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How to make the Global Gateway fit for Sustainable Development?

SOLIDAR Position

The Global Gateway strategy was unveiled by the European Commission (EC) in 2021, presented as an
“EU plan for major investment in infrastructure development around the world ”. It represents the EU's
alternative offer to Chinese (and Russian) investments and influence, supposedly more attractive thanks
to its democratic values and high standards in transparency and sustainability. It aims to address the
needs of EU partner countries while advancing an ambitious, interest-driven development agenda that
prioritizes EU’s open strategic autonomy.

The Global Gateway intends to mobilise EUR 300 billion in investments in 2021-2027 across five sectors:
1) climate and energy, 2) digital, 3) transport, 4) health, 5) education and research. This amount will be
reached by using resources from European financial institutions (European Investment Bank, European
Bank for Reconstruction and Development), Member States, and the EU budget to attract private sector
finance. At the time of the drafting of this Position, 225 projects have been branded ‘flagships’*to cover
the five sectors, spread over all the regions of the world, with a significant presence in Asia, Africa and
Latin America.

Despite its ambitions, the initiative raises several concerns. The Global Gateway appears as a
rebranding of the EU’s development cooperation strategy since the primary funding source is the EU's
development cooperation budget, which, under EU treaties, is meant to prioritize poverty eradication.
However, the presence of European companies risks undermining the original developmental objectives
in favour of economic and business interests, prioritising EU's own economic interests over positive
development outcomes in its partner countries. Nevertheless, if well thought and structured, Global
Gateway projects could represent an opportunity to deliver positive development outcomes in partner
countries.

There is widespread criticism among NGOs, civil society actors and progressive policymakers on the
Global Gateway strategy, that can be group around 4 main areas:

1 From the 2021 EU Trade Policy Review, the European Commission defines ‘open strategic autonomy’ as follows: ‘Open strategic autonomy emphasises the
EU's ability to make its own choices and shape the world around it through leadership and engagement, reflecting its strategic interests and values.” It further
specifies, ‘It reflects the EU's fundamental belief that addressing today’s challenges requires more rather than less global cooperation. It further signifies that
the EU continues to reap the benefits of international opportunities, while assertively defending its interests, protecting the EU's economy from unfair trade
practices and ensuring a level playing field. Finally, it implies supporting domestic policies to strengthen the EU's economy and to help position it as a global
leader in pursuit of a reformed rules-based system of global trade governance.

2 List of Global Gateway projects by regions here: https://international-partnerships.ec.europa.eu/policies/global-gateway/initiatives-region_en
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The Global Gateway is promoted as an investment strategy that guarantees sustainable development,
democracy, human rights and higher environmental and labour standards, presenting a values-driven
alternative to global competitors like China. However, when looking at the concrete implementation, its
projects often fail to align with these principles. It has been observed that infrastructure projects under
the initiative often harm local communities, ecosystems, and livelihoods, as seen in investments in
hydrogen, lithium mining, and large-scale projects like dams and transport corridors. Moreover,
companies with poor human rights or environmental records, such as TotalEnergies and Bayer 3 remain
beneficiaries, raising questions about the Gateway's commitment to ethical and sustainable practices.

Key players in the strategy, such as the European Investment Bank (EIB), face criticism for weak impact
assessments, inadequate human rights due diligence and a lack of transparency.® Deals such as the raw
materials agreement with Rwanda—signed amid ongoing conflict in the Democratic Republic of Congo—
exemplify how these projects risk exacerbating instability and violence.®

When socio-environmental impact assessments are neglected and human and labour rights
considerations are not prioritised, projects can lead to environmental and social damage, economic
grievances and political unrest, destabilizing communities rather than fostering equitable development.
To address these issues, the Global Gateway must implement rigorous mechanisms to assess
and mitigate the socio-environmental, political, labour and human rights impacts of its
investments.

 Private sector’s role in development should be allowed only under strict conditions. The EC, as well as
Member States and Development Finance Institutions (DFIs), should apply conditions on involving
companies in development projects. Only those companies can be involved which:

o Comply with the highest standards of due diligence (as set out in the EU Corporate Sustainability
Due Diligence Directive);

o Respect human and workers’ rights, including collective bargaining rights, and fulfil labour
standards in line with ILO recommendations;

o Are aligned with the Paris Agreement, Agenda 2030 and with Just Transition principles;

o Demonstrate a clear contribution to development objectives, amongst others through a clean
track record of activities compatible with EU development cooperation goals and principles;

o Present strong and clear evidence of long-term development additionality” for their involvement
in a development project;

3 European Center for Constitutional and Human Rights. (2024, April 25). OECD complaint filed against Bayer AG for systematic human rights violations and
environmental  damages.  https://www.ecchr.eu/en/press-release /oecd-complaint-filed-against-bayer-ag-for-systematic-human-rights-violations-and-
environmental-damages/

4 Gerasimcikova, A., & Sial, F. (2024, October). Who profits from the Global Gateway? The EU's new strategy for development cooperation. Counter Balance
and Eurodad. https://counter-balance.org/uploads/files/GG-report.pdf

5 CEE Bankwatch Network. (n.d.). A public bank? The EIB's lack of transparency and participation. Retrieved January 22, 2025, from
https://drupal.bankwatch.org/our-work/who-we-monitor/eib/eib-transparency-participation

6 There are significant concerns about agreements between the EU, the EIB, and Rwanda on "Sustainable Raw Materials Value Chains" under the Global
Gateway initiative, because of the links between the raw materials trade and human rights violations in eastern Congo. This region, rich in minerals, has a
history of resource-driven conflict, with Rwanda accused of playing a decisive role in the war on the other side of the border with its support for an insurgent
rebel group called M23. Regional experts argue that the EU-Rwanda mineral agreement is in danger of exacerbating rather than reducing the conflict.
Zimmermann, K. (2024). EU-Rwanda minerals agreement sparks conflict accusations in Congo. Politico. Retrieved from https://www.politico.eu/article /eu-
rwanda-minerals-agreement-coltan-ore-mining-conflict-smuggling-rubaya-democratic-republic-of-the-congo-paul-kagame /

7 According to the OECD "This term refers to the development impacts that arise as a result of investment that otherwise would not have occurred . In this
case, one of the main rationales for partnership is that it facilitates faster, larger or better development impacts than the public or private sector would be

able to achieve working alone
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e Companies should be engaged under appropriate and transparent financial framework aligned with
development objectives.

» Global Gateway contracts should entail a clear suspension clause in case of non-compliance with
social, environmental and human rights standards from the partner company and any of its
subcontractors;

e The EC must carry out and publish economic, financial, social, environmental and legal impact
assessment of projects falling within the Global Gateway, demonstrating their suitability and
compatibility with the EU values and principles;

* The EC must carry out monitoring and evaluation throughout the life-cycle phases of the project
(before, during and after) together with a final evaluation;

* Local companies should be prioritised, especially women-led, that support environmental
sustainability and the socio-economic needs of groups at risk of exclusion (e. g. indigenous groups)
and local communities. To maximise their impact, local businesses also need support in the form of
resources and training, ensuring that they can compete on a level playing field and actively
participate in cooperation projects;

e European companies must commit in contractual agreements to sharing know-how and to
technology transfer to local entities.

A shared critic regarding the Global Gateway strategy, concerns the fact that it was introduced by the
European Commission without proper consultation of Global South countries, whom should be the
primary targets of Global Gateway investments and infrastructures. The exclusion of Global South
governments from decision-making on Global Gateway design, governance, and priorities raises serious
concerns on how the EU intends to establish “mutually beneficial partnerships of equals” ®

In addition, civil society, trade unions, parliaments, and local experts in recipient countries also lack
meaningful participation, with decisions dominated by EU officials and development finance institutions,
leaving a lot of room for corporate influence and none for civil society involvement. In fact, despite
claims of transparency and inclusivity, public consultations and civil society engagement are minimal,
while the Business Advisory Group — comprising 59 major European companies — wields significant
influence.

Many CSOs but also Members of the European Parliament have lamented the lack of accountability
measures and the need to set up a scrutiny structure for Global Gateway, lamenting that there is limited
publicly available information on financing, procurement, and assessments of social, environmental, and
human rights impacts. This lack of transparency and clear development objectives casts doubt on the
Global Gateway's commitment to good governance and sustainable development.

8  European  Commission  (2024).  Questionnaire  to  the  Commissioner-designate  Jozef  Sikela:  International  Partnerships.
https://hearings.elections.europa.eu/documents/sikela/sikela writtenquestionsandanswers en.pdf
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» The EC should put in place processes and mechanisms to allow for public and parliamentary scrutiny
of the Global Gateway, both in Europe and in the Global South;

» The European Parliament, social partners and CSOs should formally scrutinise the Global Gateway
strategy and its implementation;

» The EC must identify inequality reduction as a principal objective and apply the Inequality Marker to
all Global Gateway actions;”

e The EC must adopt high standards in the Global Gateway's decision-making, procurement,
transparency, and implementation processes;

» The EC must make publicly available all minutes of meetings between its officials and members of
the Business Advisory Group, where the Global Gateway is discussed;

» The EC and Development Finance Instruments should publish methodology and evaluation to explain
their choices for project selection and finance allocation, in particular allocation of EFSD+ (European
Fund for Sustainable Development Plus) guarantees;

» DFls implementing Global Gateway projects, such as the EIB, must make each project-related debt
assessment publicly available;

» The EC must publish final beneficiaries of awarded contracts that benefit from EFSD+ guarantee, the
list of EU guarantees and grants for projects, and disaggregated data on total project finance from
all public and private sources;

* Business trips, missions, and any other activities focused on supporting EU corporate interests related
to Global Gateway projects should not be financed by the EU development budget.

Civil Society Organisations and Trade Unions play a key role in identifying and communicating the
countries’ needs, and for this reason they should be present in every process: design, and monitoring of
the Global Gateway strategy, independent oversight of project selection and implementation processes,
ensuring transparency, accountability and the ethical use of resources, both in the EU and in receiving
countries. Nor should they be denied the possibility to participate actively in Global Gateway projects
design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation offering their local knowledge and expertise on social
and environmental issues, to adapt initiatives to local realities. Given their vicinity to local populations,
CSOs are key partners for development. However, they have been barely involved in the development of
the Global Gateway strategy, nor they are being consulted for the implementation of projects. The Civil
Society and Local Authorities Advisory Platform, established to give a space for CSOs in the Global
Gateway governance structure, has major limitations and it appears to be a tick box exercise rather than
a true instrument to ensure meaningful involvement of civil society.

9 The I-Marker methodology provides a structured approach to prioritising inequality reduction in any project, by making actions more beneficial to the poorest
40% or other socio-economically disadvantaged groups. From CONCORD , “A Gateway to Equality?”
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The Global Gateway principle on good governance and transparency underlines that “those most
affected by potential projects must have their full say through proper public consultations and civil
society involvement.” °In this regard, a key role is played by the EU Delegations (EUDs), which should
adopt a more strategic approach to meaningful engage with Civil Society within the framework of the
Global Gateway Strategy. In fact, consultations with local CSOs are still at a very early stages, they lack
a systematic framework and often follow an ad-hoc approach, with limited participation of Trade Unions,
communities and vulnerable groups directly affected by Global Gateway initiatives.

» Civil Society and Local Authorities Advisory Platform’s mandate and role should be reviewed and
transformed, including to allow for the inclusive participation of all interested CSOs and women
rights” organisations in scrutinising the Global Gateway.

* Local actors, trade unions and civil society must have an active role in the selection, design, and
implementation of all projects receiving support from the EU development budget and EU external
investments. This means that CSOs’ opposition must be fully reflected in project selection. To ensure
such participation, national platforms can be set up with the participation of local governments,
unions and CSOs.

* Trade Unions and CSOs should continue to have access to independent and well-resourced funding
channels to strengthen their work and societal role, enabling them to choose their work areas based
on their own priorities - that is, funding must not be tied to Global Gateway projects’ implementation
as it stands now. This would allow them to maintain their autonomy and monitoring capacity, and to
represent the interests of affected populations without external pressures.

» European Union Delegations (EUDs) should establish more regular and structured dialogues with a
broad range of trade unions and CSO actors involved in Global Gateway initiatives.

» At project level, relevant CSOs should be involved from the inception of Global Gateway initiatives,
with specific resources allocated to foster meaningful partnerships. Their participation should be
integrated into all key stages, from project identification through to implementation and closure.
EUDs should also consider investing in the capacity development of CSOs, supporting their research,
advocacy, and action to enable informed and independent participation.

e For "hard" infrastructure projects, CSOs representing communities directly affected should be both
informed and empowered to actively participate in decisions that affect their lives and livelihoods.
This includes involvement in investment decisions, Environmental and Social Impact Assessments, as
well as in the development, implementation, and monitoring of related management plans.

10 European Commission, & High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. (2021). The Global Gateway (JOIN(2021) 30 final).
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52021JC0030

11 European Commission, DG INTPA, “Civil Society Consultations in Partner Countries: 2023 Report on EU Delegations’ Engagement with Civil Society.”
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Being financed with development cooperation funds, the Global Gateway strategy should be guided by
the Union’s commitment to poverty eradication, inequality reduction and sustainability, amongst others,
above EU's economic and resource interests. However, as more and more projects are being
implemented, it is becoming evident that the Global Gateway is mainly promoting the EU's commercial
and geopolitical interests in Global South countries, with not enough considerations of the partners’
development needs. As explained in the previous paragraphs, projects are designed to explicitly prioritise
European companies, as opposed to supporting projects that do not offer appealing profits but bring a
clear high development impact-such as universal public services meeting people’s basic needs™.
Furthermore, the Global Gateway strategy relies on complex financial tools for highly indebted countries,
entailing the risk of worsening their debt and poverty levels. Additionally, the strategy facilitates
investments by EU private companies, often from former colonial powers, raising concerns about a
neocolonial approach that prioritizes resource extraction over local development®

* Re-evaluate the Global Gateway strategy: The EC should devise a development cooperation
strategy together with the Global South partners, which is rooted in sovereignty, self-sufficiency, and
a just international cooperation framework;

* The EC should prioritise transparent and accountable public-public partnership projects and
cooperation with public entities to avoid financialisaton of public services, as well as support to civil
society organisations and independent, democratic and representative workers organisations;

» Grants-based finance should be prioritised instead of loans to avoid debt and to ensure the provision
of affordable and quality public services and sustainable infrastructure;

» Projects promoting regional cooperation instead of country-by-country projects, and projects with
clear local added value for society and/or local economic development should be prioritised.

SOLIDAR is a European and worldwide network of Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) working to
advance social justice through a just transition in Europe and worldwide. Our over 50 member
organisations are based in 27 countries (19 of which are EU countries) and include national CSOs in
Europe, as non-EU, EU-wide and organisations active at the international level. For more info
www.solidar.org

This position paper builds on the work done over the year 2024 by the SOLIDAR network, in collaboration
with Counter Balance. Through capacity building trainings and workshops, several inputs from members
and partners on the ground have been collected, to define our common vision for Global Gateway.
Therefore, this work benefitted from the direct contributions from member organisations, partners and
allies active in the development cooperation policy area of SOLIDAR.

12 If we look at the percentage of Global Gateway projects in the health and education sector, they are respectively 9% and 7% of the total, in contrast with
49% in climate and energy and 22% in trasport. From https://counter-balance.org/uploads/files/GG-report.pdf

13 Gerasimcikova, A., & Sial, F. (2024, October). Who profits from the Global Gateway? The EU's new strategy for development cooperation. Counter Balance

and Eurodad. https://counter-balance.org/uploads/files/GG-report.pdf
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