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This paper provides an overview of stakeholders’ activities at EU, national, regional and local level, in relation to 
national Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRPs). It presents a set of latest opinions and assessments by EU 
stakeholders and other relevant institutions and bodies on the implementation of these plans.  

1. Introduction
This paper highlights activities of EU stakeholders and other relevant institutions’ and bodies’ assessments 
related to the implementation of the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF), notably the Recovery and 
Resilience Plans (RRPs). It also includes a review of RRP related activities by national, regional and local 
authorities, social partners, civil society organisations and other relevant stakeholders. Hence, the paper 
aims to collect public information on RRF related monitoring activities carried out by third parties. 

The Commission’s review report on RRF of July 2022 highlighted that “the success of the RRF also depends on 
the close involvement of social partners, civil society organizations, local and regional authorities, NGOs and 
other stakeholders, who have contributed to the design of the plans and are now playing a key role in their 
implementation”.  

The Regulation requires national RRPs to include “a summary of the consultation process, conducted in 
accordance with the national legal framework, of local and regional authorities, social partners, civil society 
organisations, youth organisations and other relevant stakeholders, and how the input of the stakeholders is 
reflected in the RRP.” However, this is not a formal assessment criterion for the evaluation of the Plans.    

Recovery and Resilience Plans: 
the involvement of stakeholders 
and their views

To strengthen collaboration with stakeholders in monitoring the implementation of the Recovery and 
Resilience Facility and to support the scrutiny process in the European Parliament, any relevant public 

information may be send to us:  egov@europarl.europa.eu. 

Box 1: Eurobarometer on the NextGenerationEU (NGEU) 
A Flash Eurobarometer conducted in December 2022 depicts the perception of the Recovery Plan 
NextGenerationEU (NGEU). 51% of respondents are aware of the existence of a national recovery plan to support 
the economic recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic. Highest familiarity with the plan is observed in Portugal (78%), 
Italy (74%), Slovenia (69%) and Slovakia (68%). A share of 17% of the respondents states that they think the national 
recovery plan is financed entirely through the NGEU. Only 6 to 8 % think so in Sweden, Denmark, Germany and 
Luxembourg; around 30% in Spain, Romania and Portugal. 36% of respondents admit to not knowing how the 
instrument is financed (Netherlands: 52%, Germany: 47%, Sweden: 45%, Croatia: 22%, Slovenia: 21%).  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/com_2022_383_1_en.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0241&from=EN
https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/surveys/detail/2653
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2. Views expressed by other European institutions and bodies

The European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) 

On 14 December 2022, the EESC adopted an Own-initiative opinion on Gender-based 
investments in RRPs following an event dedicated to this topic.  

In May 2022, the EESC adopted a resolution on the involvement of organised civil 
society in the implementation and monitoring of the national RRPs based on a 
questionnaire and experiences of roundtable meetings with Civil Society in Member 

States. For this exercise, the EESC conducted several roundtable meetings from October 2021 to March 2022 
with the civil society in the Member States to ensure continuing dialogues on the RRPs and to monitor their 
implementation. A summary of the dialogues can be found here. 

The EESC is now carrying out a new consultation, through a questionnaire and visits to the Member States 
from January to March 2023, on the role of organised civil society in the European Semester, including the 
implementation and monitoring of the national RRPs. It will result in the adoption of an opinion in April. The 
purpose of this opinion aims is to propose recommendations in particular to revise the consultation 
procedures within the European Semester to make it simpler and more democratic and transparent, and to 
promote greater ownership at national level and a closer involvement of organised civil society. 

The Committee of the Regions (CoR) 

 The CoR is currently working on an opinion (Rapporteur Rob Jonkman, NL/EPP) on the 
RRF Review Report by the European Commission. The draft opinion has been adopted 
in ECON is up for final adoption in Plenary is foreseen on 8 February 2023. Among other 
things, the opinion considers the review report a missed opportunity and "regrets that 
the review report does not analyse a number of points which are crucial for a sound 
implementation of the RRF, such as:  

• the governance of the National Recovery and Resilience Plans (NRRPs) and related
processes;

• the true additionality of the projects supported;
• the synergies and risks of overlaps with other sources of EU funding;
• the RRF's effective contribution to cohesion, despite this being the RRF's legal basis;
• involvement of LRAs;" 

Between mid-January and late March 2022, the CoR and the Council of European Municipalities and Regions 
(CEMR) launched a second consultation1 on the role of local and regional authorities in the 
implementation of the national RRPs. It targeted associations of local and regional governments and 
authorities (LRAs) across the EU. The consultation covered 26 organisations representative of a variety of 
subnational government levels across 19 EU Member States (Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Czechia, Estonia, 
Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlands, Portugal, Slovakia and Slovenia). 
See charts below for an overview of some of the replies received. 

1 CoR-CEMR, The involvement of municipalities, cities and regions in the preparation of the national Recovery and Resilience Plans: Results of the CoR-
CEMR targeted consultation. January 2021.  

https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/our-work/opinions-information-reports/opinions/gender-based-investments-national-recovery-and-resilience-plans?_cldee=HfKafObVCuMH-vl93fvY2E3Twu1q6mZ5NXBv3EOnHKyg2DWTVW0AMS2Y8Nm80djiWJT1epUSMA7X8GkkwLNQCw&recipientid=contact-6226fa8a20d8e211b296005056a05070-46f2351a1b4c40b693bd440f71e981a4&esid=75088960-a795-ed11-8123-005056a043ea
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/news-media/news/ensuring-implementation-monitoring-and-evaluation-national-recovery-and-resilience-plans-adopt-gender-perspective-now
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/news-media/presentations/resolution-involvement-organised-civil-society-national-recovery-and-resilience-plans-how-can-we-improve-it
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/files/en_-_final_annex_-_eco592_-_resolution_format.pdf
https://cor.europa.eu/en/members/Pages/memberprofile.aspx?MemberId=2031859
https://memportal.cor.europa.eu/Handlers/ViewDoc.ashx?doc=COR-2022-04212-00-00-PAC-TRA-EN.docx
https://cor.europa.eu/en/engage/brochures/Documents/RRF-consultation-2022.pdf
https://memportal.cor.europa.eu/Handlers/ViewDoc.ashx?pdf=true&doc=COR-2021-00131-00-00-TCD-TRA-EN.docx
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Figure: To what extent do you agree with the statements below regarding the RRP of your country? 

Source: CoR and CEMR, 2022. 

Figure: What kind of mechanism will you use to monitor the implementation of the RRP in your country?  

Source: CoR and CEMR, 2022. 

European Ombudsman 

The European Ombudsman calls for improved transparency around EU recovery funds. 

Following a complaint by a journalist looking for documents related to how the Commission 
evaluated the Danish and Swedish plans for money allocated under the RRF, the European 
Ombudsman published its decision on 1 December 2022. 

The refused access was found to lack adequate and convincing reasoning. The Ombudsman hence urged 
the Commission to treat access to document requests concerning EU recovery funds with greater 
consistency and to better explain its reasoning if it decides to not release the asked-for information. The 
inquiry showed that the Commission treated the two access requests in a contradictory manner although 
the wording of each was identical.  

The Ombudsman pointed out that the RRF forms part of an unprecedented stimulus package, and that its 
significance should be matched with high transparency standards. She asked the Commission to take 
that into account when dealing with future access requests related to the recovery funds, noting the 
importance of the public being able to follow how the funds are being used and whether promised 
milestones have been met. 
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https://cor.europa.eu/en/engage/brochures/Documents/RRF-consultation-2022.pdf
https://cor.europa.eu/en/engage/brochures/Documents/RRF-consultation-2022.pdf
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/case/en/61681
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According to the European Ombudsman, she has continuously received several complaints on how the 
Commission is dealing with public access to documents requests concerning RRPs. In a letter to the 
Commission dated on 7 October 2022, the Ombudsman asked for further clarifications, as set out in the 
annex to the letter. 

Furthermore, a joined policy paper by the European Ombudsman and the OECD was published in November 
2022. The paper “provides guidance to governments on ensuring transparency and accountability in the use of 
COVID-19 recovery funds”, especially the RRF. It is directed towards local, national as well as EU 
administrations and among others includes information on how to strengthen stakeholder participation.  

The paper stresses the importance of all ombudsman institutions at the regional, national and supranational 
level in ensuring oversight, advancing transparency and promoting social accountability in the 
implementation of the NRRPs. Governments should be “committing to proactive and reactive publication of 
information related to the RRF, improving systems for record keeping, and strengthening multilevel governance 
on transparency through high level coordination and commitment between levels of government”.  
Governments are advised to improve the communication strategies both with stakeholders and citizens. To 
ensure transparency and credibility, data on the progress of the reforms should not only be collected but 
also made available to the public.  

European Court of Auditors 

In January 2023, the European Court of Auditors (ECA) published the comparative analysis 
“EU financing through cohesion policy and the Recovery and Resilience Facility”, 
looking at similarities and differences between both instruments in terms of their 
governance and management, programming of spending, conditions for making 
payments, monitoring and cost of implementation, control, and audit.  

Member States can spend significantly more on economic, social and territorial cohesion in the period 
from 2021 to 2027 with the additional funding from the RRF. The ECA’s comparative analysis sets out that 
six countries can spend at least twice as much as they did in the 2014-2020 period (BG, DE, IE, EL, CY, FI), 
seven countries at least three times as much (BE, DK, ES, FR, IT, AT, SE), and two countries seven times more 
(NL, LU). The ECA mentions in this context that it can be a challenge to absorb significantly more EU 
funds, in particular for Member States where EU Cohesion policy funding already accounts for a significant 
part of public investments. 

As the RRF runs concurrently with cohesion funding, EU countries can choose to finance investments 
through either instrument. The ECA points out that coordination is crucially important, as the two 
instruments shall complement rather than duplicate each other, despite different governance and 
management arrangements. Notably, after 2026, no further disbursements from the RRF can be made; in 
case certain RRF investments are not completed and require additional financing – e.g. as a consequence 
of delays during planning and construction – such funding may be sought in cohesion policy programmes. 

Cohesion support takes regional disparities into account, which is not the case for RRF funding. Yet, another 
important difference from an audit point of view is that cohesion payments are based on actual costs, while 
RRF payments are based on the satisfactory fulfilment of milestones and targets. 

The Commission verified the reasonability and plausibility of cost estimates in its assessment of the RRPs, 
but the RRF payments are not linked to these costs, which has a significant impact on the manner in which 
activities are programmed and planned, progress is monitored, and disbursements are made. As both the 
2021-2027 cohesion policy funds and the RRF are still in their early stages of implementation, the ECA 
remains cautious in its comparative analysis as to whether the “performance-based payments” will actually 
deliver what their name suggests: “Nevertheless, the extent to which RRF financing as such is more 

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/doc/correspondence/en/161530
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/docserver/0d0f2c90-en.pdf?expires=1669038713&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=E725431CB13360972BF13C2EF32BDF2F
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/RW23_01/RW_RFF_and_Cohesion_funds_EN.pdf


Recovery and Resilience Plans: the involvement of stakeholders and their views 

PE 699.530 5 

performance-based than cohesion policy funds remains to be seen. The RRF funds are also disbursed under 
more flexible payment conditions than the vast majority of expenditure under cohesion policy funds” (emphasis 
added). 

In September 2022 the European Court of Auditors published the first report of a series dealing with the 
Commission’s assessment of the national RRPs. They examined the assessment of six member states 
(Germany, Greece, Spain, France, Croatia and Italy) and whether those are in line with the underlying 
regulation of the RRF. They concluded that the assessments were overall appropriate, nevertheless 
identified some weaknesses. Such are for one that the qualitative assessment is not done in a systematic or 
uniform manner. Furthermore, the extent to which all of the pillars of the RRF as well as all aspects of the 
respective CSRs are addressed varies across Member States. One issue with transparency concerns the 
assessment of the estimated costs where certain measures do not contain sufficient information. The 
disbursement profiles are similarly not reflecting the actual costs but are rather a result of negotiations. 
Regarding the milestones and targets, it is criticised that some of them lack a clear definition or do not cover 
all stages of the implementation process of the measure. Additionally, they are generally limited to measure 
the output rather than the impact of the measures and there is no harmonization in setting the milestones 
and targets across Member States. 

The Court of Auditors therefore recommends the Commission to: 

• Promote the exchange of good practices among Member States 
• Conduct a follow-up of the contribution of the implemented measures to the CSRs
• Improve transparency and the monitoring of the “do no significant harm” principle
• Introduce a clear verification mechanism of milestones and targets and an adequate definition 
• Verify the compliance with specific milestones for monitoring and control

Operation Sentinel 

By the initiative of Europol, the European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO), Eurojust, the European 
Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) and 19 EU Member States, Operation Sentinel was launched in autumn 2021 to 
target fraud against COVID-19 EU recovery funds. The network will focus on proactive intelligence sharing, 
information exchange and on supporting the coordination of operations.  

Network of EU Independent Fiscal Institutions 2  

In its 2021 Annual Report, the European Fiscal Board (EFB) included an assessment of the role of 
Independent Fiscal Institutions in the assessments of RRPs, based on a survey. It stressed that “none of them 
were formally mandated to undertake an independent scrutiny of the government’s cost estimates”. Less than a 
fifth of the 26 surveyed IFIs were officially involved in the preparation, shown in Figure 3.  

Namely, “the Estonian Fiscal Council, the Greek Hellenic Fiscal Council, and the Latvian Fiscal Discipline Council 
were asked to provide plausibility assessments on the macroeconomic impacts of planned reforms and 
investments as estimated by the government. The Slovenian Institute of Macroeconomic Analysis and 
Development was tasked to provide simulations on the effects of the planned investment projects, as part of the 
national RRP. (...) [T]he Belgian Federal Planning Bureau (...) was charged to provide an assessment on both the 

2 Recital 59 of the RRF Regulation states that the Member States should be encouraged to seek the opinion of national productivity boards and 
independent fiscal institutions on their RRPs, including possible validation of their elements. In its January 2021 guidance, the Commission called 
also on the Member States to involve national advisory bodies, such as national fiscal boards and national productivity boards, in the decision 
process leading to the adoption/submission of the RRPs. 

https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR22_21/SR_NRRPs_EN.pdf
https://www.europol.europa.eu/media-press/newsroom/news/new-operation-to-protect-next-generation-eu-recovery-funds
https://ec.europa.eu/info/system/files/2022_10_24_efb_annual_report_2022_web.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/document_travail_service_part1_v2_en.pdf
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macroeconomic and fiscal impacts of the draft programme (...) [and] was tasked to oversee the verification of the 
application of the ‘Do No Significant Harm’ principle.” 

Even without an official involvement, a third of the IFIs responded that they aim to publish their own RRF-
related analysis.  

Figure 3: Groups of IFIs according to their involvement in preparing the RRPs (number of IFIs) 

 
                    Source: EFB Annual Report 2022 

In its June 2021 European Fiscal Monitor, the Network of EU Independent Financial Institutions3 addressed 
RRPs and assessed the involvement of national independent fiscal institutions in the process leading to their 
adoption. The Network4 reads “National IFIs noted that the reforms outlined in the RRPs are ambitious, complex 
and highly dependent on the capacity of the administration and effective coordination with other stakeholders 
when it comes to implementation.”  It also signals that “Only 7 out of 32 national IFIs5 had an official role in RRPs. 
The Belgian Federal Planning Bureau (FPB), Estonian Fiscal Council (EFC) and Slovenian Institute of 
Macroeconomic Analysis and Development (IMAD) were tasked with assessing the macroeconomic impact of the 
EU-financed component of the national RRPs6,  and four others have provided or will provide an opinion on the 
national RRPs. Overall, national IFIs deemed the RRPs to be appropriate. However, some have questioned the 
underlying assumptions and overall fragmentation of the national RRPs. Eight IFIs7 have raised concerns about 
the content, lack of information about the projected reforms, and the implementation and prioritisation of the 
national RRPs”.  

                                                             
3 The Network provides to national independent fiscal institutions a platform to exchange views, expertise and pool resources in areas of common 

concern. It was formally established on the 11th of September 2015 and currently includes the independent fiscal institutions from Austria, 
Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, 
Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom. The Network supports the efforts to review and reinforce the EU fiscal framework, 
seeking to better exploit the synergies between rules and institutions, as well as between different levels of administration whilst respecting the 
principle of subsidiarity and enhancing local ownership and accountability. Secretariat is provided by CEPS. 

4 The Report was prepared by the Network Secretariat on the basis of information collected from national independent fiscal institutions and does 
not necessarily reflect the opinion of national IFIs (see p. 4 of the Report).  

5 “BE FPB, CZ, EE, FI EPC, EL HFC, LV, SI IMAD.” 
6 “The NL CPB also has a mandate to assess the macroeconomic impact of the RRP and will likely do so once the government submits it. “ 
7 “CZ, ES, EL HFC, IT, LV, NL CPB, PT, SK. “ 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/system/files/2022_10_24_efb_annual_report_2022_web.pdf
https://www.euifis.eu/images/EUROPEAN%20FISCAL%20MONITOR%20JUNE%202021.pdf
https://www.euifis.eu/
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National Productivity Boards 

The follow-up of the progress report on the implementation of National Productivity Boards, published in 
July 2021 by the Commission, outlined the missed opportunity for most Member States to involve National 
Productivity Boards8 in their RRPs: “In the current context, Member States could have sought the expert opinion 
of Boards to a higher degree on the reforms and investments included in the Recovery and Resilience Plans. While 
there is no requirement for governments to consult them, the Commission’s Guidance to Member States on the 
Recovery and Resilience Plans calls on Member States to seek the advice of their Productivity Boards on the plans. 
However, only a minority of governments have consulted the Productivity Boards on their draft Recovery and 
Resilience Plans. Looking ahead, National Productivity Boards could assess the effect of productivity-related 
reforms adopted in the framework of the Recovery and Resilience Plans.” 

Some national productivity boards include analyses or comments on the RRPs in their reports. As one 
example, the Irish National Competitiveness and Productivity Council stresses in their report (September 
2022) the importance of RRF grants to the twin transition, the simultaneous climate transition as well as 
digitalisation of the economy. Meanwhile, the expenditure that goes into climate objectives “fall(s) behind 
the ambitious proposals put forward by other EU member states”. The Slovenian National Productivity Report 
outlines in their Development report published in August 2022 how the new financial resources “represent 
an opportunity to reduce the implementation deficit in the area of necessary structural adjustments in Slovenia”.  
This is given by the timelines for adopting the reforms included in the Slovenian Recovery and Resilience 
Plan. Looking also at the output by not mentioned productivity boards, those institutions seem to take the 
role of reporting information rather than actually contributing, as mentioned in the staff document seen 
earlier.   

 

  

                                                             
8 According to the Commission, national Productivity Boards are now established in 18 Member States. Six new Boards have been established 

since the publication of the first progress report in 2019 (Germany, Greece, Malta, Latvia, Slovakia, and Croatia). In 2020, one country, Romania, 
wound down its Productivity Board. All but four euro-area countries (Austria, Estonia, Italy and Spain) have established a Productivity Board. For 
an introduction, see also this EGOV paper. 

Box 2: Examples for analyses or responses to the RRF from national IFIs 
Belgium 

Federal Planning Bureau of Belgium publish a report in April 2021, where is analyses the impact of the RRP looking 
at different time horizons. It estimates that in 2040, GDP will still be 0.1% higher than what it would have been 
without RRF grants. In 2030, GDP is expected to be 0.22% above its normal growth path. Regarding the labour 
market, the estimates yield a creation of around 2,000 jobs due to RRF grants by 2030.  

Spain 

The Independent Authority for Fiscal Responsibility (AiReF) in Spain published a press release in February 2022, 
where their president Christina Herrero stressed the necessity to evaluate the effectiveness of Spain’s Recovery and 
Resilience Plan. She explicitly said that the achievement of a particular milestone will not be sufficient. AiReF 
furthermore expects a long-term impact of the plans “on the underlying position of public finances in the long term”, 
which increases the importance of a medium-term fiscal strategy, so that debt does not remain on a growing path.  

 

 

https://economy-finance.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2021-09/swd2016216.final_.pdf
http://www.competitiveness.ie/publications/2022/irelands%20competitiveness%20challenge%202022.pdf
https://www.umar.gov.si/en/single/productivity/news/porocilo-o-razvoju-2022/?tx_news_pi1%5Bcontroller%5D=News&tx_news_pi1%5Baction%5D=detail&cHash=e78d41e468eb20c9d19aa64ba994bca7
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/574423/IPOL_BRI(2018)574423_EN.pdf
https://www.plan.be/uploaded/documents/202104301033290.FPB_RRP_Economic_impact_12401_E.pdf
https://www.airef.es/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/ces/2022-02-01-CES_NdP_mfi-CC-2_EN_REV.pdf
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3. Overview of public portals relating to RRF assessments   

This section provides a lists of various EU and national organisations that are monitoring the RRF, notably 
RRPs implementation, either from a country-specific or a policy-specific perspective. 

CEPS: Recovery and Resilience Facility Monitor 

This RRF project of the Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) monitors the process of 
approval and implementation of the RRF. The key focus of the project is on the economic and 
fiscal implications and stability of the RRF. The CEPS RRF monitor website includes a set of 
publications and data resources regarding national RRPs, such as:  

• RRF Data Monitor9 that presents an overview of the key aspects of the RRF, such as, inter alia, the 
grants and loans requested per country in EUR billions;  

• Individual assessments of the reforms proposed in the national RRPs of Italy, Germany, Spain, 
France, Portugal, Slovakia, Austria and Belgium; 

• A collection of current publications, including: 
A policy brief that analyses to what extent the RRF funds distributed are used by Member 

States to finance new projects, published on 10 January 202210;    
A reflection paper comparing and assessing the NRRPs of six Member States (Italy, Germany, 

Spain, France, Portugal and Slovakia), published on 24 September 2021 with the latest 
update released in March 2022 including two new Member States (Austria and Belgium); 

A reflection paper comparing the cases of Italy and Germany’s RRPs, published on 10 
September 2021; 

A publication for the European Parliament providing an analysis of the National Recovery 
and Resilience Plans (NRRPs) of Austria, Belgium, and Germany. 

• A page where all the national plans, as well as the Commission’s assessments, can be accessed; 
• A list of information sources related to both NRRPs and CSRs; 

                                                             
9 Additionally, an implementation monitor and a debt monitor are under construction and will be available here.  
10 The same paper was also published as an EconPol Policy brief in December 2021 (see here).  

Box 3: Some other relevant sources 

Eurostat: Statistical Recovery Dashboard 

The Eurostat recovery dashboard contains monthly and quarterly indicators from a number of statistical areas 
relevant for tracking the economic and social recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic, across countries and time. 

OECD Recovery Dashboard 

OECD has established a Recovery Dashboard which is a tool to monitor the quality of the recovery from the 
pandemic, based on a proposal by an advisory group of representatives of national statistical offices from OECD 
countries. The dashboard features twenty indicators1 grouped into four larger categories that monitor whether 
the COVID-19 recovery is (a) strong, (b) inclusive, (c) green and (d) resilient. This platform will be continuously 
updated and improved as new data and sources become available.  

OECD assessments of RRPs and Product Markets Reform 

OECD analyses the measures included in the RRPs in the light of the OECD 2018 Product Market Regulation (PMR) 
Indicators. It also assesses the regulatory frameworks in network sectors covered by the PMR indicators where 
infrastructure investments are contemplated in the RRP. 

 

 

https://rrfmonitor-ceps.eu/homepage
https://rrfmonitor-ceps.eu/homepage
https://rrfmonitor-ceps.eu/publications
https://rrfmonitor-ceps.eu/rrf-figures
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/15a07c50-802d-46b6-ac04-b35432571919/downloads/Italy%20CEPS%20assessment.pdf?ver=1634058357440
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/15a07c50-802d-46b6-ac04-b35432571919/downloads/Germany%20-%20CEPS%20assessment.pdf?ver=1634058357439
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/15a07c50-802d-46b6-ac04-b35432571919/downloads/Spain%20-%20CEPS%20assessment.pdf?ver=1634058357439
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/15a07c50-802d-46b6-ac04-b35432571919/downloads/France%20-%20CEPS%20assessment.pdf?ver=1634058357440
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/15a07c50-802d-46b6-ac04-b35432571919/downloads/Portugal%20CEPS%20assessment.pdf?ver=1634058357440
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/15a07c50-802d-46b6-ac04-b35432571919/downloads/Slovakia%20CEPS%20assessment.pdf?ver=1634058357440
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/15a07c50-802d-46b6-ac04-b35432571919/Austria%20-%20CEPS%20Assessment%20(pdf).pdf
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/15a07c50-802d-46b6-ac04-b35432571919/Belgium%20-%20CEPS%20Assessment%20(pdf)-0001.pdf
https://www.ceps.eu/ceps-publications/the-recovery-and-resilience-facility/?mc_cid=16389b706b&mc_eid=bfd5c57381
https://www.ceps.eu/download/publication/?id=35879&pdf=RRRP-No-7_NRRPs-comparison-IT-DE-ES-FR-PT-SK-AT-BE.pdf
https://www.ceps.eu/ceps-publications/public-investment-or-fiscal-consolidation-after-covid-19/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/IPOL_STU(2022)699513
https://rrfmonitor-ceps.eu/country-analysis
https://rrfmonitor-ceps.eu/info-sources
https://rrfmonitor-ceps.eu/implementation-monitor
https://www.econpol.eu/sites/default/files/2022-01/EconPol_Policy_Brief_40_Recovery_Resilience.pdf
https://www.ceps.eu/
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cache/recovery-dashboard/
https://www.oecd.org/
https://www.oecd.org/coronavirus/en/recovery-dashboard
https://www.oecd.org/coronavirus/en/recovery-dashboard#:%7E:text=OECD-,Strong,and%20monitoring%20immediate%20signals%20of%20the%20revival%20of%20economic%20activity.,-Economic%20activity
https://www.oecd.org/coronavirus/en/recovery-dashboard#:%7E:text=Business%20dynamics-,Inclusive,whether%20countries%20are%20moving%20towards%20a%20more%20inclusive%20growth%20trajectory.,-Income%20inequality
https://www.oecd.org/coronavirus/en/recovery-dashboard#:%7E:text=satisfaction%20with%20life-,Green,the%20goals%20of%20the%20Paris%20Agreement%20and%20the%202030%20Agenda.,-Greenhouse%20gas%20emissions
https://www.oecd.org/coronavirus/en/recovery-dashboard#:%7E:text=Are%20economies%20and%20societies%20becoming%20more%20capable%20of%20confronting%20risks%20such%20as%20the%20COVID-19%20pandemic%3F%20And%20are%20they%20ready%20to%20face%20the%20challenges%20of%20the%20future%3F%20The%20Resilient%20dimension%20considers%20some%20of%20the%20factors%20that%20support%20the%20preparedness%20of%20economies%20and%20societies%20against%20future%20shocks.
https://www.oecd.org/economy/reform/indicators-of-product-market-regulation/


Recovery and Resilience Plans: the involvement of stakeholders and their views 
 

PE 699.530 9 

• A media page with nutshell lectures explaining features of the RRF and video recordings of 
recent online seminars on the topic of RRF; 

• Short commentaries on EU funding; 

Bruegel: European Union countries’ recovery and resilience plans 

The current version of Bruegel’s dataset focuses on planned investment by countries that 
have submitted their plans. The latest update included was made on 13 December 2022. 

Bruegel’s current analysis compares countries according to their RRF spending on green, 
digital and other goals. It concludes, based on the current dataset, that countries that receive 
relatively lower amounts as a share of GDP focus more on green and digital spending than 

countries that receive larger amounts. It also presents a figure that suggests that 1) RRF could contribute to 
convergence of poorer countries given that there is a strong relationship between the cross-country 
allocation of grants and the level of development and 2) that there is no association with expected GNI 
growth from 2019 to 2021.  

Moreover, Bruegel compares the composition of the RRPs according to the six pillars defined in the RRF 
regulation (table and graph), as well as according to the seven flagship areas for investment and reforms 
defined by the Commission. Besides, it also compares the plans in terms of spending in economic activities 
as a % of total spending (table and graph). Lastly, it compares the time profile of the planned recovery 
spending of 8 Member States. 

Bruegel also publishes blog posts and opinions on the subject of RRF. For instance, a blog post from February 
2022 comments on the RRPs assessments by the Commission, focusing in particular on cost justifications of 
the plans. Published in the same months, another post refers to the connection between growth rates and 
the distribution of the RRF grants. An opinion from January 2022 discusses a role for the RRF in a new fiscal 
framework. A blog post (July 2021) examines the green spending priorities in the different national plans.  

Renovate Europe  

Renovate Europe is a political communications campaign with a climate purpose that aims at 
cutting energy demand of the EU building stock by 80% by 2050, by means of renovation 
programmes and legislation. A Renovate2Recover study 11 assesses the recovery plans of 18 
Member States12 regarding their long-term goals in terms of deeper renovation and ”whether 
NRRPs have the potential to be ‘transformational’ on the path to achieving national goals set 

out in the Long Term Renovation Strategies and EU goals set out in the Renovation Wave strategy”. 

Each individual country profile includes a general assessment concerning buildings and energy renovation 
investments in the national plans, as well as a supporting annex13 that broadly covers planned investments 
related to buildings and reforms within the climate goal, indicating their timeline and allocated amounts, 
whenever available. Those profiles can also be assessed and will be updated on the monitoring tool of the 
Renovate Europe homepage.    

CEE Bankwatch Network RRF monitoring 

                                                             
11 Full study here: ‘How Transformational are the National Recovery Plans for Buildings Renovation?’ conducted by E3G (independent European 

climate change think tank), 13 October 2021.   
12 Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czechia, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, 

Slovenia and Spain.  
13 Each annex is drawn from an analysis of the COM’s assessment and the Council’s Implementing Decision for each NRRP. 

https://rrfmonitor-ceps.eu/media
https://rrfmonitor-ceps.eu/commentary
https://www.bruegel.org/dataset/european-union-countries-recovery-and-resilience-plans
https://www.bruegel.org/dataset/european-union-countries-recovery-and-resilience-plans
https://www.bruegel.org/sites/default/files/styles/wysiwyg_full_image_desktop/public/2022-06/fig-1-02-e1638357903302-1400x852%20%282%29.png?itok=4Wqq5pAw
https://www.bruegel.org/sites/default/files/styles/wysiwyg_full_image_desktop/public/2022-06/dataset2.png?itok=s103fB9K
https://infogram.com/1pw0gmjnmzq3gmavykyrg7y6zjikgggzr9
https://infogram.com/1pql7vn6qgq1zliq6d7nvknz2df0l093wp7
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_20_1658
https://infogram.com/1pjzjlx9vy71k9f6jlee7dn5mvtm99dd5lr
https://infogram.com/1pmrp5w3xgq6y1t39j762661z9hzn506z16
https://infogram.com/1pp25y6ze0e7rzbr3m6nl9n2evuzxrvw01d
https://www.bruegel.org/blog/
https://www.bruegel.org/2022/02/the-puzzle-of-european-union-recovery-plan-assessments/
https://www.bruegel.org/blog-post/how-has-growth-changed-what-countries-get-european-recovery-fund
https://www.bruegel.org/2022/01/a-role-for-the-recovery-and-resilience-facility-in-a-new-fiscal-framework/
https://www.bruegel.org/2021/07/a-breakdown-of-eu-countries-post-pandemic-green-spending-plans/
https://www.renovate-europe.eu/
https://www.renovate-europe.eu/renovate2recover-how-transformational-are-the-national-recovery-plans-for-buildings-renovation/#:%7E:text=This%20Study%20assesses,and%20Campaign%20Office.
https://www.renovate-europe.eu/renovate2recover-how-transformational-are-the-national-recovery-plans-for-buildings-renovation/#:%7E:text=Individual%20Country%20Profiles
https://www.renovate-europe.eu/monitoring-the-national-recovery-and-resilience-plans/
http://bankwatch.org/eu#RRF
https://www.renovate-europe.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Renovate2Recover_Full-Study-1.pdf
https://www.e3g.org/
https://www.bruegel.org/
https://www.renovate-europe.eu/
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CEE Bankwatch Network is a network of grassroots, environmental and human rights 
groups in central and Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Russia. It covers assessments of 
national RRPs with the aim to monitor the sustainable responsibility of public finance 

institutions. A publication published in June 2022 by CEE Bankwatch in collaboration with Euronatur 
revolves around the implementation of recovery funds and sheds light on a series of harmful reforms and 
investments for biodiversity set to be financed in 9 Member States (Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Romania and Slovenia). The report shows the lack of measures to support 
biodiversity, harmful projects, the application of the ‘do no significant harm’ principle and the involvement 
of civil society during the process, and draws conclusions on what can still be saved.  

ZOE Institute’s Recovery Index for Transformative Change (RITC) 

ZOE Institute, in partnership with the New Economics Foundation, developed the Recovery 
Index for Transformative Change (RITC) to assess whether Member States’ RRPs will 
contribute to the transformation of society. In June 2022, ZOE published a briefing paper on 
shortfalls of the "Do No Significant Harm" (DNSH) principles and recommendations for 
improvement. While DNSH is considered an important step towards meeting multiple 

objectives at a time, ZOE’s analysis of Member States’ National Recovery and Resilience Plans shows that the 
application of this principle did not reach its full potential, and that there have been significant gaps and 
inconsistencies in application. 

Follow the Money  

Follow the Money is a joint media platform for investigative journalism that has launched a 
pan-European research project 14 entitled Recovery Files, which focuses on investigating the 
RRF funds, together with several journalists across Europe15.  In the project’s first article (3 
November 2021), the authors have shared their concern about the limited involvement of 
national parliaments in the elaboration of national RRPs, particularly taking into 

consideration the sizable amounts mobilised by the RRF (EUR 723.8 billion).  

In their most recent article published on 25 January 2023, the journalists examine the problem that some of 
the national reforms introduced under the RRF are not new ones but rather promises already made or even 
legal requirements. This was the case at least for Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Finland, Ireland and 
the Netherlands. In Germany, 23 of the 37 milestones were fulfilled before the Commission approved their 
recovery plan. Similarly, 13 out of 26 milestones included by the Dutch government, had already been 
completed by the time the plan was submitted. A study by the Austrian Momentum Institut (April 2021) 
found that only 4% of the Austrian projects included in their recovery plan were completely new. At least 
eight member states even included milestones or targets that transpose EU directives, as legally obliged to. 

An article published on 18 October 2022 is dealing with the involvement of consultancies in some member 
states in drafting the RRPs. Not only are consultancies direct beneficiaries in this context (e.g. France signed 
200 contracts with consultancies related to their recovery plan summing up to an amount of EUR 13 million), 
but it also raises questions about a possible conflict of interest. In Greece, PwC was helping with draft 
versions on the digital part of the recovery plan and a year later the consultancy received a contract to 
implement the measures that are suggested in that particular chapter. A similar situation in Spain could be 
a potential conflict of interest where Deloitte was part in the drafting process of the chapter on energy and 
meanwhile was consulting a Spanish oil company to help receiving subsidies from the fund. 

                                                             
14 Supported by IJ4EU, fund for cross-border investigative journalism in Europe. 
15 Meet the team of journalists here.  

https://bankwatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/2022-06-02_Behind-the-green-recovery.pdf
https://www.euronatur.org/en/
https://zoe-institut.de/en/project/recovery-index-for-transformative-change/
https://zoe-institut.de/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/DNSH-policy-brief_final.pdf
https://www.ftm.eu/
https://www.ftm.eu/recoveryfiles
https://www.ftm.eu/articles/corona-recovery-fund-europe?share=RhbT8B2H6ElU4ZaSbCq4vkQWmqMS3z395cdwMzUZ7QdFr3zjrXLFp1mwUVfKL0Q%3D
https://www.ftm.eu/articles/corona-recovery-fund-europe?share=RhbT8B2H6ElU4ZaSbCq4vkQWmqMS3z395cdwMzUZ7QdFr3zjrXLFp1mwUVfKL0Q%3D#:%7E:text=Several%20parliaments%20across,potentially%20controversial%20reforms.
https://www.ftm.eu/articles/the-recovery-files-milestones?utm_source=nieuwsbrief&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=CoronaFondsEU
https://www.momentum-institut.at/news/eu-wiederaufbauplan-nur-4-sind-neu
https://www.ftm.eu/articles/recoveryfiles-consultancy?share=V6FoxonOB9841PMf1%2BhgYhFxQ4G3zDG1PBFQ9eXRgzmxMZFMWPKbZs503WEW51w%3D
https://www.investigativejournalismforeu.net/
https://www.ftm.eu/recoveryfiles#:%7E:text=%C2%A0-,MEET%20THE%20TEAM,-The%20Recovery%20Files
https://zoe-institut.de/en/startpage/
https://bankwatch.org/
https://www.ftm.eu
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A report from 29 June 2022 looks into how Member States made it “virtually impossible” to check how the 
money from the RRF is spent and who benefits from it. Research shows that the risk associated with fraud 
and corruption in handling EU funds is above average, nonetheless public scrutiny of these funds can be 
avoided as the legal basis of the RRF does not provide an obligation for Member States to publish the 
beneficiaries of the RRF.  

Another article (9 February 2022) comments on the Commission’s lack of transparency by “refusing to 
disclose hundreds of documents”.  An interview (6 March 2022), Céline Gauer, the head of the Recovery and 
Resilience Task Force at the European Commission). Another article (2 March 2022) delves into how the road 
transport and automotive industry received the biggest investments from RRF. Even though France and 
Germany for example made use of RRF for hybrid cars, hybrids release more carbon-dioxide than previously 
indicated and rely more on the combustion engine than expected. This implies reliance on fossil fuel use 
which can further extend dependency on Russian oil and gas.  

BusinessEurope Reform Barometer 2022 

BusinessEurope published the Reform Barometer on 23 March 2022. The report first looks 
into the structural and long-term impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on the EU economy in 
comparison with other major developed economies. The second chapter analyses the 

results of a survey of BusinessEurope’s member federations on the Covid-19 pandemic together with 
Member State’s implementation of the national recovery plans under the RRF. The involved federations also 
commented on the appropriateness of each of the Commission’s country-specific recommendations of the 
2020 European Semester and the governments’ efforts to implement them. The answers by the member 
federations of BusinessEurope on individual country recommendations is also publicly available. The report 
also highlights reform priorities for 2022 observed by BusinessEurope’s member federations. These primarily 
include reforms to increase the efficiency of the public sector and reforms to the tax system. Wage 
bargaining and wage-setting policies were also given priority due to the high inflation. Such policies could 
ensure the maintenance of a skilled labour force at competitive wages and at a macro-economic level.  

European Trade Union Confederation 

 ETUC has established a monitoring platform covering trade union involvement in the 
drafting and implementation of RRPs.  According to ETUC “the RRF and next Semester cycles 
have to be a “game changer” to convert the EU into an economy that ensures growth, jobs and 

environmental sustainability. The correlation between the #EU_SDG8 and indicators of green sustainability 
should help identify concrete measures for a just transition. Such Just Transition Framework  should (1) guarantee 
that just transition strategies are developed in all sectors and regions through social dialogue and collective 
bargaining, (2) guarantee worker’s right to  information, consultation and participation, especially in case of 
restructuring processes  and decarbonisation plans, (3) guarantee individual’s right to training and worker’s 
participation in the design of training programmes, and (4) secure sufficient investments as well as develop 
industrial strategies to create alternative quality job opportunities.” The European Trade Union Institute (ETUI) 
published recently a study “The EU recovery strategy. A blueprint for a more Social Europe or a house of 
cards?”. The report provides a reflection on whether the established RRF measures put forward sufficient 
safeguards against the spectre of austerity and on whether these constitute steps towards disfranchising 
social and labour policies from being  used as ‘variables’ of economic growth.  

Open Government Partnership 

OGP follows the idea that an open government ”is more accessible, more responsive, and more 
accountable to citizens, and that improving the relationship between people and their 
government has long-term, exponential benefits for everyone”. It aims to secure concrete 
commitments from governments to promote transparency, empower citizens, fight 

https://www.ftm.eu/articles/member-states-sabotage-monitoring-of-european-corona-recovery-fund?share=SxEyxpLESgurKQqRe3sfH3WVbp8MtPatp9n%2BOgUPxGblbwxnnV2Ra9xFmqNcNps%3D
https://www.ftm.eu/articles/recovery-files-eu-transparency?share=YFch6I4wL%2FAXJOgWS4gRoF6FoHZI836yRHD92urXZnH00tC812kCdByAd4w2LIQ%3D#:%7E:text=But%20even%20though%20it%20pays%20lip%20service%20to%20the%20importance%20of%20transparency%2C%20the%20Commission%20is%20refusing%20to%20disclose%20hundreds%20of%20documents.
https://www.ftm.eu/articles/eu-celine-gauer-power-in-the-name-of-recovery?share=hK0FVOeI1MbICtvVSnFTu7ag0YRzyUlzBhPJLXbfSOmw%2FJjixDWh0ZjBczyMMlk%3D
https://www.ftm.eu/articles/eu-recovery-files-automotive-sector?share=QJcW18v6nWPxb%2FW3u0V3Z6Fjnu1Kp2CrwNOmggdKR1V9ProE27pZsLic%2B4LRpmo%3D
https://www.businesseurope.eu/publications/businesseurope-reform-barometer-2022-taking-stock-eus-competitiveness-after-2-years
https://www.businesseurope.eu/publications/businesseurope-reform-barometer-2022-taking-stock-eus-competitiveness-after-2-years
https://www.businesseurope.eu/sites/buseur/files/media/reports_and_studies/reform_barometer_2022/reform_barometer_2022_-_full_list_country_assessments.pdf
https://www.etuc.org/en
https://est.etuc.org/?page_id=413
https://www.etuc.org/sites/default/files/document/file/2021-10/ETUC%20resolution%20for%20Recovery%20and%20Social%20Progress%202022.pdf
https://www.etui.org/
https://www.etui.org/sites/default/files/2022-11/The%20EU%20recovery%20strategy-a%20blueprint%20for%20a%20more%20Social%20Europe%20or%20a%20house%20of%20cards-2022.pdf
https://www.etui.org/sites/default/files/2022-11/The%20EU%20recovery%20strategy-a%20blueprint%20for%20a%20more%20Social%20Europe%20or%20a%20house%20of%20cards-2022.pdf
https://www.opengovpartnership.org/policy-area/fiscal-openness/
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corruption, and harness new technologies to strengthen governance. OGP organised a seminar in 
November 2021 (main conclusions here) with “representatives from EU institutions and member states,  
European and national civil society, media, think tanks, and academia to discuss why and how to embed open 
government values of transparency, accountability, and participation into the EU’s Recovery and Resilience 
Facility (RRF) and national spending plans”. A roundtable was organised in March 2022 discussing “how 
European governments and institutions, as well as civil society, can apply open government values to the 
implementation of the EU Recovery and Resilience Facility for a more fair, effective recovery” (main ideas and 
recommendations can be found here). The Open Spending EU Coalition announced to convene a  RRF 
reflection meeting for November 2023 “with select representatives from EU institutions and member states,  
European and national civil society, media, think tanks, and academia to discuss why and how to embed open 
government values of transparency, accountability, and participation into the EU’s Recovery and Resilience 

Facility (RRF) and national spending plans”.  

Open Spending EU Coalition 

  The Open Spending EU Coalition aims to “ensure that government spending is done 
fairly, openly, efficiently, and creates the best value for money and best outcomes for 
Europe.” 

In February, 2022 the Open Spending EU Coalition published a whitepaper on opening up Recovery and 
Resilience Facility Spending. The whitepaper provides guidance to Member States on how to achieve 
transparency of the RRF spending. It provides support the European Commission and Member States in 
establishing the right mechanisms for monitoring. The Open Spending EU Coalition has come up with 
concrete and practical recommendations which focus on exactly what should be published proactively, and 
how this information can be published to facilitate multi-stakeholder participation and monitoring. 

4. A set of research papers published on RRF 

As requested by the ECON Committee of the European Parliament, the Economic Governance and EMU 
Scrutiny Unit (EGOV) has published eight papers on the Recovery and Resilience Facility and its policy pillars, 
prepared by external experts.  The experts were asked to analyse a relevant set of measures and the related 
milestones and targets. Beneath assessing whether such meet the Council implementing decisions and in 
how far they make possible an appropriate monitoring progress, risks that may stem from the chosen 
measures and gaps that remain unaddressed should be identified. The papers specifically focus on 
sustainable mobility, measures to support the digitalisation of SMEs, the digital transition, sustainable and 
inclusive growth, social and territorial cohesion, active labour market policies and public employment 
services, early childhood education and care and youth employment support, and youth oriented active 
labour market policies. A summary of the papers and a comparative analysis prepared by EGOV in February 
2023 can be found here. 
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https://www.opengovpartnership.org/events/getting-eu-recovery-right-open-government-for-eu-recovery-spending/
https://www.opengovpartnership.org/stories/how-can-we-get-eu-recovery-right/
https://www.opengovpartnership.org/stories/how-can-we-get-eu-recovery-right/
https://www.opengovpartnership.org/events/getting-eu-recovery-right-open-government-for-eu-recovery-spending/
https://www.open-spending.eu/
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1BhOhfMcJOMAYatekciPI60L6k-KB1YOV/view
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2023/733752/IPOL_IDA(2023)733752_EN.pdf
mailto:egov@ep.europa.eu
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses
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