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Outline

• NPBIs’ past experience in implementing FI under shared 
management 

• NPBIs’ expectations on their role in the post-2020 MFF

• Some thoughts on InvestEUFund proposal, particularly MS’ 
compartment







Results of the survey



11 out of 16 NPBIs have participated in the implementation of FIs 
under shared management
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Small NPBIs particularly active
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A close relationship with ESI Managing Authorities

• All 11NPBIs implementing FIs under shared management have been 
directly appointed to perform this task by ESI managing authority 
(not the winners of an open call for tender)

• 9 out of 11NPBIs are involved in the preparation of Partnership 
Agreements/Operational Programmes (either as member of 
committee or working group or through bilateral exchanges with 
national or regional authorities)



Overall satisfaction, but complains about complex regulations

• 7 out of 11NPBIs are « very satisfied » with their experience
implementing Fis under shared management…

• .. but practically all complain about complex regulations, extensive 
administrative burden (particularly as regards to reporting and 
audit obligations) and lack of legal certainty concerning the 
application of public procurement and state aid rules



Low participation in operations combining EFSI and ESI funds
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Regulatory obstacles and mixed opinions as regards to its benefits



Do you think NPBIs should play a greater role in next MFF?

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

yes no Don´t know/N.A.



Should EFSI be maintained after 2020?
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If EFSI is maintained with reforms, which type of reforms are needed?
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Would you be interested in having direct access to EU funding 
instruments?
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Do you agree/disagree on merging all existing Financial Instruments 
into a single EU financial instrument?
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Invest EU Fund: the Member States’ compartment

• More incentives to transfer part of national ESI envelope to EU-level 
instruments (no national co-financing, simplification of State Aid 
rules

• ESI authorities will have more say on how to use the transferred 
resources
→ Based on a specific agreement with COM defining size, 
provisioning, contingent liability…
→ Possibility to appoint their own NPBIs to implement FIs covered 

by the EU guarantee



Thank you!
Eulalia Rubio

rubio@delorsinstitute.eu



Have you been involved in the implementation of EFSI?



NPBIs in Europe


