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Summary

The European Investment Advisory Hub (EIAH) was set up in 2015, alongside the European 
Fund for Strategic Investments (EFSI), as part of the Investment Plan for Europe designed to 
boost investment following the economic crisis. 

The Investment Plan for Europe was built on three pillars: (i) EFSI providing finance for 
investment supported by an EU budgetary guarantee, (ii) EIAH providing technical assistance 
to private and public projects promoters in addition to those already available under other EU 
programmes and (iii) measures to remove barriers to investment across Europe and improve 
investment conditions in Europe.

The Hub operates as a partnership between the Commission and the European Investment 
Bank and works in cooperation with national promotional banks or institutions (NPBIs) and 
the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD). 

The Court examined whether the Advisory Hub has proven to be an effective tool for boosting 
investment. In particular, the Court assessed whether the Hub: 

(i) was set up appropriately to meet the need for advisory services additional to those 
already available from other EU sources; 
(ii) operated as intended to achieve its goals, including cooperation with partners; and 
(iii) has contributed to improving the supply of projects that are suitable for investment. 

The Court stated that, by the end of 2018, the Hub had not yet proven to be an effective tool for 
boosting investment. 

The Court found that the Hub was set up as a ‘demand-driven’ tool with limited prior 
assessment of the advisory needs it would address, the level of demand it was likely to receive, 
or the amount of resources it would need. 

The Court also observed that the Hub received few requests that could have led to assignments 
compared to the resources at its disposal (i.e. 285 out of the 1091 requests received in total by 
the Advisory Hub over the period mid 2015-2018). In particular, the number of requests 
received directly through the Hub website or from NPBIs generated few assignments requiring 
the Hub support. This situation was also reflected in the use of the Hub’s budget as at 31 
December 2018, insofar only 26% of the amounts available from the EU budget were used.

The Court considered that the Hub largely met the goal of providing tailored advisory services 
(mostly technical and financial advices on specific projects) and this, to the high satisfaction of 
beneficiaries. However, it did not have a sufficiently clear strategy or establish the criteria and 
procedures for targeting support where it could potentially add most value to the supply of 
investment projects, despite recording most of the information necessary to do so. 

The Court stated that some beneficiaries questioned the additionality of Hub support with 
respect to other advisory public or private sources and just over 1 % of financial operations 
supported by the European Fund for Strategic Investments during the period benefited from a 
Hub assignment. While most assignments were in high priority sectors (215 out of 285 or 83%) 
and related to top priority Member States (i.e. transport, energy, environment and resource 
efficiency and SMEs), the Court’s audit revealed that few assignments were related to the 
priority sectors for the Member States with the highest advisory needs. Hence, the Court 
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considered that a more proactive approach would have been required to better target the overall 
unmet advisory needs. 

In addition, despite the Advisory Hub’s efforts, cooperation with partners to improve 
geographical coverage developed slowly due to legal complexity and the NPBIs’ varying 
willingness and capacity to cooperate. As regards the cooperation between the EIB and EBRD, 
their bilateral agreement generated significant numbers of assignments in the SME sector in the 
four countries concerned (Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece and Romania).

The Court reported that the Hub had insufficient procedures for following up the investments 
resulting from the Hub’s assignments during the period. There was a lack of information on the 
results of assignments and the limitations affecting some of the Hub’s performance indicators 
made it difficult to monitor and evaluate the Hub’s performance in this regard. 

The audit also showed that the Advisory Hub had also completed too few assignments, by the 
end of 2018, to make a significant contribution to boosting investment. Overall, the Hub had 
only completed 89 assignments by the end of 2018, with three related to approved or signed 
EFSI operations. 

Furthermore, the Court also observed that (i) most assignments related to the early stages of the 
project investment cycle, so they may only have effects in the longer term and (ii) individual 
assignments may contribute to large investments many times greater than the cost of providing 
the advisory service. Overall, the Court has identified limited evidence of the Advisory Hub 
having made a significant contribution to the supply of projects suitable for investment by the 
end of 2018. 

In the light of its findings, the Court made the following recommendations for:

- promoting the outreach of the Hub’s activities; 
- better targeting Hub support towards priorities; 
- improving the measurement of performance;
- incorporating the lessons learned from the Hub in the InvestEU advisory hub 
- under the InvestEU programme for the period 2021-27.

Summary of the Commission Replies

The Commission recalled that the EIAH, as EFSI, was a demand driven initiative created with 
the objective of improving the quality of investment projects by offering tailored advisory 
support to project promoters as well as more upstream capacity building advice.

The Commission and the EIB consider that the EIAH has provided valuable support to boost 
investment in projects across Europe while making efforts to achieve better diversification, in 
particular by prioritising the support to cohesion countries  (with two thirds  of the assignments 
concerning cohesion countries) as well as increasing cooperation with national promotional 
banks and institutions.

The Commission and the EIB also consider that it was too early to assess the real impact on 
investment end 2018.
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Recommendations by the Rapporteur

The European Parliament:

1. Welcomes the Court's Special Report entitled  ‘The European Investment Advisory 
Hub - Launched to boost investment in the EU, the Hub’s impact remains limited’, 
following the previous audit report on EFSI issued in 2019, which evaluates the 
specific impact of the second pillar of the ‘Investment Plan for Europe’ and sets out 
its observations and recommendations below; 

2. Regrets that the investment hub has not been as effective as expected in reaching its 
full potential of stimulating investment in the EU and providing technical support to 
project promoters; 

3. Notes with regret that between 2015 and 2018, the hub received less than one request 
per day on average and that only 285 (26%) of the requests led to allocations (or 
assignments) of hub resources or advice to public and private sector beneficiaries, 
which clearly cannot be considered sufficient to have a significant impact in boosting 
investment in EU projects;

4. Takes note that during its first three and a half years in operation, the hub only used 
just over a quarter of its available funding from the EU budget leading to the 
reallocation of funds allocated to the hub to other EU budget lines, a rare example in 
public administration where overspending or misuse of funding is more often subject 
to audit findings; 

5. Points out that any budget allocation has to be done after a thorough prior assessment 
of unmet advisory needs to be targeted;

6. Is of the opinion that such a situation only reinforces the questioning on the 
additionality of such an instrument compared to other existing advisory support 
available under other EU programmes or from other public or private advisory entities;

7.  Considers that such results seriously questioned as well the rationale and positioning 
of the hub in the investment process and its underlying strategy while also requiring a 
thorough reflection on the causes of the shortcomings encountered in the hub’s 
implementation; 

8. Recalls that cooperation with the NPBIs and regional stakeholders is also essential 
here, especially considering the already well-known issue linked to the improvement 
of the geographical or sectoral coverage of both investments and related advisory 
services;

9. Regrets that despite the efforts of the Advisory Hub, the geographical coverage was 
not improved due to legal complexity and cooperation capacity; 
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10. Notes that the Investment Advisory Hub did not have sufficient procedures to monitor 
the investments resulting from the Advisory Hub’s work and points out that this made 
it difficult to assess the Platform’s performance; 

11. Welcomes the fact that efficient use of resource and SMEs have been priorities for the 
organised missions and considers that SMEs must remain a priority;

12. Believes that the lessons learned from this audit should be carefully taken into account 
in any new financing instrument aimed at stimulating investments and reviving the 
European economy in the current crisis environment and, in particular in terms of cost-
benefit and targeted priorities.


