
BRIEFING  
 
  
 

Economic Governance Support Unit (EGOV) 
Authors: Cristina DIAS, Kristina GRIGAITĖ, Samuel DE LEMOS PEIXOTO  

Directorate-General for Internal Policies 
PE 689.466 - April 2022 

EN 

Thematic Digest - the EU value 
added of a set of Recovery and Resilience Plans 
This briefing provides a summarised comparative analysis of three papers prepared by 
external experts at the request of the ECON Committee on the value added of a 
number of national Recovery and Resilience Plans. It further contains a summary of 
each of the three papers provided. Both the comparative analysis and the summaries 
are prepared under EGOV responsibility; assessing and evaluating the integral views 
of the authors require a read-through of the full papers.

1. Scope  
This briefing provides a summarised comparative analysis of three external papers on “The added value of 
the Recovery and Resilience Facility, based on a preliminary assessment of the Recovery and Resilience Plans”. In 
addition, this briefing contains summaries of the experts’ opinions on the subject. Both the comparative 
analysis and the summaries are prepared under Economic Governance and Support Unit (EGOV) 
responsibility; assessing and evaluating the integral views of the authors require a read-through of the full 
papers. The external expertise was commissioned by EGOV upon request of the Committee on Economic 
and Monetary Affairs (ECON). The external papers were delivered between mid-March and mid-April and 
published on the Parliament website (see relevant links below). 

For easier reading, the external papers will be identified and quoted throughout the briefing as follows: 

CASE team/paper: “The Added Value of the Recovery and Resilience Facility A Preliminary Analysis of 
Plans from Estonia, Hungary, Poland, and Romania”, published on 17 March 2022 and authored by 
C.Hartwell, J.Hagemejer, A.Pechcińska, G.Dragan, M.Sass and K.Staehr.  

Martinez team/paper: “The added value of the Recovery and Resilience Facility based on an assessment 
of the Recovery and Resilience Plans of France, Italy, Portugal and Spain”, published on 27 April and 
authored by Carlos Martinez Mongay, María Dolores Gadea Rivas, Beatriz Barrado and Vanesa Azón.  

CEPS/IFO team/paper: “The added value of the RRF: An assessment of the Recovery and Resilience Plans 
of Austria, Belgium and Germany”, published on 27 April and authored by Francesco Corti, Daniel Gros, 
Alessandro Liscai, Tomas Ruiz, Tamas Kiss-Galfalvi, David Gstrein, Elena Herold, Mathias Dolls and 
Clemens Fuest.  

The EGOV provides expertise in view of supporting the European Parliament and its relevant committees 
and bodies, notably in their scrutiny-related activities on economic governance and banking union. EGOV is 
part of the Directorate-General for Internal Policies of the Union (DG IPOL).  

 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/689451/IPOL_STU(2022)689451_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/689451/IPOL_STU(2022)689451_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/689452/IPOL_STU(2022)689452_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/689452/IPOL_STU(2022)689452_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/699513/IPOL_STU(2022)699513_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/699513/IPOL_STU(2022)699513_EN.pdf
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2. The Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs’ request 
Co-legislators attached a specific weight to “EU value added” in the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF or 
Facility for brevity) and Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRPs), aiming at ensuring that EU funds are used to 
the Union overall benefit and/or in line with EU priorities and do not replace national spending that 
Governments would, anyway, implement. This is apparent from, notably, article 4 of the RRF Regulation, 
which includes generating “European value added” among the general objectives of the Facility. Co-
legislators also asked for reports evaluating the EU value added of the Facility. “EU value added” is also 
referred to in the Commission guidance to Member States on RRPs, asking for specific information on the 
relationship of the RRF funds and other EU funds to avoid double funding.  

At least three dimensions can be identified when assessing the “European value added” of the RRF and of 
the first set of measures put forward in national RRPs: 

(a) Whether and to what extent these measures are aligned with the EU policy agendas and priorities and 
do not replace programmed national spending;  

(b) Whether and to what extent are Member States using the RRF funds to develop or implement cross-
country projects, thus contributing to deepening the Single Market;  

(c) Whether and to what extent will combined action (as opposed to individual action) of Member States 
create EU positive spillovers.  

Looking at these (and possibly other) dimensions of “EU value added”, national RRPs (at least a relevant 
subset of these, allowing for a representative sample of countries in terms of geographic diversity and 
amounts requested) and the criteria, methodology and objectives of the RRF, the external experts were 
asked to: 

- Provide their expert preliminary view on the extent to which the first set of national measures undertaken 
or envisaged are aligned with EU priorities and agendas;  

- Evaluate, based on publicly available information, the extent to which the first set of measures undertaken 
or envisaged cover new projects that were not yet foreseen in national spending programming;  

- Identify and assess (based on the first set of measures undertaken or envisaged) possible cross-country 
projects and their potential positive impacts on the Single Market and possible missed opportunities for 
other cross-border projects;  

- Assess the potential extent of positive spillovers (quantitative and qualitative) on the basis of available 
information.  

Experts were further invited to provide policy recommendations on how EU value added of RRPs could be 
further enhanced if revisions take place and the extent to which the EU dimension can be reinforced when 
implementing and monitoring the Facility and to draw preliminary conclusions on the value added of the 
instrument going forward.  

3. The authors’ views: summarised and compared analysis 
A number of observations can be drawn from the three papers.  

First, the three contractors took different approaches and methodologies in addressing the mandate, further 
adding value to the policy discussion around the Facility and the national plans.  

The Martinez paper looks at persistent deficiencies of the analysed economies to assess the extent to which 
the RRPs contribute to mitigate them and increase EU growth prospects. The CASE team designed a specific 
methodology building on five dimensions (complementarity of RRPs with existing national priorities, 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R0241
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/document_travail_service_part1_v2_en.pdf
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breadth of plans, regional dispersion, possibility of spillovers, and political support) and compared and 
contrasted the national plans in accordance to those categories. This approach gives a particular flavour to 
the notion of EU value added and of additionality, further contributing to the policy discussion on what 
additionality and EU value added should mean (see more on this below as regards the Martinez paper). The 
CEPS/IFO team built on a methodology devised for a paper published while the contract was ongoing, 
developed further that methodology, and presented a compared and enriched assessment of the EU value 
added of the three assessed plans.   

The CASE paper is the sole with a specific focus on the regional dimension of RRPs as a proxy for assessing 
value added. Indeed, involvement of regions in designing and in implementing the RRPs is often argued as 
missing; the authors’ conclusions as regards this specific feature of the four RRPs confirms the criticism.  

Second, and still on methodology and approaches, two of the papers include thematic country fiches 
providing additional and (sometimes very) granular data on the countries under analysis. These country 
analysis focus either on the fundamentals of each economy, on the main features of the national RRPs, or 
both, thus providing a factual (economic) underpinning to the authors’ analysis, conclusions and 
recommendations.  

Third, although the authors were asked to rely on public information, the three briefings provide additional 
insight that is derived from the authors’ (different) backgrounds, experiences and sensitivities, thus 
enriching the public debate with personal and (often, not public) insight. In that context, the CEPS/IFO paper 
includes information derived from interviews the authors conducted with EU and national officials involved 
in the preparation and assessment of the relevant RRPs (interviews involved one representative for each 
Member State in charge of drafting the RRPs and one representative of the European Commission 
responsible for each country desk).  

All the authors present comparative analysis of the countries in question, putting side by side the similarities 
and differences in the respective starting conditions and in the design and possible impacts of the respective 
RRPs. This comparative presentation is particularly interesting, as it allows highlighting common 
aspects/circumstances that further justify common responses and instruments.  

More on the substance, the authors discuss the concept underlying “EU value added” and additionality to 
conclude it is multi-faceted. Lacking an harmonised and detailed definition in the Regulation, the authors 
used elements in the Regulation, in the technical specifications and comparable notions elsewhere to define 
a workable concept for the purposes of their papers. These notions are particularly discussed in the Martinez 
paper, where the authors question the concept as used in the Regulation and propose various 
interpretations. They conclude the Parliament could lead a reflection on additionality going forward, for the 
benefit of EU funds overall.  

The three papers broadly conclude that the EU value added (a) is difficult to measure and evaluate ex post 
but especially difficult to assess ex ante; and (b) a counterfactual to whether certain projects could have been 
implemented without RRF funds is difficult to ascertain and to establish. Subject to a number of caveats, the 
authors found limited additionality in the stricter sense of the term (and within the identified limitations of 
the analysis) in most of the RRPs analysed. In this regard, the CEPS/IFO paper mentions: “the RRF money is 
fungible, and Member States can use it to finance projects either already planned or to extend the existing ones.  
As argued in Gros (2020), fungibility does not imply that the RRF is worthless but that its overall macroeconomic 
benefits cannot be measured by the additionality criterion (...); rather, the additional fiscal space it 
creates for Member States.” (our emphasis).  

Notwithstanding the above, the three papers conclude that the RRF and the RRPs have indeed value added, 
specifically in trying to address (to some extent) persisting deficiencies in the Member States and providing 
incentives to address longstanding Council recommendations. The authors, in particular the CEPS/IFO team, 
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which has the strictest analysis of additionality, caution at looking too strictly to the results of their 
analysis, and highlight important caveats thereto (in particular, that Member States had limited time to 
prepare and implement RRP projects; the lack of a counterfactual to assess whether some projects would 
have been implemented without RRF funds, etc). The effectiveness of RRPs spending in achieving the RRF 
objectives is beyond the requests made.  

All the papers address cross-border projects and/or spillovers, to different extent. The authors’ conclusions 
confirm previous assessments (see EGOV paper here) that designing cross-border projects within the 
timeframe of the RRF is rather difficult, in spite of their clear EU value added. Some policy recommendations 
are proposed in that respect (see further on this below).  

The three papers present nuanced and diverse policy recommendations going forward, some of these 
requiring amendments to existing legislation or to the plans themselves. On a general level, the following 
can be highlighted: 

- the CASE paper presents detailed recommendations aimed at furthering the specific value added the 
national RRPs could bring to the countries under analysis (see further below);  

- the Martinez paper calls for a policy discussion on the notion of additionality. It further suggests that the 
current challenging context in which the NGEU and RRF are being implemented “may justify considering the 
role of a permanent NGEU, while preserving its fundamental goals, in particular supporting the green and 
digital transitions” (our emphasis);  

- the CEPS/IFO paper suggests an ambitious redesign of the some RRF features, notably as regards the 
standing of cross-border projects, social and other objectives; grants’ allocation keys; and the timing for 
implementation.  

 

 

  

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/IPOL_IDA(2021)689472


Thematic Digest - the EU value added of a set of Recovery and Resilience Plans  
 

PE 689.466 5 

4. Summaries of the external papers 
The added value of the Recovery and Resilience Facility:  

A Preliminary Analysis of Plans from Estonia, Hungary, Poland, and Romania 
Authors:  

Christopher A.HARTWELL, ZHAW School of Management and Law and Kozminski University 
Jan HAGEMEJER, CASE –Center for Social and Economic Research& University of Warsaw 

Agnieszka PECHCIŃSKA, CASE –Center for Social and Economic Research 
Gabriela DRAGAN, Academia de Studii Economice din Bucuresti 

Magdolna SASS, KRTK –Center for Economic and Regional Studies 
Karsten STAEHR, Tallinn University of Technology 

 

Looking at five specific dimensions1 of the Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRPs) of Estonia, Hungary, Poland2 
and Romania, the authors’ show where value has been added by the RRPs and where work still needs to be 
done. Their comparative analysis of the four plans under these five dimensions led them to conclude that: 

(a) as regards complementarity with existing plans:  

“The four country cases are very divergent in the extent of their RRP complementarities, mainly due to their 
different conditions. Estonia provides an example of planned utilisation of RRP money which attempts to 
expedite already planned initiatives, as the funding of its RRP private sector programmes might not have been 
forthcoming or might have been of a smaller scale if RRF funding had not been available. Hungary, on the other 
hand, has a less clear record in terms of its RRP, with a mixture of new initiatives and, in certain cases, financing 
for projects included in already existing long-term strategies. By contrast, the plan from Poland has brevity and 
a low specificity of the measures planned under the RRP, especially the ones that foresee financing of the projects 
selected at a later stage, and thus there are worries that the RRP is substituting for government expenditures. The 
Romanian RRP promotes the principle of additionality of the RRP’s expenditure, although, as with Poland, there 
is not enough information to know if the RRP is distinct from or overlapping with existing programmes. Romania’ s 
fiscal difficulties also make it more likely that the sustainability of RRF-funded projects will be tenuous.”;  

(b) in what concerns the breadth of the plans:  

“All four country plans show highly ambitious investment programmes (...) The Estonian RRP exhibits substantial 
breadth, with approximately 42% of the spending allocated for green transition projects and 22% for the digital 
transition, while the remaining 36% targets other priorities, mainly infrastructure and health measures. The 
Hungarian RRP is also ambitious, addressing many different areas, and the RRP – in line with EU 
recommendations – tries to address various bottlenecks in the two priority areas of climate-related green 
investments and digitalisation. The Polish RRP is also quite extensive, with its planned undertakings 
corresponding with the main areas in which the European Commission recommended to act in 2019 and 2020, 
including strengthening investment-related economic policy on digital infrastructure, (clean) energy 
infrastructure, and education and health. Finally, the over 700 pages of the Romanian RRP provide the image of 
a very ambitious set of reforms and investments in various fields such as sustainable transport, energy, taxation, 
health, and education. The proposed interventions in the RRP respond to a significant number of the long-term 
structural challenges identified by the 2019 and 2020 country-specific recommendations (CSRs), including 

                                                             
1 The five dimensions are: complementarity of RRPs with existing national priorities, breadth of plans, regional dispersion, possibility 
of spillovers, and political support. These dimensions were chosen and worked on by the authors. These five dimensions give a 
different flavour to the notion of additionality and EU value added.  
2 The Commission’s assessment of the Polish and Hungarian plans is currently pending. All other country plans covered by the 
external papers were already positively assessed by the Commission (although some of the authors might have to work ahead of 
Commissions’ assessments).  
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streamlining macroeconomic stability, improving the efficiency of the public administration, and reforming the 
health and education systems”. 

(c) Looking at the regional dispersion of funding, the authors recognise that “regional dispersion is a more 
pressing issue than for others. Estonia, as a small country, would be expected to have less weighting on regional 
dispersion but, despite its small size, there is nevertheless substantial regional heterogeneity. While the Estonian 
RRP exhibits some regional dispersion of funding, the plan does not fundamentally address regional inequalities.  
The Hungarian RRP has a more explicit focus on regional issues, but this component represents just slightly more 
than 3% of the total RRP budget and is focused mainly on strengthening the resilience of local economies to crisis.  
In the planning of the RRP, consultations with local and regional authorities during this process were often 
insufficient. The Polish RRP has a similar approach to formulating projects to address rural regions, urban areas,  
or areas particularly affected by the effects of the pandemic, scattering them throughout the plan thematically.  
Much as with Hungary, the Polish plan does not specify which proposals from local stakeholders were taken into 
consideration. With regional disparities in Romania among the highest in the EU, their RRP includes a dedicated 
component on regional issues with reforms and/or investments targeting social services in regions”.  

(d) In what concerns cross-border spillovers, the authors argue that “Across all four Member States, there was 
an underestimating of cross-border effects within RRPs while, at the same time, a lack of focus on explicit cross-
border projects. The Estonian RRP does not identify specific items of investment where spillovers across sectors 
or regions are particularly prevalent. In addition to the openness of Hungary providing a channel for spillovers,  
specific cross-border spillovers are delineated in the Hungarian RRP, and the Polish plan also explicitly mentions 
the possibility to undertake international projects; moreover, the Polish plan contains several initiatives that 
could possibly have beneficial cross-border spillovers that have not been explicitly planned. While the Romanian 
RRP contains several initiatives that could possibly have beneficial cross-border spillovers, these effects are not 
planned nor are they quantified”.  

(e) In what concerns political support, the last of the five dimensions analysed, the authors conclude that 
“Preparation of the Estonian RRP started in the autumn of 2020 and various stakeholders were consulted in the 
process through meetings and virtual round tables. In connection with the Hungarian RRP, there has been little 
engagement across the political spectrum for the plan. Regarding Poland, the Polish plan does not include 
information about the engagement of parliamentary political parties in the preparation of the RRP, but it does 
provide a description of the consultation process in which political institutions took part and had an opportunity 
to comment on the draft version. Romania was a special case with regard to political support, as the elaboration 
of the RRP was frequently marked by tensions within the coalition government, and the new government has 
called for “renegotiating” some of the RRP’s key points”. The authors’ conclusions confirm earlier complaints 
that stakeholders were somehow side-lined in the preparation of national RRPs (see here a specific EGOV 
paper on stakeholders’ involvement).  

On the basis of their analysis, the authors conclude that “Fiscal prudence allows for more ambitious RRPs and 
also may increase the likelihood of the successful implementation of these plans”. They nevertheless identify a 
number of areas where further reflexion could improve the RRPs. These are, notably, better aligning the 
expected timetables to the “institutional abilities of Member States, reflecting different absorptive capacity”;  
better targeting in implementation the positive spillovers; better aligning support to public transportation 
with local needs and consider the uneven access to transport in remote areas.  

The authors further suggest diversifying and shortening the supply chain of agricultural and food products; 
to consider international cooperation as regards projects aimed at strengthening the research base for 
medicine and health sciences; and to integrate protection of biodiversity in projects aiming at supporting 
the green transition as additional elements reinforcing the reach of RRPs. 

  

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2021/689453/IPOL_IDA(2021)689453_EN.pdf


Thematic Digest - the EU value added of a set of Recovery and Resilience Plans  
 

PE 689.466 7 

The added value of the Recovery and Resilience Facility 
based on an assessment of the Recovery and Resilience Plans of France, Italy, Portugal and Spain 

Authors:  
Carlos MARTINEZ MONGAY, ECOMOD  

María Dolores GADEA RIVAS, University of Zaragoza 
Beatriz BARRADO, University of León 
Vanesa AZÓN, University of Zaragoza 

 

The paper assesses some of the main aspects of the Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRPs) of France, Italy, 
Spain and Portugal in the light of the vulnerabilities limiting long-term growth in the four countries. The 
authors consider the four Member States share similar weaknesses, in particular concerning the functioning 
of labour markets, low potential growth and risks to the sustainability of public finances and that these 
vulnerabilities represent long-standing structural problems magnified by the pandemic. The briefing looks 
into whether the RRF is being used to address the structural challenges faced by the four countries, thus 
contributing to EU value added.  

The authors understand additionality as the obligation to avoid the RRPs financing the same projects as 
other EU funds, and not in the broader sense of financing projects that would not have taken place in a non-
NGEU context 3. The briefing discusses channels through which the measures in the RRPs maximize their 
economic impact. At this stage, assessing the impact of the NGEU on activity can only be carried out on 
the basis of simulation models4, the authors conclude.  

The authors’ analysis suggest that, especially in Italy and Spain, part of the planned investment would 
have been substituted by RRF-compliant projects and/or by redesigning old projects to make them 
compliant with the RRF Regulation. This would not be surprising given the size of the corresponding RRPs, 
especially the Italian one. The growth effects would be ambiguous in either case. On the one hand, new or 
redesigned projects would have a higher impact on potential growth than the abandoned ones but, on the 
other hand, the fiscal impulse would be much lower than in the case of the RRPs leading to an equivalent 
increase in public investment compared, for instance, with the levels observed before the pandemic. 

While there is no evidence of lack of compliance with the RRF Regulation by any of the RRPs5, the authors 
provide ideas on possible reforms of the economic governance of the EMU building on the experience of 
the RRF (the authors expressly refrain from proposing amendments to the current legislation). In particular, 
the authors suggest that Parliament extract lessons for the future, in particular on additionality and debt 
sustainability. They propose Parliament to: 

                                                             
3 This does not seem a major issue in the case of France, Italy and Spain as the funding to be received from other EU funds is dwarfed 
by the RRPs. In the case of Portugal, however, other EU funds are almost as important as the RRP. However, it is still too early to 
identify possible overlaps, the authors conclude.  
4 The authors note that the available simulations show that GDP impacts depend on the size of the corresponding RRP, which 
implies that renouncing the loans available reduces the RRPs’ positive impact.  The authors also point out that the impact of 
the RRPs is greater the faster the money is spent. Administrative capacity is key to ensure that the instalments reach the real 
economy as quickly as possible, but it is too early to assess possible administrative delays.  
The authors identified significant positive spillovers thanks to the simultaneous implementation of the RRPs in a context of strong 
trade links within the Single Market. Furthermore, the authors consider that the composition of the RRPs also matters, where the 
multipliers of the RRPs are much larger for investment projects than for current expenditures. While the bulk of the RRPs funding 
is devoted to genuine investment projects, the fungibility of the budget might lead to an indirect increase in recurrent 
expenditures, which would put pressure on public finances once the RRF funding is over.  
5 In particular the authors note that “The RRPs of the four countries include investment projects and structural reforms addressing the 
main challenges identified in the CSRs, while a priori ensuring compliance with the six pillars enshrined in the Regulation. The RRPs comply 
with the minimum investment requirements and aim to cover specific gaps in the green and digital transitions. Many of the measures 
reinforcing economic and social resilience combine investments and reforms in the appropriate manner”.  
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- lead a reflection concerning the meaning of additionality within the context of EU fiscal funds 6;  

- consider the role of a permanent NGEU, while preserving its fundamental goals, in particular supporting 
the green and digital transitions7;  

- focus on ensuring that NGEU-compliant projects substitute pre-RRP planned investments, so that EU 
funds support the transformation of the economy facilitating the green and digital transitions8.  

The authors further recommend that lower additionality of the RRPs should be accompanied by credible 
and feasible adjustment plans improving the sustainability of public finances without derailing the 
recovery. Where necessary, such plans should be accompanied by a package of structural reforms tackling 
vulnerabilities in labour markets and enhancing long-term productivity growth. Furthermore, investment 
plans funded by the EU should promote the implementation of cross-border projects enhancing their EU 
value added and their spillovers within the Single Market, which in turn requires avoiding possible 
distortions of competition by reinforcing State Aid control.   

The paper includes annexes reflecting granular economic data underpinning the authors’ analysis and four 
country fiches assessing in further detail each of the national RRPs.  

Throughout the paper, the authors highlight specific areas where the RRPs of the four countries could be 
more ambitious in addressing its challenges (see, in particular, section 5); the authors note in particular that 
“There is, therefore, both light and shade in the assessment of the RRPs of France, Italy, Spain and Portugal. The 
light comes firstly from the speed and effectiveness with which the respective member countries are 
implementing the regulation guidelines in their respective PRRs, as acknowledged by the Commission in its 
assessment reports. Secondly, the volume and composition of investments financed by the funds will 
undoubtedly have a knock-on and modernising effect on the economies. But we also detect shadows. These arise 
from the design of a uniform regulation for all countries that does not vigorously address the specific 
vulnerabilities of each member state,  prioritises investments and does not generate sufficient incentives to 
address reforms. Doubts arise especially in the area of reforms and whether their ambition will be sufficient to 
effectively solve entrenched problems, especially those related to the labour market or public finances”.  

  

                                                             
6 The authors consider that full additionality is the best way to underpin both short- and long-term growth but, in the current 
circumstances, and especially in high-debt countries, full additionality might not be the best strategy in the medium term.  
In a context of high inflation and tighter financial markets, debt reduction becomes a priority. Nevertheless, past policy mistakes 
should be avoided and high public investment levels maintained. Debt reduction should not put the recovery in danger. 
7 The authors argue that the economic context in which the NGEU is being implemented is moving from the need to fight against 
the pandemic in a low inflation and interest rate environment, to a situation of dramatic and exceptional geopolitical tensions,  
high inflation and tighter financial markets, thus providing the context to considering the role of a permanent NGEU.  
8 The authors consider that the financing of projects not fully compliant with the goals of the RRF should be avoided. Similarly, the 
possibility that, due to the fungibility of the budget, EU funds release domestic money to increase recurrent expenditures 
should also be avoided. On the contrary, the RRF investments should support fiscal adjustments in order to reduce structural gaps 
between expenditures and revenues, fully in line with the conditionality principle enshrined in the Regulation. 
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The added value of the RRF:  
An assessment of the Recovery and Resilience Plans of Austria, Belgium and Germany 

Authors:  
Francesco CORTI, CEPS and University of Milan 

Daniel GROS, CEPS 
Alessandro LISCAI, CEPS 

Tomas RUIZ, CEPS 
Tamas KISS-GALFALVI, CEPS 
David GSTREIN, ifo Institute 
Elena HEROLD, ifo Institute 
Mathias DOLLS, ifo Institute 
Clemens FUEST, ifo Institute 

 

The authors base their analysis on a triple dimension of EU value added:  
• Alignment with EU objectives;  
• Additionality of public investments;  
• Development or implementation of cross-country projects.  

The authors find that the plans are aligned with the RRF objectives. In all three countries, the largest share 
of the spending is addressed to projects primarily aimed at supporting the green transition and digital 
transformation. Austria allocates 50% of the RRF grants to green projects and 38% to digital measures. The 
respective shares are 38%/52% (green transition) and 56%/22% (digital transformation) in 
Germany/Belgium.  

The authors look at additionality of public investment through a double perspective - macro and micro 
levels, building on earlier (but enhanced and deepened) methodologies. At the macro level, overall public 
investment increased strongly in these three countries and on average in the EU-27. However, there is no 
significant relationship between the share of RRF grants (calculated as a share of GDP or as a share of 
public investment) received by each country and the acceleration in public investment. The macro-
level analysis hence suggests that RRF funds are at least partly used to finance existing investment projects.  

A micro-level analysis of the individual projects in the three RRPs indicates that the share of new 
investments projects in terms of allocated amounts is smallest in Germany (52%) and highest in 
Belgium (77%). Austria ranks in the middle with 54%. New projects are defined as projects which were 
planned after July 2020 when the Council agreed on NGEU. Projects already planned before the creation of 
the RRF – but which started after 1 February 2020 so that they are eligible for funding through the RRF – 
make up 35% of German investment volume, 20% for Austria and 12% for Belgium. Existing projects that 
have been continued and expanded constitute 11% of Belgian investment, 13% of German investment and 
26% of Austrian investment. The authors found no cases of clear overlap with any EU funded project. 

Finally, the authors’ analysis show that only a minor share of projects has a cross-border impact. The 
German plan allocates about 26% of the volume to such projects, the Austrian one 24%, the Belgian only 
15%. In particular for this dimension, the authors conducted interviews, which provided insights into why 
only a small fraction of the projects outlined in the NRRPs of Austria, Belgium and Germany have a cross-
border impact. Looking at missed opportunities for cross-border projects, the authors point out broadband 
expansion and 5G, cybersecurity, defence and health as possible examples. The authors argue in favour of 
more coordination and more support from the Commission to facilitate deployment of cross-border 
projects and for, notably, specific quotas for cross-border projects with less strict timing constraints.  

Looking ahead and based on their analysis, the authors recommend:  

1. Address social objectives, cross-border projects or other RRF objectives through similar means of 
the green and digital ones (quantitative targets and tagging methodologies), thus fostering 
Member States’ investments and reforms in those areas and increasing EU value added;  
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2. Allowing Member States more to identify and propose new investments and consult a larger 
number of stakeholders;  

3. Establish a simple and clear allocation key: the authors point out that the re-calculation of the 30% 
tranche of grants “increases planning uncertainty and will imply a change in the resources allocated”. 
The authors further note that “the risk is that countries that cannot finance the difference with national 
funds might be forced to withdraw some planned projects.”;  

4. Fostering the role of the Commission as a catalyst to cross-border projects, providing support to the 
Member States in identifying projects with cross-border nature and with high potential positive 
spill-over effects. 
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