charged with investigating the possibility of a CRA in Europe.  

                                                 
23 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127_dg-eac_en.ppt 
24 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127-
contrib/cra_121127_sibille_en.ppt 

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127_dg-eac_en.ppt
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127-contrib/cra_121127_sibille_en.ppt
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Several GECES participants endorsed the idea of a European CRA as well as the call for a 
finance sub-group. A group study on the state-of-play of this type of lending in the EU was 
also proposed, with a view to finding synergies with existing measures and structures.  

Some participants expressed concern that too much focus was being put on models out with 
the EU when similar situations already exist in some Member States, e.g. Italy.  

One member stressed the importance of transparency and cautioned against the introduction 
of more “links and ties” in an already complicated system which would place greater 
obligations on smaller banks.  

Another member pointed out that although there is a huge amount to learn from the US, we 
should take their lessons and map them onto structural funds and other vehicles that work for 
businesses in Europe. The poor success of CDFIs in the UK was given as an example of a 
failure to adapt.  

It was further noted that the idea of “ranking” banks may have taken on a different 
significance in light of the crisis. Another consequence of the crisis to be borne in mind is that 
many banks have left poor neighbourhoods and moved to wealthier areas. Therefore, although 
the implementation of a possible EU CRA would encourage banks to reach out to their 
communities, they may not necessarily be reaching those that need help the most.  

One participant stressed the primary importance of identifying the outcomes we are looking 
for, i.e. better access to financial or banking services, after which point the legislative 
instrument necessary to achieve that goal can be considered. It was also suggested that 
continued EU interest in this area could of itself lead to banks engaging in this type of 
activity, or at least encouraging them to do so.  

It was pointed out that a big problem is that the traditional finance sector is not interested in 
funding the social sector, and the failure of micro-credit in Portugal was given as an example. 
Instead we could consider developing other structures which are in place specifically to 
support social businesses. We should remember that social businesses need technical support, 
as well as financial support.   

The Commission agreed that important differences exist between the EU and the US, and 
acknowledged the diversity of the European banking sector in comparison with that of the US. 
The objective is to define what we want to achieve, then to consider what can be learned from 
experiences within the EU and possibly from the US. It was also agreed that transparency is 
an important issue to be considered.  

Several participants insisted on creating a GECES finance sub-group. The Commission took 
due note of this request and is in theory open to the idea, though reminds the group that time 
and budgetary constraints may make this difficult.  

 

Session VII / Chair EMPL (Marco Fantini)  

Crowd sourcing / funding for social enterprises in the EU 

Tim Shakesby (Commission, DG MARKT G4) outlined some of the on-going debates and 
discussions in the emerging and developing market of crowd sourcing. Different models and 
services were emerging using mostly web-based technology to bring together potential 
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supporters of projects with those seeking backing for projects. The commitments from 
supporters could be in the form of donations, pre-payments for goods, 'rewards', or 
investments.   

A debate is beginning to emerge in relation to the nature of the commitments and the services 
offered by the crowd funding platforms, the appropriate regulatory requirements that might be 
attached to these and thereby the best evolution of the market (or markets) for investors or 
supporters, for those seeking funding or support and for the platforms themselves. The 
Commission is observing this debate and the evolution of the market.  

Comments were sought from the GECES members. Two speakers spoke out strongly in 
support of crowd funding as a potential new funding model. The view was also stressed that 
clear and proportionate regulation of this sector could benefit its emergence. A contrasting 
view was aired that this model was no panacea and would not replace the key role of banks as 
funding sources. 

 

Session VIII / Chair MARKT (Henrik Mørch) 

Social Stock Exchanges in Europe  

The Commission, Maria Teresa Fabregas Fernandez (DG MARKT G3), gave a short 
presentation on the Social Stock Exchanges (SSE) in Europe and its relevance to social 
businesses. The Commission is putting forward legislation which seeks to find a balance 
between facilitating access to capital and investor protection. Following the review of the 
Prospectus Directive in July 2012, the issuer has to produce a summary of the prospectus of 
the financial instrument highlighting the nature of the operations and activity of the issuer. 
This could be used to highlight the fact that the issuer is a social company. In the review of 
the Market in Financial Instruments Directive (MiFID), investor protection is being 
strengthened by placing an obligation on the issuer to disclose certain information. The 
investment firm should be able to explain to the investors as to the social orientation of the 
financial instrument. These amendments are currently under negotiation between the EP and 
the Council. The Commission has the intention to develop the relevant delegated acts and to 
include requirements that investment firms should disclose in particular information regarding 
socially oriented investment criteria. A voluntary SME growth market platform is also 
envisaged in the MiFID review which will facilitate access of SMEs (which includes the 
majority of social businesses) to capital markets. This will introduce harmonised transparency 
requirements and market abuse rules. The objective of these changes is to raise the visibility 
and increase the liquidity of these companies. As a result, investors should be incentivised to 
move towards the social market. There are similar initiatives in Portugal, Brazil and the USA. 

There were remarks from the GECES members related to the balance between access to 
capital and investor protection. Social enterprises should be able to access capital from the 
general public in a different manner from companies that seek to achieve an investment 
return, as for social enterprises the goal is to achieve a social purpose. Therefore the 
requirements for investor's protection should be nuanced. There is an untapped demand for 
this kind of investment in a way that does not exploit them as consumers and it is currently 
not regulated. The Commission clarified that indeed, this was why under the prospectus 
document there was a specific and more calibrated regime for SMEs. This document includes 
less burdensome requirements. However, finding the right balance between investor 
protection and access to capital is not easy.  
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Participants suggested also that it was probably worthwhile looking at the social stock-
exchange as different from the regular stock-exchange. We should explore innovative options 
because social businesses do not share the characteristics and goals of traditional businesses. 
It is a question of giving better access to finance to social businesses and the UK experience 
should be further explored. It was announced that there was a clear interest in the UK in social 
stock-exchange. A pilot will be launched in 2013. 

Session IX / Chair ENTR (Apostolos Ioakimidis) 

National cases 

Greece: a working group including foreign experts was established by the Ministry of Labour 
with the purpose of developing a support system for SEs. Two main problems were identified: 
management and access to finance, especially for start-ups. The group will present its report 
in the next few weeks. It is crucial to pilot and test proven models from Europe; mentoring 
and twining support are also necessary.  

France: there is a strong demand for a Statute for a European Mutual. The government is 
drafting with stakeholders new legislation in order to better recognise all types of social 
businesses. In this respect the establishment of a special label for social businesses is under 
discussion. In addition, a specific form of access to finance (Banque publique 
d’investissement) is also being discussed. The first draft legislative texts will be presented at 
the next meeting of GECES as results. 

Italy: The Italian members of GECES presented 5 priorities for the sector: 1) measuring social 
impact; 2) labeling (reflecting the efficiency of organisations); 3) linking together the 
examples of excellence; 4) promoting financial support and 5) multiplication of good 
practices, such as guarantee funds, training, etc.  

Denmark: the government launched the Public Project initiative in order to support social 
businesses with a focus on the business dimension, i.e. businesses for growth providing 
sustainability and opportunities. In this respect the decision for a legislative framework for 
social enterprises was taken and the working group has to present its proposal in the next 6 
months.  

Ireland: in the framework of the Action Plan for Jobs it has to look at the challenges before 
the social enterprise sector, including access to funding and capacity building of these 
enterprises. 

Portugal: the draft Law on Social Economy is discussed in the Parliament and Satellite 
Accounts for social economy will be created soon. 

Albania: national Agency for promotion of social businesses was established a year ago.  

UK: the consultant group presented its report in September with social investment demand, 
starting from £55 Mio and achieving 1 Bio in 2017. The Big Society Capital was launched in 
April providing for £50 Mio as support for social investment. Social Incubator Fund for start-
ups (£10 Mio) was also established. The potential for payment by results is explored; in this 
respect a Center for Social Impact Bonds and Social Outcomes Fund (£20 Mio) was created. 

Session X / Chair ENTR  

Short presentation by Apostolos Ioakimidis (ENTR D4)  

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127-contrib/itmembers_121127_en.ppt
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With regard to key action No 7 of the SBI - promoting mutual learning and capacity building 
of national and regional administrations, the Commission proposes to examine by way of a 
study the different options for cooperation between public authorities and social businesses, 
the pro and cons of each, and the situation in the European countries, etc. (see the full text in 
the Agenda). Several participants supported the proposal. The EESC representative noted also 
that it is the right time to create a data base of public funding mechanisms for social 
enterprises. A new note will be circulated to the members of the group for comments and 
feedback. 

Closing speech – Jiri Plecity (member of the cabinet of Laszlo Andor (European 
Commissioner, Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion) 

Jiri Plecity greeted the GECES participants on behalf of Commissioner Andor.  

The same day, Commissioner Andor went through the discharge hearing for the 2011 EU 
budget in the employment and social affairs policy area. As the rate of irregularities has 
diminished to very low levels, the European Parliament has shifted attention to the quality of 
spending and its impact. One of the aspects that was emphasized was the need to be creative 
and to find new ways to achieve our objectives: support for entrepreneurship and social 
entrepreneurs is one of them.  

Today’s high unemployment, in particular among young people, demands that we explore 
every avenue leading to job creation, growth and social innovation. Social enterprises have 
potential for creating jobs that is still not fully exploited and can notably be very effective in 
integrating into the labour market underrepresented or disadvantaged groups. The traditional 
image in this respect may have been work-integration of disabled persons, but it is clear that 
the potential scope of social enterprise is much wider, encompassing also educated young 
people who cannot find work today. 

Regarding the state of play of the implementation of the SBI, Jiri Plecity underlined three 
issues that the Commission considers as priorities at the current juncture and where GECES 
members can also help us. First, the Commission is working hard with the Council and the 
Parliament to prepare the necessary ground for establishing the new financial instrument 
announced in the PSCI proposal. With around 90 million EUR, this new financial instrument 
will not be the panacea, but it can help to fill the most obvious gaps in support framework for 
the establishment and development of social enterprises. 

Second, work is starting to encourage and help MS and regions to include targeted activities 
to be provided under the ESF investment priority 'social enterprises' in their ESF programmes 
for 2014-2020. The Commission is encouraging MS to make social enterprises more of a 
priority than they are currently and is also supporting capacity-building in managing 
authorities and stakeholders. This is absolutely necessary not only to make sure that such 
initiatives are developed, but also that they have the necessary quality. Besides dedicated 
support to social entrepreneurship under the specific investment priority, social enterprises 
can also be instrumental for the achievement of specific objectives under other investment 
priorities. DG EMPL and DG MARKT are about to launch the mapping study on social 
enterprises and their eco-system in Europe, which is needed to improve our knowledge base 
and raise awareness. 

Third, we still need to make the best out of the rest of the current funding period. This is 
particularly the case in the most challenged countries, such as Greece, where the Commission 
has been trying to accelerate and improve the utilisation of structural funds for the 

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/social_business/docs/expert-group/20121127-agenda_en.pdf
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development of the social economy. A Steering Group has been established with the Greek 
authorities to bring this forward. But as Commissioner Andor stressed at the 1st GECES 
meeting, help also needs to arrive at grassroots level, from social enterprises elsewhere in 
Europe. On its side the Commission is keen to do what it can to support the development of a 
social enterprise ecosystem in Greece, including through transnational partnerships. 

Jiri Plecity expressed conviction that the GECES' second meeting showed how broad and 
diverse the spectrum of EU policies which have a direct or indirect impact on social 
enterprises is and assured the participants that the Commission will study the outcomes of the 
debates very carefully when defining the next steps in implementing the SBI. He encouraged 
the GECES members to remain in touch with the Commission and between themselves on a 
more regular basis, in order to enhance the contribution of the group to the development of 
social enterprises in Europe. 
 

*** 
 
Brussels, 20 December 2012 
Minutes written by the Commission, and implicitly agreed by all attendees 
(agreement via exchange of emails between 20 December 2012 and 8 January 2013)  


