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SUGGESTIONS 

The Committee on Industry, Research and Energy 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 motion for a resolution:  

1. Welcomes the swift implementation of EFSI and its expected mobilised investment of the 

operations approved by the EIB and the EIF, which amounts to over EUR 160 billion and 

accounts for over 50 % of the total target investment to be mobilised by 2018; recalls, 

however, that the difference between signatures and disbursements should be taken into 

consideration; notes furthermore that only around 60 % of the expected total investment 

mobilised by EFSI derives from private finance, with the rest coming from the EIB (20-

25 % on average) and from a combination of resources from National Promotional Banks, 

public authorities and EU funds (ESIF, CEF); 

2. Recalls that all information available confirms the expected mobilisation of EFSI 

investment but stresses that it is crucial for the decision-makers to know what volumes 

have already been transferred to companies; considers that calculating the percentage of 

private investment disbursed is key when assessing the performance of EFSI; considers 

that for the transparency of data provided by the EIB and the Commission the publication 

of the disbursed amount would be very important; 

3. Notes that there is still an investment gap in the EU and acknowledges that EFSI can 

contribute to closing it; underlines that the aim of EFSI is to support sustainable projects 

that boost the real economy and also create long-term environmental and societal benefits 

while ensuring additionality and quality, rather than maximising leverage factors or 

investment speed and volumes; 

4 Regrets the lack of real-time information on the amount of used guarantee; notes that 

several evaluations indicate a leverage effect of 14.1; calls on the EFSI Steering Board to 

make the real-time multiplier public and to use the OECD calculation methodology; 

5. Notes that as at 31 January 2017 the main beneficiaries were: in absolute terms, Italy, 

Spain, France, the UK and Germany (more than 60 % of the total mobilised investment); 

per capita, Finland, Ireland, Estonia, Spain and Italy: and in terms of GDP (in EUR 

million), Estonia, Bulgaria, Spain, Lithuania and Portugal; 

6. Notes that, according to an independent evaluation1, up to the end of June 2016 EU-15 

Member States received more than 90 % of EFSI support while the 13 new Member States 

received less than 10 %; regrets the unbalanced geographical allocation of EFSI support to 

date, and recalls that three Member States should not account for more than 45 % of total 

funding under the EFSI Infrastructure and Innovation Window (IIW); calls, therefore, on 

the EFSI Steering Board to continuously monitor and improve the geographical spread, 

promoting balance and improving productivity and sustainability in all Member State 

economies; 

                                                 
1 Independent evaluation of the Investment Plan by EY 2016, available at: 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/publications/independent-evaluation-investment-plan_en 
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7. Considers that blending EU grants with financial instruments may contribute EFSI 

additionality; notes that only 11 projects under the IIW and two under the SMEW, 

corresponding to nine Member States, benefited from blended EFSI/ESIF funding; 

encourages a timely adoption of the revision of the Financial Regulation and Omnibus 

Regulation that would allow the simplification of the combined ESIF and EFSI funds, in 

order to avoid competition and overlaps and to ensure complementarity and promote 

further synergies; 

8. Notes that, under the two windows, 30 % of the EFSI funding was used for SMEs, 23 % 

in the energy sector (only 7 % for energy efficiency), 21 % for RDI and 10 % for the 

digital sector; recalls that additionality is a key principle for projects to receive EFSI 

support, and regrets the lack of information regarding the level of additionality of the 

projects funded as well as the detailed scoreboard assessment; recalls that the scoreboard 

has to be a helpful decision-making tool; calls for transparency regarding the scoring and 

assessment system, and requests its early publication once a project evaluation has been 

made; stresses that full compliance with the additionality criteria and the appropriate due 

diligence procedure is needed before support is granted; considers, moreover, that 

sectorial diversification should be improved; 

9. Stresses the need to revise the current definition of additionality by making it clearer and 

more effective; considers that additionality could be better assessed should the Investment 

Committee make the risk profile of each EFSI project available; recalls that the current 

regulation enabled the possibility of projects with lower-than-minimum risk than EIB 

Special Activities; calls on the EIB to ensure real additionality, and considers that EFSI 

should take on board only projects that the EIB would otherwise consider as unacceptable 

owing to their risky nature, and that EFSI should not lead to rebranding of projects, such 

as, for example, the broad EFSI support provided for energy, energy efficiency, and 

renewable energy projects, which has been accompanied by a corresponding reduction in 

ordinary EIB investment in those sectors; calls for transparency in the decision-making 

procedure by ensuring public disclosure of aggregated financial data related to EIB-

funded projects; 

10. Points to the need to increase the percentage of resources allocated to long-term projects 

such as telecommunications networks or to projects involving a relatively high degree of 

risk typically associated with more advanced emerging new technologies; notes that 

investment in broadband infrastructure and 5G, cybersecurity, the digitalisation of the 

traditional economy, micro-electronics and high-performance computing (HPC) could 

further reduce the digital divide; 

11. Regrets that despite the fact that the characteristics of investments in sectors such as space 

or emission reductions technologies should match the requirements of EFSI, very few 

projects have been financed under the EFSI umbrella in these sectors so far, and considers 

that EFSI should be adapted to the constraints of these sectors; 

12. Considers it important, in view of the fact that the objective of EFSI is to allocate funds to 

high-risk projects, that in cases where the region where the project is being carried out or 

from which the beneficiary comes has a low level of development, this is counted as an 

additional risk factor;  

13. Maintains that, in order to improve EFSI’s performance at both national and regional 
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level, there needs to be closer cooperation between the EIB, which runs EFSI, and 

National and Regional Promotional Banks or Institutions; 

14. Notes, however, that National or Regional Promotional Banks or Promotional Institutions 

are not equally well established in all Member States and that their limited geographical 

spread poses additional barriers to the geographical coverage of EFSI; considers that the 

establishment of National or Regional Promotional Banks or Institutions should be a high 

priority for Member States and EFSI so as to address regions where support is needed; 

calls on the EIB and the Commission to ensure that National and Regional Promotional 

Banks or Institutions are high on the priorities of the European Investment Advisory Hub 

(EIAH) and that the necessary know-how and technical assistance are provided to 

Member States; calls on the Commission to encourage and support the establishment of 

National Promotional Banks in regions where their presence is limited, so as to boost 

small-scale projects and improve regional and sectorial diversification; 

15. Calls on the EIB, in view of the importance of allocating funds to projects and areas with 

a high risk factor, not to let the interest rate on funds granted in the form of loans turn into 

a deterrent and a burden for beneficiaries; also calls on the EIB to increase transparency 

regarding the interest rate and commission charged for EFSI projects across the Union, 

and to ensure that these do not become elements of discrimination amongst the different 

categories of beneficiaries or amongst regions; 

16. Emphasises the crucial role of the EIAH for the success of EFSI; points to its promising 

start, but notes with regret that it has not been able to function to its full extent so far; 

stresses that the necessary means should be provided for the EIAH, corresponding to a 

minimum of EUR 20 000 000 per annum, to cover its costs and enable it to perform and 

intensify its actions and services; emphasises, furthermore, the importance of solving the 

problem of staff shortage as quickly as possible in order for the EIAH to take up all of its 

assigned tasks and responsibilities;  

17. Calls on the EIAH to increase its presence in countries which have had difficulties in 

making us of EFSI and which lack the administrative capacity to submit viable projects, 

particularly cohesion countries; calls on the EIAH, furthermore, to provide specific advice 

in order to help given projects wherever there is a high degree of risk aversion or where 

the risk is fragmented among investors (as can be the case with, for example, with cross-

border/multinational projects or long-term infrastructure/revenue-generating projects); 

18. Calls on the EIAH to collaborate with the appropriate national institutions in order to 

achieve a more balanced geographical and sectorial coverage; underlines the important 

responsibility of the EIAH to bring EFSI to the local level, as well as its role as a one-stop 

shop for technical and financial advice to identify, prepare and develop projects, and its 

mission to proactively aggregate small-scale projects and set up investment platforms; 

stresses that these tasks have not been sufficiently achieved and should be intensified over 

the coming period; 

19. Notes that investment platforms need more time to become operational; stresses their role 

in aggregating multiple smaller projects concerning the same topic or bundling and 

facilitating cross-border projects; 

20. Recalls that one of the aims of EFSI is to boost small-scale, innovative and risky projects 
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by, amongst others, bundling them, possibly via investment platforms, into larger clusters 

which are more investment-ready; calls on the EIAH to envisage the establishment of 

decentralised regional clusters in order to better adapt to the specificities of a given sector 

or region, such as energy efficiency in south-eastern Europe; 

21. Calls on the EIB to strengthen its advisory capacity, and calls on the Commission to 

enhance its communication and dissemination efforts in order to increase the uptake of 

EFSI in all Member States and regions; regrets that many stakeholders are still unaware of 

EFSI, its possibilities or the ways to apply for EFSI support; notes, moreover, that in some 

cases beneficiaries have been oblivious to the fact that they were already enjoying EFSI 

support, notably due to a lack of transparency on the part of the financial intermediary 

who failed to inform them about EFSI support; believes that the lack of awareness on the 

availability of EFSI support, as well as the lack of awareness of actually benefiting from 

EFSI support are both missed opportunities for the EU; stresses the need, therefore, for a 

better communication and awareness-raising campaign; 

22. Calls for all information material and all material pertaining to the financing procedure to 

be translated into all the languages of the Member States, in order to facilitate information 

and access at local level; 

23 Deplores the fact that, on account of EFSI, a series of budgetary lines were reduced for the 

period 2015-2020, negatively affecting programmes like Horizon 2020 and the 

Connecting Europe Facility; considers that in the context of the MFF revision this 

budgetary deficit should be redressed and that EFSI should be financed from sources 

independent from EU programmes that have already been approved; asks the Commission 

to provide a full repayment schedule in this regard starting with the MFF revision; 

24. Reiterates the importance of focusing on the financial instruments for feeding the 

extension of EFSI (EFSI II); considers that financing through EFSI should not replace 

grants from EU funding sources such as ESIF, CEF and Horizon 2020; calls on the 

Commission to identify alternative sources of financing for any future extension;  

25. Stresses the need for transparency in the application of the scoreboard for selection of 

EFSI operations, especially the need for accessible, accurate and updated information 

concerning additionality and the decision-making process for granting the EU guarantee; 

calls on the EIB to publish all information on impact assessment findings related to 

operations carried out on the European Investment Project Portal (EIPP), stating the added 

value and additionality of each funded project; believes that the EIB should publish 

analytical data for each funded project, including EFSI lending through financial 

intermediaries, giving ex ante and ex post assessments of each project, with an 

explanation of the selection and assessment indicators and criteria used; considers, finally, 

that objective figures need to be published on the direct and indirect jobs created through 

EFSI; urges the Commission to increase the potential and the visibility of the EIPP;  

26. Is of the opinion that before the adoption of the proposed EFSI extension a more in-depth 

study and further evaluation of the original EFSI regulation would have been desirable; 

expects that the conclusions of this report, especially regarding regional diversification, 

sectorial diversification, additionality, transparency of the selection process of the steering 

and investment committees, and the recommendations of the Court of Auditors will be 

duly taken into consideration in the final elaboration of the Regulation extending the 
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EFSI. 
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