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This briefing provides a summarised comparative analysis of eight papers prepared by external experts at the 
request of the ECON Committee on the implementation of the six policy pillars of the Recovery and Resilience Facility. 
It further contains a summary of each of the eight 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 eight external papers on implementation of 
the six policy pillars of the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF). 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 EMU Scrutiny 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 upon request of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON). The external 
papers were delivered between November 2022 and January 2023 and published on the Parliament website 
(see relevant links below). 

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). 

2. The Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs’ request  
The Recovery and Resilience Facility Regulation defines the scope of application of the Facility by referring 
to EU policy areas clustered around six pillars: (i) green transition, (ii) digital transformation, (iii) smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth, (iv) social and territorial cohesion, (v) health and economic, social and 
institutional resilience, and (vi) policies for next generation. 

To receive RRF funding, the Member States were obliged to present a coherent pack of reforms and 
investments through national Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRPs). Such plans should meet the 11 criteria 
specified in article 19 of the RRF, including policy recommendations addressed through the European 
Semester cycles of 2019 and 2020, and build on the EU sustainable growth agenda. To date, all Member 
States have presented plans. The Council also accepted the Commission’s positive assessment of all national 
plans, thus considering them compliant with the RRF Regulation and are addressing the challenges the pillar 
underscores.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R0241
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Ahead of the submission of the RRPs, the Commission issued, in January 2021, guidance (here and here) 
outlining its expectations on the content of the national RRPs. 

Based on a relevant set of measures and the related milestones and targets, the external experts were invited 
to: 

- Assess the extent to which such measures meet the specifications set out in the Council 
implementing decisions and in related Commission documents;  

- Discuss the extent to which the underlying milestones and targets are sufficient and appropriate to 
monitor progress towards achieving the measures’ stated objectives and the overall objectives 1 of 
the Facility;  

- Identify risks that may stem from the chosen measures and gaps that remain unaddressed in the 
broad policy areas underpinning the set of measures.  

When establishing the relevant set of measures, the experts were instructed to notably bear in mind: 

- The areas referred to in the Commission January guidance and the categorisation in the RRF 
scoreboard as indicators of clusters covered under the pillar;  

- The depth and breadth of the challenges the measures propose to address and its potential impact 
on the concerned Member State;  

- Possible negative and positive spillovers to other Member States;  
- Sustainability of the measure, if it implies further budgetary financing;  
- Possible similar measures taken by other Member States and their aggregate potential impacts.  

3. A short comparative analysis 
A number of observations can be drawn from the eight papers.  

As instructed by the request, all the authors have analysed whether the measures represent a 
comprehensive and balanced response to the economic and social situation, whether they are expected to 
have a lasting impact. Additionally, the authors set a focus on the question whether the underlying 
milestones and targets are sufficient and appropriate to audit the progress in achieving the measures’ 
objectives as well as the overall objectives of the RRF. The main conclusions drawn by the authors state that 
in most of the cases the measures are generally coherent and balanced. 

Nevertheless, a number of authors highlighted measures under a particular pillar were not developed in 
tandem with relevant reforms and investments from other pillars. Also, some member states could have set 
more realistic timetables (e.g. make sure to complete national plans before August 2026) and more 
ambitious goals (e.g. measures regarding hydrogen production and the enhancement of its use in industry 
seem to be rather small-scaled in comparison with the need identified). A majority of authors highlighted 
that many measures are grounded on already existing initiatives, not comprehensive enough, or lack a long-
lasting impact. Some authors propose, as also suggested by the European Parliament, to set-up a record of 
pre-existing initiatives as well as related funding allocations and sources. 

In addition, a number of authors criticise the set-up of milestones and targets in some plans. First, they do 
not provide sufficient proof whether the final - and not just intermediate - objectives will be achieved. 
Second, milestones are often input-related but lack quality- and content-related aspects. Finally, the analysis 
of the different plans shows that initiatives focusing on specific vulnerable groups, such as women or youth, 
are sparse. 

                                              
1 Bearing in mind, notably, article 4 of the RRF regulation.  

https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2021-01/document_travail_service_part1_v2_en.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2021-01/document_travail_service_part2_v3_en.pdf
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Methodologically, many RRPs lack information about the collection of data and establishment of outcome 
metrics, to assess whether the measures achieved significant improvement on the ground. Such lack of 
clarity makes it difficult to assess the effectiveness or cost-efficiency of specific measures and entails the risk 
that money might be spent on initiatives that provide little return or do not provide long lasting benefits. In 
response, the authors suggested harmonising the structure of information on milestones and targets and 
the related qualitative and quantitative indicators to be reached in the RRPs, which would be an important 
step towards the improvement of the monitoring process. Even though the Commission’s RRF scoreboard 
gives a useful general overview, the monitoring system could be improved and better track the many steps 
in the implementation process. 

Finally, some authors suggested that the manifold forms of support, in particular for the SME’s, might be too 
complex, lack coordination, and are not always correctly balanced. That situation could lead to peril of 
duplication and rivalry among measures’ implementation when it comes to the timescale, aid intensity and 
financial management. The lack of coordination and involvement of local or regional authorities in writing 
the national plans was repeatedly criticised and mentioned as a risk. 

4. Summaries of the external papers 
 

Addressing the challenges of the green transition in national RRPs:  

a preliminary assessment. Sustainable Mobility 
Authors:  

Ivo HINDRIKS, Panteia  
Lucia SCHLEMMER, Panteia  
Maria RODRIGUES, Panteia  

Daina BELICKA, CSE COE 

The authors of the paper look at five specific measures to analyse the contribution of RRPs to the ‘Green 
Transition’ pillar, focussing on sustainable mobility. The latter is one of the eleven policy areas the pillar is 
covering. The five measures chosen are carried out by France (Support to demand for clean vehicles), 
Denmark (Investment in bike paths and bicycle subsidy scheme for municipalities), Estonia (Construction of the 
Rail Baltic multimodal joint terminal in Tallinn), Spain (Safe, Sustainable and Connected Mobility Strategy) and 
Slovakia (Reform on the preparation of transport investment projects) and cover two reforms and three 
investments.  

The focus of the paper is to analyse whether the measures represent a comprehensive and balanced 
response to the economic and social situation, whether they are expected to have a lasting impact and 
whether they are coherent with the specifications set out by the Council Implementing Decision. 
Additionally, the authors set a focus on the question whether the underlying milestones and targets are 
sufficient and appropriate to audit the progress in achieving the measures’ objectives as well as the overall 
objectives of the RRF. The main conclusions drawn by the authors state that the measures are generally 
coherent and balanced but the existence of long-term effects is not fully assured. Overall, they speed-up the 
shift towards cleaner transportation and therefore ultimately reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 
Additionally, they also improve access to transport networks, connecting to the social cohesion pillar. 

On the other side, two of the five measures are not expected to lead to structural changes, therefore lacking 
a long-lasting impact. The authors stress that the measures should have been more comprehensive in such 
cases, for instance by introducing complementary measures. A further critique the authors mention 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/733735/IPOL_STU(2022)733735_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/733735/IPOL_STU(2022)733735_EN.pdf
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regarding the set-up of milestones and targets is the fact that they do not provide sufficient guarantees 
whether the RRF’s objective, and not only the measure’s objective, will be achieved. Milestones are often 
rather input-related and fail to focus on the outcomes that the measure is supposed to achieve, which in 
turn also limits the ability to measure the progress made. If measures are more output-related, they are on 
the other hand criticised for not being clear enough. The last criticism stressed by the paper refers to the 
lack of covering sustainable transport policies with these measures, one of the priorities laid out by the EU. 

The authors conclude their analysis with a list of policy recommendations. One particular focus here lies on 
the need to facilitate the measurement of achieving objectives. Milestone and targets should be quality- 
and content-related and focus on the measure’s objectives itself. The question on whether the latter is 
fulfilled should generally be more in focus. Structured guidance by the Commission on setting milestones 
and targets under these criteria might be a starting point. Such guidance, among other things, should also 
include defining goals even after completion of the measures, as many will be confronted with a timing 
issue, where an impact can only be seen after completion. The overall RRF objectives and the contribution 
of measures to them should similarly be observed in more detail. 

 

Addressing the challenges of the digital transition in national RRF plans. 
Measures to support digitalisation of SMEs 

Authors:  
Ilsa GODLOVITCH  
Christophe BODIN 

 

The paper focuses on measures of the RRF targeted towards small- and medium-sized enterprises (SME) 
relating to digitisation. The authors stress that the digital targets set by the EU are currently not fulfilled; 
therefore, there are gaps that the RRPs are supposed to address. Data from 2021 shows how only 18% of 
European SMEs were selling things online and 14% were making use of big data. Challenges of SMEs as 
regards the digitisation ranges from structural barriers (e.g. missing skills) and financial barriers to potential 
infrastructure gaps. The authors also deliver details here on how support could be delivered and which 
mechanisms can be used. Next to reviewing the overall levels of support measures for SMEs, the authors 
have a closer look at six specific RRPs (Austria, Denmark, Italy, Latvia, Portugal and Spain). Specifically, the 
authors assess measures relating to supporting digitisation of SMEs as well as whether the extent of 
initiatives and funds available are sufficient to meet the requirements of the programme.  

Analysing the specific RRPs, the authors stress some good practices, as well as indicate gaps and risks that 
still remain, regarding the set-up of the measures themselves but also when attempting to measure their 
impact. The authors also include recommendations on how to tackle the remaining challenges. One of such 
gaps is that many of the initiatives grounded in the national RRPs are built on already existing ones, which 
makes measuring their value added difficult. The authors therefore propose, as already done by the 
European Parliament, to set-up a record of pre-existing initiatives and what funding is already being 
allocated to them as well as listing where it comes from.  

A second gap identified is that the forms of manifold support, which SMEs can access to facilitate the 
digitisation process, are not always fully covered or correctly balanced. This concerns for instance the 
needed skills alongside investments and the respective access to connectivity. The authors highlight in 
particular that some countries did not include training for more advanced technologies, such as AI or 
quantum computing and also stress the importance of not only focussing on basic digital capabilities here. 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/733734/IPOL_STU(2022)733734_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/733734/IPOL_STU(2022)733734_EN.pdf
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Similarly, not all countries support broadband upgrades in their national RRPs, a gap that is recommended 
to be filled. Proposals made here are to complement such measures also with measures outside of the RRF 
to ensure their effectiveness. Member states are recommended to observe good practices in this regard.  

In a similar vein, the authors observed a risk that the programmes might be too complex or lack the 
necessary coordination. An important simplification for this could be consolidating respective measures or 
coordinating initiatives to facilitate the access for SMEs, for example through a Digital Innovation Hub that 
serves as a one-stop-shop. Regarding the funding of the projects, the authors suspect that it might not be 
sufficient to meet the needs of the SMEs that require support or such support is not targeted at enterprises 
with the most pressing demands. An assessment of the level of funding and the number of businesses with 
needs could be a first step towards dealing with this risk, as well as to encourage member states to redirect 
some of the digital budget directly towards SMEs.  

Lastly, the authors stress a general point that is valid for the analysed RRPs as a whole. There are no 
guidelines regarding how data should be collected, for instance when facing the question which SMEs count 
as having received support. The targets observed are also rarely outcome-related, therefore no objective 
assessment of their fulfilment and impact is possible. The authors recommend to clearly pin down when an 
SME have received support and to focus on different time periods when setting targets looking at possible 
delays in the uptake of programmes.  Digital capability assessment tools should be developed alongside 
outcome targets that make tracking which SMEs have received support and have indeed improved their 
digital capabilities feasible. Looking at the overall picture, an EU-wide tool to assess the digital readiness on 
the one side of businesses, but also of the labour force, can ultimately help making sure different sorts of 
measures are targeted and effective. 

 

Addressing the challenges of the digital transition in national Recovery and 
Resilience Plans 

Authors:  
Stefano DA EMPOLI, I-Com  
Alessia MARCOBELLI, I-Com  
Lorenzo PRINCIPALI, I-Com  

Elena STARNONI, I-Com 
 

The analysis focuses on the digital transition, one of the pillars of the RRF. Areas that are under specific 
observation here are the digitalisation of the public administration (PA), artificial intelligence (AI) and 
Industry 4.0, digital skills and cybersecurity. Among the EU countries, an average of 26% of total RRF 
expenditures is targeted towards digital objectives, although structural differences exist in the way member 
states define measures and their aims, expenditures, reforms and investment in the NRRPs. The classification 
of the areas that are under focus here is similarly not harmonised across countries. The authors stress that 
this is a barrier for such an analysis and especially the comparison between countries. Nevertheless, giving 
a general overview, the authors observed that the strongest efforts are targeting the digitalisation of PAs 
and the economy, where especially SMEs as well as innovative processes are supported. The development 
of digital skills in education, labour and PAs comes afterwards. Only few measures aiming at cybersecurity 
are found, the area is rather dispersed across measures.  

After analysing the different areas in detail and giving examples from different NRRPs, the authors focus on 
policy recommendations. A matter they stress here is the harmonisation of information provision regarding 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2023/733739/IPOL_STU(2023)733739_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2023/733739/IPOL_STU(2023)733739_EN.pdf
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the RRF. Currently, the information is dispersed across different sources, differently classified and structured. 
Improving this also goes along with a higher accessibility for stakeholders and citizens and can ultimately 
improve the verification of the implementation status of measures at the national and the EU level. 
Harmonising the structure of information on milestones and targets and the related qualitative and 
quantitative indicators to be reached in the NRRPs is an important step towards the improvement of the 
monitoring process. The above-mentioned documents are advised to at least be published in English, which 
for some plans is not the case. Even though the RRF scoreboard by the Commission gives a useful overview, 
the implementation monitoring system also needs an improvement regarding the process prior to the 
accomplishment of milestones and targets. The authors mention publicly available information on the 
course of action again as a useful tool to achieve this, ultimately also to make the information accessible for 
citizens. Another more general recommendation the authors are giving is to improve the horizontal 
coordination with other European funds, the link between such is often not made clear. 

More specifically regarding the digital objectives, the authors stress that the tools for the digitisation of PAs, 
which are the aim of many measures, also call the need for ensuring the trust of citizens in such tools. 
Delivering structured information about technologies to increase citizens’ awareness and just as well 
integrating their needs as users in the service design are therefore possible complementary measures. 
Good-practice examples from specific NRRPs are Cyprus with user-friendly touch points for citizens and 
Estonia with a Bureaucrat Programme virtual assistant. 

Additionally, training on cybersecurity is lacking in most NRRPs. This is a possible hazard for IT systems, 
especially in public administration, where data is often sensitive. More efforts to ensure that civil servants 
are able to respond to threats promptly are proposed by the authors. Along the lines, the authors criticise 
that measures aiming to acquire specialist digital skills related to emerging technologies are often missing; 
instead, the focus rather lies on basic digital skills in educational programmes. The development of digital 
awareness and a mindset for continuous upskilling can contrarily be very useful. Latvia is mentioned as a 
good-practice case here, focusing on developing advanced skills already in higher education, which can 
create a proactive and digitally aware mindset from a younger age on and reaches people who will end up 
working in different fields. Just as important, also in view of the demographic transformation, is targeting 
older people to support the adoption of new digitalised systems. 

Generally, the analysis of the different plans shows that initiatives focusing on specific vulnerable groups 
and their digital opportunities are sparse. Shedding light on equal access should be an aim, for instance as 
Belgium does with the E-inclusion programme, which includes measures to help prison inmates developing 
digital skills and thus facilitates their job placement. Women’s participation, looking at the still existing 
imbalance in STEM fields, should also be tackled more directly. On the coordination between national plans, 
the authors call for better cooperation across countries. Especially when countries are leaders in specific 
technologies, cooperation should be made easier to exchange knowledge and attract talent in an efficient 
manner. 
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Addressing the challenges of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth in 
national Recovery and Resilience Plans. A preliminary assessment  

Authors:  
Delia AGOSTINELLI, CASE – Center for Social and Economic Research  
Agnieszka KULESA, CASE – Center for Social and Economic Research  

Barbara SURDYKOWSKA, CASE – Center for Social and Economic Research  
Michalina WACŁAW, CASE – Center for Social and Economic Research 

 

The paper focuses on the pillar ‘Smart, sustainable and inclusive growth’ and analyses selected measures 
from the national plans of Germany, France, Italy and Poland. For its cause, the authors focus on the topics 
of competitiveness, business environment / entrepreneurship and (re)industrialisation. From each country 
and topic, one measure is analysed.  

The targets and milestones are overall assessed to be set out realistically and to tackle the most urgent policy 
areas (food security, defence, energy). Some measures, for instance investments in an energy storage system 
in Poland, would need an improved design to achieve a long lasting impact. 

On the other hand, the authors find that the targets could be more quality-oriented to fully assure the good 
quality of laws. The measures are also found to often be a continuation of previous activities, projects or 
reforms that were already agreed on but its’ financed has been replaced to come from the RRF now (for 
example the Online Access Act in Germany or the ASAP - Law for the acceleration and simplification of public 
action - in France). Some measures promote a cooperation between public and the private sector or 
between different actors in the private sector and therefore make use of other sources of funding to leverage 
the impact of the stimulus package (for instance collaborative projects in Germany with the automotive 
industry). The authors assess this dispersal of knowledge and know-how positively and welcome the fact 
that it reduces reliance on a single source of funding. The authors also find that many of the measures looked 
at are characterised by a project-based approach which should go by open competition for funding and a 
better monitoring process also regarding the quality of the measure. Whether this actually happens is not 
assessed in the paper.  

Regarding the recommendations and identification of risks, the authors specifically advise some member 
states to set more realistic timetables (e.g. Poland should make sure to complete its national plan before 
August 2026) and set more ambitious goals (e.g. measures regarding hydrogen production and the 
enhancement of its use in industry seem to rather small-scaled in comparison with the need identified). The 
new REPowerEU funding could be a good source in this regard to complement the measures that are 
planned already in the national recovery plans. Measures that similarly need to be complemented are the 
ones tackling the functioning of the public administration. Without the according investments in people, 
equipment and necessary trainings, the probability of success is at risk to be limited. In addition to setting 
up quantitative targets the authors call for focussing on quality-related ones, to ensure a high quality of laws 
on the basis of which reforms and investments included in the RRPs are implemented. Especially in Poland, 
there is a concern of the low quality of laws enacted and the according lack of possible assessment of the 
impact.  

  

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2023/699554/IPOL_STU(2023)699554_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2023/699554/IPOL_STU(2023)699554_EN.pdf
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Addressing the challenges of the social and territorial cohesion in National 
Recovery and Resilience Plans: a preliminary assessment 

Authors:  
Martin FERRY, European Policies Research Centre, University of Strathclyde  

Stefan KAH, European Policies Research Centre, University of Strathclyde  
Liliana FONSECA, European Policies Research Centre, University of Strathclyde 

 

This paper focuses on Pillar 4 (Social and Territorial Cohesion) of the RRF and specifically analyses measures 
laid out in the national plans by Ireland, Italy, Poland and Portugal. Around 11-13% of the budget is allocated 
towards this pillar, with the exception of Portugal, where a share dedicated for cohesion is 25%. The authors 
analyse three measures for each country across the categories territorial infrastructure, targeting of specific 
territories and adult and vocational training. The paper positively stresses the significance of the 
investments and reforms, spill-over effects with other measures and the focus on vulnerable groups. 
Territorial cohesion is for one supported through targeting specific regions but also through the 
territorialisation of investment in infrastructure and social services to further strengthen cohesion. The 
positive spill-over effects of these investments can be observed for instance through investing in adult 
learning to also strengthen social and economic resilience or the rehabilitation of urban and rural places by 
also supporting environmental goals and offering new social economic opportunities.  

The plans analysed aim to ensure sustainability via reforms, capacity building and complementarities as well 
as synergies with other instruments, especially in the field of Cohesion Policy. The RRF delivers the 
opportunity to improve the framework for EU and domestic investment conditions to ensure effective long-
term financial support. The authors found good practice examples in Pillar 4, which are working closely with 
other domestic and EU funds and instruments. Such approach is strengthening the strategic coherence and 
helps to stabilise the financing of the measure also beyond the timeframe of the RRF. Capacity building 
elements are similarly very important and found in some measures to ensure long-term impacts, an example 
here being the capacity building of local actors in partnership networks in Portugal as part of social welfare 
initiatives. The complementary with EU Cohesion Policy (CP) is similarly stressed. The common focus on 
green and digital transition can be used for coordination and to achieve an additional impact. The authors 
found that some measures even include specific references to complementarity with CP funding.  

This also connects to challenges named by the authors. The RRF leaves only limited time for such 
cooperation, especially needed to establish new mechanisms and working relations between national 
institutions. A peril of duplication and rivalry when it comes to the timescale, aid intensity and financial 
management, where the RRF might be perceived as beneficial, is identified as a risk. The lack of coordination 
and involvement with local and regional authorities in writing the national plans was repeatedly criticised 
and underlines the risk mentioned. Some measures show efforts to foster synergies and cooperation 
between instruments, however, others are lacking such efforts of alignment and missing out on the 
opportunity of additionally strengthening the impact. This shows the dominance of national measures in 
the NRRPs and accordingly the lack of subnational actors being involved.  

  

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/733736/IPOL_STU(2022)733736_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/733736/IPOL_STU(2022)733736_EN.pdf
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The RRF’s role in strengthening active labour market policies and public 
employment services. Italy, Spain and Croatia 

Authors:  
Francesco CORTI, CEPS  

Tomás RUIZ DE LA OSSA, CEPS 
 

The analysis deals with Pillar 4 (Social and Territorial Cohesion) of the RRF and specifically looks at Active 
labour market policies (ALMPs) and public employment services (PES). The authors focus on the recovery 
plans of Italy, Spain and Croatia. They overall conclude that the measures are relevant to tackle the problems 
that exists in the policy domains mentioned.  

Regarding the content of the national recovery plans, Spain and Italy mostly focus on upskilling and 
reskilling measures, whereas Croatia uses more resources for job creation and employment support for the 
green and digital transition. Italy’s plan includes an ‘Employability Guarantee and the National Plan for New 
Skills’ addressing four key problems, which the authors identify for the Italian ALMP system. Such are low 
funding, a great focus on subsidies for hiring and less on upskilling and reskilling, high heterogeneity in 
service provisions across regions and low coordination between active and passive labour market policies. 
In Spain, measures include more reforms than investments and similarly address the specific needs and 
problems of ALMPs in Spain, such as low spending, limited effectiveness of PES, and too much focus on 
incentives for hiring, the lack of a digitalised system, a low uptake from disadvantaged groups and low 
coordination between social and employment services. Lastly, Croatia correctly targets the low effectiveness 
of activation policies, the low uptake among vulnerable groups and the poor efficiency of the PES. All three 
plans in some way strengthen the capacity of PES.  

There are on the other hand certain concerns that the authors raise, some refer to the effectiveness of the 
measures. They mention limitations of the milestones and targets system that is used to monitor the 
implementation of the measures introduced under the RRF. The authors explain that reforms and 
investment that introduce ALMPs or PES in Italy, use aggregated targets, which do not allow for territorial 
implementation of the RRF measures to be identified. In Spain, NRRP includes measures, which would have 
been adopted even without the RRF and therefore does not allow a proper monitoring of value added of 
these measures. This is lastly also a result of not accurately defined milestones. On the contrary, in Croatia, 
milestones and targets are described in detail, allowing for proper monitoring, but no territorial targets are 
adopted. The authors assume that one underlying problem is causing such efficiency issues, which is the 
circumstance that milestones and targets need to be fulfilled to receive the respective money. This delivers 
incentives to use measures that would have been implemented anyways or where implementation is easy 
to adopt. Further, this is also a reason why aggregated targets are set, if some regions do not perform, they 
also do not influence the disbursement. In the end, the lack of time to come up with detailed plans that 
properly include subnational authorities, played a crucial role as well.  

The paper also lists problems, which are connected to the coherence of the measures that were analysed. 
Generally, they observe that there were no additional checks whether the reforms and investments 
represent coherent measures. In Italy, measures do in fact introduce important improvements in terms of 
defining common standards, increased budget for up- and reskilling and better coordination between 
passive and active labour market policies. The institutional governance on the other hand remains the same. 
In Spain, structural problems are similarly ignored, which include the high fragmentation of PES quality 
across regions or the understaffing and personnel who do not possess the appropriate qualification.  
Comparable coherence problems are also observed in Croatia. This lack of coherence is ultimately also an 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2023/733741/IPOL_STU(2023)733741_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2023/733741/IPOL_STU(2023)733741_EN.pdf
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outcome of the drafting process of the RRF plans under a huge time constraint. Reforms and investments 
were discussed separately and the authors observe that while the reforms focus more on the RRF regulation, 
investments mostly include such that were already planned.  

The authors conclude with some recommendations, the first one being to reflect on the shortcomings of 
the set-up of milestones and targets mentioned. Vague descriptions and aggregated targets make the 
monitoring process difficult, which need to be improved to ultimately ensure efficiency. The coherence 
principle, as described, seems to be widely disregarded. The ALMP framework is still characterised by a 
complex governance framework and the set-up of RRF measures on the central level without involvement 
of subnational authorities stands against decentralised governance of ALMP and PES systems in Italy and 
Spain. Such coherence problems need to be part of a discussion in the future development of the RRF. 
Further, disbursements from the RRF are limited and cannot fully cover the maintenance of new 
infrastructure built under the fund, a discussion on future financing to ensure the long-term impact of the 
measures is needed. The authors lastly propose that a more general debate on the scope of the discretion 
in implementation of the measures would be appropriate, since it is very wide at the moment. The authors 
mention a possible discussion in this context on how the Recommendation for Effective Active Support to 
Employment by the EU and recommendations by the Public Employment Service Network can be taken into 
account, both in designing and implementing measures on the national level. 

 

Addressing the challenges of the policies for the next generation, children and 
the youth, such as education and skills in national Recovery and Resilience 

Plans. A preliminary assessment  
Authors:  

Flavia PESCE, Istituto per la Ricerca Sociale (IRS)  
Manuela SAMEK LODOVICI, Istitutoper la Ricerca Sociale (IRS)  

Maria Juliana CHARRY CAMARGO, Istitutoper la Ricerca Sociale (IRS)  
Alessandra CRIPPA, Istituto per la Ricerca Sociale (IRS)  
Emma PALADINO, Istitutoper la Ricerca Sociale (IRS) 

 

This paper focuses on Pillar 6 of the RRF: Next generation, children and the youth, and in particular on gender 
equality perspective in the two policy dimensions of early childhood education and care as well as youth 
employment support. To analyse specific national recovery plans, the paper focuses on Belgium, Croatia, 
Finland, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Poland and Spain.  

In a general overview how the RRF tackles such topics, the paper stresses that out of 11.3% of the total 
budget that is targeted towards Pillar 6, 14% (6.9 billion) goes towards early childhood education and care 
and 11% (5.4 billion) towards youth employment support (data from November 22). The authors criticise 
that the Commission’s guidelines themselves do not emphasise children’s and young people’s concerns 
sufficiently. The authors have selected Italy, Spain, Poland and Croatia, which have received specific CSRs 
that relate to early childhood education and care, as well as Belgium, Germany, Finland and Ireland, which 
did not (the former two, Belgium and Germany, despite not receiving a dedicated CSR, still include relevant 
measures in their NRRPs).  

The authors observed that young people are targets of specific labour market measures in the plans of Italy 
and Spain, which also have particularly high youth unemployment rates. The other countries address weak 
segments of the labour market but without focusing on a specific age group. Only in Italy, the authors found 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/733738/IPOL_STU(2022)733738_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/733738/IPOL_STU(2022)733738_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/733738/IPOL_STU(2022)733738_EN.pdf
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a linkage between access to quality childcare and support of women’s participation in the CSRs, in the others 
the impact on gender equality is not specifically mentioned. Generally, the authors stress a lack of identifying 
the needs of young adults in Active Labour Market Policy measures and a specific attention towards mothers 
and young women.  

In-depth analysis of the NRRPs bring the authors to the conclusion that child-and youth-oriented objectives 
are often formulated in general terms and do not include a gender perspective. Only Spain, Italy and Croatia 
have already fulfilled measures relating to Pillar 6. The authors highlighted that in Spain, the plan lacks 
prioritisation and considers childcare facilities and digitisation only insufficiently. The high share of 
temporary employment is similarly not tackled sufficiently. A risk to the Italian plan are wide territorial socio-
economic inequalities, the difficult application of national guidelines on public tendering and a lack of 
incentives to promote youth and female employment. Croatia’s plan provides reforms and investments 
focused on enhancement of high-quality education. Poland includes only few specific references towards 
women and gender equality even though the low female employment rate is very low here. Their plan wants 
to improve availability of early childhood services but funding is dependent on the realisation of the reform 
of the judiciary system and respect of its independence and is therefore additionally at risk. 

Belgium, Finland, Germany and Ireland on the other hand present better performances on youth 
employment conditions, but the implementation progress of their recovery plans in this area falls behind. 
Germany’s plan targets territorial imbalances in access to childcare and wants to achieve a higher female 
participation rate in apprenticeships as well as vocational education training programmes. Belgium’s plan is 
also slow in the implementation but ambitious and complete in addressing the challenges identified. 
Ireland’s plan is titled as rather generic when it comes to the description of measures, especially targeting 
specific groups. The Finnish plan is criticised to not address the issue of having a rather complex benefit 
system. Additionally, it does not include specific measures to increase women’s participation in the labour 
market and reducing the gender employment gap.  

A general risk identified is a lack of regular funds to cover running costs of newly established infrastructure, 
which is currently financed by the RRF. This leads to a risk in terms of good quality and sustainable projects. 
Implementation risks further include the lack of time available to establish good quality projects as well as 
the lack of capacity and technical support to providers and local authorities. On the EU level, the authors 
therefore advise to improve the implementation process both in supporting and monitoring it. This could 
include setting up a systematic gender impact assessment and collecting data and indicators disaggregated 
by sex in the two policy fields analysed here. Mutual learning initiatives and exchange of good practices can 
also serve as support for the Member States. The Member States themselves are advised to focus more 
attention towards the implementation of the measures, ensuring that specific needs of young women are 
addressed and that the investments are sustainable over time. This can include setting up fiscal rules to 
cover the running costs of infrastructure set up by the RRF. Further, Member States should ensure the 
provision of technical assistance to small local authorities and operators, especially in disadvantaged 
territories.  
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School to work transition in the Resilience and Recovery Facility framework. 
Youth oriented active labour market policies under Pillar 6  

Author:  
Francisco Simões, University Institute of Lisbon (ISCTE-IUL), CIS-IUL, Lisbon, Portugal 

 

The analysis focuses on youth-oriented active labour market policies (ALMP) under Pillar 6. It puts a 
particular focus on the school to work transition process, therefore analysing the trends for the last 10 years 
and during the COVID-19 pandemic and contextualizing ALMPs in the NRRPs of Southern European 
countries.  

Key findings regarding the development of school to work transition is that it overall evolved positively over 
time, temporarily interrupted by the health crisis, but Southern and Eastern European countries are 
generally worse off compared to Northern and Central European ones. Southern Europe especially shows 
high levels of subnational disparities.  

The NRRPs focus much more on the investment in general, vocational and higher education measures than 
specifically on youth employment support. The author stress that this might balance the fact that over the 
last years ALMPs have ever more addressed youth employment support at the national level, while at the 
same time a consistent drop of early school leaving from education and training was observed between 
2012 and 2021. The author also noticed that the plans are very ambitious and often include significant 
legislative reforms, but criticise that many youth-oriented ALMPs are more general and lack a focus on 
specific, vulnerable groups. The school to work transition is often tackled from the education side, with 
educational ALMPs, but less with youth employment support measures. The efficiency is therefore at risk to 
be limited. Additionally, the ALMPs are often not tackling specific regions, although the author presented 
how huge territorial discrepancies, especially in Southern Europe, are. 

The author suggests policy recommendations, stressing that the measures need to find a right balance 
between supporting the achievement of a degree and equipping young people with specific, highly 
demanded skills to prevent overeducating. Thus, a careful analysis of job supply and demand is needed in 
addition to an observation of the developments that the labour market might take in the future. On the one 
hand, this contains the rise of green and digital economies but just as well the rise in demand in the health, 
social care and education sector which also entails jobs for young people. Across all of this, the paper 
emphasises the importance of considering territorial disparities, not least also in the demand and supply of 
skills. Additionally, the authors stress the importance of vertical and horizontal collaboration between 
different stakeholder groups. Policies, especially with other initiatives, must be sufficiently coordinated, 
potentially including a common monitoring framework. This could include giving regional governing 
bodies and services the authority to improve on-the-ground capacity or more autonomy to deliver and 
monitor the measures. This is of particular importance between national and regional stakeholders and 
tackles redundancy and inefficiencies that otherwise might come up.  

Another proposal in order to improve the analysed measures is to directly include young people in policy 
delivery and assessment of ALMPs. Listening to young people’s voices is one aspect here, which was 
insufficiently done so far, lastly also because of a lack of time. Hearings with youth representatives could be 
organised as well as increasing the opportunities for youth-led initiatives in the national plans 
implementation. 

To conclude, the paper focuses on more specific recommendations. One of such is to increase the number 
of targeted measures for the youth in general and particularly vulnerable groups in contrast to sticking to 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/699552/IPOL_STU(2022)699552_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2022/699552/IPOL_STU(2022)699552_EN.pdf
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universal ones. The comprehensive reforms under this pillar must be developed in tandem with relevant 
reforms from other pillars. To better fit the current definitions of school to work transitions, more attention 
should be dedicated towards developing new indicators of school to work transitions. Especially when it 
comes to evaluating ALMPs, guidelines going beyond the milestones and targets would be beneficial. 
Another focus must be set on greater territorialisation, the Commission itself is proposed to give specific 
recommendations to help reaching the aim of reducing regional disparities in the school to work transition, 
especially in Southern European countries. To add to this the authors lastly mention a need for 
strengthening the links between ALMP reforms and cohesion policies to tackle the territorial gaps.  
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