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SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Transport and Tourism calls on the Committee on Budgets and the 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, as the committees responsible, to incorporate 
the following suggestions into their joint motion for a resolution:

1. Asks the Commission to take into account the remarks made by Parliament in this 
implementation report when making the assessment and drafting the new legislative 
proposal;

2. Welcomes the establishment of the EFSI bodies and the transparent selection procedure 
for members of their governance structure; invites the EFSI bodies, however, to inform 
Parliament, the Council and the public regularly, in detail and in a more transparent way 
about the EFSI projects; suggests that the European Investment Advisory Hub (EIAH) 
should enhance its information to SMEs and micro-enterprises, among others;

3. Welcomes the Strategic Orientation approved by the EFSI Steering Board in December 
2015, which includes indicative geographical concentration limits; notes an unbalanced 
geographical distribution among beneficiaries of the EFSI; notes that during the first year 
of operations 92 % of all investment was concentrated in the EU-15 while only 8 % 
reached the EU-13 and that, to date, 10 Member States, mostly in Central and Eastern 
Europe, have benefited from operations only under the SME Window (SMEW) of EFSI; 
recalls that the GDP ratio criterion is relevant, among other things to ensure economic, 
social and territorial cohesion, with a view to ensuring a balanced spread of projects, 
taking into account the overall economic activity of each country, the need for 
investments and the level of employment; underlines that the concentration of capital 
widens social and economic disparities in the EU; 

4. Points out that high-risk investments cannot be imposed and, in a low-growth-rate and 
low-demand environment, are mostly not worthwhile; calls, accordingly, in addition to 
balanced geographical distribution, for EFSI funding to be more closely tied to successful 
developments in economic and fiscal policy;

5. Regrets the lack of concentration limits in the initial ramp-up phase; recalls that the 
transport sector has made the largest contribution to the EFSI Fund, with EUR 2.2 billion 
out of EUR 8 billion, representing more than 25 % of the total guarantee fund; notes with 
concern that the transport sector has received only around 13 % of all the investment 
mobilised and made available to date under the EFSI’s infrastructure and innovation 
window, which is far from the 30 % limit established for each specific sector; calls on the 
Investment Committee to pay particular attention to transport sector projects, since these 
are still very poorly represented in the investment portfolio and transport plays a 
significant role in economic growth and consumer safety;

6. Encourages the Commission to introduce rules for the selection of sustainable projects, 
linking them to the main EU policy goals and targets, such as zero- and low-emissions 
mobility, or to existing initiatives such as the trans-European cycling networks combined 
with rail travel or initiatives that aim to re-establish regional cross-border rail links that 
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have been abandoned or dismantled1;

7. Recalls that the results of the scoreboard assessment of both approved and rejected 
operations must be made public in a transparent and accessible way and on a regular basis;

8. Expresses doubts about the additionality of some of the first transport projects selected as 
they could most probably have been financed without the EFSI;

9. Recognises that infrastructure projects submitted to the EIB often come under traditional 
EIB operations as they are submitted by authorities backed with public guarantees, and 
hence presenting a lower risk; calls on the EIB to analyse other parameters which would 
enable such projects to qualify as additional and suitable for the EFSI, as well as to 
strengthen the promotion of EFSI opportunities among private partners in order to 
genuinely increase the number of projects under this initial EFSI call;

10. Asks for European Added Value to be considered in the selection process and for the EFSI 
to be in line with EU policy goals, in particular cross-border projects and other projects 
pre-identified in the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) and other EU flagship initiatives in 
the field of transport (such as ERTMS and SESAR); underlines that other Union policy 
priorities, such as zero- and low-emissions intermodal mobility, high-quality employment, 
resource efficiency, sustainable infrastructures, research and innovation, and synergies 
between trans-European transport, energy and telecommunications networks should be 
taken into account;

11. Urges the Commission to focus on investing in projects that contribute to minimising 
external costs;

12. Considers that blending EU grants with financial instruments can also ensure the 
additionality required and will mobilise investors to submit projects that otherwise might 
not have been carried out; asks the EIB and the Commission to promote the blending of 
EU grants (various EU mechanisms such as CEF, H2020, European Structural and 
Investment Funds (ESIF)) with the EFSI in order to improve the infrastructure projects’ 
financial profile providing European Added Value;

13. Notes that public-private partnership (PPP) transport infrastructure projects should usually 
be based on the user-pays principle in order to reduce the burden imposed on public 
budgets and taxpayers for the construction and maintenance of infrastructure; notes that it 
is important to coordinate various types of EU funding in order to ensure that EU transport 
policy objectives are met across the entire EU, and not to promote PPP-type funds at the 
expense of Structural Funds;

14. Underlines the promising start to the European Investment Advisory Hub (EIAH) and 
acknowledges the sectorial and geographical concentration of investments so far; calls on 
the EIAH to improve its overall performance and increase its presence in countries in 
which the EFSI has had difficulties taking hold and where there is a lack of administrative 
capacity to submit viable projects, in particular in cohesion countries; calls on the EIAH, 
furthermore, to provide specific advice in order to help specific transport projects 
wherever there is high risk aversion or the risk is fragmented among investors (such as 

1 www.missing-rail-links.eu
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cross border/multinational projects, long term/revenue infrastructure projects);

15. Believes that in order to improve the performance of the EFSI at both national and 
regional level and the added value for Europe, there is a need to step up cooperation 
between the EIB, which steers the EFSI, and the national and regional promotional banks, 
as well as with local authorities;

16. Notes with concern that the small number of transport projects in the EFSI would seem to 
be evidence of this sector’s difficulty in obtaining funding mostly or exclusively from 
private investors, even where CEF funding has been almost exhausted and no alternative 
EU funding is available until 2020; calls, therefore, for CEF funding to be boosted under 
the next financial framework;

17. Deplores the lack of data available on the total amount of the signed operations under the 
‘SME Window’ of the EFSI and related investments, especially with regard to the 
transport supply chain, in aeronautics and in the railway sector, and the fact that this 
makes the verification of projects, results, success stories and benchmarks difficult; insists 
that the problem of lack of available data be rectified; calls on the Commission to pay 
particular attention to providing more support to SMEs as well as local and regional 
authorities;

18. Suggests that the Commission should, in its regular reports, list the projects that benefit 
from blending CEF grants with the EFSI;

19. Recommends raising the profile of EFSI funding by taking firm EU-wide action through 
an information campaign and by launching an EFSI logo.
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