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INTRODUCTION
This six edition of the background reader, prepared by the Economic Governance Support Unit (EGOV) in
the Directorate for Economic and Scientific Policies of the European Parliament, provides an overview of
publications related to the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) as well as on the European Semester from
a parliamentary perspective.
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and its social and economic impact, the European Semester is structured
differently this year than in the previous ones. It is inter-linked to the Recovery and Resilience Facility,
notably the Recovery and Resilience Plans prepared by the EU Member States and assessed and adopted
at the EU level. The plans should effectively address challenges identified in the European Semester,
particularly the country-specific recommendations adopted by the Council. The plans should also include
measures to address the challenges and reap the benefits of the green and digital transitions. Each plan is
expected to contribute to six policy dimensions
(1) green transition;
(2) digital transformation;
(3) smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, including economic cohesion, jobs, productivity,
competitiveness, research, development and innovation, and a well-functioning internal market with
strong SMEs;
(4) social and territorial cohesion;
(5) health, and economic, social and institutional resilience; and
(6) policies for the next generation, children and the youth, such as education and skills.
The European Parliament and national parliaments play an increasing role in this process, according to
their respective competences. Parliamentary scrutiny is necessary to guarantee the legitimacy and
effectiveness of the whole economic governance framework.
This publication aims at further increasing the links between Members of the European Parliament and
national Parliaments, notably during inter-parliamentary meetings.
Economic Governance Support Unit (EGOV)
European Parliament

IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS

Recovery and Resilience Plans state of play (September 2021)
This document provides a state of play of the Recovery and Resilience Plans
(RRPs) under the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) covering, notably,
Commission assessment and Council adoption procedures. It is based on an
earlier EGOV paper, dated June 2021. The document will be regularly updated.

1. Procedures and timelines
The Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) provides large-scale
financial support to Member States (up to EUR 672.5 billion, 2018
prices) in grants and loans to finance reforms and investments,
which are detailed in national Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRPs)
adopted at the EU level. For an overview of the RRF see specific
EGOV paper.
Each RRP must present measures that contribute, in a
comprehensive and adequately balanced manner, to certain EU
policies, structured around six policy pillars (see Box 1).

Box 1: The six RRF policy pillars:
(1) green transition;
(2) digital transformation;
(3) smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth, including economic cohesion,
jobs, productivity, competitiveness,
research,
development
and
innovation, and a well-functioning
internal market with strong SMEs;
(4) social and territorial cohesion;
(5) health, and economic, social and
institutional resilience; and
(6) policies for the next generation,
children and the youth, such as
education and skills.

The Council and the European Commission are the main actors in
the adoption process of Member States’ RRPs at the EU level, while
the European Parliament (EP) has an important role in scrutinising
the application and the implementation of the relevant EU
legislation, notably the RRF Regulation (for a more extensive
analysis of the role of the European Parliament in the RRF see a specific EGOV paper ).

Member States submit their RRPs to the Commission, and the Commission assesses the plans according to
the criteria outlined in RRF Regulation, notably Article 19 and Annex V. When carrying out its assessment,
the Commission acts in close cooperation with the Member State concerned.
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Within 2 months from submission of the national RRP, the Commission submits a proposal for a Council
implementing decision, if its assessment is positive. Within four weeks from the adoption of the
Commission’s proposal, the Council should adopt (by qualified majority voting) the corresponding
implementing decision.
After the adoption of the Council implementing decision, and upon request from Member States, the
Commission can disburse 13% of the amounts (grants and loans) as pre-financing. Amounts requested and
available per Member State are depicted in Annex 1.
Most Member States have only requested grants. All 25 Member States that submitted plans requested the
maximum or very close to the maximum amount of grants available to them. The maximum financial
contribution will be updated by 30 June 2022 with actual GDP outturns; that will affect only 30% of the
amounts available for each Member State.
Three countries (Italy, Greece and Romania) have requested the maximum amount of loans as well. Four
countries (Cyprus, Poland, Portugal and Slovenia) have requested a part of the loans available to them.
A 13 % pre-financing (of grants and loans) is available to all Member States once RRPs are adopted. This prefinancing amount would range from around 0,1-2,3 percent of GDP in 2021, if the respective Member States
would be granted to full amounts requested. See Table 1 for pre-financing disbursements granted so far.
Further disbursements of grants (and loans) are made by tranches, on the basis of achieved milestones and
targets. Member States are due to report the progress in implementing the reforms and investments agreed
in the Plan in the context of the European Semester. Upon a request for payment, the Commission assesses
whether milestones and targets have been complied with and issues an opinion.
Box 2: Stakeholders’ involvement
The RRF Regulation requires the 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”.
In its Communication on the European Semester of 2 June 2021 the Commission called on “Member States to ensure
that the RRPs are fully implemented in a timely manner and in thorough dialogue with social partners, civil society and
other stakeholders.”
For further details on stakeholders’ involvement, see a specific EGOV paper.

2. Recovery and Resilience Plans: adoption stage
2.1 Submitted to the Commission
By 20 September, based on public information provided by the Commission, 25 Member States had
submitted their RRPs (Belgium, Czechia, Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Greece, Spain, France, Croatia, Italy,
Ireland, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Hungary, Malta, Austria, Poland, Portugal, Romania,
Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland, and Sweden). Most of these RRPs are publicly available online in the official
languages of the respective Member States 1.
The structure of the RRPs differ. Most of them are structured around pillars or components, not necessarily
coinciding in name and content to the six EU priorities as set out in the Regulation. Some Member States
have further specified sub-pillars and components.
1

In most of the national websites, information is only available in the national language. Annex 3 presents the available information in that regard,
compiling data on submission of RRPs.
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2.2 Assessed by the Commission
By 20 September, out of the 25 submitted plans, 19 have been assessed by the Commission; the Commission
concluded that all the assessed plans respected the Regulation criteria (see Annex 2 for a summary of the
Commission’s overall ratings of the plans) and proposed to Council to adopt the assessments. Annex 3
provides links to the available documents. The Commission assessments comprise two documents (all
available here): a draft Council Implementing Decision (CID), with an annex, and a staff working document
(SWD). These documents are organised along similar headings. The CID contains recitals that summarise the
Commission’s assessments of the criteria set out in the Regulation, together with short explanations of
Member States governance structures, consultation of stakeholders and whether the plans contain crossborder and multi-country projects. The recitals also address whether the Member State has provided a
security self-assessment (Article 18(4)(g) of RRF Regulation) and provide details of funding requests and of
overall costs of the plans. The operational part of the draft CID provides for the approval of the plan and the
exact amounts available to the Member State under the RRF.
The annex to the CID, on the other hand, comprises information updating the macroeconomic outlook and
developments since the latest available country report (that of 2020, provided as part of the European
Semester process for economic coordination) and proposed targets and milestones together with cost
estimates. An executive summary and a summary of the plan are also presented in the annex.
The SWD describes the Member States’ plans and contains a thorough presentation of the Commission’s
assessment of the proposed measures against the Regulation criteria. It also includes information on the
CSRs addressed by the plans, an estimation of the impact of measures on the country GDP, more detailed
cost estimates and some annexes dealing, notably, with climate and digital tagging.
In addition to these documents, the Commission also made available, per each Member State, Q&A
documents and country factsheets containing a summarised version of each plan. Such documents are
available together with the formal documents assessing the plans.

2.3 Adopted by the Council
The Financial Counsellors, a Council Working Party, has been analysing the Commission assessments at least
since 28 June (see here). By 2 July, the Financial Counsellors had discussed the Commission assessments for
Portugal, Spain and Denmark (28 June); Greece and Luxembourg (29 June); Germany, Slovakia and Latvia
(30 June); Austria, Italy, Belgium and France (2 July). On 6 July, the Financial Counsellors discussed the
“conclusion of discussion on first batch of CIDs”.
On 5 and 6 July, the Council disclosed its implementing decisions and annexes for twelve Member States
(Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Spain, France, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Austria, Portugal and
Slovakia). On 31 of August, similar documents were disclosed addressing the plans of Czechia and Ireland.
Documents are available in the Council Register; links to the relevant documents are provided in Annex 4.
There are very limited changes to the Commission proposals, and no change on substance. The first batch
of RRPs assessments was adopted on 13 July by the ECOFIN Council. On 26 July the ECOFIN Council
discussed the Commission assessment of Croatia, Cyprus, Lithuania and Slovenia RRPs. These assessments
were adopted by written procedure on 28 July. On 6 September, ECOFIN Ministers discussed the state of
play with the RRPs; a written procedure for the adoption of the Commission’s assessments for the Czech and
Irish plans was launched. This written procedure closed on 8 September and both assessments were
adopted. The Council decided not to publish the CID in the Official Journal per decision of COREPER of 9
July 2.
2

As explained in the Council document closing the written procedure for the adoption of Croatia, Cyprus, Lithuania and Slovenia RRPs.
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3. Moving towards implementation
3.1 EU funding of the Recovery and Resilient Facility
To finance the RRF and the measures proposed by the Member States and adopted by the Council, the
Commission is issuing bonds and short term securities on financial markets. The Commission expects to
raise up to around EUR 800 billion (in current prices) between now and end 2026. For the first time, the
Commission is using a “diversified funding strategy”, replacing the “back-to-back” applied so far (e.g. with
SURE). See here and EGOV briefing for further details.
On 15 June, the Commission launched the first NextGenerationEU (NGEU) issuance, EUR 20 billion, via a tenyear bond due on 4 July 2031. On the 22 June, the bonds were listed in Luxembourg. A second issuance took
place on 29 June and allowed the Commission to obtain further EUR 15 bn. On 13 July, the Commission
issued EUR 10 billion through a 10-year bond. On 14 September, the Commission issued EUR 9 billion
through a 7-year bond,; again, the bond was largely oversubscribed - over 11 times, with books exceeding
EUR 103 billion. Following this fourth transaction, the Commission has gathered EUR 54 billion for financing
the various programmes under NGEU, notably the RRF.
In the course of 2021, the Commission expects to raise some €80 billion in bonds, to be complemented by
short-term EU-Bills, as announced in the funding plan published in June 2021 and updated in September
2021. The revised funding plan paves the way to implement one of the key pillars of the Commission
diversified funding strategy, by issuing short-term securities (further details can be found in this Commission
presentation). These will allow tapping the money markets and diversify the investor base for EU securities.
The first issuance of short term securities took place on 15 September. The Commission issued EUR 5 billion
(EUR 3 billion of 3-month securities due on 03 December 2021 and EUR 2 billion of 6-month securities due
on 04 March 2022).
Part of NGEU debt issuances will be covered by the recently adopted Green Bond framework3, announced
on 7 September. Through its green bonds, the Commission will be financing the share of climate-relevant
expenditure in the RRF. A specific framework for reporting has been set out, to provide transparency to
investors on how the proceeds of the EU green bonds are invested.
Disbursement of pre-financing under the RRF started on 3 August (see below).
Repayment of the NGEU debt - from 2028 until 2058 - is foreseen on the basis of possible new own resources.
A roadmap for introducing these new own resources was discussed and agreed alongside the negotiation
of the RRF. According to this roadmap, the Commission would have proposed by June 2021 new own
resources based on a carbon border adjustment mechanism, the Emissions Trading System and a digital
levy. Such proposals were postponed and are pending (currently foreseen for 22 December, according to
the Commission forthcoming agendas). On 31 August, the Budget Committee discussed the delay in new
own resources proposals on a digital levy and a carbon border adjustment mechanism with Commissioner
for Budget Johannes Hahn.
Further own resources, to be proposed by June 2024, could include a Financial Transaction Tax, a financial
contribution linked to the corporate sector or a new common corporate tax base.

3

Details of the Green Bond Framework are set out in a Commission Staff Working Document, dated of 7 September. The Green bond framework
is aligned with the principles of the International Capital Market Association (ICMA), and has been reviewed by a second party opinion provider.
Such provider, Vigeo Eiris, considers “that the framework is aligned with the ICMA's Green Bond Principles, is coherent with the EU's wider
Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) strategy and will provide a robust contribution to sustainability.” (further details and explanations can
be found here).
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3.2 Disbursements: state of play
By 20 September, thirteen Member States
have been granted pre-financing in
accordance with the RRF Regulation (see
Table 1). The Commission expects
disbursement to Croatia to follow soon.
Any further disbursements will depend on
fulfilling the relevant milestones and targets,
as agreed in the RRPs. Member States will be
signing a set of documents prior to receiving
disbursements. These documents 4 are the
operational arrangements to which
reference is made in article 20(6) of the RRFR
and the financing (and loan) agreements
referred to in articles 15(2) and 23(1) of the
RRFR.

Table 1: Pre-financing disbursements
Date

Country

Amount disbursed

3 August

Portugal

EUR 2,2 bn

3 August

Belgium

EUR 770 M

3 August

Luxembourg

EUR 12,1 M

9 August

Greece

EUR 4 bn

13 August

Italy

EUR 24,9 bn

17 August

Spain

EUR 9 bn

17 August

Lithuania

EUR 289 M

19 August

France

EUR 5,1 bn

26 August

Germany

EUR 2,25 bn

These operational arrangements are
Denmark
country-specific and cover the arrangements 2 September
and the timetable for monitoring and 9 September
Cyprus
implementation of the RRPs, the relevant
10 September
Latvia
indicators on the fulfilment of the envisaged
Slovenia
milestones and targets, the arrangements for 17 September
providing full access by the Commission to Total disbursements
data, and, where appropriate, the additional
milestones and targets related to the payment of the loan.

EUR 201 M (1.5 billion kr)
EUR 157 M
EUR 237 M
EUR 231 M
EUR 49.386 bn

Measures started from 1 February 2020 onwards are eligible to financing under the RRF, provided that they
comply with the requirements set out in the RRF Regulation. A few Member States have already indicated
that they would be keen to receive funding as early as possible and have frontloaded measures proposed in
their RRPs. The Commission is expecting disbursement requests from Spain in September, followed by
Greece in October, France in November and Denmark, Italy and Slovakia in December.
Box 3: protecting EU financial interests in implementing the Recovery and Resilience Facility
In implementing the Facility, the Member States, as beneficiaries or borrowers of funds under the Facility, shall
take all the appropriate measures to protect the financial interests of the Union and to ensure that the use of funds
in relation to measures supported by the Facility complies with the applicable Union and national law, in particular
regarding the prevention, detection and correction of fraud, corruption and conflicts of interests (see article 22 of
the RRF Regulation).
Article 8 of the same Regulation further indicates that implementation of the RRF should comply with Regulation
2020/2092 on the general regime of conditionality for the protection of the Union budget. On 20 July, the
Commission adopted its 2021 Rule of Law Report, including its 27 country chapters. For an overview on monitoring
and control structures in the RRPs, see specific EGOV briefing.

4

The Commission discussed informally with Member State’s experts the templates for the financing agreements and for the operational
arrangements.
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4. Expected impact of the Recovery and Resilience Facility: some estimates
As the European Commission highlighted in their latest Summer 2021 economic forecast, “the improving
health situation and ensuing continued easing of virus containment measures are putting the EU economies back
in motion. The near-term outlook for the European economy looks brighter than expected in spring”. Taking into
account the impact of the Recovery and Resilience Facility from the second half of the year, as well as
rebound benefits from the substantial carry-over effect from the previous year and the strong pick up in
private consumption, the EU and euro area economies are forecast to grow by 4.8% in 2021 and by 4.5% in
2022.
Based on updated forecast, all of the EU Member States will reach their pre-pandemic GDP levels by the end
of 2022 and quite many of them (Denmark, Bulgaria, Sweden, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania,
Luxembourg, Poland and Ireland) will manage to achieve it by the end of 2021. According to the
Commission, “All Member States are expected to see the gap to their pre-crisis output levels close by the end of
2022, but the pace of the recovery is expected to remain highly uneven the largest Member States, Poland is
expected to have returned to pre-crisis levels of output in 2021-Q2, Germany and the Netherlands in 2021-Q3,
while Spain and Italy will do so one year after, in 2022-Q3” 5.
The Commission estimated NGEU induced GDP growth for each Member State using its macroeconomic
QUEST model. Such induced GDP growth ranges from 0.4% (for Denmark by 2024 and Austria and Germany
by 2026) up to 3.3% (for Greece by 2026). Other institutions (such as the IMF and the ECB) have also provided
their estimations on potential NGEU/RRF impact on European economies, please see EGOV briefing for more
information.
Table 2: Commission estimates of NGEU induced GDP growth (*)
Estimated growth

5

Belgium

0.5% - 0.9% by 2026

Cyprus

1.1% - 1.8% by 2026

Denmark

0.4% - 0.6% by 2024

Latvia

1.3% - 2.0% by 2026

Germany

0.4% - 0.7% by 2026

Lithuania

1.0% - 1.6% by 2026

Greece

2.1% - 3.3% by 2026

Luxembourg 0.5% - 0.8% by 2026

Spain

1.8% - 2.5% by 2024

Austria

0.4% - 0.7% by 2026

France

0.6% - 1.0% by 2024

Portugal

1.5% - 2.4% by 2026

Croatia

1.9% - 2.9% by 2026

Slovenia

1.1% - 1.7% by 2026

Italy

1.5% - 2.5% by 2026

Slovakia

1.3% - 2.1% by 2026

Czechia

0.8% - 1.2% by 2026

Ireland

0.3% - 0.5% by 2026

Malta

0.7% - 1.1% by 2026

Using a study on the dynamic macroeconomic effects of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and of the European Social Fund
(ESF), Fabio Canova and Evi Pappa conclude that “EU grants can have a useful role in counteracting generalized recessions and in boosting job
creation and investments that may lead to economic transformation. Thus, the creation of NGEU funds seems a good idea and the choice of borrowing
to finance them seems correct, because they are likely to produce economic gains that can sustain the cost of borrowing and avoid persistent
accumulation of debt. However, because the effects of EU funds is far from uniform, benefit some regions much more than others, and the less fortunate
turn out to be poorest, peripheral, and nonEuro regions of recently added countries, the adjustment and transformation process will be unequal. (...) In
general, administrative and structural reforms, efficiency checks and, perhaps, generational changes may help to make the gains more uniform across
EU regions.”.
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(*) Based on Commission staff assessment reports (available here for each assessed RRP based on QUEST simulations (baseline
scenario). It should be noted, as per Commission’s staff assessment reports, that these estimates do not contemplate the impact of
structural reforms and are not comparable to Member States’ own estimates. The figures also do not take into account possible
cross-country impacts of RRPs. The Commission further notes that the RRF amounts to roughly 90% of NGEU, which also includes
ReactEU, Horizon, InvestEU, JTF, Rural Development and RescEU.

In July 2021, the Commission published a study evaluating possible spillover effects of the NGEU 6, which is
estimated to induce around 1.5% higher real GDP in 2024 in the EU-27 compared to the one foreseen in a
no-policy change baseline (the GDP gains reach 1.2% in 2026 if it is assumed that the NGEU plan lasts from
2021 to 2026). The estimations also suggest that “the EU-wide GDP effects are around one third larger when
explicitly accounting for the spillover effects from individual-country measures. A simple aggregation of the
national effects of individual investment plans would ... substantially underestimate the growth effects of NGEU.”
The estimations also highlight different spillover patterns across Member States. Namely, for small open
economies with smaller NGEU allocations, like Luxembourg and Ireland, spillover effects account for the
bulk of the GDP impact; for larger economies with deep trade integration, such as Germany, spillovers
accounts for more than half of the GDP effect, while for rather closed economies, such as Bulgaria, Croatia,
Greece and Italy, even given their larger NGEU allocations, domestic effects typically dominate.

6

The study aims to quantify the effects of the additional investment expenditure for each Member State, as well as the role of key transmission
channels, such as the zero lower bound, productivity effects and different assumptions on the disbursement speed. However, the paper does
not quantify the impact of structural reforms, which according to the Commission can further enhance the growth impact of NGEU.
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Annex 1: Amounts requested and available to Member States
(A)
Amounts
requested(*)
Grants

Belgium

Loans

(C)
(D)
Pre-financing
Maximum financial allocation:
(B) as a ratio
- Max total grants €312,5 billion in 2018
prices
to 2021
- Max total loans €360 billion in 2018 prices
GDP (**)
Max grants per
Member State in
current prices (***)

Max loans per Member
State in current prices
(****)

0

€767 Mn

0,16%

€5.9 Bn

€32.8 Bn

Max

0

€923 Mn

0,40%

€6.3 Bn
€7.1 Bn

€4.2 Bn
€14.3 Bn

Max

0

€21.9 Bn

Estonia

0
0

0,06%
0,10%

€1.6 Bn

Max
Max

€208 Mn
€3328 Mn
€127.73 Mn

0,45%

€25.6 Bn
€1.0 Bn

€240.9 Bn
€1.9 Bn

Ireland
Greece

Max
Max

0
Max

€130 Mn
€3926 Mn

0,03%
2,28%

€1.0 Bn
€17.8 Bn

€18.7 Bn
€12.4 Bn

Spain
France

Max

0

€84.8 Bn

Croatia

0
0

0,75%
0,21%

€69.5 Bn

Max
Max

€9035 Mn
€5122 Mn
€819 Mn

1,56%

€39.4 Bn
€6.3 Bn

€168.4 Bn
€3.7 Bn

Italy
Cyprus

Max
Max

Max
€227 Mn

€24921 Mn
€159.51 Mn

1,44%
0,73%

€68.9 Bn
€1.0 Bn

€122.8 Bn
€1.5 Bn

€1.8 Bn

0

€2.0 Bn

0
0

0,75%
0,56%

€2.0 Bn

Max
Max

€234 Mn
€286 Mn
€13 Mn

0,02%

€2.2 Bn
€0.1 Bn

€3.2 Bn
€2.7 Bn

Max

0

€93 Mn

0,65%

€7.2 Bn

€9.7 Bn

Max

0

€41.13 Mn
-

0,30%
-

€0.3 Bn
€6.0 Bn

€0.9 Bn
€55.3 Bn

Bulgaria
Czechia
Denmark
Germany

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Hungary
Malta

Max

(B)
Max. prefinancing:
13% of (A)

-

Netherlands

-

Austria
Poland

Max
Max

0
€12.1 Bn

€455 Mn
€4680 Mn

0,12%
0,86%

€3.5 Bn
€23.9 Bn

€27.2 Bn
€34.8 Bn

Portugal
Romania

Max

€ 2.7 Bn

€14.2 Bn

Slovenia

Max
€0,7 Bn

1,01%
1,63%

€13.9 Bn

Max
Max

€2158 Mn
€3796 Mn
€325 Mn

0,66%

€14.2 Bn
€1.8 Bn

€15.0 Bn
€3.2 Bn

Slovakia
Finland

Max
Max

0
0

€819 Mn
€273 Mn

0,84%
0,11%

€6.3 Bn
€2.1 Bn

€6.3 Bn
€16.4 Bn

Sweden
Total

Max

0

€416 Mn

0,08%

€3.3 Bn

€33.2 Bn

€63.9 Bn

-

€338.2 Bn

€952.4 Bn

€325.6 Bn €165.9 Bn

(*) Based on Commission’s press releases (**) Commission Spring 2021 Economic Forecast; (***) As per Commission table here.
Current prices. (****) The displayed maximum volume of the loan support for each Member State corresponds to 6,8 % of its 2019
gross national income (article 14 (5) of the RRF Regulation).
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Annex 2: Commission’s assessments of the overall compliance with the 11
assessment criteria of the RRF Regulation
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
Balanced CSRs Growth, DNSH Green Digital Lasting M & T Costing Control Coherence
Response
jobs…
target target impact
Systems
Belgium

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

A

B

Bulgaria
Czechia

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

B

A

B

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

A

A

Ireland
Greece

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

B
B

A
A

A
A

Spain
France

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

A

A

Croatia

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

B
B

A
A

A
A

Italy

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

A

A

Cyprus

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

A
A

B
B

A
A

A
A

A
A or B
A

A
A
A

A
A
A

A
A
A

A
A
A

A
A
A

A
A
A

A
A or B
A

Hungary
Malta

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

A

A

Netherlands
Austria

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

A

A

Portugal
Romania

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

A

A

Slovenia

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

A

A

Slovakia

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

B

A

A

Denmark
Germany
Estonia

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg

A
A
B
A or B A or B A or B
A
A
B

Poland

Finland
Sweden
Source: Commission assessment documents (Staff Working Documents).

PE 689.459
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Annex 3: Links to Recovery and Resilience Plans and related information
Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

RRP submitted (COM press
release 1 May)

Belgium

French version

Amounts
requested (*)

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF

Grants /Loan

Grants
(**)

Loans
(***)

Belgium has
requested
EUR 5.9B in
grants

EUR 5.9B

EUR 32.8B

Dutch version

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

CSRs

Council documents
Commission documents

The Belgian plan is structured around six pillars:
climate, sustainability and innovation; digital
transformation; mobility; social and inclusiveness;
economy of the future and productivity; and public
finances (source COM press release).

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)
Annex (6.07.2021)
Commission:

No official version in
English available/found

Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(23.06.2021)
Staff Working Document
(23.06.2021)
Factsheet (23.06.2021)

RRP not yet submitted
(according to COM)

EUR 6.3B

EUR 4.2B

CSR 2019
CSR 2020

Bulgaria

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Bulgarian; a
Bulgarian version of the
RRP is available
(20.07.2021)
No official version in
English available/found
RRP submitted (COM press
release 2 June)

Czechia

Czech version
No official version in
English available/found

Czechia has
requested
EUR 7.1B in
grants

EUR 7.1B

EUR 14.3B

10

The Czech plan is structured around six pillars: digital
transformation
(Kč 28.3B;
14%);
physical
infrastructure and green transition (Kč 90.7B; 45%);
education and labour market (Kč 41.0B; 21%);
effective public administration (Kč 11.7B; 6%);
research, development and innovation (Kč 13.2B;

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (31.08.2021)
Annex (31.08.2021)
(corrigendum)

PE 689.459

Recovery and Resilience Plans - state of play (September 2021)
Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

Amounts
requested (*)
Grants /Loan

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF
Grants
(**)

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

CSRs

Loans
(***)

Commission documents
Commission:

7%); and strengthening health system (Kč 14.9B;
7%). (Source: COM press release, RRP-specific
website Czech)

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Czech

Council documents

Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(19.07.2021)
Staff Working Document
(19.07.2021)
Factsheet (19.07.2021)

RRP submitted (COM press
release 30 April)

Denmark

English version

Denmark has
requested
EUR 1.6B in
grants

EUR 1.6B

EUR 21.9B

Factsheet in EN
Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Danish

RRP submitted (COM press
release 28 April)

Germany

German version
EN summary
No official version in
English available/found

PE 659.657

The Danish plan is structured around the three
pillars of resilience, green and digital transformation.
The Danish plan foresees significant investments in
energy efficiency, green research & development,
the reduction of Co2 emissions within the
agricultural sector, and digitalisation. (Source: COM
press release)

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)
Annex (6.07.2021)
Commission:
Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(17.06.2021)

According to the RRP (page 14 of the public EN
version), it will cover 7 policy areas:
Strengthening the Resilience of the Healthcare
System for DKK 0.2B (2.1%); Green transition of
Agriculture and Environment for DKK 1.3B (11.4 %);
1.3. Energy Efficiency, green heating and CCS for
DKK 2.0B (17.6 %); Green Tax Reform (phase 1)
DKK 3.9B (33.7 %); Sustainable Road Transpor t
DKK 1.6B (14.0 %); 1.6. Digitalisation DKK 0.7B (5.7
%): and 1.7. Green Research and Development
DKK 1.8B (15.5 %).
Germany
proposed
measures for an
overall amount of
EUR 27.9B;
considering its
maximum
financial
contribution, the

EUR 25.6B

EUR 240.9B
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The German plan is structured around six policy
priorities. These include reform and investment
measures relating to climate action and energy
transition, digitalisation of the economy,
infrastructure and education, social participation,
strengthening a pandemic-resilient health system,
modernising public administration and reducing
barriers to investment. (Source: COM press release)

Staff Working Document
(17.06.2021)
Factsheet (17.06.2021)

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)
Annex (5.07.2021)

IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit
Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

Amounts
requested (*)
Grants /Loan

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF
Grants
(**)

Estonia

RRP in Estonian and partly
in EN

Estonia has
requested a total
of €982.5 million
in grants

EUR 1.0B

Ireland has
requested a total
of EUR 1B in
grants under the
RRF

EUR 1.0B

EUR 1.9B

Ireland

English version here

EUR 18.7B

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in English

Council documents
Commission documents
Commission:

According to section 1 of the RRP (see page 10), the
plan has 10 components: climate friendly mobility
(19.4%),
health
(16.3%),
modern
public
administration (12.4%), decarbonisation/hydroge n
(11.7%), digitalisation of the economy (11.2%), data
(9.9%), climate friendly construction/renovation
(9.2%), education (5.1%), social inclusion (4.5%) and
reduction of investment barriers (0.2%)

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Estonian
RRP submitted (COM press
release 28 May)

CSRs

Loans
(***)

additional
amount will be
covered by
Germany

RRP submitted (COM press
release 18 June)

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(22.06.2021)
Staff Working Document
(22.06.2021)
Factsheet (22.06.2021)

The Estonian plan is structured around six pillars: the
digital transition of businesses, the green transition
in enterprises, digital Estonia, sustainable energy
and energy efficiency, sustainable transport, and
healthcare and social protection (Source: COM press
release).

CSR 2019

The Irish plan is structured around three priority
areas: advancing the green transition (seven
investments to a total value of EUR 0.503B)
accelerating and expanding digital reforms and
transformation (6 investments to a total value of
EUR 0.295B) and social and economic recovery and
job creation (three investments to a total value of
EUR 0.181B). Projects in the plan cover the entire
lifetime of the RRF until 2026. The plan propose s
projects in all seven European flagship areas.
(Source: COM press release, English RRP)

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (31.08.2021)

CSR 2020

Annex (31.08.2021)
Commission:
Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(16.07.2021)
Staff Working Document
(16.07.2021)
Factsheet (16.07.2021)
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Recovery and Resilience Plans - state of play (September 2021)
Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

RRP submitted (COM press
release 28 April)

Greece

Greek version (dated
02/04/2021)
(press release in Greek)
No official version in
English available/found

Amounts
requested (*)

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF

Grants /Loan

Grants
(**)

Loans
(***)

Greece has
requested
EUR 17.8B in
grants and
EUR 12.7B in
loans

EUR 17.8B

EUR 12.4B

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

CSRs

Council documents
Commission documents

The Greek plan is structured around four pillars:
green (EUR 6.026B; 33%), digital (EUR 2.136B; 12%),
employment, skills and social cohesion (EUR 5.208B;
29%), and private investment and economic and
institutional transformation (EUR 4.821B; 27%).
(Sources: COM press release, RRP in Greek)

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)
Annex (6.07.2021)

Commission:
Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(17.06.2021)

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Greek

Staff Working Document
(17.06.2021)
Factsheet (17.06.2021)
RRP submitted (COM press
release 30 April)

Spain

Spanish version
Executive summary and a
presentation available in
English (here)

Spain has
requested
EUR 69.5B in
grants

EUR 69.5B

EUR 84.8B

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Spanish
(and here)

The Spanish plan is structured around four pillars:
green transformation; digital transformation; social
and territorial cohesion; and gender equality. It
includes measures in sustainable mobility, energyefficiency in buildings, clean power, digital skills,
digital connectivity, support to the industrial sector
and SMEs, and social housing. (Source: COM press
release)

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)
Annex (6.07.2021)
Commission:
Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(16.06.2021)
Staff Working Document
(16.06.2021)
Factsheet (16.06.2021)

RRP submitted (COM press
release 28 April)

France

PE 659.657

French version

France has
requested a total
of EUR 40.9B in
grants

EUR 39.4B

EUR 168.4B
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The French plan is structured around the three
pillars of resilience, green and digital transformation.
It places a particular emphasis on the fight against
climate change thanks to investments in energy-

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)
Annex (5.07.2021)

IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit
Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

Amounts
requested (*)
Grants /Loan

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF
Grants
(**)

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

CSRs

Loans
(***)

No official version in
English available/found

Commission documents
efficiency, sustainable transport and
technologies. (Source: COM press release).

Commission:

green

Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(23.06.2021)

The French plan foresees EUR 20,2B for green
transformation; EUR 5,6B for competitiveness and
EUR 15,2B for cohesion (source: FR website)

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in French

Council documents

Staff Working Document
(23.06.2021)
Factsheet (23.06.2021)

RRP submitted (COM press
release 15 May)

Croatia

Croatian version
No official version in
English available/found

Croatia has
requested a total
of almost
EUR 6.4B in
grants

EUR 6.3B

EUR 3.7B

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Croatian

The Croatian plan is structured around five
components:
green and
digital economy
(HRK 26.230B; 54%), public administration and
judiciary (HRK 4.760B; 10%), education, science and
research (HRK 7.500B; 15%), labour market and
social protection (HRK 2.084B; 4%), healthcare
(HRK 2.564B; 5%). It also encompasses one initiative
on building renovation (HRK 5.945B; 12%). The plan
includes
measures
to
improve
business
environment,
education,
research
and
development, energy-efficiency in buildings, zeroemission transport and the development of
renewable energy sources. (Sources: COM press
release, Croatian RRP presentation)

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (20.07.2021)
Annex (20.07.2021)

Commission:
Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(08.07.2021)
Staff Working Document
(08.07.2021)
Factsheet (08.07.2021)

RRP submitted (COM press
release 1 May)

Italy

Italian version
English version

Italy has
requested a total
of EUR 191.5B,
composed of
EUR 68.9B in
grants and

EUR 68.9B

EUR 122.6B

The Italian plan is structured around six areas:

•

digitalisation, innovation, competitiveness and
culture (EUR 46.4B);

•

14

green revolution and ecological transition
(EUR 69.8B);

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)
Annex (6.07.2021)

PE 689.459

Recovery and Resilience Plans - state of play (September 2021)
Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

Amounts
requested (*)
Grants /Loan

A summary is available
here

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF
Grants
(**)

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

CSRs

Loans
(***)

Commission documents

•

EUR 122.6B in
loans

•
•

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in English

Commission:

infrastructure for sustainable mobility
(EUR 31.98B);
education and research (EUR 28.49B);

Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(22.06.2021)

cohesion and inclusion (EUR 27.62B);
• health (EUR 19.72B).

Staff Working Document
(22.06.2021)

(Source: IT Ministry of Economics and Finance)
RRP submitted (COM press
release 17 May)
English version

Cyprus

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Cypriot and
English

Cyprus has
requested EUR 1B
in grants and
EUR 0.227B in
loans

EUR 1B

EUR 1.5B

Council documents

The Cypriot plan is structured around the five policy
areas: public health and civil protection
(EUR 0.0741B; 6,0%); the green transition
(EUR 0.4476B; 36,3%); economic resilience and
competitiveness (EUR 0.4493B; 36,4%); the digital
transition (EUR 0.0894B; 7,3%); and the labour
market, education and human capital (EUR 0.1729B;
14,0%). The plan includes measures to modernise
the healthcare sector, increase the energy efficiency
of buildings, promote sustainable transport and the
upgrading of digital infrastructure, and foster
upskilling and reskilling opportunities. (Sources:
COM press release, RRP in English).

Factsheet (22.06.2021)
CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (20.07.2021)
Annex (20.07.2021)

Commission:
Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(08.072021)
Staff Working Document
(08.07.2021)
Factsheet (08.07.2021)

RRP submitted (COM press
release 30 April)

Latvia

PE 659.657

Latvian version
No official version in
English available/found,

Latvia has
requested
EUR 1.8B in
grants

EUR 2.0B

EUR 2.0B
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The Latvian plan is structured around six
components: green (EUR 0.6762B; 37%) and digital
transitions (EUR 0.3652B; 20%); health care
(EUR 0.1815B, 10%); reduction of inequality
(EUR 0.37B; 20%); economic
transformation
(EUR 0.196B; 11%); and the rule of law (EUR 0.037B;
2%). The plan includes reforms in health care, social

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)
Annex (5.07.2021)

IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit
Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

Amounts
requested (*)
Grants /Loan

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF
Grants
(**)

Lithuania

Council documents
Commission documents
Commission:

policy, higher education and skills, and measures on
sustainable transport, affordable housing, energyefficiency in buildings and businesses, digital skills,
research and innovation. (Sources: COM press
release, English presentation)

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Latvian and
English

Lithuanian version
No official version in
English available/found

CSRs

Loans
(***)

only the summary
presentation

RRP submitted (COM press
release 15 May)

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(22.06.2021)
Staff Working Document
(22.06.2021)
Factsheet (22.06.2021)

Lithuania has
requested a total
of EUR 2.2B in
grants

EUR 2.2B

EUR 3.2B

Specific website for
RRF/RRP in Lithuanian

The Lithuanian plan is structured around seven
components: a resilient health sector (EUR 0.268B;
12%); green (EUR 0.823B; 37%) and digital
transitions (EUR 0.447B; 20%); high quality and
accessible education (EUR 0.312B; 14%); economy
focused on innovation, research and high value
added (EUR 0.2B; 9%); efficient public sector
(EUR 0.066B; 3%); and social inclusion (EUR 0.109B;
5%). The plan includes measures in areas such as
renewable energy, energy efficiency, sustainable
transport, digital skills, research and innovation,
digitalisation of public administration, and the
strengthening of active labour market policies.
(COM press release)

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (20.07.2021)
Annex (20.07.2021)

Commission:
Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(02.072021)
Staff Working Document
(02.07.2021)
Factsheet (02.07.2021)

RRP submitted (COM press
release 30 April)

Luxembourg

French version
National press release
available here.

Luxembourg has
requested
EUR 0.093B in
grants

EUR 0.1B

EUR 2.7B
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The Luxembourgish plan is structured around the
three pillars of cohesion and social resilience; green
transition; and digitalisation, innovation and
governance. The plan includes measures in skilling,
healthcare, housing, decarbonisation of transport,
protection of biodiversity, innovation, digitalisation

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)
Annex (5.07.2021)

PE 689.459

Recovery and Resilience Plans - state of play (September 2021)
Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

Amounts
requested (*)
Grants /Loan

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF
Grants
(**)

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

CSRs

Loans
(***)

No official version in
English available/found

Commission documents
Commission:

of public administration, and promotion of a
transparent and fair economy. (Source: COM press
release).

Specific website for
RRF/RRP in French

Council documents

Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(18.06.2021)
Staff Working Document
(18.06.2021)
Factsheet (18.06.2021)

RRP submitted (COM press
release 12 May)

Hungary

Hungarian version

Hungary has
requested a total
of EUR 7.2B in
grants

EUR 7.2B

Malta has
requested €316.4
million in grants

EUR 0.3B

EUR 9.7B

The Hungarian plan is structured around the key
policy areas of green transition, healthcare, research,
digital, cohesion and public administration. The plan
includes measures in sustainable transport, energy
transition and the circular economy. (Source: COM
press release).

CSR 2019

The Maltese plan covers six areas, including
sustainable transport, circular economy, clean
energy and energy-efficiency in buildings, digital
transformation of the public administration and the
legal system, projects targeting the health and
education sectors, as well as institutional reforms
(Source: COM press release).

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (16.09.2021)

CSR 2020

English summary
Website that includes
RRF/RRP related
information (including
public consultation
comments) in Hungarian

RRP submitted (COM press
release 13 July)

Malta

RRP in English

EUR 0.9B

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in English

Annex (16.09.2021)
Commission:
Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(16.09.2021)
Staff Working Document
(16.09.2021)
Factsheet (16.09.2021)

PE 659.657
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Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

Amounts
requested (*)
Grants /Loan

RRP not yet submitted
(according to COM)

Netherlands

Grants
(**)

Loans
(***)

EUR 6.0B

EUR 55.3B

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

RRP and Annexes (in
German)
No official version in
English available/found

CSRs

Council documents
Commission documents

CSR 2019
CSR 2020

Government’s EU page

RRP submitted (COM press
release 1 May)

Austria

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF

The
RRP
of
Austria includes
measures for an
overall amount of
EUR 4.5B. Austria
does not intend
to take loans from
the RRF. Part of
the RRP measures
will
be
cofinanced
by
Austria

EUR 3.5B

EUR 27.2B

The Austrian plan is structured around four policy
priorities. These include reform and investment
measures relating to: green recovery, covering
renovation, mobility, biodiversity, circular economy,
and climate neutrality; digital recovery, covering
broadband, schools, public service, and enterprises;
knowledge based recovery, including research, upand reskilling, education, and strategic innovation;
and fair recovery, encompassing healthcare, resilient
communities, art and culture, and reforms. (Source:
COM press release)
The Austrian plan (according to page 7- 12 of the DE
Version) foresees in the 1. pillar significant
investments in energy efficiency (EUR 0.2089B),
environmentally friendly mobility (EUR 0.8486B) and
biodiversity/circular economy(EUR 0.35B)
and
transformation to a climate neutrality (EUR 0.1B), 2.
pillar significant investments in broadband
(EUR 0.8913B),
digitalisation
of
schools
(EUR 0.1717B),
digitalisation
of
public
administration (EUR 0.16B), digitalisation and
greening of enterprises (EUR 0.605B); the 3 pillar
investments in research (EUR 0.212B), retraining and
upskilling (EUR 0.277B); education/access to
education (EUR 0.1294B) and strategic innovation
(EUR 0.25B); and 4. pillar investments in health
(EUR 0.125B); resilient municipalities EUR 0.1042B),
arts and culture (EUR 0.0665B)
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CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)
Annex (6.07.2021)
Commission:
Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(21.06.2021)
Staff Working Document
(21.06.2021)
Factsheet (21.06.2021)

PE 689.459

Recovery and Resilience Plans - state of play (September 2021)
Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

RRP submitted (COM press
release 3 May)

Poland

Polish version
No official version in
English available/found

Amounts
requested (*)

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF

Grants /Loan

Grants
(**)

Loans
(***)

Poland has
requested a total
of EUR 23.9B in
grants and
EUR 12.1B in
loans

EUR 23.9B

EUR 34.8B

Portugal has
requested
EUR 13.9B of
grants and
EUR 2.7B in loans

EUR 13.9B

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Polish

RRP submitted (COM press
release 22 April)

Portugal

Portuguese version
No official version in
English available/found

EUR 14.2B

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Portuguese
(and here)

PE 659.657

19

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

CSRs

Council documents
Commission documents

The Polish plan is structured around five pillars of
resilience of the economy, including business
environment, innovation and labour market policy
(EUR 4.7B, 13.1%); green energy (EUR 14.313B,
39.8%); digital transformation (EUR 4.897B, 13.6%);
sustainable transport (EUR 7.518B, 20.9%); and the
health system (EUR 4.542B, 12.6%). The plan
includes measures in improving air quality, energyefficiency in buildings, the development of
renewable energy sources, zero-emission transport
and access to broadband internet. (Source: COM
press release; Polish RRP, pg 30 (informal
translation).

CSR 2019

The Portuguese plan is structured around three
pillars:
1. Resilience (National Health Service, Housing,
Social Responses, Culture, Bussinesses capitalisation
and innovation, Qualifications and competencies,
Infrastructure, Forests, Water management). An
amount of EUR 11.125B is allocated to this
dimension.
2. Digital transformation (Businesses, Quality of
Public Finances, Economic justice and business
environment, Efficient public administration, Digital
schools). An amount of EUR 2.46B is allocated to this
dimension.
3.
Green
transformation
(Seas,
industry
decarbonisation, sustainable bioeconomy, building
energy efficiency, hydrogen and renewables,
sustainable mobility). An amount of EUR 3.059B is
allocated to this dimension.
(Sources: PT RRP, p. 5; and COM press release)

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)

CSR 2020

Annex (5.07.2021)
Commission:
Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(16.06.2021)
Staff Working Document
(16.06.2021)
Factsheet (16.06.2021)
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Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

RRP submitted (COM Press
release 31 May)

Romania

Romanian version
No official version in
English available/found

Amounts
requested (*)

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF

Grants /Loan

Grants
(**)

Loans
(***)

Romania has
requested
EUR 14.3B in
grants and
EUR 15B in loans

EUR 14.2B

EUR 15.0B

Slovenia has
requested
EUR 2.5B
comprising of
EUR 1.8B in
grants and
EUR 0.7B in loans

EUR 1.8B

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Romanian
RRP submitted (COM press
release 1 May)

Slovenia

Slovenian version
No official version in
English available/found

EUR 3.2B

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Slovene

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

CSRs

Council documents
Commission documents

The Romanian plan is structured around six pillars:
the green transition (EUR 15.904B), digital
transformation
(EUR 1.892B),
smart
growth
(EUR 2.841B), social and territorial cohesion
(EUR 2.320B), health and resilience (EUR 2.827B), and
policies for the next generation (EUR 3.606B). The
plan includes measures on sustainable transport,
education, healthcare, building renovation and the
digitalisation of public administration (Source: COM
press release; amounts come from the RO plan)

CSR 2019

The Slovenian plan is structured around four priority
pillars: green transition (EUR 1.061B; 42%); digital
transformation
(EUR 0.331B;
13%);
smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth (EUR 0.749B; 30%);
health and welfare including investments and
reforms in long-term care and social housing
(EUR 0.364B; 15%). (Sources: COM press release,
Slovene RRP presentation)

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (20.07.2021)

CSR 2020

Annex (20.07.2021)
Commission:
Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(01.07.2021)
Staff Working Document
(01.07.2021)
Factsheet (01.07.2021)

RRP submitted (COM press
release 29 April)

Slovakia

Slovak version
No official version in
English available/found

Slovakia has
requested
EUR 6.6 B in
grants

EUR 6.3B

EUR 6.3B

20

The Slovak plan is structured around five key policy
priorities. These are green economy (EUR 2.301B;
35%), education (EUR 0.892B; 14%), R&D and
innovation (EUR 0.739B; 11%), health (EUR 1.533B;
23%), and public administration/digitalisation
(EUR 1.11B; 17%). It includes measures supporting

CSR 2019

Council:

CSR 2020

Council Implementing
Decision (6.07.2021)
Annex (6.07.2021)
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Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

Amounts
requested (*)
Grants /Loan

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF
Grants
(**)

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

CSRs

Loans
(***)

Commission documents
Commission:

green investments, particularly in renewables,
transport and buildings, healthcare, schooling and
the digitalisation of public administration. (Source:
COM press release).

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Slovak

Council documents

Draft Council Implementing
Decision (and annex)
(21.06.2021)
Staff Working Document
(21.06.2021)
Factsheet (21.06.2021)

RRP submitted on 27 May
(COM press release)

Finland

Finnish version
No official version in
English available/found

Finland has
requested
EUR 2.1B in
grants

EUR 2.1B

Sweden has
requested a total
of EUR 3.2B in
grants

EUR 3.3B

EUR 16.4B

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Finnish

RRP submitted on 28 May
(COM press release)

Sweden

PE 659.657

Swedish version
No official version in
English available/found

EUR 33.2B

21

The programme consists of four sections:
1) A green transition will support structural
adjustment of the economy and underpin a carbonneutral welfare society (EUR 0.825B)
2) Digitalisation and a digital economy will
strengthen productivity and make services available
to all (EUR 0.234B)
3) Raising the employment rate and skill levels will
accelerate sustainable growth (EUR 0.638B)
4) Access to health and social services will be
improved and their cost-effectiveness enhanced
(EUR 0.405B).
(Source: executive EN summary of the RRP and page
356).

CSR 2019

The Swedish plan is structured around five
components: green recovery; education and
transition into work; meeting demographic
challenges; expansion
of broadband
and
digitalisation of public administration; and
investment for growth and housing (COM press
release).

CSR 2019

CSR 2020

CSR 2020

IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit
Member
State

RRP as submitted to
Commission (COM) (*)

Amounts
requested (*)
Grants /Loan

Maximum financial
allocation under RRF
Grants
(**)

Main policy areas covered by the RRPs
(****)

Loans
(***)

Specific website for
RRF/RRP related
information in Swedish
and in English

CSRs

Council documents
Commission documents

Of the costs in the Swedish plan, 40 per cent can be
linked to the climate transition and 24 per cent to
the digital transition in accordance with the criteria
of the RRF Regulation.
All the measures included in Sweden’s recovery plan
are measures that the Government has proposed in
the central government budget for 2020 or 2021
(including the additional amending budgets
prepared on account of the pandemic). (Ministry of
Finance press release).

Disclaimer and copyright. The opinions expressed in this document are the sole responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official position of the European Parliament. Reproduction and
translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised, provided the source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and sent a copy. © European Union, 2021.
Contact: egov@ep.europa.eu
This document is available on the internet at: www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses
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IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS

Recovery and Resilience Plans:
stakeholders’ involvement
Based on the Commission assessments of national Recovery and Resilience Plans, this paper provides an overview
of the overall involvement of stakeholders in the national recovery and resilience plans. In view of supporting the
scrutiny of the implementation of the national plans, the paper also makes references to some positions and
assessments by EU level stakeholders and other relevant institutions and bodies, including specific monitoring
activities by think tanks and civil society organisations. The paper will be regularly updated.
The Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) Regulation requires national Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRP)
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.
According to the most recent European Parliament Eurobarometer Flash Survey (see also graph below) the
majority of respondents agree that there must be transparency and effective control on how the
NextGenerationEU funds are spent (85%) and that regional governments, municipalities and civil society
should be consulted on how the NextGenerationEU money is spent (77%).
Graph: Eurobarometer Flash survey (focus on NextGenerationEU)

Economic Governance Support Unit (EGOV)
Authors: Wolfgang Lehofer, Cristina Dias, Kajus Hagelstam
Directorate-General for Internal Policies
PE 689.453 - September 2021
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This paper provides an overview of how stakeholders have been involved, based on the European
Commission (Commission) assessments of the RRPs. The current version takes into account the Commission
assessments available as of 16 September 2021. For the purpose of this paper, “stakeholders” mean relevant
EU level bodies, relevant national, regional and local authorities, social partners, civil society organisations,
youth organisations and other relevant stakeholders, as per the RRF Regulation. The paper also provides an
overview of opinions and actions by EU bodies and organisations relating to the RRF and the RRPs, together
with additional views by some public organisations and bodies. See specific EGOV paper on how the
governance and the monitoring of the RRPs is being organised at national level.
On 2 June 2021, the Commission called Member States in its Communication on the European Semester “to
ensure that the RRPs are fully implemented in a timely manner and in thorough dialogue with social partners,
civil society and other stakeholders.”
On 10 June 2021, the EP stated the following it its RRP scrutiny resolution: “Recalls that Article 152 TFEU
establishes that the Union recognises and promotes the role of the social partners at its level and must respect
their autonomy; underlines that adequate involvement of national stakeholders, such as the national
parliaments, local and regional authorities, social partners, NGOs and civil society, in the preparation and
implementation of the recovery and resilience plans is decisive in the success of the national plans and of the RRF
as a whole, so as to enhance national ownership of the plans, ensure the fast, transparent, effective and
qualitative absorption of the funds, increase transparency, and prevent overlapping, gap and double funding;
echoes the concerns raised by the Committee of the Regions and other stakeholders and deplores the fact that
many Member States have not or only inadequately involved regional and local authorities in the drafting process
of the plans, as well as the lack of transparency of these processes despite relying on them to channel a large
portion of the RRF’s funds; further deplores the fact that in some instances not even national parliaments were
adequately involved or informed; encourages the Commission to set up a structured dialogue with regional and
local authorities and to have a dedicated dialogue with European social partners;”.

Summary of the Commission assessments
This sections summarises the Commission’s assessments of stakeholder involvement in the preparation and
implementation of the plans (for more details, see the Annex to this briefing).
During the preparatory stage
During preparation of their RRPs, all Member States undertook a public consultation, at least to some extent.
However, according to the Commission assessments, the intensity and breath of such consultation varied.
The Commission notes that many RRPs (e.g. Austria, Belgium, Czechia, Germany, France, Cyprus, Italy, Latvia,
Lithuania, Malta, Portugal, Greece, Croatia, Slovakia) report about a rather extensive consultation process
covering local and regional authorities, industry, NGOs, social partners and other economic associations. For
instance, Cyprus mentions explicitly that the Cypriot Economy and Competitiveness Council, equivalent to
a national productivity board, has been consulted. Some (e.g. Spain) did not carry out a public consultation
on the plan as a whole, but opted instead for targeted consultations that focused on certain measures or
policies.
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In several instances, the Commission documents also point to specific proposals from stakeholders being
reflected in the RRPs. That is the case, notably, of Czechia 1, Germany 2, Cyprus 3, Austria 4, Portugal 5 or
Slovakia 6. Latvia published, alongside its RRP, the suggestions from partners, and included some in the plan.
While most Member States held consultations at the end of 2020 and in the first quarter of 2021, Slovakia
started in summer 2020. It published the National Integrated Reform Plan in October, which served as an
analytical basis for the RRP. In Greece, a draft plan was published in November 2020 and was made open for
stakeholders’ feedback. In the Danish case, the plan was built on the work of the so-called “restart teams”
and climate partnerships 7. In Portugal, a public consultation was conducted in July 2020 on the “Strategic
vision for Portugal’s Economic Recovery Plan 2020-2030”. Some Member States (e.g. Czechia, Ireland,
Slovakia) stressed that the consultation was rather brief and/or was heavily affected by the second wave of
COVID-19 pandemic and largely organised online (virtual meetings or written comments).
Despite these wide consultations, echoes remain in Commission assessments to some stakeholders
considering insufficient their degree of involvement. That is the case, for instance, of Czechia, where the
Commission Staff Working Document (SWD) 8 signals that “Social partners, local governments representatives
and NGOs claim they could be even more consulted on the preparation of the RRP.”, or of Lithuania, where SWD
notes “The views of the social partners were particularly reflected in the elaboration of the measures in the
component on digital transition. The national stakeholders, including social partners, have nonetheless raised
concerns about their limited involvement in the preparation of the plan.”.
Envisaged role of stakeholders during the implementation stage
Several Member States (e.g. Belgium, Cyprus, Greece) made a general commitment to continue to reach out
to social partners and civil society during the implementation phase of the plan. Others (e.g. Czechia, France,
Italy, Portugal) referred to a specific committee/body that will be responsible, among others, for monitoring
and supervising the achievement of progress, i.e. meeting the milestones and targets of the individual
components, for publicity activities, and for assessing the reports on the implementation. Latvia mention
that stakeholders’ engagement in the implementation is planned to be established through the
management and control system used for the implementation of the Cohesion policy support, where
stakeholders’ representatives form an integral part of the EU funds Monitoring Committee. In Malta, the
consultation of stakeholders during the implementation stage will be carried out broadly in line with the
consultation framework adopted for the European Semester, steered by the Ministry responsible for the
management of EU funds, in close collaboration with the Ministry for Finance and Employment. Slovenia
mentioned that a more detailed consultation with social partners or relevant stakeholders are envisaged for
key reforms (e.g. pension system, health system, flexible forms of work, public sector pay system, renewable
energy sources) before the adoption of the relevant legislation.
Some Member States (e.g. Denmark, Ireland, Croatia, Luxembourg, and Austria) did not provide any
information on how stakeholders would be involved or consulted during the implementation stage.

1

See page 27 of the Commission Staff Working Document (SWD).
See page 26 of the Commission SWD.
3
See page 31 of the Commission SWD.
4
See page 27 of the Commission SWD.
5
See page 40 of the Commission SWD.
6
See page 27 of the Commission SWD.
7
See page 21 of the Commission SWD.
8
See page 27 of the Commission SWD.
2
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Some references to the role of national parliaments and regional authorities
In accordance with the Commission’s assessments, some Member States provided information on the
involvement of the national parliament during the adoption and/or implementation stage. Belgium makes
explicit references to the exchange of views with regional parliaments. Greece submitted a summary of the
updated draft plan for discussion in the Parliament a few weeks prior to the official submission; it is also
foreseen that the plan will be introduced before the Parliament to be debated and put into law, after the
adoption of the Council Implementing Decision. In Italy, the Parliament issued an opinion on the
Government strategic guidelines for the drafting of the Plan and acknowledged that the government took
into account the indications provided by the Chambers and endorsed the transmission of the plan to the
Commission. In Croatia, after adoption by government, the summary of the plan was posted on the
government’s website and discussed in parliament. In Spain, the Government will report quarterly on the
progress of the Recovery, Transformation and Resilience Plan to the Joint Parliamentary Committee for the
EU. In Germany, the States (Länder) were involved at an early stage and in numerous steps in the elaboration
of the RRP through the conferences of Ministers and through the upper chamber of Parliament, the
Bundesrat, and their positions were considered in the final elaboration of the plan. The lower chamber of
Parliament, the Bundestag, was regularly informed about the status of preparation and the content of the
plan. In Luxembourg, the draft plan was presented to the parliamentary Finance and Budget Committee,
whose feedback has informed the finalisation of the plan; following its adoption by the Government, the
plan has been presented to the parliamentary committees concerned, as well as to the plenary. In Cyprus
the Parliament has been regularly informed about the content of the plan. In Denmark stakeholders’
proposals were fed into government initiatives that were then the subject of political agreement in the
Danish Parliament.
Some Member State, notably those with a federal structure, stressed the importance of the consultation at
state/regional level (e.g. Germany, Belgium, Spain), as well as coordination with the states during the
implementation phase.

Some views expressed at EU level
The European Economic and Social Committee
The European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) adopted a resolution on 9 June 2021 putting forward
its contribution to the 2022 Commission’s work programme. The EESC noted with regret that national
administrations have only slightly involved organised civil society in drawing up their RRPs. The EESC
repeated its call (made in a previous resolution of 25 February 2021) to the Commission for these
shortcomings to be corrected in the RRP implementation and evaluation phases of the RRPs by establishing
more formal procedures that facilitate meaningful exchanges. The resolution mentioned the EESC would
expect the Commission to recognise in next year's work programme the key role of business, workers and
civil society organisations in the implementation of the national RRPs, their review process and their
monitoring. In doing so, EESC assumes that the 20 principles of the European Pillar of Social Rights guiding
EU social policy will also be at the centre of the recovery strategy to ensure that the digital and green
transitions are just and fair. The EESC resolution also “calls for the establishment of binding conditionality for
such [with the civil society] consultation, as involvement varies between countries and regions, also as regards
other instruments under the Multiannual Financial Framework, on the basis of minimum standards defined at EU
level”.
On 10 September, the EESC held a hearing with experts from organised civil society and academia, as well
as decision-makers to discuss the “reform of the EU budgetary rules applicable in the Member States in order to
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ensure a sustainable post-COVID-19 recovery and to secure the public investments required for the green and
digital transition”.

The Committee of the Regions
On 14 October 2020, the Committee of the Regions (CoR)9 adopted an opinion where it cautions that the
European Semester as a governance mechanism for the RRF remains a centralised and top-down exercise,
not appropriate for a tool that is supposed to strengthen economic, social and regional cohesion. The CoR
called for a code of conduct to involve local and regional authorities (LRAs) in the European Semester to
ensure it becomes more transparent, inclusive and democratic. The CoR also stressed the role that the Next
Generation EU and the RRF must play for the green transition and asked for at least 40% earmarking of
spending on climate action, whilst opposing transferring resources of Structural and Investment Funds to
the RRF.
In July 2021 the CoR presented an updated study also focusing on the involvement of LRAs in the
preparation and implementation of RRPs 10.
The study found that “There are gaps in preparation and intervention of the plans (...) The lack of LRA
involvement means the territorial dimension is only partially addressed in NRRPs and there is
miscoordination with Cohesion Policy”. The study also found that lack of LRA involvement could lead to
negative consequences: “Firstly, the NRRPs could be less efficient and impactful since LRAs are crucial to
delivering investments and services as well as implementing reforms. Secondly, potential synergies with
Cohesion Policy funds may not be exploited, and RRF investments might overlap and even displace
Cohesion Policy interventions. LRAs were less involved due to specific attitudes of central government
rather than national constitutions. The European Semester process also does not facilitate the inclusion of
LRAs”.
The study thus recommends that “In the near term (i.e. the next 6 months), the EC should enhance the
involvement of LRAs by focusing NRRP analysis specifically on stakeholder consultations and future
governance (...) The CoR and European LRA associations such as CEMR, CPMR and Eurocities should support
regions and municipalities, and their national associations in approaching their central authority by
disseminating information and increasing awareness. In the medium term (i.e. the next 18 months), the EC
should enhance monitoring and reporting for NRRPs (and the engagement of LRAs), empowering regions
and municipalities with tailored capacity building”.

Views by some public organisations and bodies
This section highlights some views and assessments by other EU organisations and bodies on the
preparation and the implementation of the RRPs. Notably, one may note that 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

9

10

The Committee of the Regions is the interface between the European Union and its local and regional governments. In the current crisis, the
CoR is working to assist, inform, engage and represent regions and cities by sharing news and information through the Covid-19 Exchange
Platform.
The study covers eight RRPs submitted to the EU by the end of May 2021 (Belgium, Croatia, France, Germany, Italy, Poland, Romania and Spain).
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bodies, such as national fiscal boards and national productivity boards, in the decision process leading to
the adoption/submission of the Recovery and Resilience Plans.

The Network of EU Independent Fiscal Institutions
In its June 2021 European Fiscal Monitor, the Network of EU Independent Financial Institutions 11 addressed
RRPs and assessed the involvement of national independent fiscal institutions in the process leading to their
adoption. The Report 12 notes, in particular, that “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. ” The Report also signals that “Only 7 out of 32 national
IFIs 13 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 RRPs 14, 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 IFIs 15
have raised concerns about the content, lack of information about the projected reforms, and the
implementation and prioritisation of the national RRPs”.

National Productivity Boards
A European Commission staff document published in September 2021 outlined the missed opportunity for
most Member States to involve National Productivity Boards 16 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.”

Public portals with assessments of the Recovery and Resilience Facility
This section provides a lists of various EU and national organisations that are monitoring RRPs
implementation, either from a country-specific or a policy-specific perspective.

11

12

13
14
15
16

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.
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).
“BE FPB, CZ, EE, FI EPC, EL HFC, LV, SI IMAD.”
“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. “
“CZ, ES, EL HFC, IT, LV, NL CPB, PT, SK. “
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.
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 CEPS: Recovery and Resilience Facility Monitor
This RRF monitor project of the Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) follows the process of approval
and implementation of the EU's Recovery and Resilience Facility. The key focus of the project is on the
economic and fiscal implications and stability of the RRF.
 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. Bruegel plans to update its dataset with remaining countries and perform an analysis, including
a comparison of proposed reforms, also in light of the country-specific recommendations (CSRs) made in
the context of the European Semester.
 European Policy Centre: Project on Recovery and Resilience Plans: enablers of the twin
transformations?
This project aims at analysing national RRPs and the extent to which they effectively contribute to the green
and digital transition while assuring social, economic, and territorial cohesion. Going beyond the analysis of
the texts, the project will dig deeper and explore the national political contexts in which the RRPs are
discussed and created. The project will compare the different national RRPs and present an overarching
assessment at the EU level to highlight differences, analyse the overall coherence of the plans, and identify
potential conflicts.
 The Green Recovery Tracker - Wuppertal Institute and E3G - Third Generation Environmentalism
The Green Recovery Tracker assesses the contribution of EU member states’ national recovery plans to the
green transition. The assessment is based on a quantitative and qualitative analysis conducted in
partnership with local experts.
 CEE Bankwatch Network RRF monitoring
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.
 Business Europe Reform Barometer 2021 - Ensuring national recovery and resilience plans deliver
investment and reform
Given the exceptional year we have had, this year the Reform Barometer draws on the member federations
from across the EU to provide an assessment of the RRPs), it also includes links to detailed assessments by
national member federations.
 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 necessary
transformation of society as part of our work engaging with the Recovery and Resilience Facility. Using the
RITC, ZOE Institute has assessed 13* Member States’ RRPs and the potentials and risks of the investments
and reforms within using criteria for natural world, a just transition and systemic change.
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ANNEX: Consultation of the stakeholders (extracts from Council and Commission documents) 17
Member State

Belgium
Council
Implementing
Decision
(6.07.2021)
Annex (6.07.2021)
Commission Staff
Working
Document
(23.06.2021)

COUNCIL IMPLEMENTING DECISION
on the approval of the assessment of the recovery and
resilience plan
(49) The plan describes that Belgium has consulted a wide range of stakeholders
in the plan’s adoption process to increase national ownership of the plan. At the
federal level, a large number of stakeholders were consulted, including social
partners, civil society and the Institute for the Equality of Women and Men. The
federal government set up an advisory committee, consisting of the Central
Economic Council and the Federal Council for Sustainable Development, bringing
together social partners and civil society (environmental organisations,
organisation for development cooperation, consumer organisation, youth
organisations and academia) that provided advice at different stages in the plan’s
preparation process. Moreover, the Institute for the Equality of Women and Men
was consulted to assess the impact of the plan on gender equality and formulate
recommendations. Regional and community governments consulted social
partners on their respective reform and investment projects, and also exchanged
with regional parliaments.
(50) Belgium will continue to engage with social partners and civil society during
the implementation of the RRP. To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is
crucial to involve all regional and local authorities and stakeholders concerned,
including social partners, throughout the implementation of the investments and
reforms included in the RRP.

17

COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT
Analysis of the recovery and resilience plan

As outlined in the plan, Belgium has consulted a wide range of stakeholders in the plan’s
adoption process to increase national ownership of the plan. The different Belgian entities
have defined autonomously and with due regard to their competences, the arrangements
for involving a wide range of stakeholders including social partners, civil society and other
stakeholders in the design of the measures under their responsibility.
At the federal level, many stakeholders were consulted, including social partners, civil
society and the gender equality body. The federal government set up an advisory
committee, consisting of the Central Economic Council (with the support sometimes of the
National Labour Council) and the Federal Council for Sustainable Development, bringing
together social partners and civil society (environmental organisations, organisation for
development cooperation, consumer organisation, youth organisations and the scientific
world) that provided advice at different stages in the plan’s preparation process. Moreover,
the Institute for the Equality of Women and Men was consulted to assess the impact of the
plan on gender equality and formulate recommendations.
Regional and community governments consulted social partners on their respective reform
and investment projects, and also exchanged with regional parliaments. The Flemish
government consulted the Flemish social partners organised in the Social and Economic
Council of Flanders (SERV) and exchanged with the Flemish Parliament on the Plan. In the
context of a presentation on the overall Flemish recovery plan, the Flemish government
also answered stakeholders’ questions on projects intended to be financed by the Recovery
and Resilience Facility. The Walloon government requested the opinion of the Economic,
Social and Environmental Council of Wallonia, which brings together representatives of
employers’, trade unions and environmental organisations. The Walloon government also

As of 16 September 2021, the following Member States’ assessments have not been issued yet: Bulgaria, Estonia, Hungary, the Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Finland and Sweden.
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addressed questions from the Parliament of Wallonia on the process and substance of the
plan. In the Brussels-Capital Region, the consultation process with social partners
(Brupartners) was organised around the elaboration of the GO4Brussels 2030 Strategy, and
its adaptation to take into account the measures for Brussels that were integrated in the
plan. The French Community government also consulted stakeholders notably in the
education field and exchanged with the entity’s parliament The German-speaking
Community government consulted social partners (Economic and Social Council of the
German-speaking Community), as well as other relevant stakeholders and exchanged with
the Parliament, in the course of committee and plenary hearings. Belgium is committed to
continue to reach out to social partners and civil society during the implementation phase
of the plan.

Czechia
Council
Implementing
Decision
(31.08.2021)

(46) The Czech authorities have conducted a consultation process prior to the
submission of the RRP, in accordance with the national legal framework, mainly
through a tripartite forum with the representatives of social partners. The RRP also
underwent a standard inter-ministerial consultation and a parliamentary debate.
To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all local
authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social partners, throughout the
implementation of the investments and reforms included in the RRP.

Annex
(31.08.2021)
(corrigendum)
Commission Staff
Working
Document
(19.07.2021)
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The Czech authorities engaged in a wide range of consultation activities in the preparatory
phase of the RRP. The consultation was heavily affected by the second wave of COVID-19
pandemic and largely organised online (virtual meetings or written comments). The
Ministry of Industry and Trade organised a set of round tables in November and December
2020 on the different pillars of the plan, involving the social partners and local government
representatives. The draft RRP was also discussed in the Government Council for
Sustainable Development or the Science, Research and Innovation Council. The Czech RRP
was subject to a formal consultation in April 2021, allowing for comments and suggestions
by a variety of relevant stakeholders, including the social partners. Several debates for the
general public were also organised. Social partners, local government representatives and
NGOs claim they could be even more consulted on the preparation of the RRP. Most
comments in the consultation process were related to digitalisation, support to the cultural
sectors, revitalisation of brownfields, cycling infrastructure or climate protection measures.
Several comments from the public and stakeholders have been incorporated into the plan’s
measures during its preparatory phase. This included for instance increasing the allocations
for measures supporting digital transformation of enterprises or cultural sectors and
strengthening the gender equality dimension in some components of the Plan, following
the comments of the Human Rights Envoy. During the implementation of the RRP, an active
consultation and involvement of social partners and key stakeholders will be ensured
through their membership in the Committee of the RRP, which was set up as a platform,
created primarily for the cooperation of all relevant actors involved in the implementation
of the plan. The Committee will be responsible among others for monitoring and
supervising the achievement of progress, i.e. meeting the milestones and targets of the
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individual components, for publicity activities, for assessing the reports on the
implementation. All members of the Committee shall be involved in building and
developing partnerships, communication platforms and cooperation with other
stakeholders important for the implementation of the RRP.

Denmark
Council
Implementing
Decision
(6.07.2021)
Annex (6.07.2021)
Commission Staff
Working
Document
(17.06.2021)

Germany
Council
Implementing
Decision
(6.07.2021)

(50) In accordance with the national legal framework, the preparatory stages of
Denmark’s RRP were marked by a substantial degree of consultation of social
partners and business organisations. Stakeholders were consulted in the context
of national ‘restart teams’ and ‘climate partnerships’ during the preparation of the
RRP. Initiatives from the restart teams and climate partnerships fed into
government initiatives that were subsequently agreed in the Danish Parliament.
(51) The fact that measures to be funded under Regulation (EU) 2021/241 were
included in the national budget and in several broad political agreements, in
particular the green tax reform and the sustainable road transport measures,
implied substantial visibility among the politically interested general public. The
RRP indicates a clear commitment by Denmark to adhere to the obligations on
communication, as laid down in that Regulation.
(52) To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all local
authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social partners, throughout the
implementation of the investments and reforms included in the RRP. Member
States should ensure that financing under the Facility is communicated and
acknowledged through a funding statement.

(45) Based on the summary of the consultation process provided by Germany,
relevant stakeholders have been consulted in the preparation phase of the RRP
and their opinions have been duly considered. Within the scope of their
responsibilities, the Länder have been involved at an early stage and in numerous
steps in the elaboration of the RRP. Their positions, in particular regarding the
governance structure during the implementation phase, are reflected in the RRP.
The Federal Parliament has been regularly informed about the content of the RRP.
The views of the social partners and of environmental organisations are
particularly reflected in the selection of the measures in the RRP. Following the
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The plan builds on the input from eight ‘restart teams’ form the business sector, with
participation from the social partners. The teams investigated possible initiatives, with a
special emphasis on strengthening Danish trading opportunities, and regularly reported to
the government on their conclusions. The plan has also benefitted from recommendations
from the 13 climate partnerships with business and industry. The partnerships were tasked
with identifying and developing new green solutions, which would both reduce business
and industry emissions and strengthen companies’ green competitiveness. (...)
The plan contains information on the consultation processes that have taken place.
Stakeholders were consulted at several stages. Most of the consultation processes took
place prior to the drafting of the plan and in the context of the national ‘restart teams’ and
climate partnerships. Their initiatives were fed into government initiatives that were then
the subject of political agreement in the Danish Parliament. During the drafting of the
recovery and the resilience plan, the Danish authorities consulted individual stakeholders
and social partners directly and participated in an event with stakeholders and social
partners that was organised with the help of the local Commission Representation. The
Commission considers that the Danish authorities have fulfilled relevant obligations
stemming from the RRF Regulation.

Relevant stakeholders were involved in the preparation of the plan and their opinions were
considered. Within the scope of their responsibilities, the Federal States (Länder) were
involved at an early stage and in numerous steps in the elaboration of the recovery and
resilience plan through the conferences of Ministers and through the upper chamber of
Parliament, the Bundesrat, and their positions were considered in the final elaboration of
the plan. The lower chamber of Parliament, the Bundestag, was regularly informed about
the status of preparation and the content of the plan; questions of Members of Parliament
were addressed. Social partners, social stakeholders, environmental organisations, youth
organisations, industry representatives and the national productivity board were all
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consultation, part of the initially planned reforms and investments have been
adapted or removed from the RRP. Social stakeholders, industry and business
representatives, civil society and the National Productivity Board have also been
consulted. For the cross-border and multi-country projects in the RRP, Germany
worked closely with other Member States participating in those projects.
(46) An ongoing process of coordination with the Länder, including the
municipalities, is expected to take place also during the implementation phase of
the RRP. At the request of the Länder, the governance structure provides for
regular coordination meetings between the Länder and the federal line ministries
responsible for reforms and investments that directly affect the responsibilities of
the Länder in a federal context. The Länder should also be involved closely and in
a timely manner in the reporting on the implementation progress. To ensure
ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all local authorities and
stakeholders concerned, including social partners, throughout the
implementation of the investments and reforms included in the RRP.

(59) A public consultation allowed interested parties to make submissions as to
which investments and reforms should be prioritised, and to indicate the countryspecific recommendations they considered most relevant. The government
received over 110 written stakeholder submissions, including from regional
representatives, political parties, business associations, trade unions, youth
organisations, environmental organisations, academia, and other civil society
stakeholders, as well as from members of the public. The submissions were
summarised and shared with relevant government departments as part of the
RRP’s development.
(60) At the stage of implementation of the investments and reforms included in
the RRP, the government intends to continue stakeholder involvement and
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involved in the preparation of the plan. Their views were taken into consideration and
reflected in the structure of the plan. The views of the social partners were particularly
reflected in the elaboration of the measures in component 4.1 Strengthening social
inclusion and the continuing education and training networks (2.2.2) in component 2.2
Digitalisation of the economy. The critical evaluation by environmental organisations of
some measures in the draft plan led to the exclusion of investments that were deemed
problematic regarding climate protection. Germany worked closely with other Member
States on the institutional and technical aspects of the cross-border projects included in the
plan. It will be important to involve stakeholders also during the implementation of the
plan, in particular for promoting and monitoring SME participation.
An ongoing process of coordination with the Länder is planned also for the implementation
phase. In the federal context, the Länder will be crucial players in the implementation of the
plan, in particular regarding investments in the digitalisation of education and healthcare,
apprenticeship support and reforms and investments to modernise public administration
and to reduce barriers to investment. Close technical cooperation and coordination
between the Länder and the federal Ministries responsible for these measures is
indispensable to take appropriate account of regional structures during the
implementation phase and is provided for in the plan through regular coordination
meetings, as requested by the Länder, organised by the coordination unit. The Länder are
expected to be involved closely and in a timely manner in the reporting on the
implementation progress.

The consultation process was relatively brief. In February 2021 the Department of the
Taoiseach opened a public consultation website setting out process and parameters for the
recovery and resilience plan, and requested stakeholder input on two questions: What areas
should Ireland prioritise for investments and reforms for inclusion in the plan?’ and What
Country Specific Recommendations received by Ireland in 2019 and 2020 are considered
the most relevant for reflection upon in Ireland’s National Recovery and Resilience Plan?’
Stakeholders could provide their contribution during a 20-day period, and the government
received over 110 written submissions, including from regional representatives, political
parties, business associations, trade unions, youth organisations, environmental
organisations, academia, other civil society stakeholders, and members of the public. The
submissions were summarised and shared with relevant government Departments as part
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consultation. To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all
local authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social partners,
throughout the implementation of the investments and reforms included in the
RRP.

of the plan development. A summary of the public consultation process and how this
consultation has been reflected in the plan is included in the plan itself.

(52) The RRP includes a dedicated section describing the consultation process,
which took place ahead of the submission of the RRP to the Commission. The RRP
also lists the stakeholders who were consulted between July 2020 and April 2021
and provided input for its preparation, including representatives of local and
regional authorities, industry and other economic associations, NGOs and key
social partners. The RRP also cites examples of recommendations of reforms and
investments that were taken on board for its preparation. To ensure ownership by
the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all local authorities and stakeholders
concerned, including social partners, throughout the implementation of the
investments and reforms included in the RRP.

Greece carried out a consultation process before submitting their Recovery and Resilience
Plan. In line with the principle of good governance, Greece carried out a stakeholder
consultation after the submission of the draft plan to the Commission in November 2020,
and posted it on the Ministry of Finance’s website. The authorities received contributions
and opinions on the reforms and investment from the local and regional authorities,
industry, NGOs, social partners, Economic and Social Committee of Greece and other
economic associations, totalling 24 bodies. A summary of the public consultation was
published following the input collected in the consultation process and the comments
received from the European Commission, the plan was redrafted and endorsed by the
Council of Ministers at the end of March 2021. Then, it was presented to the public by the
Prime Minister and a presentation was posted on the dedicated webpage. Greece then
submitted a summary of the updated draft plan for discussion in the Parliament a few weeks
prior to the official submission. It is foreseen that the plan will be introduced before the
Parliament to be debated and put into law, after the adoption of the Council Implementing
Decision. Additional consultation with key stakeholders is foreseen, with a view to further
engaging them in the implementation phase. At the same time, a series of public events are
being planned to increase ownership of the Plan.

(56) As required by Article 18(4), point (q), of Regulation (EU) 2021/241, the RRP of
Spain includes a summary of the consultation process carried out for its
preparation and implementation. In the preparation of the RRP, Spain carried out
targeted consultations with social partners, stakeholders and advisory councils.
Spain also made use of calls for expressions of interest to approach businesses for
the design of investments. Through these calls, the authorities collected a wide
range of proposals that should serve as the basis of the strategic projects to be
supported by the RRP

Several targeted consultations for the preparation of the plan have taken place in Spain.
Spain has not carried out a public consultation on the plan as a whole. Instead, it has opted
for targeted consultations that focused on certain measures or policies. Several
consultations have gathered input on specific measures from social partners and
stakeholders, including potential beneficiaries of the plan. With regards to involving the
Parliament, Article 22 of Royal Decree-Law 36/2020 of 30 December on the implementation
of the Recovery, Transformation and Resilience Plan, provides that the Government shall
report quarterly on the progress of the Recovery, Transformation and Resilience Plan to the
Joint Parliamentary Committee for the European Union. Two hearings were held with that
Committee on 29 January and 25 February 2021, with the aim of providing information on
the plan and of providing a space for discussion with the other parliamentary groups. A
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((57) To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all regional
and local authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social partners,
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throughout the implementation of the investments and reforms included in the
RRP. Ensuring broader ownership for the implementation of the RRP would
contribute to enhancing its effectiveness and expected long-lasting impact.
Regulation (EU) 2021/241 recognises that regions and local authorities are
important partners for the implementation of reforms and investments. For the
implementation of the RRP, Spain has set up a new Sectoral Conference for the
Recovery, Transformation and Resilience to coordinate regions, local entities and
the central government. In addition, existing sectoral conferences in various
policy areas should support the implementation as regards specific measures
within their area of competence. The RRP highlights that social partners will be
consulted in the final design of a number of relevant measures announced in the
RRP, such as the labour market and pension system reforms.

summary of the plan was presented by the Prime Minister and debated in Parliament on 14
April 2021.
Ownership of the plan by regions will be key for effective delivery, since they play a key role
in the design and implementation of many policies and investments. The Regulation
recognises regional and local authorities as key partners to implement reforms and
investments. In this regard, sectoral conferences are the mechanism where representatives
of central and regional governments competent for a given area meet to cooperate. The
new sectoral conference for the Recovery and Resilience Facility has met for its set-up (21
January), and to have the plan to be submitted to the Commission presented to it (19 April).
The RRP submitted on 30 April explains that sectoral conferences responsible for individual
sectors have discussed several specific measures of the plan. A more active involvement of
the regions could facilitate an effective implementation of reforms and investments. When
it comes to the more than 8 000 local authorities, they have been included in the dialogue
through their representative body, the Spanish Federation of Municipalities and Provinces.
This Federation participates in the Sectoral Conference of the Recovery, Transformation and
Resilience Plan. The specific input of local authorities for measures on mobility was sought
in ad hoc meetings and through three specific calls for expressions of interest.
Social partners and other stakeholders, including individual companies and experts, have
given views on specific measures. A dedicated Dialogue Table for the RRP was set up to
serve as a forum for the government and social partners to meet to consult and monitor.
Furthermore, a number of legislative reforms envisaged as part of Component 23 (Labour
Market) of the plan are subject to the social dialogue process and the description of their
detail has been left open to preserve that process. As regards the consultation of business
on investments to be made, Spain has used calls for expressions of interest. Various
Ministries have made at least nineteen calls for expressions of interest with a common and
coordinated pattern. Calls have enabled economic actors to identify transformative
projects. The different Ministries have collected a wide range of proposals that will serve as
basis for strategic projects to be supported by the plan. Since the calls are addressed to
potential beneficiaries, it is important that competition is not distorted in the subsequent
calls for grants that may follow the specific projects to be defined. Finally, several fora of
experts and advisory councils have provided input too.
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(51) The consultation process was coordinated by the Ministry of Economy and
Finance and involved relevant stakeholders, including employers' organisations,
trade unions, enterprises, economists, non-governmental organisations and think
tanks. The French Parliament contributed to the design of the RRP, while regional
and local authorities were consulted through specific committees. Social partners
were consulted on the RRP on four occasions, through the Conseil économique,
social et environnemental (CESE). To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is
crucial to involve all local authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social
partners, throughout the implementation of the investments and reforms
included in the RRP.

The “France Relance” plan, which includes the investments part of the recovery and
resilience plan, has been subject to several consultations. The consultation process, driven
by the Ministry of Economy, targeted associations representing employers and unions,
professional associations and companies for the measures related to businesses and
employment; economists and institutions for the cohesion and balance of the plan; and
non-governmental organisations and think tanks for the measures related to climate
change. Regional and local authorities were involved in the preparation of the plan, to
ensure coherence with cohesion funds and raise the needs of territories, closer to the
economic and social realities on the ground. The Economic, Social and Environmental
Council was also consulted several times. A National Monitoring Committee on the
Recovery Plan, chaired by the Prime Minister and composed of representatives of local and
regional authorities, heads of public institutions, economists, members of Parliament,
senators, members of the European Parliament and social partners, is responsible for
ensuring that the timetable for undertaking the measures is properly implemented and
maintained. A second meeting of the Committee on 8 February 2021 provided an initial 27
review of the implementation of “France Relance” six months after its adoption. To ensure
ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all local authorities and stakeholders
concerned, including social partners, throughout the implementation of the investments
and reforms included in the plan.

(52) Croatia carried out a consultation process before submitting its RRP and
carried out a stakeholder public consultation after the submission of the draft RRP
to the Commission in December 2020. Between January and May 2021, the
authorities held more than 15 thematic meetings with different stakeholders
where they presented the RRP opportunities for Croatia in specific areas, its
structure, criteria, process and complementarities with other Union funds. The
summary of the RRP was published and presented to the media ahead of the
adoption on 1 April 2021. After the adoption by the Government, the summary of
the RRP was posted on the Government’s website and discussed in the Parliament
on 14 April 2021.

According to the recovery and resilience plan, Croatia carried out a consultation process
before submitting its plan. Croatia carried out a stakeholder public consultation after the
submission of a first draft plan to the Commission in December 2020. Between January and
May 2021, the authorities held more than 15 thematic meetings with different 26
stakeholders where they presented the recovery and resilience plan opportunities for
Croatia in specific areas, its structure, criteria, process and complementarities with other EU
funds. During the consultation process, private sector representatives pointed to the
general financing needs during the Covid 19 crisis and urged the authorities to direct
special support to the SMEs and start-ups. The summary of the plan was published and
presented to the media ahead of its adoption by government on 1 April 2021. After
adoption by government, the summary of the plan was posted on the government’s
website and discussed in parliament on 14 April 2021. Croatia’s recovery and resilience plan
does not outline the authorities’ plans on how to include the stakeholders in the
implementation of the plan. To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to
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(53) Croatia’s RRP does not outline the authorities’ plans on how to include the
stakeholders in the implementation of the RRP. To ensure ownership by the
relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all regional and local authorities and other
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stakeholders concerned, including social partners and civil society in the
monitoring of the territorial allocation of resources throughout the
implementation of the investments and reforms included in the RRP

involve all local authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social partners,
throughout the implementation of the investments and reforms included in the plan.

(53) The RRP went through a process of consultation and interaction with a variety
of stakeholders, including regional and local authorities, civil society
organisations, social partners and academics and policy experts. Following the
opinion of the Italian Parliame nt on the strategic guidelines proposed by the
government for the drafting of the RRP, a first version was approved by the
Council of Ministers on 12 January 2021. After the change of government in
February 2021, the examination of the draft RRP and the consultations with
relevant stakeholders continued. The Chamber of Deputies and the Senate held a
series of hearings involving a variety of stakeholders such as regional and local
authorities, social partners, civil society organisations and institutional bodies and
approved ad hoc reports thereon, together with resolutions steering the
finalisation of the RRP on that basis. Furthermore, the Government itself held a
dialogue with regional and local authorities within the framework of the StateRegions Conference. As a result of this process, the revised RRP was presented to
Parliament, which endorsed its transmission to the Commission.

The development of the Plan included the consultation of a variety of stakeholders, which
are set to be involved also in the implementation phase. The Plan went through a process
of consultation and interaction with a variety of stakeholders, including regional and local
authorities, civil society organizations, social partners and academics and policy experts.
Following the opinion of the Italian Parliament on the strategic guidelines proposed by the
government for the drafting of the Plan, a first version was approved by the Council of
Ministers on 12 January 2021. After the change of government in February 2021, the
examination of the draft plan and the consultations with relevant stakeholders continued.
The Chamber of Deputies and the Senate held a series of hearings involving a variety of
stakeholders such as regional and local authorities, social partners, civil society
organisations and institutional bodies and approved ad hoc reports thereon, together with
resolutions steering the finalisation of the plan on that basis. Furthermore, the government
itself held a dialogue with regional and local authorities within the framework of the StateRegions Conference. As a result of this process, the revised Plan was presented to
Parliament, which acknowledged that the government took into account the indications
provided by the Chambers and endorsed the transmission to the Commission. With regard
to the consultation process in the implementation phase, the Italian Plan envisages to
continue regular dialogues with the various administrations involved in the
implementation of the plan and with stakeholders. To this effect, the governance model
envisages the creation of a consulting body with the participation of economic and social
partners and other relevant stakeholders, as defined in a legal act adopted by the
government at the end of May 2021 (Decree Law of 31 May 2021, n. 77).

(54) With regard to the consultation process in the implementation phase, the
Italian RRP envisages the continuation of regular dialogues with the various
administrations involved in the implementation of the RRP and with stakeholders.
To this effect, the governance model envisages the creation of a consulting body
with the participation of economic and social partners. To ensure ownership by
the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all local authorities and stakeholders
concerned, including social partners, throughout the implementation of the
investments and reforms included in the RRP

Cyprus
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(52) Based on the summary of the consultation process included in the RRP, all
relevant stakeholders such as social partners, civil society organisations and youth
organisations have been consulted in the preparation phase of the RRP in
accordance with the national legal framework. Within the scope of their
responsibilities, the different ministries, governmental services and local
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Based on the summary of the consultation process included in the plan, all relevant
stakeholders such as social partners, civil society organisations and youth organisations
have been consulted in the preparation phase of the plan in accordance with the national
legal framework. Within the scope of their responsibilities, the different Ministries,
governmental services and local authorities have been involved at an early stage and in
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authorities have been involved at an early stage and in numerous steps in the
elaboration of the RRP. The Parliament has been regularly informed about the
content of the RRP. Furthermore, the Cyprus Economy and Competitiveness
Council, equivalent to a national productivity board, has been consulted.
Following the consultation of all relevant stakeholders, part of the initially planned
reforms and investments have been adapted or removed from the RRP.
(53) A coordination process with all relevant stakeholders, including social
partners and civil society, is also expected to take place for the implementation
phase of the RRP. To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve
all local authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social partners,
throughout the implementation of the investments and reforms included in the
RRP.

(42) A series of thematic public consultations open to civil society organisations,
social partners, local authorities and other stakeholders were organised between
December 2020 and March 2021. Representatives from social partners, business
organisations, local governments and other stakeholders took part in the
discussion on the RRP between the Commission and the Latvian authorities.
Partners' suggestions for the RRP are publicly available and have been published
along with the RRP.
(43) Stakeholders' engagement in the implementation is planned to be
established through the management and control system used for the
implementation of the cohesion policy support, where stakeholders'
representatives form an integral part of the EU funds monitoring committee. To
ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all local authorities
and stakeholders concerned, including social partners, throughout the
implementation of the investments and reforms included in the RRP.
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numerous steps in the elaboration of the plan. The Parliament has been regularly informed
about the content of the plan. Also, the Cypriot Economy and Competitiveness Council,
equivalent to a national productivity board, has been consulted. Specifically, the authorities
ran a consultation with social partners and political parties. They met separately with: • the
employers’ association and the Chamber of Commerce; • the trade unions; • the Youth
Board of Cyprus; • the Cyprus Scientific and Technical Chamber; • the Pancyprian Teachers
Association; • Birdlife Cyprus; • the Federation of Environmental Organisations of Cyprus; •
representatives from all political parties (at a frequent basis). Each counterpart submitted
project proposals for the plan, for consideration by the government. Following the
consultation of all relevant stakeholders, part of the initially planned reforms and
investments have been adapted from the plan. A coordination process with all relevant
stakeholders, including social partners and civil society, is expected to take place also for
the implementation phase of the plan. To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is
crucial to involve all local authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social partners
and civil society, throughout the implementation of the investments and reforms included
in the plan.

The RRP was the subject of various public discussions and debates, which covered the plan’s
main elements. Series of thematic public consultations open to civil society organisations,
social partners, local authorities and other stakeholders have been organised between
December 2020 and March 2021. Representatives from social partners, business
organisations, local governments and other stakeholders have been taking part in the Plan
negotiation process between the Commission and the Latvian authorities. Partners’
suggestions for the draft Plan are publicly available and have been published along with
the draft plan. From 8 February to 9 March 2021, all interested parties had the opportunity
to submit their views and comments by taking part in the public consultation on the draft
plan. Stakeholders’ engagement in the implementation is planned to be established
through the management and control system used for the implementation of the Cohesion
policy support, where stakeholders’ representatives form an integral part of the EU funds
Monitoring Committee.
(...) In addition, the stakeholder consultation process was overall adequate, which can
enhance the ownership of stakeholders, in turn supporting the lasting impact of the
measures. Overall, the RRP has had an adequate stakeholder consultation process,
especially in the final months/weeks ahead of the submission. The government consulted
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various stakeholders, including social partners. Several suggestions have been presented
during a live-streamed Cabinet meeting and some were accepted, and included in the RRP.
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(46) The RRP was subject to a public consultation held in April 2021, in which
citizens and organisations were able to participate. At the early stages of the RRP
development, a number of thematic discussions were organised, involving
employer organisations, trade unions, local authorities and non-governmental
organisations. To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve
all local authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social partners,
throughout the implementation of the investments and reforms included in the
RRP.

Between November 2020 and April 2021, the Ministries responsible for the respective
components of the plan, conducted a number of individual consultations with the social
partners. From 23 February to 1 March 2021, six discussions with the social partners,
including employer organisations, trade unions, local authorities and non-governmental
organisations, were organised, which, among other issues, discussed the reform and
investment priorities for the RRP. The first partial draft of the plan was made public in midApril 2021, allowing citizens and organisations to submit their comments. Around three
quarters of 300 responses received were considered before submitting the final plan to the
Commission. The draft plan was regularly discussed in the Lithuanian Parliament. The
stakeholder involvement was facilitated by a dedicated website under the management of
the Lithuanian Ministry of Finance. The views of the social partners were particularly
reflected in the elaboration of the measures in the component on digital transition. The
national stakeholders, including social partners, have nonetheless raised concerns about
their limited involvement in the preparation of the plan. It will be important to further
strengthen the dialogue with the social partners and civil society during the plan’s
implementation phase, involving them in the reform and investment-related decision
making, monitoring and evaluation processes.

(52) The draft RRP was presented to the parliamentary Finance and Budget
Committee, the feedback of which has informed the finalisation of the RRP.
Following its adoption by the government, the RRP has been presented to the
parliamentary committees concerned, as well as to the plenary. Members of the
Parliament expressed their views at the subsequent debate ahead of the formal
submission. Social partners have been presented the draft RRP, and have shared
their views about the priorities to be reflected in the RRP. Following the adoption
of the RRP by the government, a new presentation to the social partners took
place. To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all local
authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social partners, throughout the
implementation of the investments and reforms included in the RRP

The Government conducted two rounds of presentations of the plan to, and consultations
with, social partners and the Luxembourg Parliament. Specifically, the draft plan has been
presented to the parliamentary Finance and Budget Committee, the feedback of which has
informed the finalisation of the plan. Following its adoption by the Government, the plan
has been presented to the parliamentary committees concerned, as well as to the plenary.
Members of the Parliament expressed their views at the subsequent debate ahead of the
formal submission. Social partners have been presented the draft plan as part of the annual
European Semester process, and shared their views about the priorities to be reflected in
the plan. In their opinion, the plan should promote social inclusion, the creation and
support of quality jobs, and an acceleration of the twin transition, notably by helping
workers having to adapt to the transition. Following the adoption by the Government of
the plan, a new presentation to the social partners took place.

Annex
(20.07.2021)
Commission Staff
Working
Document
(02.07.2021)

Luxembourg
Council
Implementing
Decision
(6.07.2021)
Annex (5.07.2021)
Commission Staff
Working
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Document
(18.06.2021)

Malta
Commission
proposal for a
draft
Council
implementing
decision
(16.9.2021)
Annex
(16.09.2021)
Commission Staff
Working
Document
(16.09.2021)

(45) The Maltese authorities consulted over 145 entities to determine the main
policy objectives for Union funding, including the Recovery and Resilience Facility.
The outcome of the consultations provided insights of stakeholders’ position
about the needs and investment priorities necessary for Malta’s socio-economic
development. The broad parameters of the RRP were discussed with the Malta
Council for Economic and Social Development, which includes representatives of
the main employer bodies, trade unions and civil society. The RRP was presented
to the Parliament prior to submission. (46) Consultations on the implementation
of the RRP in Malta are expected to be carried out broadly in line with the
consultation framework adopted for the European Semester process. Such
consultations are expected to be steered by the Ministry responsible for the
management of EU funds, in close collaboration with the Ministry for Finance and
Employment, and should see the involvement of social partners and civil society.
To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all local
authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social partners, throughout the
implementation of the investments and reforms included in the RRP.
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The Maltese authorities consulted over 145 bodies to determine the main policy objectives
for EU funding, including the RRF. Five committees were established in 2020 to focus on the
main policy objectives under the Common Provisions Regulation and the wider investment
needs of the country. Meetings were held to address various topics, including economic
growth, the digital and green transition, environment, transport, social cohesion, education
and health as well as Gozo’s territorial needs. Stakeholders included government bodies,
urban and other public authorities, civil society, environmental bodies, and bodies
representing social inclusion, fundamental rights, rights of people with disabilities, gender
equality and non-discrimination of young people, among others. The outcomes of such
consultations provided insights into stakeholders’ positions on the needs and investment
priorities necessary for Malta’s socio economic development. They also served as an
important contribution towards identifying reforms and investments for Malta’s recovery
and resilience plan. In 2021, several bilateral meetings were also held with different
stakeholders, including possible beneficiaries, with the focus on the recovery and resilience
plan in particular. The broad outlines of the plan were also discussed with the Malta Council
for Economic and Social Development, which represents the main employer bodies, trade
unions and civil society as well as the government. Consultations on implementation of the
plan in Malta will be carried out broadly in line with the consultation framework adopted
for the European Semester. These will be steered by the Ministry responsible for the
management of EU funds, in close collaboration with the Ministry for Finance and
Employment.
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Austria
Council
Implementing
Decision
(6.07.2021)

(43) Based on the summary of the consultation process provided by Austria, local
and regional authorities, social partners, civil society organisations, youth
organisations and other relevant stakeholders were consulted when preparing
the RRP. The RRP details the scope and size of the 174 contributions received from
148 different entities by 26 February 2021. The RRP also details which of the
measures included in the RRP were supported by stakeholders. To ensure
ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all local authorities and
stakeholders concerned, including social partners, throughout the
implementation of the investments and reforms included in the RRP.

The Austrian recovery and resilience plan reports on a comprehensive consultation process
that took place ahead of the design of the plan. The consultation process included the
Länder, cities, municipalities, social partners, NGOs, youth organisations and other relevant
representatives of civil society. These were invited to submit their project proposals in
advance. Overall, the Austrian government received project proposals amounting to EUR
56 billion and some of these proposals have been taken up in the plan. Some measures
proposed by the Länder and municipalities have been included in the plan, notably
investment support measures and measures in education, both contributing to social and
territorial cohesion. The plan states that the measures related to the labour market
incorporate inputs and suggestions from the social partners. The dedicated subchapter 4.6
‘Consultations carried out’ (Erfolgte Konsultation) suggests that a large part of the measures
included in the plan is supported by one or more of the relevant actors included in the
consultation process.

(57) The RRP has been subject to an ample debate, formal public consultations
and thematic seminars with the presence of members of the government. In
parallel to this public consultation process, the government held a series of
consultations with institutional stakeholders, such as the Economic and Social
Council, the Territorial Coordination Council and the National Health Council. In
reaction to the written contributions received during the second public
consultation, the government introduced a number of changes to the RRP, also
including two new components: Component 4 (Culture) and Component 10 (Sea).
(58) For the implementation of the RRP, Portugal set up a National Monitoring
Commission, made up of representatives of social partners and key civil society
figures, who can make recommendations for the implementation of the RRP.
Furthermore, the implementation of the RRP will also be open to public scrutiny
through the Transparency Portal. To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is
crucial to involve all local authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social
partners, throughout the implementation of the investments and reforms
included in the RRP

Before it was presented to the country’s Parliament, the Portuguese plan was the subject of
various public discussions and debates, which covered the plan’s main elements. In July
2020 a public consultation was conducted on the ‘Strategic Vision for Portugal’s Economic
Recovery Plan 2020-2030’. This consultation fed into the first draft recovery and resilience
plan presented on 15 October 2020. A second draft of the plan was published on 15
February 2021 for a two-week public consultation. Diverse organisations and citizens made
some 1 700 written contributions at that occasion. Several public thematic seminars were
held with members of the government participating. Some changes were introduced as a
result of the consultation on the second draft, most notably two components were added:
on cultural activities (Component 4), and on the sea and the blue economy (Component
10). In parallel to this public consultation process, the Portuguese government launched an
agenda for consultations with a number of relevant stakeholders (including the Economic
and Social Council; the Territorial Coordination Council and the National Health Council).
For the implementation phase, Portugal has set up a National Monitoring Commission,
made up of representatives of social partners and key civil society figures, who will be able
to make recommendations on the implementation of the recovery and resilience plan.

Annex (6.07.2021)
Commission Staff
Working
Document
(21.06.2021)

Portugal
Council
Implementing
Decision
(6.07.2021)
Annex (5.07.2021)
Commission Staff
Working
Document
(16.06.2021)
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Slovenia
Council
Implementing
Decision
(20.07.2021)
Annex
(20.07.2021)

(48) For the preparation of the RRP, Slovenia carried out a consultation with local
and regional authorities, social partners, civil society organisations and other
relevant stakeholders.
(49) For the implementation of the RRP, further consultations with social partners
or relevant stakeholders are envisaged on reforms related to the pension system,
the healthcare system, flexible forms of work, the public-sector pay system, and
renewable energy sources before the adoption of the relevant legislation. To
ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to involve all local authorities
and stakeholders concerned, including social partners, throughout the
implementation of the investments and reforms included in the RRP.

Slovenia carried out a stakeholder consultation with local and regional authorities, social
partners, civil society organisations and other relevant stakeholders before the submission
of the recovery and resilience plan. For the plan implementation, consultations with social
partners or relevant stakeholders are envisaged for key reforms (e.g. pension system, health
system, flexible forms of work, public sector pay system, renewable energy sources) before
the adoption of the relevant legislation.

Commission Staff
Working
Document
(01.07.2021)

Slovakia
Council
Implementing
Decision
(6.07.2021)
Annex (6.07.2021)
Commission Staff
Working
Document
(21.06.2021)

(47) The RRP includes a summary of the consultation process carried out for its
preparation and implementation. The preparations started in summer 2020. The
National Integrated Reform Plan, published in October 2020 and prepared with
stakeholder involvement, provided an analytical basis for the RRP. Since autumn
2020, the preparations reflected upon the consultations of a wider range of
stakeholders and general public. The standardised interministerial consultation
procedure received nearly 2 500 comments. The authorities made efforts to reflect
upon the proposals by the public and stakeholders that often targeted
environmental and climate issues. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, public events
were largely organised online.
(48) For the implementation phase of the RRP, a Government Council for the RRP
is expected to be set up as an advisory body to ensure a structured dialogue with
key stakeholders. To ensure ownership by the relevant actors, it is crucial to
involve all local authorities and stakeholders concerned, including social partners,
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The Slovak authorities engaged in a wide range of consultation activities in the preparation
phase of the recovery and resilience plan. The consultation has been heavily affected by the
second wave of COVID-19 pandemic and the meetings were largely organised online. The
plan’s preparations started in summer 2020, with the elaboration of the National Integrated
Reform Plan (published in October 2020) providing the analytical basis for the Slovak
recovery and resilience plan.
At a later stage, RRP drafts were consulted with a wider range of stakeholders and general
public. The different forms of activities, besides standard inter-ministerial consultation
procedures, included working meetings both at technical and political level, dedicated
debates for the general public, and six thematic round tables involving a wide range of
professional and public stakeholders. In addition, a website (www.planobnovy.sk) and a
dedicated e-mail contact for proposals by the public were made available. The roundtable
discussions brought together representatives of over 100 stakeholders, including
municipalities, social partners, national as well as regional associations, entrepreneurs and
NGOs. The inter-ministerial consultation received nearly 2,500 comments.
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throughout the implementation of the investments and reforms included in the
RRP

Most comments in the consultation process were related to environmental protection,
biodiversity, climate change, and cycling infrastructure. A number of comments from the
public and stakeholders have been incorporated into the plan’s measures during its
preparatory phase. This included for instance a new component on climate change
adaptation, extending the focus on urban cycling, actions in so-called “soft tourism” and
measures addressing the inclusion of the social economy actors.
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IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS

The Recovery and Resilience
Plans: governance at national
level
Based on the Commission assessments of national Recovery and Resilience Plans, this paper provides an overview
of two specific dimensions of such analysis - the governance and control structures set up at national level for
implementation of the national plans. The briefing summarises in an annex the relevant references in the
Commission documents. It also presents, in the introduction, a high level analysis of some related elements of the
national plans, as assessed by the Commission and related reports and initiatives. It also refers to the relevant
legal framework in the Recovery and Resilience Facility Regulation. This paper will be updated once additional
plans are assessed by the Commission.

1. Background and scope
The Recovery and Resilience Facility Regulation (RRF Regulation) requires the Commission to assess whether
Member States’ Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRPs), “are expected to ensure an effective monitoring and
implementation of the recovery and resilience plan, including the envisaged timetable, milestones and targets,
and the related indicators” (article 19 (3) (h)). This requirement is further detailed in Annex V (point 2.8) by
asking the Commission to take into account a number of elements when assessing the adequacy of Member
States governance structures (see below box 1).
Box 1: Implementation structures’ requirements
“Scope
— a structure is tasked within the Member State with: (i) the implementation of the recovery and resilience plan;
(ii) the monitoring of progress on milestones and targets; and (iii) the reporting; and
— the proposed milestones andtargets are clear and realistic andthe proposedindicators for those milestones and targets
are relevant, acceptable and robust; and
— the overall arrangements proposed by the Member States in terms of organisation (including provision to ensure
sufficient staff allocation) of the implementation of the reforms and investments, are credible”.

The Regulation also requires the Commission to evaluate whether, at national level, Member States establish
appropriate control systems to prevent, detect and correct corruption, fraud and conflicts of interests when
using EU funds, including arrangements aimed at avoiding double funding from the Facility and other Union
programmes (article 19 (3) (j) and section 2.10 of Annex V to the RRF Regulation, see box 2).
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Box 2: Control systems’ requirements
“Scope
— the internal control system described in the recovery and resilience plan is based on robust processes and structures,
and identifies clear actors (bodies/entities) and their rolesand responsibilitiesfor the performance ofthe internal control
tasks; it notably ensures appropriate segregation of relevant functions; and
— the control system and other relevant arrangements, including for the collection and making available of data on
final recipients described in the recoveryand resilienceplan,in particular to prevent,detect andcorrect corruption, fraud
and conflicts of interests when using the funds provided under the Facility are adequate; and
— the arrangements described in the recovery and resilience plan to avoid double funding from the Facility and other
Union programmes are adequate; and
— the actors (bodies/entities) responsible for controls have the legal empowerment and administrative capacity to
exercise their foreseen roles and tasks.”

For the purposes of this paper, these two areas are aggregated under the term “governance”.
As of 16 September, the Commission has assessed 19 national plans. The Council approved 18 of such plans;
Malta, the assessment disclosed last (on 16 September) is pending Council discussion and approval. The
Council has not introduced significant amendments to the Commission’s assessments discussed so far. The
Commission gave an A rating to all governance structures set up at national level for implementing the RRPs.
For further details on national RRPs, see specific EGOV briefing.
The table in the annex summarises the available Commission assessments of national governance structures
at national level, as proposed by the Member States in their RRPs, in line with the above provisions. The
sources used are (relevant documents available here):
- The Commission proposals for draft Council implementing decisions (draft CID) and its annexes (referred
to as “annex” in the table; references to recitals in the table below are to the recitals of the respective
Commission draft CID);
- The Commission staff working documents (SWD), containing a more detailed explanation of the
Commission’s assessments.
Both the draft CID and SWD are highly standardised documents, organised along similar headings, but of
different length and granularity. The annexes to some of the draft CID are long and detailed documents (the
one addressing the Italian RRP is more than 500 pages long, whilst the one assessing the German plan has
77 pages). The number of measures Member States put forward may justify the extension of the Commission
analysis (190 measures in the Italian RRP and 40 measures in the German plan).

2. Governance structures in Recovery and Resilience Plans: a few observations
Elements of the Commission assessments
Looking at the Commission assessments of the RRPs (see table in Annex), one may note that:
- Governance and control structures set up at national level vary among the Member States. Ministries of
Finance (notably in Denmark; Germany; Greece; Italy; Latvia; Lithuania; Luxembourg; Austria; Ireland) are
usually overall responsible for the RRP; where the Finance Ministry is not overall responsible, it is responsible
for auditing the Plan (like in Czechia); line ministries are usually also involved in implementing the plans,
notably in assessing milestones and targets;
- The nature and framework of such structures are influenced by the political structure of the Member State
(more or less centralised; federal or unitary, etc.). The assessment of the Belgian plan, for instance, describes
the role and responsibility at various administrative and political levels;
2
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- Member States have either used established governance/control structures or set up new ones. Greece
and Italy are examples of (apparently) fully new governance structures specifically set up for ensuring proper
implementation and monitoring of the RRP (notwithstanding still relying on existing structures/bodies for
specific tasks); in Spain, additional structures are being set up, notably for political guidance and control, as
well as in Portugal, in Czechia and Ireland;
- The level of detail/granularity of the Commission’s description of governance and monitoring structures
also varies - in some instances, the Commission texts are long and detailed, in others, much shorter and
mostly referring to already “existing” structures. This can be linked to the “novelty” of the system being put
in place, with existing and tested systems requiring less extensive analysis (again, Italy and Greece are
examples of the former, whilst Germany is an example of the latter) or to other considerations (like in
Czechia, where a number of detailed milestones linked to setting up appropriate governance structures are
to be complied with ahead of receiving the first disbursement of funds);
- Some of the structures being used at national level are the ones currently responsible for dealing with
other EU funds and/or will follow similar procedures (notably in the cases of Spain, Latvia and Lithuania);
- National audit institutions are involved in audit/control in a number of national plans (for example in Spain,
Portugal Italy, Luxemburg, Austria or France). Furthermore, the Italian, Portuguese and Czech plans foresee
also the involvement of “external stakeholders” (meaning, not linked to the national administrative/political
structures) in monitoring implementation of RRPs 1;
- A number of milestones in national plans address the governance/control systems 2. That is the case,
notably, of the Belgian, French, Greek, Italian, Latvian, Luxemburgish, Czech 3, Irish plans. These milestones
are to be met before the first payment request is made by the respective Member States. In some cases, the
milestones relate to legislative changes; in others also to ensuring sufficient administrative capacity will be
deployed to ensure proper monitoring (that is the case, for instance, of Greece , Croatia and Ireland);
- Several plans refer to the Commission’s data mining and scoring system Arachne as part of their
verifications during the selection of operations and the financial management and control of beneficiaries
under RRF projects 4. This is the case, notably, of Belgium, Italy, Latvia, Portugal, Spain, Luxembourg, Czechia,
Ireland, Croatia 5.

1

For an analysis of stakeholders’ involvement in the RRPs see specific EGOV briefing.
Concerns were raised that the urgency of disbursing funds should not compromise the necessary controls; introducing some
conditionality on implementing necessary reforms ahead of disbursements has been suggested (see as an example, Eulalia Rubio,
Balancing urgency with control: how to prevent fraud in the use of the EU recovery funds without delaying their implementation).
3
The Czech milestones are particularly extensive, and the Commission notes that the deficiencies are “serious” (recital 37 of the draft
Council Decision). The Commission considers, nevertheless, that “the arrangements proposed (...), to the extent they are complemented
by the additional measures contained in this Decision as milestones are adequate (Rating A)” (recital 34). The Commission documents
further refer to recent investigations at EU and national level finding evidence of conflicts of interests at the top executive. Such
references can also be found in the Commission 2021 rule of law report.
4
The Commission launched a consultation process on the review the Financial Regulation, which is open until 1 October. In this
context, the Commission asked stakeholders’ views on whether enhancing the protection of the EU financial interests against e.g.
fraud, corruption or conflicts of interest could be done through “requiring the mandatory use of a single data-mining and risk-scoring
tool to access and analyse data on the recipients of EU funding or funding under EU-supported programmes of Member States for control
and audit purposes”.
5
Ville Itala, director-general of the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) voiced concerns over some Member States still not using the
ARACHNE system notably in connecting with the RRF projects (which is voluntary). According to the Commission SWD assessing the
German plan, the Commission notes that “(...) it will be checked how ARACHNE, the European Commission’s data mining and risk scoring
tool, could complement or integrate data from the database of German support recipients.”. On the Danish plan, the Commission SWD
also notes that “In addition, to ensure sufficient controls on avoidance of double funding, Denmark committed to: conduct periodic crosschecks on a sample basis, using the data in Denmark’s databases and ARACHNE, once Denmark starts using it;”.
2
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Some related reports and initiatives
The most recent European Parliament Eurobarometer Flash survey, ahead of the President Ursula von der
Leyen 2021 State of the Union address, signals that “The vast majority of respondents (81%) agree that the EU
should only provide funds to Member States conditional upon their government’s implementation of the rule of
law and of democratic principles” and that “Similarly, a very large proportion of respondents (85%) consider it
important that the EU puts the respect of its core values – such as democracy, human rights and the rule of law –
as a priority in its relations with major international actors.”. The assessments of Poland and Hungary recovery
plans are said to be delayed on account of rule of law related concerns.
The Eurobarometer also shows that “A minority of respondents (44%) consider that their national government
can be trusted to use the NextGenerationEU funds properly. Trust in the government’s use of the
NextGenerationEU funds is lowest in Slovenia (23%) and Slovakia (26%), and highest in Luxembourg (74%) and
Denmark (70%). Majorities agree that there must be transparency and effective control on how the
NextGenerationEU funds are spent (85%) and that regional governments, municipalities and civil society should
be consulted on how the NextGenerationEU money is spent (77%)”.
The Commission recently published its 2021 Rule of law report which addresses, among others 6, significant
developments in Member States’ anti-corruption framework. The Report recalls that respect of the rule of
law is linked to policies aimed at bringing economic recovery 7, notably, the RRF. Article 8 of the RRF
regulation states that implementation of the RRF should comply with Regulation 2020/2092 on the general
regime of conditionality for the protection of the Union budget.
To reinforce the protective framework around the use of the EU budget funds and complement the
European Anti-Fraud Office actions, the European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO) was set up and started
operating on 1 June 2021. It is in charge of conducting criminal investigations and prosecutions for crimes
against the EU budget, such as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

fraud relating to expenditures and revenues;
fraud relating to VAT (if it involves two or more Member States and is worth at least EUR 10 million);
money laundering of assets derived from defrauding the EU budget;
active and passive corruption or misappropriation that affect the EU's financial interests;
participation in a criminal organisation if the focus of its activities is to commit crimes against the EU
budget
any other illegal activity that is ‘inextricably linked' to an offence against the EU budget.

EPPO has been signing working arrangements with a number of related EU bodies and institutions. On 5
July, arrangements were signed with the European Anti-Fraud Office; on 28 July with the European
Commission and on 3 September with the European Court of Auditors.

6
The rule of law report presents developments across the Member States in four areas relevant for the rule of law: the justice system,
the anti-corruption framework, media pluralism and other institutional issues related to checks and balances. The report is
composed of a Commission Communication and 27 country reports, which look more thoroughly into national positive and
negative developments. The Commission assessment was widely consulted with the Member States and national and European
stakeholders (as explained in the Commission methodological note).
7
“There is also a close link to EU policies to bring economic recovery: strong justice systems, a robust anti-corruption framework, and a
clear and consistent system of law-making, the protection of the EU’s financial interests, and sustainable growth.” (in Commission
Communication on the Rule of Law 2021 report).

4
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Also at European level, the European Court of Auditors incorporated the challenges of the RRF and of the
Next Generation EU in its new 2021-2025 Strategy (see box 3 below).
Box 3: European Court of Auditors 2021-2025 Strategy and the Recovery and Resilience Facility
The paper “Auditing the legality and regularity of the NGEU – a strategic challenge for the ECA in the years to come”, by
Mariusz Pomienski, Judit Oroszki and Paul Sime, ECA staff, here, reads: “On 21 January 2021, the ECA College adopted
the ECA 2021-2025 Strategy (the Strategy), shortly after the historic European Council agreement on EU finances in
December 2020. (...) The time proximity is not the only element linking the two documents. The new ECA Strategy has been
significantly affected by the planned rollout of the NGEU. Its size and delivery model makes it a challenge for us as the EU’s
external auditors with the job of providing a Statement of Assurance (SoA) on NGEU expenditure and, of course, on the
traditional EU budget, amounting for the current multiannual financial framework (MFF) to €1 074.3 billion for a seven
year period.”
An interview with Martin Weber, ECA Director ‘Investment for cohesion, growth and inclusion’, here, p. 107-113
reports: “NGEU is not only very large in financial terms, (...) which differ from normal delivery approaches. In turn, this
creates new risks that the ECA must address in its audit work. (...) That will raise several questions about how to organise
ourselves and how,from the methodological point ofview, to carry out the audit work.’ Against this background, he recalls
the need to carry out the work in accordance with professional standards. He finds it only logical that, for the first time in
more than ten years, the ECA College has decided to ask for additional resources: ‘It is obvious we will need more hands
on deck.”

Disclaimer and copyright. The opinions expressed in this document are the sole responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily represent
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ANNEX: Commission assessments on governance structures
Member
State

Belgium
Commission
proposal for a
draft Council
implementing
decision (and
annex)
Commission
staff working
document

Proposal for a COUNCIL IMPLEMENTING DECISION
on the approval of the assessment of the recovery and resilience
plan
The governance structure and organisational arrangements ensure the
involvement of the responsible actors in monitoring, reporting and
administrative follow-up of the reforms and investments under their
responsibility. Inter-federal coordination between the entities involved is
ensured at both political and administrative level. The monitoring of indicators
described by the Belgian authorities, is sufficiently clear and comprehensive to
ensure that their completion can be traced and verified. The verification
mechanisms, data collection and responsibilities described in the plan appear
sufficiently robust to justify in an adequate manner the disbursement requests
upon completion of the milestones and targets (recital 36).
Clear roles and responsibilities are distributed to the competent entities involved
(at federal level, the Secretary of State for Recovery and Strategic Investments
coordinates, while monitoring is performed at political level by the Interministerial Conference and at administrative level by the Inter-federal Monitoring
Committee). The Belgian plan identifies the different bodies in charge of the
implementation, monitoring and control of the projects in each of the six entities
(recital 41).
Each entity is responsible for collecting the data and ensure the regular update
of their progress. Entities appointed are also in charge of the audit of EU funds
under shared management and are independent from the entities implementing
the plan (recital 42).
Overall, the arrangements proposed are assessed as adequate, provided that the
milestones pertaining to a repository system for monitoring the implementation
of the Facility and adequate coordination arrangements to avoid double funding
are fulfilled before the first payment request (recital 43).
Monitoring and implementation to take place in accordance with the following
arrangements:
- monitoring both at inter-federal level and at the level of each entity in charge of
implementing the measures of the plan, taken separately. The Secretary of State
for the Recovery and Strategic Investments is responsible for coordinating the
implementation of the plan at inter-federal level and for ensuring a coherent
implementation of the plan;
- political monitoring to be performed by the Inter-ministerial Conference
(chaired by the Secretary of State for Recovery and Strategic Investments, and is

6

COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT
Analysis of the recovery and resilience plan
The Secretary of State for Recovery and Strategic Investments coordinates the
implementation of the plan, while the monitoring is performed at political level by the
Inter-ministerial Conference and at administrative level by the Inter-federal Monitoring
Committee. An inter-federal monitoring tool is being developed for the plan, as well as
common principles for audits carried out in each entity. The audit authorities have
agreed to set up a Belgian Recovery and Resilience Facility Audit Authority Committee.
The Belgian plan identifies the different bodies in charge of the implementation,
monitoring and control of the projects in each of the six entities, but the monitoring
tools for the Inter-federal Monitoring Committee, the Federal State, and for the French
Community are being developed. The Belgian plan contains a general description of
the audit purposes and approach. Two entities are appointed as Audit Authorities,
Vlaamse Auditautoriteit (VAA) for the Flemish Region, and Corps Interfédéral de
l’Inspection des Finances (CAIF) for the Federal State and the remaining regions and
communities (Brussels Capital Region, Walloon Region, French Community and
German-speaking Community). Both entities are also in charge of the audit of sharedmanagement EU funds and are independent from the entities implementing the RRF
in Belgium. The plan details, per entity, the different control procedures for the
prevention, detection and correction of fraud, corruption and conflict of interest. The
plan indicates the intention of all entities to use systemically the data-mining and risk
scoring tool made available by the Commission. All the entities have defined their own
procedures for avoiding EU double funding. Nevertheless the lack of coordination
between the inter-federal level, the different entities and the different EU funds, which
increases the risk of double EU funding required the insertion of an adequate
milestone. In all of the six entities, the first level controls (management verifications)
have been assigned to different public bodies that are part of the existing internal
control framework for the implementation of the budget in the various entities (section
4.10, p. 82-85).
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Member
State

Proposal for a COUNCIL IMPLEMENTING DECISION
on the approval of the assessment of the recovery and resilience
plan

COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT
Analysis of the recovery and resilience plan

composed of representatives of the Federal State, the Regions and the
Communities;
- administrative monitoring to be carried out by an inter-federal Monitoring
Committee (composed of representatives of all the entities responsible for
reporting and administrative follow-up of projects under their responsibility;
chaired by the Permanent Secretary of the Federal Public Service BOSA (‘Federale
overheidsdienst beleid en ondersteuning’), who shall ensure continuity of the
overall coordination of the plan and technical contacts with the Commission, in
collaboration with the Secretary of State for Recovery and Strategic Investments).
It will monitor the implementation and achievements of the plan, coordinate the
preparation of each payment request, identify risks of not meeting milestones
and target and propose solutions if risks materialise.
- two independent Audit Authorities, Vlaamse Auditautoriteit (VAA) for the
Flemish Region, and Corps Interfédéral de l’Inspection des Finances (CAIF) for the
Federal State and the remaining regions and communities (Brussels Capital
Region, Walloon Region, French Community and German-speaking Community);
- services responsible for the implementation (Managing Authorities), and audit
and control (Audit Authorities), are also in charge of the verifications of projects
financed by other EU Funds (annex, section 3.1; p. 147).
A repository system for recording and storing all relevant data related to
implementation - the achievement of milestones and targets, data on final
recipient, contractors, subcontractors and beneficial owners - to be operational
before the first payment request is submitted, together with a dedicated audit
report confirming the effectiveness of the functionalities of the repository system.
The implementation of adequate coordination arrangements, including crosschecks to be put in place at the level of the coordinating body at inter-federal
level allowing to avoid double funding from the Facility and other Union
programmes (annex, section R; p. 131).

Czechia
Commission
proposal for a
draft Council
implementing
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The national arrangement for the implementation of the recovery and resilience
plan
are set out in Government resolution No 467 of 17 May 2021. The Managing
Council
of the national recovery and resilience plan is the highest decision-making and
approval body with the responsibility for the overall coordination and monitoring
of
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The outline of the internal control system has a clear structure. Control actors are
Identified across all levels, but not all elements are fully defined. (...)The Plan specifies
11 component owners for 26 components. The main responsibility for the
first level of the control system lies on component owners. (...)The second level of the
control system is entrusted to the audit body – Department 52 – Audit authority at the
Ministry of Finance. (...) The Plan remains very general concerning the control
of conflict of interests. The coordinating body should draft procedures for component
owners and other bodies implementing reforms and investments on the verification of
conflict of interests in line with Article 61 of the Financial Regulation for all beneficial
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the recovery and resilience plan. The Ministry of Industry and Trade, as the
responsible authority for the recovery and resilience plan and its implementation,
is
responsible for coordination, monitoring and reporting of the recovery and
resilience
plan and is the main point of contact for the Commission. That body should draw
up requests for payments to the Commission, once the component owners
declare that the respective milestones have been fulfilled and the audit body at
the Ministry of Finance carries out the system audit, which includes substantive
testing of declared milestones and targets. Following a recent audit on other EU
programmes, the Ministry of Industry and Trade has received a qualified audit
opinion due to the absence of effective measures targeting the prevention,
detection and correction of cases of conflict of interest. Dedicated milestones
shall be established to ensure that those weaknesses will have been addresse d
before the first payment request (recital 30). The internal control system
described in the recovery and resilience plan, as complemented by the additional
measures contained in this Decision as milestones, is based on robust processes
and structures and clearly identifies actors and their roles and responsibilities for
the performance of the internal control tasks. The internal control system consists
of the levels: (i) management verifications carried out by component owners and
coordinating body at the level of the Ministry of Industry and Trade; and (ii) audits
carried out by the national audit body centralised at the Ministry of Finance.
Altogether, the description of the internal control system and other relevant
arrangements in the recovery and resilience plan, including for the collection and
making available of data on final recipients are acceptable (...) (recital 35).
Additional milestones are set requiring (i) a compliance review of the national
procedures (...), (ii) the coordinating body to issue guidance on the avoidance and
management of conflict of interests under the Financial Regulation and
applicable national law (...), (iii) the audit body to adopt an audit strategy
ensuring the independent and effective audit of the RRF implementation, and (iv)
the Managing Council of the national recovery and resilience plan to approve and
implement procedures for the system to collect, store and process data in relation
to all final recipients, including all beneficial owners (...). All these milestones shall
be fulfilled before the first payment request is submitted to the Commission
(recital 36). (...) taking into account the serious deficiencies in the Czech
management and control system to avoid conflict of interests, as verified by a
recent audit on other EU programmes, a dedicated audit on effectiveness of the
internal control system shall be undertaken by the audit body. The report shall
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owners as defined by Article 3, point 6 of the Anti-money laundering Directive.
Accordingly, a milestone is included in the Plan to ensure a guidance and procedures
on the avoidance and management of conflict of interests is available before the first
payment request is submitted to the Commission. (...)The Czech authorities recognize
that there are risks in respect of funding from several EU and national sources. The
Czech authorities will use the following mechanisms and tools to address double
funding: (i) ex-ante trainings and guidance provided to the final recipients; (ii)
systematic segregation of funds; (iii) double funding verification before the Grant
agreement is concluded; (iv) declarations of honour; and (v) use of various registers.
The fact that the implementing bodies for RRF are also involved in implementing of the
ESI Funds gives prerequisite for cross-checking the data with traditional ESI Funds
management systems and avoid double funding. (...)The legal mandate of the bodies
involved in the implementation of the Plan, the description of their tasks and
responsibilities was adopted in the Government resolution No 467 on 17 May 2021.
(section 4.10, p. 74-79).
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provide an unqualified audit opinion on the effectiveness of the internal control
system to avoid conflict of interests at the level of the recovery and resilience plan
(...). The report should describe identified weaknesses and deficiencies and
corrective actions taken (recital 37). Czechia has indicated that an information
system for the management and reporting of the milestones and targets is under
discussion in order to meet specific management and reporting requirements
described in the recovery and resilience plan. A milestone should ensure that a
repository system for monitoring the implementation of the Facility should be
put in place and be operational by the time of the first payment request (recital
38).
The monitoring and implementation (...) shall take place in accordance with the
following arrangements: In order to establish well-defined tasks, competences
and powers, the Czech Government adopted on 17 May 2021, the Government
resolution No 467. This resolution approved the recovery and resilience plan,
statute, rules of procedures and ethical code for the Managing Council of the
national recovery and resilience plan, tasks and competences of the bodies
involved in the implementation of the recovery and resilience plan and
appointed the Ministry of Industry and Trade as coordinating body and the
Ministry of Finance as the audit body for the recovery and resilience plan. The
Managing Council of the national recovery and resilience plan is the highest
decision making and approval body with the responsibility for the overall
coordination and monitoring of the recovery and resilience plan. Payment claims
have to be approved by this council. The Ministry of Industry and Trade, as the
central coordinating body for the recovery and resilience plan and its
implementation, is responsible for coordination, monitoring and reporting of the
recovery and resilience plan and is main point of contact for the Commission. This
body is also responsible for drawing-up of the payment claims and management
declarations, (...) coordinates the reporting of milestones and targets, relevant
indicators, but also qualitative financial information and other data (annex,
section 3.1, p. 180).

Denmark
Commission
proposal for a
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Arrangements consist of two levels of control and audit: a central level, which is
additional to the existing control and audit mechanisms and the existing
decentralised level. The Ministry of Finance is responsible for coordinating and
ensuring that the audit and controls for the recovery and resilience plan’s
implementation are sound and well-functioning in the line Ministries (recital 34).
The milestones and targets are clear and realistic and the proposed indicators for
those milestones are relevant, acceptable and robust and appropriate for
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Governance mechanisms consist of two levels of control and audit: a central level,
which is additional to the existing Danish control and audit mechanisms, and the
existing decentralised level. The Ministry of Finance is responsible for coordinating and
ensuring that the line ministries’ audits and controls are sound and well-functioning
with regard to the implementation of the plan and will also serve as contact point for
the Commission, EU audit institutions, the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF), etc.
Before each payment request, the Ministry of Finance will request and collect
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monitoring of the plan (recital 35). There are comprehensive safeguarding
measures with respect to control and audit with the Ministry of Finance being
overall responsible and will reply on behalf of other Ministries for the operational
and administrative aspects of the plan. Within the Ministry of Finance, the Office
of Audit and Supervision (OAS) is responsible for performing controls regarding
Ministries’ application of funds and the documentation and fulfilment of targets
and milestones (recital 42). Each of the nine responsible line Ministries involved
will issue a RRF management declaration with the OAS performing controls and
supervision (recital 43). Denmark indicated the introduction of the ARACHNE
system to supplement the use of national systems as regards certain
requirements of the plan (recital 43).
Monitoring and implementation to take place in accordance with the following
arrangements:
- Ministry of Finance responsible for coordinating and ensuring that the line
ministries’ audits and controls are sound and well-functioning. Within the
Ministry of Finance, the OAS will perform controls regarding both the ministries’
application of funds and the documentation and fulfilment of targets and
milestones, will coordinate the audit systems and conducting the controls on the
line ministries’ application of funds. It will report before each payment request on
the controls performed;
- each Ministry is responsible for ensuring sufficient audit and control on the
completion of the milestones and targets; each will design flexibly the audits and
controls;
- National Audit Office (Rigsrevisionen) responsible for conducting external audits
on government expenditures and revenues (annex, section 3.4, p. 76).

declarations from the management in each line ministry that receives funding from the
RRF and will ensure the sending of management declarations (these will also document
that double funding is avoided). Every ministry has a clear and legally binding
responsibility to ensure appropriate audit and control systems. In addition, the National
Audit Office may perform risk-based and random audits on the disbursement of RRF
funds. Roles and responsibilities of each actor are clearly set out in the RRF
implementation system. A central distribution ensures that the same applicant cannot
receive double funding for the same project, as the disbursement of funds will be
handled within the same responsible ministry and unit. Roles and responsibilities of the
actors for controls and audits are clear, relevant control functions are appropriately
segregated and the independence of actors performing audits is ensured (section 4.10,
p. 54-58).

The coordinating body in the Federal Ministry of Finance and the line Ministries
are responsible for the effective implementation of the plan (recital 33). The
internal control system relies strongly on the existing national processes and
structures for auditing, resulting in adequate empowerment and administrative
capacity. With the coordinating unit in the Ministry of Finance, the internal
control units in every Ministry and the national Court of Auditors, clear actors are
identified together with their roles and responsibilities for the performance of the
internal control tasks. The actors are independent in their functioning and the
segregation of relevant functions is respected, making the control systems robust
and adequate (recital 38). An integrated IT-system for the adequate collecting,
storing and reporting of data required for the implementation of the RRP will be
set up. The
IT system will be audited by the Court of Auditors

The control function relies on the national set-up with audits and controls performed
mainly by the internal control units (Innenrevisionen) embedded in the ministries
implementing the measures. They are further audited by the Court of Auditors
(Bundesrechnungshof, BRH) and coordinated by a central unit (comprising audit,
economics and accounting experts) in the Federal Ministry of Finance, which will sign
the management declaration and prepare the summary of audits. The internal control
system is robust, with a clear distribution of roles and responsibilities, and the bodies
are independent in their functioning. The national system’s set-up ensures the
protection of the EU’s financial interests. There are standardised internal control
procedures, checks and audits in the implementing public bodies, together with a
regulatory framework concerning behaviour of officials, declarations on absence of
conflicts of interest where appropriate, and reporting of fraud. The law to prevent
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(Bundesrechnungshof) to identify possible weaknesses and to address without
delay any recommendations of the audit report, as well as to ensure the complete
recording of all relevant data (recital 39).
Monitoring and implementation will take place in accordance with the following
arrangements:
A coordination unit in the Federal Ministry of Finance will monitor
implementation (coordinate the monitoring and reporting of progress on
milestones and targets and on relevant indicators, perform qualitative controls
on all financial data and submit payment requests; identify and correct early on
any potential undesirable developments; and coordinate the monitoring and
implementation of the audit and control measures);
the coordination unit consists of a team of economists and budgetary
and controlling experts with the relevant experience and specialist knowledge.
Specialist expertise from other units of the Federal Ministry of Finance or other
line Ministries shall be called in as needed. The mandate of the coordinating unit
is set out in the distribution-of-business plan of the Federal Ministry of Finance;
the disbursement of funds to the final recipients will be carried out in
compliance with the legal basis of the general funding guidelines
(Förderrichtlinie) for the respective measure in accordance with the General
Administrative Regulations, and on the basis of individual funding decisions
(administrative acts) in favour of the final recipients (annex, section 3.1, p. 75).

corruption (from 2004) is also applicable to the recovery and resilience plan. In all
Ministries there are measures in place to fight corruption and fraud and independent
dedicated persons are nominated for that purpose. Suspected fraud is dealt with by the
offices fighting white-collar crime (Dienststellen für Wirtschaftskriminalität). The
coordinating unit in the Ministry of Finance performs checks on double funding as part
of their tasks of monitoring, supervision, and coordination. In the first place, measures
in the plan do not combine funding with other EU funds, therefore the risk for double
funding is intrinsically limited. Decision quality and integrity benefit from a systemic
separation of funding streams and the system of individual commitments. This
separation follows the German financial regulation (Haushaltsordnung) and possible
cross-checks are to be made in the database of support recipients (Förderdatenbank).
Payments made under the funding guidelines benefit from a high degree of clarity.
Various measures in the plan are based on funding guidelines (Förderrichtlinien), which
set out detailed specifications on funding objectives, projects and types of beneficiaries
eligible, kind and amount of funding, application guidelines, project approval and
payment conditions. Data management could be made more efficient. The data
encoding takes place in decentralised IT systems across ministries, which are obliged
to report the required data to the coordinating unit in the Federal Ministry of Finance
(section 4.10, p. 67-69).

(...) the arrangements proposed in the recovery and resilience plan are adequate
(Rating A) to ensure effective monitoring and implementation of the recovery
and resilience plan, including the envisaged timetable, milestones and targets,
and the related indicators (recital 43). The overall responsibility for the
implementation of the plan rests with the Irish Government, whilst for each
measure a Government Department or other body is designated as accountable .
A newly created Implementing Body within the Department of Public
Expenditure and Reform is to be tasked with the plan’s overall strategic
monitoring and management as well as coordination among Irish authorities
(recital 44). The milestones and targets are clear and realistic and the propose d
indicators for those milestones and targets are relevant, acceptable and robust.
(...) The verification mechanisms, data collection and responsibilities described by
Ireland are sufficiently robust to justify in an adequate manner the disbursement
requests once the milestones and targets are assessed as completed (recital 45).
(...) The relevant departments and other bodies are responsible and accountable
for implementing, delivering and reporting on the individual investment and

Whereas the overall responsibility for the implementation of the plan rests with the
Irish Government, a newly created Implementing Body within the Department of Public
Expenditure and Reform is expected to be responsible for its strategic monitoring and
management. It will be essential that the Implementing Body be put in a position to
fully perform the role set out in the plan, which is to act as a single contact point for the
Commission, ensure coordination among Irish authorities, report on progress on
milestones and targets, oversee the implementation of control measures, provide
technical and systems support, and communicate at national level to promote and
publicise funding from the RRF. The Implementing Body is expected to report to the
Minister for Public Expenditure and Reform. The plan does not explicitly specify
whether the Implementing Body is also responsible for assuring that reporting on
milestones and targets by accountable Departments and other bodies is correct. The
plan provides a description of the institutional actors in charge of the implementation
of individual reforms and investments. (...) The plan states that accountable
Departments and other bodies will be required to apply the Public Spending Code. (...)
all responsible Departments and bodies should be represented in a Delivery
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reform commitments in the plan within their areas of competence. The
Implementing Body for the National Recovery and Resilience Plan will be
responsible for the strategic monitoring and management of the plan. A Delivery
Committee, in which all accountable Departments and other bodies as well as the
Implementing Body are represented, will maintain ongoing oversight over the
implementation of the plan. (...) Ireland should provide the necessary details
requested to ensure that the actors responsible for controls have the
administrative capacity to exercise their roles and tasks. A dedicated milestone
should ensure that a workload analysis on the audit body and Implementing
Body is provided to the Commission by the time of the first payment request. (...)
necessary resources should be allocated to the institutions involved (recital 50).
The internal control system (...) presents a satisfactory process and structure,
where the roles and responsibilities are clearly defined and the relevant control
functions are appropriately segregated. (...) A reporting mechanism in the RRF
Information System should be created to ensure final recipients data (...) are
adequately recorded to declare the absence of conflict of interest for the
accountable Departments and other bodies. (...) A dedicated audit report on the
system should be undertaken. It should confirm the repository system
functionalities and, in particular, the recording and storing of all relevant data
related to the implementation of the recovery plan, including the achievement of
milestones and targets, data on beneficiaries, contractors, subcontractors and
their respective beneficial owners. The report should analyse any related
weaknesses found and corrective actions taken or planned. A specific milestone
should ensure the creation, before the first payment request is submitted, of a
repository system for recording, storing and making available all relevant data
related to the implementation of the recovery and resilience plan (recital 51).
The monitoring and implementation of the recovery and resilience plan of Ireland
shall take place in accordance with the following arrangements set out in the
plan:
• An Implementing Body shall have been created within the Department of Public
Expenditure and Reform (...) responsible for the overall strategic monitoring and
management of the plan as well as for the coordination among Irish authorities.
The Implementing Body shall report to the Minister for Public Expenditure and
Reform. It shall provide technical and systems support and communicate at
national level to promote and publicise funding from the RRF (...) drawing up the
requests for payment (...)
• The Internal and EU Audit Unit of the Department of Public Expenditure and
Reform shall be the Independent Audit Body for the plan (...) responsible for
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Committee (...) Challenges relating to the proper staffing of the Implementing Body are
expected to be addressed through the implementation of a dedicated milestone.
(section 4.8, p. 63-65).
The system presents a robust process and structure, where the roles and
responsibilities are clearly defined and the relevant control functions are appropriately
segregated. (...) The Independent Audit Body and Implementing Body are both located
within the same public body, the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform, but as
they are in different divisions there is a clear separation of functions between the two
bodies. (...) The recovery and resilience plan states the procedures that are in place to
ensure compliance with applicable Union and national law, throughout the
implementation of all measures. The evidence, monitoring and reporting of
irregularities is the responsibility of the accountable Departments and other bodies,
which are expected to report to their management board if any risk of irregularities
arises. The Implementing Body is responsible for overseeing the implementation of
control measures. A memorandum of understanding is expected to be signed between
the Implementing Body and each accountable Department and other body. It should
set out, among other things: (i) audit and control requirements; (ii) document retention
requirements; (iii) verification and reporting requirements for the audit trail; (iv)
irregularities, fraud, conflict of interest, and double funding reporting requirements; (v)
public procurement requirements; and (vi) monitoring and reporting requirements.
The Implementing Body is expected to ensure awareness of national legislation and
guidance in place and organise training on preventing conflict of interest, corruption
and fraud. The Implementing Body is expected to prevent corruption and promote the
integrity measures set out in the Ethics Acts and the Lobbying Act 2015, and to ensure
the statutory protections available for whistle-blowers. (...) A reporting mechanism on
the RRF information system is expected to be created to ensure final beneficiary details
are adequately recorded to declare the absence of conflict of interest for the
accountable Departments and other bodies. (...) A dedicated milestone is expected to
ensure that a repository system be operational by the time of the first payment request.
(section 4.10, p. 66-71).
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conducting audits on the achievement of milestones and targets (...) verify the
management declaration (...) Risk assessment shall be performed on an ongoing
basis and shall be used as the basis for the audit plan. (...) It shall be ensured that
the selected sample includes a sufficient number of measures.
• Accountability for the delivery of a specific measure and the reporting on it shall
lie with a department or another body designated as accountable for that
measure,
• Accountable departments and other bodies shall be required to apply the
Public Spending Code that contains a set of rules, procedures and guidance to
ensure value for money in public expenditure across the Irish Public Service. (...)
• All responsible departments and bodies as well as the Implementing Body shall
be represented in a Delivery Committee, which shall be established. The Delivery
Committee shall meet at least quarterly. It shall be chaired by the Department of
Public Expenditure and Reform, and deputy co-chaired by the Department of
Taoiseach and the Department of Finance, at senior official level. It shall maintain
ongoing oversight over the implementation of the plan and address issues as
they arise. (...) be tasked with driving measure delivery and provide a forum for
collaboration and coordination across the plan. Issues related both to the
implementation of the plan and to the European Semester shall be subject to
close cooperation between the Department of Public Expenditure and Reform,
the Department of Taoiseach and the Department of Finance (annex, section 3.1,
p. 61-62).
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The management control system involves four bodies, consisting of the Recovery
and Resilience Facility Coordination Agency (RRFCA) within the Finance Ministry,
line Ministries’ competent services, implementing bodies and the Financial Audit
Committee (EDEL). The overall responsibility to coordinate the implementation
and monitoring is given to RRFCA. The majority of the implementing bodies
responsible for the implementation of the measures remain to be identified and
will need to be in place before the first request for funds (recital 35). An additional
milestone is set requiring the establishment of the legal mandate of the Financial
Audit Committee and the setup of the management control and audit systems to
be able to: (a) ensure the collection of data and monitoring of the achievement
of milestones and targets; (b) allow for the preparation of management
declarations and the audit summary as well as payment claims and (c) establish
the necessary procedures to collect and store data on beneficiaries, contractors,
subcontractors, and beneficial owners ahead of the first payment claim by 30
September 2021. A dedicated audit report on the system set-up should be
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A tailored-made Management and Control System was prepared for implementing the
RRP in GR. The coordinating body is the RRFCA (active monitoring on the progress of
the projects; verify the achievement of the milestones and targets set for each
component and/or reform and investment; submit the payment requests to the
European Commission, upon verification of the achievement of the milestones and
targets through the RRF Management Information System (MIS), accompanied by the
management declaration, as well as a summary of the audits carried out, including
weaknesses identified and any corrective actions taken). The Implementing Bodies (IBs)
will undertake the management and implementation of the approved projects, which
will be checked by independent certified auditors, while the Ministries will support the
monitoring of the projects’ progress. EDEL, which is the competent Audit Authority for
European Structural and Investment Funds since 2001, will be responsible of auditing
the entire process before the payment claims will be submitted by the RRFCA. The
Management and Control System states the procedures that are in place to ensure
compliance to applicable Union and national law, throughout the implementation of
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undertaken. The report should analyse any related weaknesses found and
corrective actions taken or planned (recital 42). The internal control system is
based on robust processes and structures: roles and responsibilities of the actors
for controls and audits are clear, relevant control functions are appropriately
segregated and the independence of actors performing audits is ensured;
additional milestones are set to ensure all the systems, notably IT for collecting
relevant information, are in place (recital 43).
Monitoring and implementation will take place in accordance with the following
arrangements:
- the main body responsible for the coordination of the implementation and the
monitoring will be the RRFCA, an independent special public service of the
Ministry of Finance. It will the responsible body to verify that the set milestones
and targets of the recovery and resilience plan have been completed and shall
also act as the (single) liaison between the European Commission and the Greek
authorities. Its tasks entail the active monitoring of the progress of the projects,
on the basis of the agreed milestones and targets, and the submission of the
payment requests to the European Commission upon verification of their
completion, accompanied by a management declaration that the funds were
used for their intended purposes and in accordance with the principle of sound
financial management, as well as by a summary of the audits carried out,
including weaknesses identified and any corrective actions taken;
- the overall responsibility for the implementation of each specific measure falls
under the competency of the relevant Ministry in close cooperation with the
Recovery and Resilience Facility Coordination Agency;
All measures in the plan will be implemented by national bodies
(“implementing bodies”) appointed by the competent Ministry and shall be
responsible for the achievement of the agreed milestones and targets as well as
the reporting of all data and documentation to the RRFCA through the
management information system that will be established;
- the Financial Audit Committee (EDEL, s part of the General Secretariat for Fiscal
Policy (State General Accounting Office) of the Ministry of Finance), shall
safeguard the observance of the principles of sound financial management
(annex, section 3.1, p. 258).

all measures. Furthermore, it clearly addresses all serious irregularities (fraud,
corruption, conflict of interest) and potential double funding by allowing for controls
and audits to be implemented in separate and distinctive levels. The proposed
measures give assurance that there is an adequate level of control to prevent, detect
and correct irregularities identified when using funds provided by the RRF. There are
also no specific risks identified concerning irregularities to each components. The
avoidance, detection and prevention of double funding will be ensured at all stages of
the projects’ lifecycle, through robust procedures structured within the RRF
Management and Control System. Roles and responsibilities of the actors for controls
and audits are clear, relevant control functions are appropriately segregated and the
independence of actors performing audits is ensured. The pending mandate of EDEL
to audit the recovery and resilience plan, which will only be provided by a dedicated
national legal act for the implementation of the Recovery and Resilience Facility, upon
approval of the recovery and resilience plan is a shortcoming and is addressed through
the implementation of a dedicated milestone (section 4.10, p. 86-89).

A Commission for the Recovery, Transformation and Resilience, which gathers all
ministers competent for the plan, is in charge of the political guidance and should
be chaired by the President of the Government. A new Secretariat-General for
European Funds within the Ministry of Finance shall act as the responsible

The national set-up for the control of the RRP is designed along the same lines and
involves same main players as for implementation of the European Structural and
Investment Funds. Secretariat-General of European Funds of the Ministry of Finance –
which is also in charge of European funds – is entrusted with the responsibility for the
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authority for the RRP. That body should draw up requests for payment to the
Commission, once the bodies responsible for the achievement of the relevant
milestones and targets declare that these have been met, and the General
Comptroller of the central government (‘IGAE’) provides reasonable assurance of
their achievement. The satisfactory fulfilment of set milestones and targets over
time is required to justify a disbursement request. An integrated information
system should be set up and shared between all relevant administrations (recital
43).
An independent validation with regards to the reasonability of a significant share
of the cost estimates in the plan has been provided by IGAE, the audit body which
will also coordinate the work of the regional bodies. IGAE, together with the
internal control units of the different authorities are the main actors responsible
for the control and audit of the plan (recitals 46 & 48).
An integrated system for the management and reporting of the milestones and
targets is being developed in order to meet specific management and reporting
requirements described in the RRP, and the status of its implementation should
be confirmed with the first payment request through a dedicated audit report.
Moreover, the establishment of the procedure and format of the information to
be provided by the entities of the State, Autonomous Communities and local
public sector for the monitoring of projects and the accounting execution of their
expenditure should be set out as a specific milestone to be fulfilled at the latest
by the time of the submission of the first payment request (recitals 49 & 50).
Monitoring and implementation will take place in accordance with the following
arrangements:
- The Commission for Recovery, Transformation and Resilience, chaired by the
President of the Government, has established the general policy guidelines for
the development and implementation of the RRP and shall monitor its
implementation. Its work will be assisted by a Technical Committee of 20
members of the public administration chaired by the Secretariat-General for
European Funds.
- A newly set up Secretariat-General for European Funds within the Ministry of
Finance will be the responsible authority for the plan vis-a-vis the European
Commission. It will monitor the submission of payment claims, which will be
based on the achievement of milestones and targets.
- While the Ministry responsible for each measure will be in charge of taking
action to achieve the related milestones and objectives in line with the budgeted
resources, the Secretariat-General for European Funds will be the body drawing
up the requests for payment to the European Commission. In addition, IGAE will
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overall coordination of the plan, including the contacts with the European Commission,
the monitoring of progress on milestones and targets and the submission of requests
for payments and management declarations to the Commission. IGAE will act as the
Control Authority of the RRP and will, as Audit Authority and together with regional
bodies, also coordinate the actions to be carried out.
Concerning the RRP implementation, line ministries are responsible for the verification
and monitoring of progress on milestones and targets. Implementation control
systems are in line with what has been developed for the Structural Funds. The National
Anti-Fraud Coordination Service will be responsible for coordinating actions to protect
the financial interests of the EU against fraud in cooperation with the European AntiFraud Office (OLAF). It will rely on the national systems such as the National Subsidy
Database and the Procurement Platform.
The second level of management control is entrusted to independent internal control
bodies in the various administrations involved which act with complete autonomy and
independence from the bodies responsible for managing the actions and operations
covered by each component. The RRP implementation will also be facilitated with a
comprehensive IT system, which will document progress and fulfilment of milestones
and targets, provide an audit trail, document all underlying transactions, and will also
articulate with ARACHNE. However, the IT system is not in place yet. In order to detect
potential double funding through EU and national sources, the implementing bodies
be able to conduct cross-checking by having access to sources such as National Subsidy
Database and the Public Sector Procurement Platform (section 4.10, p. 93-95).
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carry out checks to certify the achievement of milestones and objectives, as well
as the results achieved.
- Arrangements have been set up to involve key actors to implement the plan. A
new Sectoral Conference for the plan is set up with the aim of channeling
cooperation between regions, local entities and central government to
implement the plan (annex, section 3.1, p. 273).
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The Ministry of Economy, Finances and Recovery, together with the General
Secretariat of European Affairs, is responsible for the monitoring and
implementation of the RRP (recital 38). Verification mechanisms, data collection
and responsibilities appear sufficiently robust to justify in an adequate manner
the disbursement requests once the milestones and targets are assessed as
completed (recital 40). The national regulatory framework represents a robust
internal control system whereby clear roles and responsibilities are distributed to
the competent actors: at central government level, the Minister of Economy,
Finance and Recovery is responsible for steering the recovery plan, in permanent
consultation with the General Secretariat for European Affairs (SGAE); the plan is
monitored by the “Secrétariat Général France Relance” attached to the Prime
Minister and the Minister of Economy. Implementation is delegated to the
Ministries by means of “conventions de délégation de gestion” (comprising
notably the control of milestones and targets) and “chartes de gestion” (recital
45).
The national system in place to control the national budget is also responsible for
internal control on RRF spending. The “Commission interministérielle de
Coordination des Contrôles” (CiCC) is the national audit and control coordinator
(recital 45).
The SGAE is coordinating central administrations involved in the plan, and is
supported in the implementation and monitoring process by the “Recovery
Secretariat” in charge of the “France Relance” plan” (of which the investments of
the French recovery and resilience plan constitute a sub part). The Recovery
Secretariat is directly attached to the Prime Minister and the Minister of Economy,
Finance and Recovery. The implementation of the reforms will be more closely
monitored by each relevant Ministry (where an advisor is specifically responsible
for monitoring, implementing and reporting on the reforms included in the
recovery and resilience plan) (annex, section 3.1, p. 107).
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At central government level, the Minister of Economy, Finance and Recovery (MEFR) is
responsible for steering the recovery plan, in permanent consultation with the General
Secretariat for European Affairs (SGAE). The Plan is monitored by the “Secrétariat
Général France Relance” attached to the Prime Minister and the MEFR. The
implementation is delegated to the Ministries by means of “conventions de délégation
de gestion” and “chartes de gestion”. With regard to the internal control system, the
authorities in charge of the Recovery and Resilience Facility will rely on the national
system in place in France to control the national budget. The “Commission
interministérielle de Coordination des Contrôles” (CiCC) is appointed as the national
audit and control coordinator. The national regulatory framework represents a robust
internal control system whereby clear roles and responsibilities are allocated to the
competent actors. The audit summary will be prepared based on the reports produced
by the various control bodies (internal and external), with no further details are
provided on how these various bodies will report to the CiCC (CiCC’s audit approach
for the ESI Funds combines three types of audits, with a strong emphasis on system
audits and further horizontal or thematic audits). An audit strategy tailored to the
specificities of the Recovery and Resilience Facility will still need to drawn up.
The 2016 national strategy to combat fraud against European funds already provides a
framework for preventing misuse of EU funds. Several actors are relevant for fighting
fraud: MICAF (“Mission interministérielle de coordination anti-fraude”), AFA (“Agence
française anticorruption”), DGFIP (“Direction générale des finances publiques”) and “le
Haut-conseil pour la transparence de la vie publique”.
A circular is to be signed by the Prime Minister relative to (a) the system organisation
and the obligations of each structure in terms of ensuring reliability and control of data
and (b) procedures for collecting and storing data on monitoring indicators, a
milestone relating to its signature has been required. Moreover, a report by the CiCC
on the organisation of audits will set out the audit strategy envisaged, including a
description of the audit work on payment claims (section 4.10, p. 80-83). Fulfilment of
such milestone is foreseen for 4Q 2021 and first disbursement under the RRF is
dependent upon fulfilling this milestone (see annex, section 2.1, p. 99).
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Implementation of the measures of the recovery and resilience plan should
involve several government institutions. A Central Coordinating Body, to be
established under the Ministry of Finance, would constitute the lead national
body tasked with the overall coordination and monitoring of the recovery and
resilience plan, including active monitoring of the progress of the measures, on
the basis of the milestones and targets set for each component. The immediate
responsibility for implementing the reform and investment of the recovery and
resilience plan will lie with the competent Ministries, while the Implementation
Committee at the level of Ministers should ensure consistency in the use of all
Union funds. (...) Whereas the recovery and resilience plan presents
comprehensive coordination, implementation and monitoring arrangements, its
implementation should crucially hinge on the administrative and
implementation capacity of the implementing bodies, some of which are yet to
be identified or established. Therefore, particular attention is to be paid to setting
up the implementation and coordination structure, of which the Central
Coordinating Body is envisaged to be set up by the end of 2021 as reflected in the
dedicated milestone (recital 40). The system for the implementation of the
recovery and resilience plan in Croatia (...) is coherently designed and based on
robust processes and structures (...). The coordinating body for the
implementation of the plan should be the Directorate for Macroeconomic
Analysis within the Ministry of Finance. For each component and subcomponent, the competent authority at ministry and central government office
level has been appointed for the implementation of the reforms and the
investments (...). The National Fund department within the Ministry of Finance
should be the body responsible for preparing and sending the payment requests
to the European Commission, on a semi-annual basis, upon verification of the
achievement of the milestones and targets, and accompanied by the
management declaration and the summary of the audits carried out. The tasks of
the audit authority are assigned to the Agency for the audit of the European
Union programme implementation system (‘ARPA’) (recital 45). (...) The
milestones pertaining to the establishment of the legal mandate of the bodies
involved in the implementation and control, the Coordinating body and the
upgrades of the IT system should be fulfilled before the submission of the first
payment request. In addition, the actors responsible for controls should have the
legal empowerment and administrative capacity to exercise their planned roles
and tasks, provided that the milestones pertaining to the workload analysis and
the recommendations stemming from it are fulfilled at the latest by the time of
the submission of the first payment request (recital 46).

The Croatian structure tasked with carrying out the implementation of the plan,
monitoring of progress and reporting is built around four main bodies that will each
have responsibility to execute the management and control system to be established.
First, the Recovery and Resilience Facility Central Coordinating Body under the Ministry
of Finance, constitutes the lead national body tasked with the overall coordination and
monitoring of the recovery and resilience plan(...) Second, the responsibility for the
implementation of each specific measure is well defined and falls in most cases on the
competent Ministry, whose services will support the monitoring of the projects’
progress and maintain close cooperation with the RRF Coordination Body and the
implementing bodies. Third, all measures in the plan will be monitored by the
Implementation Committee, which will ensure consistency and coherence in the use of
the EU funds. Fourth, the Agency for the Audit of the European Union Programmes
Implementation System (ARPA) will be mandated to carry out audits (...). In order to
provide general policy orientations, the Steering board, headed by the Prime Minister,
oversees the management and implementation of the plan. (...) The Croatian plan
presents a detailed overview of the monitoring and reporting mechanism foreseen.
More specifically, the management and control system includes a dedicated
monitoring phase covering the whole lifecycle of the measures. This includes analytical
processes that will be established, in order for the implementing bodies to notify the
RRF Coordination Body on a periodical basis on the progress made in the achievement
of the milestones and targets. (...)
(...) the lead body tasked with the overall coordination, the RRF Central Coordination
Body, is an independent special public service under the Minister of Finance. (...)The
legal mandate of the RRF Coordinating Body and the mandate of other bodies involved
in the implementation and monitoring is defined in the plan. (...) the implementation
of the plan will crucially hinge on the administrative and implementation capacity of
the implementing bodies and will need to be closely monitored. The bodies
responsible for the implementation of the investments are reforms are clearly
identified and, in the majority of cases, have substantial expertise and knowledge
stemming from the implementation of the ESI Funds. Nevertheless, it remains
important to assess their capacity needs further, in order to ensure sufficient resources
for implementation. In some cases, it is not clear how the public-private partnerships
foreseen will interact with the local organizations (...) (section 4.8, p. 61-62).
The Croatian plan adequately describes the system for the implementation of the
recovery and resilience plan in Croatia. The system presents a robust process and
structure, where the roles and responsibilities are clearly defined, and the relevant
control functions are appropriately segregated. (...)The National Fund department
within the Ministry of Finance is the body responsible for preparing and sending the
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The monitoring and implementation of the recovery and resilience plan (...): A
multi-level governance, monitoring and implementation structure shall be set up
with dedicated tasks and responsibilities applicable at each level as set out
hereunder: a) Steering board, chaired by the Prime minister, responsible for the
political leadership and monitoring of the implementation of the plan. b)
Implementation Committee, made up of representatives of the cabinet of the
Prime minister, coordinating body, implementing bodies, audit authority, body
responsible for sending payment claims, and the Ministry of Regional
Development and EU Funds, responsible for the overall monitoring and
implementation of the plan as well as ensuring consistency with other EU funds.
c) Central Coordinating Body, set up under the Ministry of finance (Directorate for
macroeconomic analysis) and tasked with the operational coordination and
monitoring of the recovery and resilience plan, including the active monitoring
of the progress in implementing the measures on the basis of the milestones and
targets set for each component. d) Audit authority, the Agency for the Audit of
the European Union Programmes Implementation System, mandated to carry out
audits in the scope of the Croatian recovery and resilience plan. e) Body
responsible for sending payment claims, the National Fund under the Ministry of
Finance, responsible for drawing up and submitting payment requests and
management declarations. f) Implementing bodies and agencies responsible for
the implementation of each specific measure as well as the monitoring of the
projects’ progress. (...) (annex, section 3.1, p. 268).

payment requests to the European Commission. (...)The coordinating body, in
cooperation with the National Fund, will carry out checks to confirm that the
milestones and targets have been met. (...)All bodies in charge of implementing the
components/sub-components are involved in the implementation of the European
Structural and Investment (ESI) Funds 2014-2020 as bodies in the management and
control systems or as beneficiaries of the projects (...) (section 4.10, p. 66-68).

The plan identifies clear actors (bodies/entities) and describes their roles and
responsibilities for the performance of the internal control tasks. The Ministry of
Economy and Finance has been attributed the task of overall coordination and an
independent Audit Body has been set up. Ad hoc recruitments are envisaged to
strengthen administrative capacity (recital 43). The control systems and other
relevant arrangements, including for the collection and making available of data
on final recipients, are provided for and a relevant milestone is set to ensure
adequate mechanisms for collecting and transmitting information (recital 44). For
the transitional system, the Audit Body shall provide an audit report confirming
the repository system functionalities with the first payment request (recital 45).
For the prevention, detection and correction of fraud, corruption and conflicts of
interests the strengthening of existing provisions is envisaged in the context of
the Plan’s implementation. In addition to the role of Guardia di Finanza, the AntiCorruption Authority (ANAC) and the Italian Court of Auditors, the use of a Unique

Organizational structure aims at ensuring: (i) the timely and effective implementation
of the measures included in the plan, carried out by central administrations (Ministries),
as well as by the regional and local authorities; (ii) the central coordination for
monitoring the achievement of the milestones and targets and monitoring the
implementation of the plan. At political level, a steering committee will be set up, with
the task of monitoring the progress of the plan’s implementation, with the possibility
to propose the activation of substitute powers in case of implementation issues and
the regulatory changes as necessary. At operational level, a central structure for the
coordination and monitoring of the plan (“Central Service for the RRP”) will be
established at the Ministry of Economy and Finance – Department of State General
Accounting. This structure will be composed of operational units for monitoring,
financial management, control, reporting and technical and operational support.
Moreover, coordination structures for the monitoring of plan’s implementation will be
identified at the level of each central administration responsible for the relevant
measures. The model provides for the establishment of an Audit Body responsible for
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Project Code and ARACHNE are referred to, also in view of avoiding double
funding risks (recital 46).
Monitoring and implementation will take place in accordance with the following
arrangements:
- a number of coordinating structures are to be created for the monitoring and
implementation of the plan. These include in particular: (i) a steering committee
(“cabina di regia”) established at the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, with
the main task to steer and coordinate the implementation of the plan; (ii) a
consulting body for social dialogue, composed of representatives of social
partners and other relevant stakeholders including local entities; (iii) a technical
secretariat established at the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, at least for
the duration of the plan, to support the activities of the steering committee and
of the consulting body; (iv) a regulatory unit established at the Department for
Legal and Legislative Affairs of the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, at least
for the duration of the plan, tasked with the identification of implementation
bottlenecks stemming from regulatory issues and the development of proposal s
for solutions, including as regards the revision and rationalization of regulatory
dispositions; (v) a central coordination structure at the Ministry of Economy and
Finance, empowered to perform the overall coordination and monitoring of the
implementation of plan (including in relation to milestones and targets), the
control of the regularity of procedures and expenses and the reporting, and the
technical and operational support to the implementation phases. This centralised
structure shall act as a single point of contact at national level for the European
Commission;
- the Ministry of Economy and Finance also ensures the evaluation of the results
of the plan;
- coordination structures shall be identified at the level of each central
administration responsible for measures included in the plan, tasked with the
management, monitoring, reporting and control on the relevant interventions,
including in relation to the supervision of implementation and progress towards
the achievement of milestones and targets;
- enforcement mechanisms in case of implementation issues, including through
the activation of substitution powers vis-à-vis the administrations responsible for
the measures of the plan, are envisaged with the aim to guarantee a timely and
effective delivery of projects and ex-ante mechanisms for the resolution of
conflicts are set to be put in place.
Recruitment of temporary personnel is envisaged. Budgetary resources are to be
allocated for the activation and functioning of the technical secretariat and the
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the internal control system, to protect the financial interests of the Union and more
specifically to prevent, identify, report and correct cases of fraud, corruption or conflict
of interest. This body is established at the Ministry of Economy and Finance,
Department of State General Accounting – IGRUE and its independence is ensured by
segregation of functions. The distribution of roles and responsibilities is enshrined in
legal acts, which also envisage the simplification of procedures and strengthening of
administrative capacity. The Plan identifies specific bodies in charge of the control
system and dedicated IT system for monitoring, with a transitory system being put in
place in the interim.
The risk analysis to determine projects subject to control and audit aims to target
projects, contracts, contractors and beneficiaries more prone to risk of fraud including
double funding of the same expenditure. The assignment, in compliance with current
national regulations, of the unique project code (CUP) for each investment project
registered in the system (in the first phase through the transitional arrangements and
in a second phase through ReGiS) aims at preventing double financing and reducing
the risk of fraud. The ReGiS unitary system will also be used for the management of ESI
funds 2021-2027 and national sources of financing. This makes it possible to verify and
monitor, within a single database, the projects financed under the recovery and
resilience plan but also under other EU programs and national resources. The control
function is legally empowered and the strengthening of administrative capacity is
envisaged. Specific milestones are set at the time of first disbursement to ensure the
proper system is in place (section 4.10, p. 84-88).
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regulatory unit for rationalization and improvement of regulation established at
the Presidency of the Council of Ministers. Technical and operational support to
central and local administrations is envisaged, including through the use of
public capital companies, a pool of experts for technical assistance, and the
possibility to resort to external expertise.
The arrangements also provide for the set-up of a new integrated IT system
(“ReGiS”) and the adaptation of the current systems until ReGiS becomes
operational. The existing audit service Inspectorate General for Financial
Relations with the European Union (IGRUE), within the Ministry of Economy and
Finance, shall be tasked with the coordination of the audit systems and
conducting the controls with the support of the State Territorial Accounts Office
(RTS). Enhanced arrangements with Guardia di Finanza and relevant independent
authorities such as the national anti-corruption agency ANAC shall be concluded,
thus reinforcing the role that the Italian legal system already attributes to these
authorities in relation to the protection of public finances, including those from
the EU (annex, section 3.1, p. 564-566).
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The Monitoring Committee, chaired by the Director General of the Directorate
General for European Programmes, Coordination and Development (‘DG EPCD’)
and attended by the Directors-General of Ministries and Deputy Ministries
involved in the plan, is responsible for centrally monitoring progress in
implementation. The overall responsibility for the monitoring and
implementation of the recovery and resilience plan is assigned to the Directorate
for Recovery and Resilience of DG EPCD, which is the Coordinating Authority. Its
role consists in coordinating the implementation of the measures, certifying the
achievement of the milestones and targets, drafting progress reports, and liaising
with the Commission, including submitting payment requests (...). In that role it is
assisted by two specialised monitoring bodies that would certify the
achievement of the milestones and targets for the measures in the plan that
require specialised input. The implementation of the various investments and
reforms in the plan is the responsibility of the implementing bodies (recital 39).
The control and audit system developed by Cyprus is coherently designed (...)
pending development of a dedicated Monitoring Information System for
management and monitoring of the plan (...), an adequate transitory repository
system should be set up. A transitory repository system or the dedicated
Monitoring Information System should record and store the relevant data related
to the implementation of the recovery and resilience plan, in particular on the
achievement of milestones and targets, data on final recipients, contractors,
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The governance arrangements proposed by Cyprus for implementation of the overall
plan are robust and the monitoring and reporting mechanism appears sufficient. The
main actors are the Monitoring Committee, the Coordinating Authority, the Costing
Coordinator, the Monitoring Bodies and the Implementing Bodies. A Monitoring
Committee, approved by the Council of Ministers for the high-level monitoring of the
progress in the implementation of the plan and for addressing risks and resolving
issues which may have an impact on implementation is going to be established. (...)The
Directorate for Recovery and Resilience (D-RR) of the DG-EPCD has been designated as
the Coordinating Authority. (...)The Verifications and Certification Directorate of the
Treasury of the Republic of Cyprus is designated as the Costing Coordinator of the plan.
(...)The specialised Monitoring Bodies are entrusted with the task of monitoring the
progress, supporting the implementing bodies in addressing problems, supporting the
Coordinating Authority in drawing up progress reports and certifying the achievement
of the milestones and targets for parts of the plan that require specialised input.
(section 4.8, p. 73-75).
The plan clearly identifies the actors responsible for controls and audit and defines their
roles. (...)The National Control and Audit Coordinator for the implementation of the
plan, which is the Verifications and Certification Directorate of the Treasury of the
Republic of Cyprus, supports the Coordinating Authority in overseeing controls by all
stakeholders, including Implementing Bodies, in accordance with the management
and control system of the plan and the national and EU legislation. In that respect, it is
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subcontractors and beneficial owners (...) Cyprus should implement the transitory
repository system or the dedicated Monitoring Information System with the
required functionalities (...) by confirming the completion of its implementation
with the submission of the first payment request. A dedicated audit of the system
should attest that it has the required functionalities (...) (recital 45). The internal
control system is based on robust processes and structures. Roles and
responsibilities of the actors for controls and audits are clear, relevant control
functions are appropriately segregated and the independence of actors
performing audits is ensured. The actors responsible for controls have the legal
empowerment and administrative capacity to exercise their planned roles and
tasks. The procedures described in the plan for controls and audits have entered
into force and responsibilities of the bodies involved have been defined by means
of the decision of the Council of Ministers approving the plan. The designated
audit bodies are the Audit Office of the Republic of Cyprus and the Internal Audit
Service of the Republic of Cyprus. They are mandated to conduct ex-post audits
to check whether implementing bodies carry out procedures to prevent, detect
and correct fraud, corruption and conflicts of interest, when using the funds (...).
Moreover, there are control arrangements at several levels aimed at avoiding
double funding from other Union programmes as well as compliance with
applicable rules (recital 46).
The monitoring and implementation of the recovery and resilience plan of Cyprus
has been set out in the Council of Ministers decision of 14 May 2021 (...). They shall
take place in accordance with the following arrangements:
• The Monitoring Committee, chaired by the Director General of the Directorate
General for European Programmes, Coordination and Development and
attended by the Directors-General of Ministries and Deputy Ministries involved in
the plan, shall be responsible for centrally monitoring progress in
implementation, resolving issues and responding to risks at the highest technical
level. It shall convene at least before each submission to the Commission of
requests for payment and progress reports (...). It may rely on reporting and other
support from the Coordinating Authority.
• The Coordinating Authority, which is the Directorate for Recovery and
Resilience of the Directorate General for European Programmes, Coordination
and Development, shall be responsible for the monitoring and implementation
of the recovery and resilience plan at operational level. Specifically, the
Coordinating Authority is responsible for monitoring, verifying and certifying the
achievement of the milestones and targets of measures of the plan and ensuring
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expected to also monitor the status of the findings of ex post audits, acting as the
intermediate body between the Coordinating Authority and the IAS and the Audit
Office of the Republic of Cyprus (together, “the audit bodies”). The National Control and
Audit Coordinator is not expected to be involved in the planning and execution of the
audits, which is within the sole responsibility of the audit bodies. The Control and Audit
Coordinator has the responsibility to oversee the treatment of serious irregularities,
meaning fraud, corruption and conflicts of interests, and to ensure that double funding
is avoided. The Implementing Bodies will have the first line responsibility to prevent,
detect, report and correct conflicts of interest, corruption and fraud, and avoid double
funding. (...)The envisaged audit processes are adequate. (...)Any weaknesses identified
will be reported to the Commission and where relevant to OLAF. (...)The plan stipulates
that the key national actors responsible for audit, namely the IAS and the Audit Service
of the Republic, are independent. (...) The plan sets out several additional layers of
controls to avoid serious irregularities and avoid double funding. (...)There are also
adequate procedures in place for the correction of serious irregularities, including
recovery of funds and prosecution. (...) A dedicated Monitoring Information System
(MIS) will be used by the Coordinating Authority for the implementation of the plan. Its
core functionalities, or a contingent repository system with the required functionalities,
are expected to be in place by 31 December 2021. Cyprus is expected to submit a
dedicated audit report confirming the effectiveness of the functionalities of the
repository system by 31 March 2022 and in any case by the first payment request.
(section 4.10, p. 76-79).

IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit

Member
State

Proposal for a COUNCIL IMPLEMENTING DECISION
on the approval of the assessment of the recovery and resilience
plan

COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT
Analysis of the recovery and resilience plan

the timely submission of all information (...). is assisted by two specialised
Monitoring Bodies designated for specific measures of the plan.
• The National Control and Audit Coordinator for the implementation of the plan,
which is the Verifications and Certification Directorate of the Treasury of the
Republic of Cyprus, shall be responsible for supporting the Coordinating
Authority in overseeing controls by all stakeholders, including Implementing
Bodies (...) it shall also monitor the status of the findings of ex post audits, acting
as the intermediate body between the Coordinating Authority and the Internal
Audit Service of the Republic of Cyprus and the Audit Office of the Republic of
Cyprus (...) shall not be involved in the planning and execution of the audits,
which is within the sole responsibility of the audit bodies. It shall manage and
process all information (...) it has the responsibility to oversee the treatment of
serious irregularities, meaning fraud, corruption and conflicts of interests, and
ensure that double funding is avoided through controls of the information
submitted by the Implementing Bodies.
• The Implementing Bodies shall have the first line responsibility to prevent,
detect, report and correct conflicts of interest, corruption and fraud, and avoid
double funding(...)
• The Internal Audit Service of the Republic of Cyprus is responsible for
conducting ex post internal audits in any central government body including the
audit of the achievement of milestones and targets of the plan, through an
appropriate sampling method. The Audit Office of the Republic of Cyprus is
responsible for conducting financial, performance and compliance ex post (and
in some cases real time) external audits for projects implemented under the
national budget through an appropriate sampling method which complies with
the International Organisation of Supreme Audit Institutions (INTOSAI)
standards(...)
• The Coordinating Authority shall be the body drawing up the requests for
payment to the European Commission. The Coordinating Authority shall be
supported by the National Control and Audit Coordinator in retrieving the results
of audit procedures undertaken by the audit bodies (including the Internal Audit
Service and the Audit Office), as well as all cases of serious irregularities, including
cases of fraud or suspicion of fraud, corruption and conflicts of interest, that shall
feed into the summary of audits, which will accompany payment applications
(annex, section 3.1, p. 190-191).

22

PE 689.444

The Recovery and Resilience Plans: governance at national level

Member
State

Latvia
Commission
proposal for a
draft Council
implementing
decision (and
annex)
Commission
staff working
document

Lithuania
Commission
proposal for a
draft Council
implementing

PE 689.444

Proposal for a COUNCIL IMPLEMENTING DECISION
on the approval of the assessment of the recovery and resilience
plan

COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT
Analysis of the recovery and resilience plan

The existing national framework for the implementation of shared management
funds is responsible for RRF implementation. The Ministry of Finance will be
tasked with coordinating the implementation of the plan, whereas the State
Chancellery, line Ministries and the Central Finance and Contracting Agency
should be tasked with ensuring and monitoring the implementation (recital 28).
Likewise, the existing national framework for the implementation of structural
funds will be responsible for controlling adequate use of EU monies (recital 33).
A specific milestone related to IT systems for reporting and monitoring of RRP has
been introduced ahead of first payment request being presented (recital 35).
The implementation of the plan shall be coordinated by the Ministry of Finance
which will perform the functions of the Managing Authority separately from its
other functions, including those of the Audit Authority. It is in charge of the
development of the management and control system of the plan, coordinating
the reporting process during the implementation of the plan (a half-yearly report
on the compilation and progress of the plan) and other functions. The Central
Financing and Contract agency (CFCA) has been designated as an intermediary
body delegated with responsibilities for implementation, control and monitoring
of the plan. The Audit Authority, which is independent from the other
departments of the Ministry of Finance will develop a plan audit strategy and
prepare a summary of the audits carried out to accompany the request for
payments. The sectoral ministries and the State Chancellery shall perform the
responsibilities related to the implementation of the plan. The involvement of the
authorities in the implementation of the plan takes place within the defined
framework of their core activities and functions. Financing of sectoral ministries
for the implementation of the plan shall be allocated in accordance with the
relevant national procedures for the financing from the state budget.
A separate budget programme for Recovery and Resilience plan-related financial
flows is provided in the state budget, which ensures the traceability and
separability of the financial flows (annex, section 3.1, p. 143).

Control and audit systems are developed based on the existing Cohesion Policy
structures. The implementation of the RRP will be ensured by the sectoral ministries in
cooperation with the Ministry of Finance as the lead ministry, the Central Finance and
Contracting Agency (CFCA), the Audit Authority and the Procurement Monitoring
Bureau. The audit authority, an independent and appropriately segregated unit of the
Ministry of Finance, performs horizontal system audits, creates an audit strategy, and
gives opinions about the management and control system compliance with the
requirements EU and national normative acts. It also prepares a summary of the audits
carried for the RRP progress report and payment requests. CFCA will ensure the
monitoring process of investment projects with a focus on double funding, state aid
checks, as well as controls on the detection and prevention of corruption, conflict of
interest and fraud. The procurement monitoring bureau performs public procurement
procedure pre-checks. The Audit Authority will carry out audits similar to those of the
EU funds 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 periods.
All information related to the implementation and monitoring of the RRP plan will be
stored in a single IT system, the KPVIS. The system will be used by all institutions
involved in the implementation of the RRP plan, including beneficiaries and monitoring
authorities such as CFCA, the procurement monitoring bureau, the Ministry of Finance,
line ministries and audit authorities. The KPVIS will ensure the necessary audit trail and
milestones and targets reporting of the components under RRF. The RRF module in
KPVIS will become available by 1st quarter 2022, before the first payment request is
submitted to the Commission. The process to prevent, detect and correct fraud,
corruption and conflict of interest is in place. These controls will be carried out by the
Procurement monitoring bureau and CFCA during the implementation of
investments/projects, and by line ministries in the implementation of reforms. Arachne
will be used. Arrangements to avoid double EU funding are put in place and the RRP
provides sufficient information on the administrative capacity of coordinating and
implementing bodies (section 4.10, p. 61-63).

The Ministry of Finance is the managing authority responsible for the
coordinating the implementation and monitoring of the plan and the main
contact point for the Commission. The Central Project Management agency is
the administrating authority of the plan (responsible for assessing and selecting
projects; ensuring compliance with project contracts, national and the Union
legislation). Sectoral ministries and
authorities under their control are
responsible for the implementation and reporting on the milestones and targets
(recital 33).

The RRP management and control system will be based on the model used for the EU
Structural Funds, which is undergoing significant changes for the 2021-2027 funding
period, and will be governed by the same principles and rules, except where different
procedures and processes are needed to fulfill the specific requirements of the RRF
Regulation. The system will encompass a set of functions and procedures for the
management and control of RRP to be carried out by (i) the managing authority, (ii) the
administering authority and (iii) the audit authority within their remit, ensuring
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The internal control system is based on existing processes and structures and
clearly identifies actors (bodies/entities) and their roles and responsibilities for
the performance of the internal control tasks. The system relies on the model
used for the structural funds for the 2021-2027 period and rests on a newly build
authority being set up (recital 38). A milestone is set to ensure certain audit and
control are put in place to be completed by the time of the first payment request
(recital 39).
Implementation of the plan will be coordinated by the Ministry of Finance as
managing authority, with functions segregated from its other functions. The
Audit Authority, comprising of two departments of the Ministry of Finance and
independent from the other departments of the Ministry, carries out audits
according to the adopted audit strategy and prepares a summary of the audits to
accompany each payment request. The sectoral ministries shall perform the
responsibilities assigned to them, mostly related to practical implementation of
the plan. The public body Central Project Management Agency (CPMA) shall be
the Administering Authority responsible for project monitoring and control,
including on the spot checks, as well as for the drawing up and submission of the
payment request. The implementation and monitoring of the plan requires
additional human resources. Around 16 full time equivalent jobs shall be
allocated in the Managing Authority within the institution’s existing resources
and around 100 new employees shall be hired in the CPMA to exercise planrelated functions (annex, section 3.1, p. 202).

compliance with the provisions and principles of European Union (EU) and national
legislation.
As of 1 May 2021 the functions of the audit authority have been assigned to the Central
Internal Audit Division and to the Department for Conformity Assessment and
Declaration of Expenditure within the Ministry of Finance. These two departments are
functionally independent from other departments of the Ministry of Finance, are
directly accountable to the Minister of Finance, and have direct and unhindered access
to all levels of the organisation. The adoption of an audit strategy is planned for
September 2021. It is foreseen that the audit authority will be carrying out both the
assessment of the effectiveness of the internal control system of the authorities
responsible for the implementation of the RRP (system audits) as well as audits of
selected projects focusing on performance aspects (and expenditure audits, if needed).
The audit authority will also ensure the follow-up of recommendations made and
report back to the managing authority on their state of play. The Public Procurement
Office, Financial Crime Investigation Service, Special Investigation Service and the
Competition Council are also part of the control and monitoring system for the RRP
(section 4.10, p. 61-63).

The Directorate for Economic and Budgetary Affairs within the Ministry of Finance
has overall responsibility for the plan and acts as a single point of contact for the
Commission. It is also responsible for drawing up the payment request and
management declarations and it coordinates and monitors the implementation
of the recovery and resilience plan. It will aggregate all the information relating
to the indicators, carry out consistency checks and, more generally, quality
control. A specific milestone has been added ensuring that an IT system for the
management and reporting of the milestones and targets will be developed
ahead of its first payment request (recital 36). The General Finance Inspectorate
(Inspection Générale des Finances – “IGF”), which is also the audit authority for
shared management funds, will act as the audit authority for the implementation
of the plan, carry out audits of operations and a system audit every year and issue
an annual audit report (assessing whether the management and control system
is functioning effectively and providing reasonable assurance that the milestones
and targets declared in the payment requests are correct). The audit authority is

The national set-up for RRF control rests on the Directorate for Economic and
Budgetary Affairs within the Ministry of Finance which has overall responsibility for the
plan and acts as a single point of contact for the Commission. It is also responsible for
drawing-up of the payment requests and management declarations and it will
coordinate, monitor the implementation of the RRF and collect the data on the
indicators from the final recipients. The audits will be carried out by the audit authority
for the RRF in LU, i.e. “l’Inspection Générale des Finances”. IGF is also the audit authority
for the European Structural and Investment Funds and it is independent of the service
gestionnaire, therefore ensuring segregation of functions. The Commission single datamining and risk scoring tool will be used. Double funding is being tackled from the
programing phase of each component. First, at the level of final recipient, who must
indicate the sources and amounts of any other funding, outside the Facility support,
received or applied for in the same financial year for the same action or for other
actions. The same final recipient must also certify, as part of his application for
reimbursement, that the absence of such a risk has been verified and documented. The
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independent from the managing department, which ensures an appropriate
separation of functions (recital 37).
The following arrangements will apply:
- The Directorate for Economic and Budgetary Affairs within the Ministry of
Finance shall have overall responsibility for the implementation of the plan and
act as a managing department and a single point of contact for the Commission.
It will draw up the payment requests and management declarations and
coordinate and monitor the implementation of the plan. It shall also collect the
data on the indicators as submitted by the final recipients, and carry out the
management verifications. It will also be responsible for aggregating all the
information relating to the indicators for which it shall also carry out a consistency
check and, more generally, a quality control. The managing department shall also
be responsible for communicating and making use of these monitoring data,
both in the coordination committees and in the annual implementation report. It
will carry out checks (including on-the-spot) on the administrative, financial,
technical and physical aspects of the operations, in all stages of the management
of a measure included in the recovery and resilience plan. In addition, specific
measures shall be implemented to check compliance with the rules relating to
public procurement, to prevent corruption, and to protect financial interests of
the EU.
- The General Finance Inspectorate (IGF) shall be the audit authority for the
recovery and resilience plan.
Its audit approach will be based on: annual system audit (covering the system in
place for the reporting of the milestones and targets and covering also the
internal control system for preventing, detecting and correcting fraud, conflict of
interest, corruption and double financing) and annual audits of operations (base d
on an adequate sample) (annex, section 3.1, p. 38-39).

managing department must therefore ensure that the final recipient’s accounting and
financial information system allows accurate monitoring of the sources of funding and,
where appropriate, of each of the programmes in which the final recipient participates.
In addition, coordination meetings with the representatives involved in the
implementation of shared management funds are also foreseen, sharing information
in relation to financing of different projects.
The managing department will also perform documentary checks. Additionally, IGF will
also perform audits which should ensure that the funds have been managed in
accordance with all applicable rules and that systems are able to prevent, detect and
correct cases double funding (section 4.10, p. 53-56).

Overall implementation of the plan monitored by the AT Ministry of Finance with
appropriate arrangements put in place for other actors to be involved (recital 28).
Control system and the arrangements put in place to ensure the implementation
of the measures are based on robust processes and structures with the Ministry
of Finance being the central coordinating body, and including clearly identified
actors. Line Ministries are subject to the control of their internal audit units. The
central audit body is the national Court of Auditors (recital 35). The audit and
control system laid down in the plan clearly sets out how the relevant functions
have been segregated (recital 36). The plan clearly sets out that the administrative
capacity of the Austrian audit and control system is sufficient for the

The arrangements proposed by Austria in the recovery and resilience plan to prevent,
detect and correct corruption, fraud and conflicts of interest when using the funds
provided under the Facility, including the arrangements aimed to avoid double
funding from the Facility and other Union programmes, are assessed to be adequate.
The Austrian recovery and resilience plan clearly identifies the roles of the actors
responsible for controls. The plan clearly describes the responsibilities within the
internal control system. The plan describes the individual control mechanisms at the
level of the implementing Ministries. The plan describes the Austrian rules in place to
prevent conflict of interest as well as mechanisms to avoid fraud, corruption and
double funding. The plan describes mechanisms to ensure the traceability of the audit
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implementation of the plan. Existing structures experienced in management of
EU funds should be tasked to carry out the necessary actions (recital 37).
Monitoring and implementation will take place in accordance with the following
arrangements (annex, p. 115, section 3.1):
The Ministry of Finance ensures overall coordination of the
implementation and the monitoring and control system. The division of tasks and
the relationships between the monitoring and the audit and control systems are
described in a comprehensive way in the plan. While the implementation and the
monitoring and control tasks for the measures are delegated to the individual
Ministries, the Ministry of Finance will take full responsibility to ensure that all the
requirements related to the implementation and the monitoring and control
system are fulfilled.
The coordinating function of the Ministry of Finance is based on
established national mechanisms and regulations. The relevant national legal
provisions and national mechanism for monitoring and control will be applied,
including the corresponding reporting obligations. The disbursement of funding
for measures included in the plan to the final recipients shall be carried out in
compliance with the legal basis for the general funding guidelines
(Förderrichtlinien), where applicable.

and control system. There are pro-active arrangements in place to prevent and detect
serious irregularities. The plan sets out arrangements to correct serious irregularities
and how funds are going to be recovered. The plan explains how funding to businesses
or individuals has to be documented in the transparency database. The plan gives clear
indication on the legal mandate of implementing bodies. The plan provides assurance
that the administrative capacity of Austria’s audit and control system is sufficient
(section 4.10, p. 64-67).

The administrative structure ‘Estrutura de Missão Recuperar Portugal’ (‘task force
Recuperar Portugal’) should monitor and implement the RRP, as defined by
national legislation, and should be in place until the end of the implementation
of the plan (recital 44).
The national management of the internal control system will be centralised in the
‘Recuperar Portugal’ task force. The implementation of the plan will be contracted
out to public agencies or bodies or intermediaries responsible at decentralised
levels (recital 50).
For the implementation, monitoring and control of the RRP, Portugal will make
use of IT tools. The General Inspectorate of Finance (IGF) will carry out a first audit
on the management and control system for the RRP prior to the submission of
the first payment request (excluding pre-financing) to the European Commission
(recital 51).
The monitoring and implementation of the recovery and resilience plan of
Portugal will take place in accordance with the following arrangements,
following a four-level governance model:
a) An Inter-Ministerial Commission, chaired by the Prime Minister, in charge of the
strategic and policy coordination and the overall political steering;

A model of centralised management and decentralised implementation of the RRF has
been chosen, consisting of four levels of coordination:
- Strategic and policy coordination level, provided by the RRP Inter-Ministerial
Commission;
- The level of monitoring provided by the National Monitoring Commission, chaired by
an independent person and persons of recognised merit, comprising a wide range of
entities from the business sector, science and knowledge, the social and cooperative
sector, and territories;
- Level of technical coordination and monitoring, ensured by the task force Recuperar
Portugal, the Agency for Development and Cohesion, I.P. (Agency, I.P.) and the
Planning, Strategy, Evaluation and International Relations Office of the Ministry of
Finance (GPEARI);
- The level of audit and control carried out by an Audit and Control Committee (CAC),
chaired by the Inspectorate-General for Finance (IGF).
The task force is expected to carry out technical and management coordination,
ensuring operationalisation of the various components of RRP, and is set to assume the
functions of monitoring, evaluation, interaction with the European Commission, audit
and control. This is expected to always be done in application of the principle of
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b) A National Monitoring Commission, made up of representatives of the various
social and economic partners and key civil society figures and chaired by an
independent person, to monitor the RRP’s implementation and its results,
promote its proper dissemination to citizens, businesses and other organisations,
and examine any issues affecting its performance and propose
recommendations;
c) The task force established by Resolution of Council of Ministers is in charge of
the implementation of the RRP, together with the Agency of Development and
Cohesion (supervising the use of the mix of the EU funds, controlling the risk of
double funding and the consistency with other initiatives), and the Ministry of
Finance;
d) The Audit and Control Committee (CAC), chaired by the Inspectorate-General
of Finance (IGF), to be responsible for audit and control activities.
The responsible ministries or actors involved in the execution of each reform and
investment shall liaise on a regular basis with the task force, which shall be the
structure in charge of coordinating the work on the recovery and resilience plan,
signing contracts with direct and intermediate beneficiaries, verifying the
accomplishment of milestones and targets and sending the payment requests to
the European Commission (annex, section 3.1, p. 200).

segregation of functions and in close coordination with the Agency, I.P. and the GPEARI
and with the IGF for the audit function. The task force will also have a central role in
managing the RRP nationally. Implementation of the plan, its reforms and its
investments are set to be contracted out by the task force to public agencies or bodies,
which are expected themselves to be the implementers or intermediaries. In this way,
the operational implementation of reforms and investments will be decentralised at
the appropriate level to ensure the plan’s full implementation.
The Audit and Control Committee (CAC) is responsible for overseeing the internal
control system of the task force, for giving a prior opinion on the requests for payment
of RRP funding every 6 months and for carrying out audits on the functioning of the
RRP management and control system. Moreover, a Transparency Portal is expected to
be set up to centralise information on European funds, including the RRP. ARACHNE or
a similar IT tool is planned to be used.
Management and control provisions are part of the contracts concluded with the
intermediate beneficiaries. In addition, there is a central body acting as audit
committee using mainly the IGF as executive audit body, which establishes the audit
strategy. Finally, the Portuguese Court of Auditors, as the Supreme Audit Institution, is
responsible for supervising, at national level, the implementation of financial resources
from the EU, in accordance with the applicable law, and may act in cooperation with
the competent Community bodies (section 4.10, p. 92-95).

The Coordinating Authority should have the overall responsibility for monitoring
and implementing the plan as a whole and should be responsible for drawing up
and signing the management declaration (recital 36).
The establishment of the Coordinating Body, adoption of a National Decree and
Guidelines of the Coordination Body laying out the procedures for carrying out
audits and controls in compliance with applicable Union and national legislation
and upgrade of the national IT system are included in the RRP (recital 42).
The monitoring and implementation of the RRP shall take place in accordance
with the following arrangements:
- The Office of the Implementation of the RRP, Ministry of Finance shall be the
Coordinating Authority and shall have the overall responsibility for monitoring
and implementation of the plan as a whole. It shall monitor, verify and validate
the achievement of milestones and targets and prepare and sign the
management declaration;
- Line ministries shall be responsible for the implementation of individual
components of the recovery and resilience plan of Slovenia. They shall report to

Finalisation of the legal and institutional framework for controls and audit is pending
until Slovenia has: (i) set up the Office for the Implementation of the RRP to act as the
coordinating authority; (ii) adopted the National Decree and the Guidelines of the
Coordinating Authority and other entities; and (iii) finalised upgrades to the uniform
accounting system of the Ministry of Finance’s MFERAC IT system.
The MFERAC IT-system will enable monitoring and reporting on the plan, but will also
generate data for the preparation of payment claims. All necessary IT support will be
provided by the National Cost Coordinator.
The Slovenian set-up of the internal-control system as described in the plan is based on
existing processes and structures. The designated authorities are: (i) the Office for the
Implementation of the Recovery and Resilience Plan, designated as the Coordinating
Authority; (ii) the Budget Supervision Office of the Republic of Slovenia, designated as
the National Audit Authority; and (iii) the Ministry of Finance’s Department for the
Management of EU Funds, designated as the National Cost Coordinator. The
Coordinating Authority and the National Audit Authority are both organisationally and
functionally separate bodies within the Ministry of Finance. The National Costing
Coordinator is a department of the Ministry of Finance. The structures also include the
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the Coordinating Authority on the progress of the implementation and on the
achievement of milestones and targets;
- National Cost Coordinator, Ministry of Finance, the Department for the
Management of EU Funds: the coordinator shall be responsible for payments at
national level and for the preparation and submission of payment requests to the
European Commission;
- The Budget Supervision Office, Ministry of Finance, in its role as the National
Audit Coordinator, shall be responsible for carrying out audits and for drawing up
a summary of audits (annex, section 3.1, p.169-170).

supporting ministries that are involved in the implementation of the plan. The
Coordinating Authority has yet to be legally created and it will be responsible for the
monitoring, verification and validation of the achievement of milestones and targets.
The National Audit Coordinator will be responsible for carrying out audits and
preparing summaries of audits to accompany payment requests.
Slovenia intends to use different risk-assessment tools including the ARACHNE tool,
made available by the European Commission, for internal control and risk prevention.
Both the Coordinating Authority and the National Audit Coordinator are tasked with
reporting irregularities and suspected fraud to OLAF. In doing so, the National Audit
Coordinator will be guided by the recommendations of the European Commission. The
supporting ministries, the Coordinating Authority and the National Audit Coordinator
are jointly responsible for verifying whether the corrective measures were taken. In
addition, Slovenia’s Interdepartmental Working Group on Cooperation with OLAF
already coordinates the sending of information on detected irregularities in the use of
EU funds. The working group includes representatives of the Ministry of Finance
(including the Budget Supervision Office), the Public Prosecutor’s Office, the
Commission for the Prevention of Corruption, the Ministry of Justice, the Ministry of
Interior, the Agency for Agricultural Markets and Rural Development, and the
Government Office for Development and European Cohesion Policy.
A controller in the Coordinating Authority will be responsible for checking the
possibility of double funding during implementation. This check will be based on: (i)
signed declarations by the beneficiary; (ii) the adequacy of the beneficiary’s separate
accounts to monitor implementation; (iii) available data in the IT systems MFERAC,
ARACHNE, GVIN and ERAR; and (iv) a list of projects at higher risk of double funding
identified by the responsible ministry (section 4.10, p. 67-73).

The National Implementation and Coordination Authority (NIKA) will be leading
the implementation system; it will be responsible for meeting the milestones and
targets and requesting payments. For this purpose, NIKA will be entitled to
request information from all entities involved – implementers, intermediaries,
beneficiaries and other persons concerned - on the status of implementation of
reforms and investments, including the corresponding milestones and targets
(recital 32).
Moreover, NIKA is responsible for the preparation and transmission of
applications for payment of financial support, the management declaration and
the summary of audits. Management verifications will be conducted by
implementing Ministries/bodies and will not only check the absence of serious
irregularities but also the fulfilment of milestones and targets. A repository

The RRP makes it clear that NIKA is responsible for the summary of audits. A
comprehensive audit strategy is presented and effective procedures are in place for
ensuring all serious irregularities are properly reported. Whistle-blowing is also
enshrined in national legislation.
Moreover, the RRP comprehensively explains how the implementing Ministries/bodies
will check the absence of serious irregularities, as well as the fulfilment of milestones
and targets.
An information system (ISPO) will provide a platform for the electronic communication
of different actors (NIKA in particular) and for the exchange of data with other
information systems, including the EC information systems. A repository system for
monitoring the RRF implementation and for the collection and storage of all the data
shall be put in place and operational by the time of the first payment request. However,
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system for monitoring the implementation of the Facility is required to be put in
place and be operational by the time of the first payment request (recital 39).
NIKA will work to coordinate actors involved in implementing the RRF. The
responsible coordinating bodies for the RRF and Cohesion Policy funds will liaise
to avoid double funding at the programming and implementing stage. However,
the exact mandate and competence of the coordination body and all other
implementing bodies will likely only be known after the adoption of the plan
(recital 40).
The monitoring and implementation of the RRP of Slovakia will take place in
accordance with the following arrangements:
- In order to ensure well-defined tasks, competences and powers, the Slovak
Republic is preparing a specific “Recovery and Resilience Facility Act”, which is
expected to govern, inter alia, the selection of beneficiaries and their
responsibilities, how financial corrections are to be carried out and irregularities
are dealt with, conflicts of interest and the processing of personal data. It is
expected to also introduce measures to protect the financial interests of the
European Union at the level of each entity involved in the implementation. It
regulates the monitoring of the achievement of milestones and targets and the
system of data collection covering beneficial owners. - NIKA coordinates and
guides the implementation and conducts checks on executors, intermediaries
and beneficiaries. It is responsible for monitoring and assessing the
implementation of the plan and the achievement of milestones as well as
providing the Commission with the data collected on request (annex, section 3.1,
p. 186).

various relevant features of the control systems are subject to a so-called Recovery and
Resilience Facility Act being in force, while the Act is still a draft. Thus, the exact mandate
and competence of the coordination body and all other implementing bodies will only
be known for sure after the final submission of the RRP and likely after its adoption
(section 4.10, p. 78-80).

The management structure is well defined and responsibilities clearly allocated.
The Ministry responsible for the management of EU Funds is empowered to
perform the tasks related to coordination, management and control. Within the
Ministry responsible for the management of EU funds, the Planning and Priorities
Coordination Division has been designated to ensure the leadership,
coordination and overall oversight, thereby extending the European cohesion
funds governance framework to the RRP. The various institutions in charge of
implementation are clearly indicated in the description of the six component s
(recital 34). (...)The verification mechanisms, data collection and responsibilities
appear sufficiently robust to verify the completion of the milestones and targets
and justify in an adequate manner the disbursement requests. Milestones and
targets are also relevant for measures already completed which are eligible under
Article 17(2) of Regulation (EU) 2021/241. The satisfactory fulfilment of these

The management structure is well defined and responsibilities are clearly allocated. The
Ministry responsible for the management of EU funds is empowered to perform the
tasks related to coordination, management and control. It will act as head of the RRP
— and be the main contact for the Commission — and national coordinating authority
for the Technical Support Instrument and all other EU funds. (...) Within the Ministry
responsible for the management of EU funds, the Planning and Priorities Coordination
Division (PPCD) has been designated to provide leadership, coordination and overall
oversight, thereby extending the EU cohesion funds governance framework to the
recovery and resilience plan. Within the PPCD, the horizontal unit will perform the
internal control tasks related to the monitoring of the achievement of milestones and
targets prior to the submission of the payment claim to the Commission, while the RRP
unit will carry out the tasks related to implementation of the plan. Both units are
assigned separate staff with clearly defined responsibilities to ensure compliance with
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milestones and targets over time is required to justify a disbursement request
(recital 35). (...) the arrangements proposed in the RRP are adequate (Rating A) to
prevent, detect and correct corruption, fraud and conflicts of interests when
using the funds provided under that Regulation, and the arrangements are
expected to effectively avoid double funding under that Regulation and other
Union programmes (...) (recital 39). The internal control system described in the
RRP is based on robust processes and structures and clearly identifies actors and
their roles and responsibilities for the performance of the internal control tasks.
The Ministry responsible for the management of EU funds is in charge of the
coordination, management, monitoring and control of the RRP. Within the
Ministry, the Planning and Priorities Coordination Division (PPCD) is entrusted
with the effective implementation of the RRP (...) and should take all the
appropriate measures to protect the financial interests of the Union. Reporting
and monitoring should be registered through the Management Information
System managed by the PPCD (...). The audits should be performed by the Internal
Audit & Investigations Department, which is an independent body. Furthermore,
the RRP includes relevant procedures to prevent, detect and correct double
funding, conflict of interests, fraud and corruption, including arrangements for
the collection and making available of data on final recipients. The actors
responsible for controls are expected to have the legal empowerment, technical
ability and strengthened administrative capacity to exercise their planned roles
and tasks (...) (recital 40).
The Ministry responsible for the management of EU funds is the authority in
charge of the coordination, management and control of the overall
implementation process of the RRP. It shall ensure the respect of the established
national and EU rules, take measures to provide adequate administrative capacity
and carry out the required consultation, communication and information
activities related to Regulation (EU) 2021/241. Within the Ministry responsible for
the management of EU funds, the Planning and Priorities Coordination Division
(PPCD) is entrusted with the effective implementation of the RRP (...) and shall (...)
protect the financial interests of the Union (...) ensure that the use of funds in
relation to measures in the Maltese RRP complies with the applicable EU and
national law (...) responsible for drawing up and signing of management
declaration and summary of audits accompanying the requests for payment (...)
The Internal Audit and Investigations Department has been designated as the
audit authority for the purposes of the RRP, as an independent body. The audit
authority’s strategy comprises both system audits, focusing on the system in
place for the reporting of the milestones and targets, and on the system to
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the principle of separation of functions between implementation and control. The plan
describes adequately the intended monitoring and reporting mechanisms. (...)The
overall organisation is appropriate. The various institutions in charge of implementing
the measures are clearly indicated in the description of the six components, ensuring
clarity, transparency and accountability. An overall institutional coordination
mechanism is put in place. (...) (section 4.8, p. 63-65).
The plan provides sufficiently detailed information on the national set-up for the RRF
internal control system, which is similar to the one used for EU cohesion policy funds.
(...)The audit authority is the Internal Audit & Investigations Department (IAID). This is
the same audit authority as that for EU cohesion policy funds. Its independence from
the coordination body and institutions responsible for implementing the reforms and
investments will be ensured. (...)The outline of the control system put in place seems
appropriate and relevant actors are identified across all levels. The level of information
is not sufficient to draw conclusions on the adequacy of management verifications to
be carried out by institutions responsible for implementation of the reforms and
investments at component level. However, at plan level, the management verifications
will consist in both: (i) administrative/documentary verifications with respect to each
application for reimbursement by beneficiaries; and (ii) on-the-spot verifications of
operations to check whether milestones and targets have been achieved, and the
accuracy of the information provided by the beneficiary regarding material and
financial implementation. (...)Furthermore, the institutional framework capacity to fight
corruption is expected to be reinforced through implementing the capacity building
elements of the national anti-fraud and corruption strategy, which has recently been
adopted (more details are provided in the analysis on Component 6) (...)The second
level of the control system is entrusted to an independent audit body that acts with
complete autonomy and independence from the bodies responsible for managing the
actions and operations covered by each component. (...)The Ministry responsible for
the management of EU funds in Malta is the Office of the Prime Minister. Similarly, the
audit authority, the IAID, is an independent department, established by legal act, in the
Office of the Prime Minister. Malta indicates that, in line with the Constitution, the Prime
Minister decides how portfolios are allocated and therefore no other legal
empowerment is required. These authorities, therefore, are legally entrusted with the
duties in the context of the RRF as described in the plan. As regards the administrative
capacity of the coordinating body PPCD, Malta has provided information on the new
RRF unit to be constituted by six officers, and on two new additional positions in the
horizontal unit. In addition, the plan specifies that, in the audit body, three staff
members will be involved in the RRF audits. The plan also provides for the possibility, if
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prevent detect and correct serious irregularities, including the IT system, as well
as substantive testing based on an adequate sampling (annex, section 3.1, p. 84).

needed, to outsource certain RRF audit tasks to external auditors, similar to the practice
under cohesion policy. (section 4.10, p. 66-69).
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European Parliament
involvement in scrutinising the
Recovery and Resilience Facility
This note provides a brief overview of Parliament involvement in scrutinising the Recovery and Resilience Facility
(and the European Union Recovery Instrument). It is based on Regulation 2021/241 of 21 February, setting out the
Recovery and Resilience Facility, and the relevant parts of the new Interinstitutional Agreement on budgetary
matters established between the Parliament, the Council and the Commission. It does not cover nor discusses in
detail other instruments or frameworks for scrutiny, namely those relating to the European Semester, EU
budgetary procedures, written or oral questions or any discharge procedures. This paper updates an earlier one
initially published on January 2021.

I. Introduction
Until recently, the European Parliament has been scrutinising the EU economic governance framework
mostly through regular economic dialogues with the Commission, Council, Eurogroup and the Member
States. Scrutiny relies mostly on public information. This is commensurate with Member States retaining the
core powers of defining and implementing their economic policies within the European Semester for
economic policy coordination (European Semester).
The Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) sets a new paradigm: it relies on EU funding (based on new EU
bond issuance under the novel European Union Recovery Instrument - EURI) for financing Member States’
national projects and investments. The RRF Regulation is based on article 175 of the Treaty on Functioning
of the European Union (TFEU), thus linking the RRF to achieving Member States’ objectives of economic,
social and territorial cohesion as set out in article 174 of TFEU. The instrument is also strongly interlinked
with the European Semester (see here, here and here) and with meeting Member States’ objectives under
article 148 of the TFEU (on employment policies). A specific EGOV briefing gives further details of the Facility
main building blocks.
To ensure the European value added of such national projects and investments, the agreed RRF Regulation
spells out the policy areas of European interest to be covered by the instrument, and associated financing,
structured around six pillars, namely: green transition; digital transformation; smart, sustainable and
inclusive growth; social and territorial cohesion; health, and economic, social and institutional resilience;
and policies for the next generation i.e. children and youth.

ECONOMIC GOVERNANCE SUPPORT UNIT (EGOV)
Author: Cristina DIAS
Directorate-General for Internal Policies
PE 659.627 - September 2021

EN

European Parliament involvement in scrutinising the Recovery and Resilience Facility

Member States reform and investment agendas are to be spelled out in national Recovery and Resilience
Plans (RRPs) drawn up in accordance with detailed criteria (namely those set out in article 18 and Annex V
of the RRF Regulation and bearing in mind Commission guidance). For an overview of national RRPs see
specific EGOV briefing.
The RRF Regulation also includes detailed conditions to be met by the Member States in order to benefit
from the funds available. Such conditions refer, notably, to the alignment of Member States proposals with
their National Reform Programmes and with the horizontal principles underpinning the Regulation, the
Country Specific Recommendations, the Euro Area Recommendation for euro area Member States, and
additional qualitative benchmarks as set out in the Regulation, notably in articles 17 and 19 1.
The introduction of the RRF will alter the European Semester configuration as the RRPs will be at the centre
of the multilateral and bilateral surveillance of Member States economic and social policies for the coming
year(s). The instruments under the RRF will temporarily replace some of the steps of the European Semester
cycle. The RRPs are being evaluated (article 18) against detailed an specified criteria (article 19) and Member
States will report progress in meeting their milestones and targets also in the context of the Semester.
The need for guaranteeing a European approach in implementing the RRF is both recognised in the
Regulation and in the Interinstitutional Agreement2 (IIA) on budgetary matters 3.
This note provides a brief overview of Parliament involvement in scrutinising the RRF (and the EURI), based
on the RRF Regulation and the new IIA. The instruments of such scrutiny role are the provision of
information, dialogues and reviews. The following sections focus on each of these.
The Conference of Presidents: “- took note of a proposal from the coordination of the political groups for a standing
working group of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) and the Committee on Budgets (BUDG) for
the scrutiny of the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) (...);
- noted that the standing working group should be established as the operational format for the recovery and resilience
dialogue set out in Article 26 of Regulation (EU) 2021/241;
- noted that the standing working group should be composed of 27 Members, including the Chairs of the BUDG and
ECON Committees, appointed by the political groups as follows: seven Members from the EPP Group, five Members from
the S&D Group, four Members from the Renew Europe Group, three Members from the ID Group, three Members from the
Greens/EFA Group, two Members from the ECR Group, two Members from the Left Group, and one non-attached
Member; and noted that the Chairs of the BUDG and ECON Committees should co-chair the working group;
- noted that the RRF’s impact on EU policies should be reflected in the working group’s composition, and that, besides
the majority of the Members coming from the BUDG and ECON Committees, the political groups should ensure that at
least one Member of each of the associated committees for the RRF Regulation (EMPL, ENVI, ITRE and TRAN) be included
in the composition of the working group; (...)
- endorsed the proposal submitted by the coordination of the political groups.”
The composition of the Working Party can be found here.

1

2

3

Articles 17 and 19 set out a number of requirements for eligibility of projects and reforms and on criteria the Commission is to consider when
assessing the RRPs. Such criteria are clustered around the “relevance”, “effectiveness”, “efficiency” and “coherence” of the projects. Annex V
complements such lists. Article 18 deals with the content of the RRPs.
Interinstitutional Agreement between the European Parliament, the Council of the European Union and the European Commission on
budgetary discipline, on cooperation in budgetary matters and on sound financial management, as well as on new own resources, including a
roadmap towards the introduction of new own resources, of 16 December 2020.
The IIA notably sets out provisions allowing furthering Parliament’s oversight and control, as budgetary authority, of the RRF and of the EURI.
Point P in the Parliament resolution on such agreement reads: “Whereas the European Union Recovery Instrument includes a new Recovery and
Resilience Facility; whereas it is appropriate, in the context of the political agreement reached on the European Union Recovery Instrument and the
involvement of the budgetary authority in the governance of external assigned revenue under this instrument, to recall the need for an objective, fair
and transparent legal framework for the selection of the projects that will be funded under the Recovery and Resilience Facility, as well as to highlight
the role of regional and local authorities in helping to achieve a recovery that is symmetrical not only between Member States but also between
regions.”.

2
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This note does not cover in detail other instruments or frameworks for scrutiny, namely those relating to the
European Semester, EU budgetary procedures, written or oral questions or any discharge procedures. To
facilitate the scrutiny of the RRF, the Conference of Presidents on 4 March endorsed a proposal presented
by the European Parliament political groups (see box below).
In addition, under the agreed RRF Regulation, the Parliament and the Council will be also involved in
scrutinising a number of delegated acts that the Commission is empowered to adopt (article 33) 4.

II. Provision of information
Effective scrutiny requires timely access to the relevant information. Recognising that, the Regulation refers
(as requested by the Parliament) to various instances where Parliament is to receive information, to allow it
to exercise its scrutiny mandate.
The so-called “Recovery and Resilience Dialogue” (article 26) is noteworthy in this respect. It mainly results
from a Parliament proposal for a provision that foresaw the need for full access of information to be made
available to Parliament. The provision has been split into two parts, one addressing the “Recovery and
Resilience Dialogue” (article 26) and the other compiling provisions on transparency, mostly inspired by the
Parliament proposal for article 20a (currently, article 25). The Regulation provides for Parliament being
informed of and/or receiving:
- The national RRPs submitted by the Member States 5 and the proposals for Council decisions made public
(not draft RRPs or draft Council decisions eventually being discussed) (article 25(1); recital 60 6);
- All information transmitted by the Commission to the Council (article 25(2));
- Confidential information from the Commission, if a Member State requires its information to be redacted,
and articulate with the Commission on how to receive redacted information (article 25(3));
- Submissions to the European Council of possible disagreements in the Economic and Financial Committee
(EFC) regarding the disbursement of funds (disagreement on whether milestones and targets are being
complied with) - recital 51;
- An overview from the Commission of its preliminary findings concerning satisfactory fulfilment of relevant
Member States’ milestones and targets (article 25(4));
- All information submitted to Member States’ experts, at the same time as Council, regarding the
Commission exercise of delegated powers (recital 66);
- Systematic access to Commission meetings with national experts on implementation of delegated powers
(recital 66);
- Access to the recovery and resilience scoreboard (article 30), a dedicated website to be made available by
the Commission.
4

5
6

Such acts will cover the RRF scoreboard (article 30(2)); common indicators for reporting (article 29(4)(a)) and a methodology for reporting social
expenditure (article 29(4)(a)). The Commission discussed draft versions of two delegated acts in an expert group set up May 2021; such delegated
acts relate to the scoreboard and common indicators which the Commission decided to aggregate in one single act, and the methodology for
reporting social expenditure. Agendas and minutes of the meetings can be found here. On 28 July the Commission opened a 4 week consultation
period (until the 25 August) on both draft delegated acts4. Once the consultation closes, the Commission will adopt the delegated acts and send
them to Parliament and Council. The acts will enter into force only if no objection has been expressed within one month by either institution.
This refers to the official submissions, not the drafts possibly submitted earlier than 30 April.
Recitals do not create legally binding obligations. Nevertheless, the lists referred to some recitals, as manifestation of a certain political will.
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It is particularly relevant to note that article 25(2) (and recital 60) requires that Parliament and Council will
be simultaneously provided with the same level of information7. Parliament will also be informed of relevant
outcomes of discussions held in Council preparatory bodies.
Additionally, the Commission is required to present structured reports on a number of issues. These are,
namely:
- A report on the breakdown of expenditure financed through the RRF in accordance with the six
priorities/pillars (article 29(3));
- An annual report on the implementation of the RRF (article 31, recital 67). The annual report shall include
information on the progress made with the RRPs of the Member States, on the status of implementation of
milestones and targets, the status of disbursements and suspensions, the contribution of the Facility for the
climate and digital targets, the performance of the Facility based on the common indicators referred to in
Article 29(4) and the expenditure financed under the pillars set out in Article 3 (including on social, youth
and children expenditures, as referred to in Article 29(4));
- Based on Article 22(3) RRF spending will feature separately in the Commission Annual Management and
Performance Report reports the Financial Regulation (article 247) requires.
- Under the IIA (Part II, A, point 16), an annual report covering, inter alia, “the revenue, expenditure, assets and
liabilities of the European Development Fund, the European Financial Stability Facility, the European Stability
Mechanism, and other possible future mechanisms;” (...) climate expenditure (...) taking into consideration the
effects of the phasing out of the funding under the European Union Recovery Instrument and differentiating
between climate change mitigation and adaptation, where feasible;” and, “the implementation of the United
Nations Sustainable Development Goals in all relevant Union programmes of the MFF 2021-2027.”
- Under the IIA (Part II, A, point 17) an annual report on EURI covering:
- Assets and liabilities arising from borrowing and lending operations carried out under Article 5 of
the Own Resources Decision;
- The aggregate amount of proceeds assigned to Union programmes in the implementation of the
European Union Recovery Instrument in the previous year, broken down by programme and budget
line;
- The contribution of the borrowed funds to the achievements of the objectives of the EURI and the
specific Union programmes.
Annex I of the IIA (part H) presents the agreement between the three institutions to deepen transparency
and ensure proper oversight, and the involvement of the European Parliament and of the Council in the use,
of external assigned revenues under EURI. The Commission will provide detailed information on usage of
funds under EURI, on loans given to Member States and detailed estimates of commitment appropriations
and payment appropriations, as well as of legal commitments, broken down by heading and by programme
that receives assigned revenue under EURI. The Commission will in particular inform about any significant
deviations from initial forecasts. The Union budget will display transparently (in an Annex and in budgetary
remarks) the external assigned revenues received by relevant budget lines.

7

The recital reads: “In order to ensure transparency and accountability in the implementation of the Facility, the Commission should transmit, subject
to clearance of sensitive or confidential information, or to appropriate confidentiality arrangements if necessary, relevant documents and information
simultaneously and on equal terms to the Council and the European Parliament (...).”.
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Additionally, Annex II to the IIA establishes a roadmap for introducing new own resources 8, and makes
reference to a Joint Declaration by the three institutions establishing that further new instruments proposed
by the Commission under article 122 TFEU will be subject to stronger oversight by Parliament and Council
(see Part H of Annex I of the IIA).

III. Dialogues
Following a proposal by the Parliament, the Regulation foresees structured “Recovery and Resilience
Dialogue” (RRD) somehow inspired by the Economic Dialogues under the European Semester (see below).
Such dialogues take place at Parliament’ request9.
The RRD provides that:
- The Competent committee of the European Parliament may invite the Commission every two months to
discuss (article 26; recital 61):
(a) The state of recovery, resilience and adjustment capacity in the Union, as well as the measures
adopted under the RRF;
(b) The RRPs of the Member States;
(c) The Commission’s assessment of Member States’ RRPs and information on the state of play of
the assessment of RRPs (article 25(5));
(d) The main findings of the review report referred to in Article 16(2);
(e) The status of fulfilment of the milestones and targets of the Member States RRPs;
(f) Payment, suspension and termination procedures, including any observation presented and
remedial measures taken by the Member States to ensure a satisfactory fulfilment of the
milestones and targets;
(g) Any other relevant information and documentation provided by the Commission to the
competent committee of the European Parliament in relation to the implementation of the Facility.
As part of its scrutiny of the RRF, Parliament held so far three RRDs with the European Commission.

Table 1: Recovery and Resilience Dialogues with the Commission
Date of joint BUDG-ECON meeting

8

9

Briefing ahead of the hearing

10 May 2021

Briefing

14 July 2021

Briefing

1 September 2021

Briefing

It should be noted, however, that the IIA binds Council, not the Member States, and renewing the available basket of own resources requires
unanimous support of all Member States through adoption of new own resources decisions. Therefore, whilst important and relevant in the
context of the principle of sincere cooperation, introduction of new own resources as foreseen in the IIA remains a national competence.
It should be noted that despite specific dialogues foreseen in the legislation, the European Parliament can always invite representatives from
the other institutions for discussions and exchanges of views. The Economic Dialogue and the Recovery and Resilience Dialogue provide
structured frameworks and specific legal bases for discussions at specific moments or with specific backgrounds.
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Other provisions in the agreed regulation also refer to the dialogue, namely:
- The competent committee may invite the Commission to present the main findings of its implementation
assessment of the Facility (article 16(4));
- The competent committee may invite the Commission to discuss the application of article 10 (measures
linking the Facility to sound economic governance) [structured dialogue] to allow Parliament to express its
views (article 10(7)). The Commission shall give due consideration to the views expressed by Parliament. The
European Parliament may also invite the Commission to explain the reasons of its proposal for suspension
or for lifting a suspension on disbursements (article 10(7). Recital 29 specifies that the structured dialogue
to discuss such Commission proposals should take place within a period of four weeks following Parliament
being informed that conditions for suspending payments or commitments are met.
Article 26(3) (and recital 61) notes that the Commission “shall take into account elements arising from the views
expressed through the recovery and resilience dialogue, including the Resolutions from the European Parliament,
if provided.”, even if the exact terms of such “taking into account” remain indefinite. Such consideration is
notably consistent with the Commission President commitment to give a stronger voice to Parliament on
economic governance10.
The RRDs with the Commission will complement the Economic Dialogues that the Parliament can organise
under the EU economic governance framework currently in force. Such Economic Dialogues may involve, in
addition to the Commission, the Presidency of the Council and, where appropriate, the Presidents of the
Eurogroup and of the European Council (see here for more details). Member States can also be invited an
Economic Dialogue with Parliament in the context of the European Semester (see here for more details).
Furthermore, in the context of the EURI as a whole, the IIA provides that the Institutions will hold
interinstitutional meetings at least three times a year, soon before or after the budgetary trilogues and on
an ad hoc basis if one institution provides a reasoned request. Those meetings may address significant
deviations in EURI expenditure.
The European Parliament will incorporate the scrutiny of RRF spending in the normal discharge procedure.
The discharge procedure starts in the autumn of the year following the financial year in question. During
this procedure, the Budgetary Control committee prepares reports based on the Commission report and the
Annual report of the European Court of Auditors (ECA) on the implementation of the budget11. It may hold
hearings with ECA members , Commissioners and other responsible EU officials (e.g. director-general of the
European Anti-Fraud Office).

IV. European Parliament resolutions
Throughout RRF/RRP procedures, the Commission is required to take into account the views expressed in
Parliament’s resolutions (article 26 (2) and (3) and recital 61).
On 20 May, the EP adopted a resolution calling for all relevant information on national recovery plans,
ensuring democratic oversight of the implementation RRF. To ensure greater transparency and democratic
accountability of national RRPs, MEPs expected to receive from the Commission the necessary background
information, as well as a summary of the reforms and investments detailed in the national plans it has
received.

10

11

Article 26( 4) foresees that information contained in the Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard (Article 30) will serve as a basis for the recovery and
resilience dialogue.
See Article 261 of the Financial Regulation.
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On 2 June, the Commission welcomed the intensive and constructive cooperation between all EU
institutions, in particular via the launch of the RRDs: “The strong involvement of the European Parliament will
be crucial to contribute to greater transparency and accountability in the Facility’s implementation. The
Commission is fully committed to share all relevant information with the Parliament and the Council, and to give
due consideration to the views expressed by the Parliament in the context of the dialogue, in line with the
requirements of the Regulation.”
On 10 June, Parliament adopted a second resolution. In this resolution, the Parliament signals it expects the
Commission to “only approve plans that fully meet the provisions and targets of the RRF Regulation and to make
no political concession that goes against the regulation and its spirit”, signals that “European added value does
not materialise merely because the RRF is a European initiative” and reiterates previous concerns regarding
access to information. The resolution also “Calls on the Commission to carefully assess and ensure that each
national recovery and resilience plan effectively contributes to all six pillars referred to in Article 3 of the RRF
Regulation in a comprehensive and balanced manner; (...) Stresses that plans must meet the regulatory
requirements, including the 37 % and 20 % shares for the green and digital transitions respectively, (...); calls on
the Commission to assess the qualitative and quantitative side of the measures proposed in order to ensure that
they effectively meet both quantitative and qualitative targets, including for the implementation phase;”.

V. Reviews
The Regulation contains a number of provisions foreseeing reviews, mostly incumbent on the Commission.
These are, namely:
- A review report on implementation of the RRF by 31 July 2022 (article 16(1); recital 31). Such report shall
include an assessment on the extent to which the implementation of the RRPs contributes to scope and the
general objectives of the program, to the attainment of the climate and digital targets and the six identified
priorities, and information on the state of the implementation of the RRPs and observations and guidance
to the Member States 12. Such report may be presented in the context of a dialogue (see above);
- In 2024, a review of application of article 10 on conditionality; the Commission report may include
legislative proposals for amending such provisions (article 10(8)). In parallel, the Commission may submit a
proposal for review of article 10, in case of major changes in the social or economic situation of the Union.
The European Parliament and Council may request the Commission to come forward with such a review
(article 10(9));
- An independent evaluation report to be provided by the Commission by three years after entry into force
of the Facility (article 32(1));
- An ex post independent evaluation report on RRF implementation to be presented by the Commission by
31 December 2028 (article 32(1)). Such report shall include information on its impact in the long-term and
shall be accompanied by legislative proposals where appropriate.

Disclaimer and copyright. The opinions expressed in this document are the sole responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily represent the
official position of the European Parliament. Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised, provided the source is
acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and sent a copy. © European Union, 2021.
Contact: egov@ep.europa.eu
This document is available on the internet at: www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses

12

The regulation foresees the Commission will take into account the Scoreboard referred to in Article 30, the bi-annual reports of the Member
States referred to in Article 27, and relevant information on the fulfilment of the milestones and targets of the recovery and resilience plans as
available from the payment, suspension and termination procedures referred to in article 24.
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The main building blocks of
the Recovery and Resilience Facility
This note presents the main features of the Recovery and Resilience Facility relevant for
scrutiny by the European Parliament, namely its financing; the Recovery and Resilience
Plans and the framework for their assessment; and EU level governance of the RRF, in terms
of both its implementation and monitoring and oversight. It also highlights the changes
the Facility is bringing to the European Semester.

1. The Recovery and Resilience Facility: background and main features
On 27 May 2020, the Commission proposed a Regulation on Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF), in the
context of the “European Union Recovery Plan”, a wide package of initiatives aimed at meeting the calls by
the European Parliament and by the European Council for coordinated and decisive action at the EU level
to cater for the negative consequences of the COVID-19 crisis. As part of the same package, the Commission
also proposed the European Union Recovery Instrument (EURI) and an amendment to the Own Resources
Decision (ORD). EURI and the ORD provide the basis for financing the RRF (see Section 2).
The RRF was agreed by the co-legislators in December 2020 and
published as Regulation 2021/241 (Annex 2 presents the structure of the
Regulation). The regulation is based on article 175 of the Treaty on
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), which links the Facility to
achieving Member States’ objectives of economic, social and territorial
cohesion as set out in article 174 of TFEU. It also seeks to contribute to
allowing Member States to attain their objectives under article 148 of the
TFEU (on employment policies).
The Facility’s general objective is to “promote the Union’s economic, social
and territorial cohesion (...) thereby contributing to the upward economic
and social convergence, restoring and promoting sustainable growth and
the integration of the economies of the Union, fostering high quality
employment creation, and contributing to the strategic autonomy of the
Union alongside an open economy and generating European added value.”
(article 4(1)). This is complemented by a specific objective (article 4(2)),
which is “to provide Member States with financial support with a view to
achieving the milestones and targets of reforms and investments as set out
in their recovery and resilience plans.”.

An opinion of the Council Legal
Services on the Commission
proposals
addressed
its
compatibility with the Union's
principles of budgetary balance
and discipline under article 310
TFEU, with the integrity of the
system of own resources (article
311 TFEU), the suitability of
article 122 TFEU as legal basis for
the EURI proposal and the
compatibility of the package
with article 125(1) TFEU (no bailout clause). It concluded, in
short, that the Commission
proposals were legally sound
(with some caveats and
recommendations to address
specific concerns by amending
some texts).

The RRF Regulation allows for offering EU Member States grants (up to EUR 312.5 bn) and loans (up to EUR
360 bn), (both in 2018 prices) for public investments and reforms aimed at addressing structural weaknesses
and making Member States’ economies more resilient. The identification and preparation of the relevant
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investment and reform projects needs to be detailed in specific national plans (the “Recovery and Resilience
Plans”; RRPs) (see Section 3).
The Regulation (article 11) foresees a maximum allocation of grants established by two sets of criteria: 70%
is determined on the basis of population, the inverse of the GDP per capita and the relative unemployment
rate of each Member State (as defined in annex II of the Regulation). The remaining 30% of the maximum
amounts for grants are based on the population, the inverse of the GDP per capita, and, in equal proportion,
the change in real GDP in 2020 and the change in real GDP during the period 2020-2021. All maximum
amounts for grants will be revised by June 2022, based on actual outturn data from Eurostat. Loans can be
requested for up to 6.8% of a Member State’s 2019 Gross National Income.
Support is granted through an implementing decision of the Council, on the basis of positive assessment of
the RRPs and a proposal by the Commission. The Commission is asked to assess, in particular, the relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency and coherence of the RRPs (article 19 and annex V). Once the plans are adopted,
Member States may obtain up to 13% of the grants and loans as pre-financing (article 13).
Disbursements may be requested by Member States twice a year, upon request by Member States.
Disbursements are authorised by the Commission (see Section 4), based on the achievement of targets and
milestones identified in the RRPs.
Lack of compliance with the economic governance framework may lead to the suspension of all or part of
the payments or commitments. Article 10 foresees for such a possibility in a limited set of circumstances.
The decision rests with Council, on a proposal from the Commission. This differs from the initial Commission
proposal for the RRF, which, besides allowing suspension of payments, also linked the timeframe for
adoption of the RRPs to Member States respecting the EU economic governance framework 1 (article 9 of
Commission proposal) 2.
The RRF empowers the Commission to further develop the Regulation through delegated acts. Such acts
cover the RRF scoreboard (article 30(2)); common indicators for reporting (article 29(4)(a)) and a
methodology for reporting social expenditure (article 29(4)(a)) (see Section 5).

1

2

Insofar the Commission could have proposed to Council the adoption of an implementing act to suspend the time period for
the adoption of the plans (“In the event of significant non-compliance in relation to any of the cases laid down in Article 15(7) of the
Regulation laying down common provisions on the […)][CPR], the Council shall, on a proposal from the Commission, adopt a decision
by means of an implementing act to suspend the time period for the adoption of the decisions referred to in Articles 17(1) and 17(2)
(...).”
The Commission proposal referred to its proposal for a new Common Provisions Regulation (CPR) as the basis for assessing
whether the economic governance framework was being complied with. This is often referred to as “macro-economic
conditionality” (see here,). The CPR list in article 15(7) five circumstances allowing the Commission to propose to Council to
suspend all or part of the commitments or payments for one or more of the programmes of a Member State:
(a) no effective corrective action taken by a Member State as decided by Council under article 126(8) or article 126(11) TFEU
(excessive deficit procedure);
(b) insufficient corrective action plan by a Member State as assessed by Council in two successive recommendations in the same
imbalance procedure, in accordance with article 8(3) of the MIP regulation;
(c) no corrective action taken by a Member State, as assessed by Council through two successive decisions in the same
imbalance procedure in accordance with article 10(4) of MIP regulation;
(d) insufficient compliance with required measures and decision of non-disbursement under a financial assistance programme
for Member States’ Balance of Payments, as assessed by Council under Council Regulation (EC) No 332/2002;
(e) non-compliance with a macro-economic adjustment programme referred to in article 7 of Regulation (EU) No 472/2013, or
with the measures requested by a Council decision adopted in accordance with article 136(1) TFEU.
The RRF delinks macro-conditionality from the CPR and establishes its own set of “macroeconomic” conditions for suspending
commitments or payments (article 10(1) and (2)). These are likewise linked to non-compliance with the Stability and Growth
Pact, with the macro economic imbalances procedure and with commitments under the EU financial assistance framework. In
May 2020, the Commission revised its 2018 CRP proposal. The CPR is pending finalisation in Parliament and Council. Progress
can be followed here.
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2. Financing the Recovery and Resilience Facility
The RRF is the centrepiece of NextGenerationEU (NGEU), which is financed through funds borrowed on
financial market - as allowed by the new Own Resources Decision (ORD) - and whose details are specified in
the Council Regulation establishing the European Union Recovery Instrument (EURI), which details the
scope and the criteria to allocate the borrowed amounts.
The new ORD provides for a temporary increase of the maximum level of resources in the EU budget (“own
resources ceiling”) that can be called from Member States, thereby guaranteeing that the funds borrowed
will be repaid. EU institutions also agreed on a roadmap to propose by mid-2021 a set of new resources (see
below and a separate note on “Reform of the EU own resources”). The temporary increase in the own
resources ceiling by 0.6% of the EU Gross National Income (from 1.4% to 2.0% ) enables the Commission to
borrow on financial markets on a much larger scale than it has done so far, while preserving the Union's
favourable credit rating. Such exceptional and temporary empowerment to borrow is limited to addressing
the consequences of the coronavirus pandemic and will last until all the resources borrowed have been
repaid, i.e. at the latest by 31 December 2058. The Commission may start borrowing, as all Member States
have ratified the new Own Resources Decision, in line with their constitutional requirements: on 31 May
2021, the Council announced that all Member States have completed the ratification procedures (here the
calendar and here for detailed information on the procedure). On 1 June, the Commission announced that
it would start issuing “around €80 billion of long-term bonds in 2021, to be topped up by tens of billions of euros
of short-term EU-Bills to cover the remaining financing requirements”.
The EURI regulation assigns to the RRF grants up to EUR 312.5 billion and loans up to EUR 360 billion (in 2018
prices). Its article 3 specifies that at least 60% of the grants must be committed by the Commission before
31 December 2022, and that the total amounts for grants must be committed before 31 December 2023.
Analogously, decisions on loans must be adopted by 31 December 2023. Furthermore, all payments must
be made by 31 December 2026.
During the negotiations on the 2021-2027 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF), the EU institutions
discussed the terms of cooperation between them in light of the new instruments introduced with the
NGEU. They concluded that the “Interinstitutional Agreement between the European Parliament, the Council of
the European Union and the European Commission on Budgetary Discipline, on Cooperation in Budgetary
Matters and on Sound Financial Management, as well as on New Own Resources, Including a Roadmap Towards
the Introduction of New Own Resources” (IIA).

Interinstitutional cooperation on budgetary procedure and protection of Union budget
Annex I of the IIA sets out provisions on the interinstitutional cooperation during the budgetary procedure,
with Part H focusing on cooperation as regards the EURI and the RRF. The EURI establishes that the amounts
allocated to grants under the RRF are to be considered as “external assigned revenue” of the EU 3, whose
oversight by the European Parliament is limited.
Given the need to ensure an appropriate involvement of the European Parliament and of the Council in the
governance of external assigned revenue under the EURI, the Institutions agreed on a procedure that
ensures the provision of regular, updated and detailed information, as well as on the organisation of

3

Assigned revenue is used to finance specific items of expenditure and is defined in article 21 of the Financial Regulation.
Assigned revenues can be either “internal” or “external”. Assigned revenues constitutes an exception to the budgetary principle
of universality, whereby all revenues should finance the whole budget and not be earmarked. In accordance with the Financial
Regulation, internal assigned revenues are items such as revenue from the activities of a competitive nature conducted by the
Joint Research Centre, whilst external assigned revenues are, for instance, specific additional financial contributions from non
EU Member States to specified actions or programmes.
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dedicated interinstitutional meetings, at least three times a year. The first of such meetings took place on 29
April 2021.
In line with the requests of the European Parliament and in response to point 24 of the European Council
conclusions of July 2020, the Institutions agreed on the introduction of standardised measures to collect,
compare and aggregate information and figures on the final recipients and beneficiaries of Union funding,
aimed at enhancing the protection of the Union budget, of the EURI and of the RRF against fraud and
irregularities 4. The rules related to the collection and processing of such data will allow the Commission to
build up an integrated and interoperable information and monitoring system, including a single datamining and risk-scoring tool, with a view to a generalised application by Member States. That system would
ensure efficient checks on conflicts of interests, irregularities, issues of double funding, and any misuse of
the funds. The Commission, the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) and other Union investigative and
control bodies will have the necessary access to that data, in order to exercise their supervisory functions in
relation to the controls and audits that are to be carried out in the first place by the Member States, to detect
irregularities and conduct administrative investigations into the misuse of the Union funding concerned,
and to get a precise overview of its distribution.

Financial aspects and repayment of loans resulting from borrowing under the NGEU
The ORD (article 5) includes several provisions on the borrowing activities related to the NGEU/EURI. No new
borrowing can take place after 2026. The Commission is responsible for the administration of the borrowing
operations, and must regularly and comprehensively inform the Parliament and the Council about all
aspects of its debt management strategy. The Commission must establish and regularly update an issuance
calendar, containing the expected issuance dates and volumes for the forthcoming year, as well as a plan
setting out the expected principal and interest payments, and communicate it to the EP and the Council.
On 14 April the Commission adopted a package5 comprising of:
 A Communication on a new funding strategy to raise NGEU funds in capital markets 6;
 A Decision on the internal allocation of responsibilities for the implementation of relevant
processes;
 An Implementing Decision on the arrangements for the administration of the borrowing and
lending operations;
 A Decision on the establishment of the Primary Dealers network, with Annexes.
So far, the Commission has issued bonds and transferred the proceeds directly to the beneficiary country on
the same terms that it received (in terms of interest rate and maturity - the so called “back-to-back

4

5
6

In addition a Joint Declaration by the EP and the Commission on data collection for effective controls and audits (2021/C 58 I/02)
was attached to the RRF regulation. The two institutions “recall the need to ensure effective controls and audits for the purposes of
avoiding double funding and preventing, detecting and correcting fraud, corruption and conflict of interests in relation to the
measures supported by the Recovery and Resilience Facility. The two institutions consider essential that Member States collect and
record data on final recipients and beneficiaries of Union funding in an electronic standardised and interoperable format and use the
single data mining tool to be provided by the Commission.”.
Commissioner Hahn presented the Communication to the BUDG Committee on 14 April 2021.
The diversified funding strategy of the Commission will combine:





The establishment of a set of banks (called “Primary Dealer Network”) that will act as intermediaries;
Multiple funding instruments (medium and long-term bonds, some of which will be issued as NGEU green bonds, and EUBills) to maintain flexibility in terms of market access and to manage liquidity needs and the maturity profile8;
Communication of annual borrowing volumes and 6-monthly funding plan's key parameters, to offer clarity on
Commission issuance intentions;
A combination of auctions and syndications as methods for structuring the transactions, to ensure cost efficient access to
the necessary funding on advantageous terms.
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approach”). For loans granted under the RRF regulation, the Commission is empowered to manage maturity
transformations (in derogation to article 220/2 of the Financial Regulation, see article 15(2)(b) of the RRF
regulation). The Commission Implementing Decision specifies that Member States will bear “All costs,
inclusive those associated with the management of interest rate and other financial risk (...) calculated in
accordance to a methodology laid down by the Commission in specific guidelines, in full respect of the principles
of transparency and equal treatment”. For the time being, no further information is available on how such
guidelines will be adopted.
The Commission expects to raise up to around €800 billion between now and end 2026 (in current prices),
which would translate into borrowing volumes of on average roughly €150 billion per year. This will make
the EU one of the largest issuers in euro. The diversified funding strategy of the Commission will combine:
•

The establishment of a set of banks (called “Primary Dealer Network”) that will act as intermediaries
between the Commission and investors. The first members of the network were announced on 31
May 7;

•

Multiple funding instruments (medium and long-term bonds, some of which will be issued as
NextGenerationEU green bonds, and EU-Bills) to maintain flexibility in terms of market access and to
manage liquidity needs and the maturity profile;

•

Communication of annual borrowing volumes and 6-monthly funding plan's key parameters, to
offer clarity on Commission issuance intentions;

•

A combination of auctions and syndications as methods for structuring the transactions, to ensure
cost efficient access to the necessary funding on advantageous terms.

Box 1: Statistical issues related to the RRF
In November 2020 (*), Eurostat published a note on the statistical recording of the RRF, outlining the functioning of
the RRF and highlighting the aspects relevant for the statistical analysis and the compilation of statistics used in the
context of fiscal surveillance (i.e. Stability and Growth Pact and Excessive Deficit Procedure). As regards the statistical
recording, Eurostat identified and reached conclusions1 on the three following issues:
a) Firstly, whether the RRF support via grants should be assimilated, from the national accounts perspective, to the
EU funds regularly received by Member States under various common policies and, thus, whether the statistical rule
on neutrality of EU flows with respect to government deficit/surplus could also be applied in this case. Eurostat
concluded that, similarly to the ‘traditional’ EU grants, the principle of the EU flows neutrality on government budget
balance should be applied also to the RRF grants.
b) Second, on the nature of the debt raised on the capital markets by the Commission on behalf of the EU to finance
the RRF and other programs of the NGEU. Eurostat concluded that the borrowing on the markets undertaken by the
Commission to finance the RRF grants should be considered as debt of the EU. The EU itself will absorb the liability,
such that all the financing of the EURI is to be considered as a liability of the EU budget and a contingent liability for
the Union budgetary planning.
c) Third, the statistical treatment of loans to Member States. Such loans should be assimilated to commercial loans,
and therefore they will have to be recorded, at the moment they are provided, as Member States debt towards the
EU.
(*) The Eurostat note was published before the finalisation and publication of the RRF Regulation. Therefore, Eurostat
notes that its conclusions (reached in agreement with Member States representatives in a dedicated Working Group)
are provisional.

7

The application process to join the EU primary dealer network is open on an on-going basis.
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3. Recovery and Resilience Plans and their assessment
In order to access financing from the Facility, Member States are required to prepare RRPs. These plans
should address the objectives set out in the RRF Regulation and the challenges identified in the European
Semester, particularly the 2019 and 2020 country-specific recommendations (please see separate EGOV
document with an overview of the CSRs).
Each plan should comprise a coherent pack of reforms and investments along six policy ‘’pillars’’ and outline
measures linked to the digital and green transitions, with a minimum of 20% and 37% of expenditure
earmarked for these objectives, respectively. RRPs should contain the expected milestones (qualitative),
targets (quantitative) and a timetable for the implementation of the reforms and investments, with a
deadline of 31 August 2026 8. The plans should also address concerns such as gender equality and equal
opportunities, contributing to mainstreaming such policies. Table 1 below summarises some of the relevant
elements regarding the RRPs set out in the Regulation.
In addition to the framework set out in the Regulation itself, the Commission issued a number of guidelines
to assist the preparation and assessment of the RRPs. Such guidance addresses:
 The preparation of national RRPs. In September 2020 the Commission published a guidance and a
template for the national RRPs, then revised in January 2021 9;
 The application of the “do no significant harm” principle under the RRF (see annex 3); and
 State-aid related issues (see annex 4). In this context, the Commission issued guidance to Member
States for a swift treatment of State aid notifications in the RRF framework and thirteen sector- and
investment-specific guidance dealing with various policy areas (such as education and upskilling,
public administration, etc.).
Article 19 and Annex V of the RRF Regulation set out the main framework for assessing RRPs. They outline
the four criteria that allow the Commission to evaluate the plans: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and
coherence. A system of ratings (A, B, C) facilitates equal treatment, and criterion is complemented by a
number of elements that relate, notably, to the specific situation of the Member State in question, whether
the measures effectively contribute to addressing the identified challenges, and whether the measures
reinforce social cohesion or bring about structural changes.

8

See RRF Regulation, article 18, and Chapter 3 more broadly.

9

As proposed in the Commission guidance, the plans should cover four different sections: Part I covers the overall contribution
of the plan to the Regulation’s objectives and to the Semester priorities as well as the overall coherence of the plan and its
components; Part II covers a description of the individual reforms and investments, structured through ‘components’; Part III
covers the implementation of the plan and the complementarity with other EU programmes; Part IV covers the expected impact
of the plan.
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Table 1: Some elements of the RRF Regulation relevant for the RRPs
Policy areas (“pillars”) to be addressed by the RRF investments and reforms - article 4 of RRF regulation
Green
transition

Digital
transformation

Smart, sustainable and
inclusive growth, including
economic cohesion, jobs,
productivity,
competitiveness, research,
development and
innovation, and a wellfunctioning internal market
with strong SMEs

Social and
territorial
cohesion

Health and
economic, social and
institutional
resilience, with the
aim of, inter alia,
increasing crisis
preparedness and
crisis response
capacity

Policies for the
next
generation,
children and
the youth, such
as education
and skills

Horizontal principles - articles 5, 9 and 28
Support from the Facility shall not, unless in duly justified cases, substitute recurring national budgetary expenditure
and shall respect the principle of additionality of Union funding.
The Facility shall only support measures respecting the principle of ‘do no significant harm’.
Support under the Facility shall be additional to support provided under other Union programmes and instruments.
Support from various instruments can be combined insofar such support does not cover the same cost.
The Commission and the Member States concerned shall, in a manner commensurate to their respective
responsibilities, foster synergies and ensure effective coordination between the Facility and other Union
programmes and instruments, including the Technical Support Instrument, and in particular with measures financed
by the Union funds.
Eligibility - article 17
The RRPs shall be consistent with the relevant country-specific challenges and priorities identified in the context of
the European Semester and (for Member States whose currency is euro) those identified in the most recent Council
recommendation on the economic policy of the euro area. The recovery and resilience plans shall also be consistent
with the information included by the Member States in the National Reform Programmes under the European
Semester, in their National Energy and Climate Plans and updates thereof under Regulation (EU) 2018/1999, in the
territorial just transition plans under a Regulation establishing the Just Transition Fund, in the Youth Guarantee
implementation plans and in the partnership agreements and operational programmes under the Union funds.
Assessment criteria of RRPs - article 19 and annex V
The Commission assesses RRPs by rating them (into three categories) on the basis of the criteria of: relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency and coherence.
The methodology is further detailed in the Regulation. In assessing the RRPs along these four criteria, consideration
should be given to whether the RRP presents a balanced response to the Member State challenges, whether it
addresses the concerns identified in Country Specific Recommendations, whether it contributes to strengthening
growth, resilience and social impact, whether the measures respect the “do no significant harm” principle, whether
it addresses the green and digital agendas, whether it brings about lasting impacts and is coherent. Robust control
systems, effective monitoring and implementation and reasonable and plausible cost estimates are also considered.
In addition, Member States have to explain how their plans address gender equality, security concerns and
undertaken consultations.
Protection of the financial interests of the Union - article 22
In implementing the Facility, the Member States, as beneficiaries or borrowers of funds under the Facility, shall take
all the appropriate measures to protect the financial interests of the Union and to ensure that the use of funds in
relation to measures supported by the Facility complies with the applicable Union and national law, in particular
regarding the prevention, detection and correction of fraud, corruption and conflicts of interests. To this effect, the
Member States shall provide an effective and efficient internal control system and the recovery of amounts wrongly
paid or incorrectly used. Member States may rely on their regular national budget management systems.
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4. EU level governance of the RRF
Implementation of the RRF
The RRF relies on EU funding for financing Member States’ national projects and investments; therefore, the
need for a European approach in its implementation, and governance, is recognised in its legal framework
(the RRF Regulation and IIA).
The Commission is responsible for the overall implementation of the Facility 10 and for the disbursement of
funds to Member States, including pre-financing 11. The Commission is responsible for assessing whether the
conditions for grants and loans are met, and the administration thereof12.
Member States are required to submit RRPs to the Commission13, which then assesses the plans according
to the criteria outlined in article 19 of the RRF Regulation (see graph in Annex 1). Within two months from
submission, the Commission will give either a negative assessment (communicating the reasons for such a
negative response), or a proposal for a Council implementing decision14. The Council should then adopt the
implementing decision, by qualified majority voting, within four weeks of the adoption of the Commission’s
proposal. Once the Council adopts the implementing decision, the Commission will conclude an agreement
with the Member States, constituting an individual legal commitment. The same procedure is to be followed
in case a Member State modifies or updates its RRP (article 20).
The Commission is also responsible for assessing whether the relevant milestones and targets contained in
the Council implementing decision have been met, following a request for disbursement from a Member
States (these requests can be submitted twice a year) 15. If a positive preliminary assessment is made, the
Commission must ask the Economic and Financial Committee for its assessment, and take its opinion into
account for its own assessment. Following a positive assessment, the Commission will ensure the
disbursement of funds as soon as possible. Article 24 RRF Regulation also outlines the procedure to be
followed should the Commission make a negative assessment in this regard. Recital 52 of the RRF Regulation
further states that: ‘’...If, exceptionally, one or more Member States consider that there are serious deviations from
the satisfactory fulfilment of the relevant milestones and targets, they may request the President of the European
Council to refer the matter to the next European Council. The respective Member States should also inform the
Council without undue delay, and the Council should, in turn, without delay inform the European Parliament. In
such exceptional circumstances, no decision authorising the disbursement of the financial contribution and,
where applicable, of the loan should be taken until the next European Council has exhaustively discussed the
matter...’’
The Commission will adopt the decision on the disbursement of RRF funds under the “examination
procedure” of comitology 16. As noted by Commissioner Gentiloni in response to a parliamentary question
on the RRF, ‘’The comitology is the way to ensure the oversight of the Member States over the Commission’s
exercise of implementing powers conferred on it, notably for the implementation of a spending programme. An
involvement of the Parliament under the examination procedure is not foreseen under the comitology
regulation.’’ Recital 69 recognises the possible need for a prompt payment of financial support under the
Facility, and thus allows for the Chair of the comitology committee to consider the possibility, for any draft
10

See RRF Regulation, article 9.
See RRF Regulation, article 12 and article 13.
12
See RRF Regulation, article 14 and article 15.
13
See RRF Regulation, Chapter 3.
14
See RRF Regulation, article 20. Note that the Commission will also assess any Member States’ proposal for an amended an or new
RRPs according to article 21.
15
See RRF Regulation, article 24.
16
See recital 69 and article 35, RRF regulation, making reference to Regulation (EU) No 182/2011.
11
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implementing act, of shortening the time limit for convening the committee and the time limit for the
committee to deliver its opinion.
As aforementioned, the Facility is linked to the principles of sound economic governance. In the event that
the Council decides that a Member State has not taken effective action to correct its excessive deficit 17, the
Commission shall make a proposal to the Council to suspend all or parts of the commitments or payments
to that Member States. 18 Should a Member State be subject to an excessive imbalance procedure, and
certain criteria as outlined in article 10(2) are met, the Commission may also propose a suspension to the
Council. The Council is also given the power to lift the suspension, following a proposal by the Commission,
if certain conditions, as outlined in article 10 (6) RRF Regulation, are met.
In the event that the Commission makes a proposal to the Council to suspend all or part of the commitments
or payments, as outlined in article 10 RRF Regulation, the Commission is required to immediately transmit
such proposals to the Parliament, as well as to the Council. The EP may invite the Commission to discuss
these proposals, and the Commission is required to give due consideration to the views expressed during
these hearings 19.

Oversight and monitoring of the RRF
In terms of transparency, the Commission is required to provide the Council and the Parliament the same
level of information, simultaneously, without undue delay. More specifically, this information sharing relates
to the RRPs officially submitted by Member States and proposals for Council implementing decisions.
Similarly, relevant outcomes of discussions held in Council preparatory bodies are to be shared with the
competent committee of the EP. The Commission is also required to provide Parliament’s competent
committee with an overview of preliminary findings concerning fulfilment of the milestones and targets in
the RRPs 20.
Box 2: The role of the European Parliament
The European Parliament has a specific role to play in scrutinising the RRF and, through the Interinstitutional
Agreement negotiated with the Council and the Commission, the European Union Recovery Instrument (EURI).
Notably, the EP can launch the Recovery and Resilience Dialogues with the Commission and will be receiving
information from the Commission on the RRPs, on the Commission assessments and on Member States meeting
the agreed milestones and targets.
In terms of transparency, the Commission is required to provide the Council and the Parliament with the same level
of information, simultaneously, without undue delay. More specifically, this relates to the RRPs officially submitted
by Member States and proposals for Council implementing decisions. Similarly, relevant outcomes of discussions
held in Council preparatory bodies are to be shared with the competent committee of the EP. The Commission is
also required to provide Parliament’s competent committee with an overview of preliminary findings concerning
fulfilment of the milestones and targets in the RRPs. See the specific EGOV briefing for further details on the EP’s
scrutiny of the RRF.
The EP has additional powers under different frameworks, notably those relating to the European Semester, EU
budgetary procedures, written or oral questions and discharge procedures.

17

In accordance with article 126(8) or (11) TFEU, unless the Council has determined the existence of a severe economic downturn
for the Union as a whole within the meaning of Articles 3(5) and 5(2) of Council Regulation (EC) No 1467/97
18
See RRF Regulation, article 10 (1).
19
See RRF Regulation, article 10(7).
20
See RRF Regulation, Recital 60, article 25.
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The RRF Regulation also provides for the establishment of a Recovery and Resilience Dialogue, whereby the
Parliament may invite the Commission every two months to discuss issues related to the implementation of
the RRF. The Parliament is empowered to express its views in resolutions regarding issues within the scope
of the Dialogues, with the Commission required to take Parliament’s views into account 21. The first Dialogue
took place on 10 May 2021 (see here and EGOV briefing). On 20 May, the European Parliament adopted a
Plenary resolution on its right of information regarding the ongoing assessment of the national recovery
and resilience plans. On 10 June, the Parliament adopted a resolution on the European Parliament’s scrutiny
on the ongoing assessment by the Commission and the Council of the RRPs.
The Dialogues are to be based on the Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard, which displays the progress of
the implementation of the recovery and resilience plans of the Member States in each of the six pillars 22. This
Scoreboard will be operational by end December 2021, be updated by the Commission twice a year, and be
made publicly available (see subsection below on delegated acts)23.
On 4 March 2021, the European Parliament Conference of Presidents established a dedicated Working
Group to support the scrutiny of the RRF. This Working Group is tasked with preparing for, and following up
on, the Recovery and Resilience Dialogues, and to scrutinise upcoming delegated and implementing acts
based on the RRF Regulation. The composition of the Working Group can be found here.
According to article 29, the Commission must monitor the implementation of the Facility and whether its
objectives have been achieved. This includes reporting ex-post on the expenditure financed by the Facility
under each of the six pillars. Progress will be assessed on the basis of common indicators, which will be set
in Commission’s delegated acts (see Section 6).
In accordance with article 31 RRF, the Commission is required to provide an annual report to the European
Parliament and Council, which is to contain, inter alia, ‘’the progress made with the recovery and resilience
plans of the Member States concerned under the Facility, including information on the status of the
implementation of the milestones and targets, and the status of payments and suspensions thereof.’’ 24
The Commission is also required to present a review report to the Parliament and Council by 31 July 2022,
which incorporates the Scoreboard but also sets out an assessment of the extent to which the
implementation of the RRPs is in line with the general objectives of the RRF Regulation and the six pillars; a
quantitative assessment of the contribution of the RRPs to the climate and digital targets in addition to each
of the six pillars; and the state of implementation of RRPs and observations and guidance to Member States.
The EP may invite the Commission to present the main findings of the report within the context of the
Dialogue. 25.
By 31 December 2024, the Commission will carry out a review of the application of article 10, RRF Regulation,
regarding the measures linking the Facility to sound economic governance. It will submit the report to the
Parliament and Council, accompanied by legislative proposals if needed. Should the economic and social
situation in the Union change drastically, the Commission is further empowered to propose a review of
article 10, or the Parliament or Council may request the Commission to submit such a proposal26.
Given that the RRF is financed through EURI, monitoring and oversight of these funds are also of relevance.
The IIA (see Section 2) outlines a number of additional reporting requirements and avenues for dialogue

21

See RRF Regulation, Recital 29 and 61, article 26.
Note that the first RRD held on 10 May 2021 took place before the publication of the Scoreboard, and therefore focused on other
topics related to the RRF.
23
See RRF Regulation, Article 30.
24
See RRF Regulation Recital 67, article 31.
25 See RRF Regulation, Recital 31, article 16.
26
Acting in accordance with article 225 or 241 TFEU, respectively. See article 10(8) and (9).
22
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related to EURI. The Commission is required to prepare an annual report on the implementation of the EURI.
Acknowledging the need to ensure the involvement of the Parliament and Council in the governance of
EURI funds, the Commission is required to provide detailed information on usage of funds under EURI, on
loans given to Member States and detailed estimates of commitment appropriations and payment
appropriations, as well as of legal commitments, broken down by heading and by programme that receive
assigned revenue under EURI. The Commission will in particular inform about any significant deviations from
initial forecasts. The Union budget will display transparently (in an Annex and in budgetary remarks) the
external assigned revenues received by relevant budget lines. The three institutions are expected to meet
regularly in the context of the budgetary procedure, including through dedicated interinstitutional
meetings to be held at least three times a year 27.

Delegated acts complementing the Recovery and Resilience Regulation
With a view of monitoring the implementation of the RRF, the Regulation introduces:
 A set of common indicators to be used by Member States for measuring the progress towards
the achievement of its general and specific objectives (article 29(4));
 A common methodology for reporting social expenditure under the RRF (article 29(4)) by
Member States;
 A Recovery and resilience scoreboard, showing the progress of the implementation of the
national RRPs in each of the six pillars (article 30).
These tools must be adopted by the Commission through “delegated acts” (article 33). Delegated acts
adopted by the Commission must be immediately notified to the EP and to the Council, and enter into force
only if no objection has been expressed within one month by either institution. The Parliament’s Rules of
Procedure (Rules 111 to 113) regulate the formal procedure.
In accordance with the Interinstitutional Agreement on Better Law-Making (point 28), the Commission must
consult experts designated by each Member State. To ensure equal access to all information, the EP and
Council will receive all documents at the same time as Member States' experts. In addition, experts from the
Parliament and from the Council systematically have access to the meetings of this Commission expert
group. Furthermore, the Commission may be invited to meetings in the Parliament (or the Council) in order
to have a further exchange of views on the preparation of delegated acts.
The Commission set up the Expert Group in May 2021, and some information can be found here.

27

See IIA, Annex 1, Part H.
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5. The relations between the RRF and the European Semester
The RRF Regulation establishes strong links between the Facility and the European Semester for economic
policy coordination 28. These connections relate, notably to:
 The Semester being considered, together with the European Pillar of Social Rights, the
framework at EU level to identify national reform priorities and monitor their implementation
(recital 4);
 The CSRs, as set out in the context of the Semester, being one of the criteria on which to assess
the eligibility of reforms and investments for financing under the RRF (articles 17(3) and 19);
 The Semester being the framework where the Council discusses “the state of the recovery,
resilience and adjustment capacity in the Union” (recital 36) on the basis of information obtained
in the course of the Semester, and where Member States “report on the progress made in the
achievement of the recovery and resilience plan” (article 27 and recital 58).
Therefore, the 2021 Semester cycle looks rather different than previous cycles 29. The national RRPs become
the main reference document for the Member States’ forward-looking economic policy initiatives 30. Other
Semester documents and steps also have a different configuration, including:
 Member States were encouraged to present their National Reform Programmes and RRPs in one
single document;
 Other than on fiscal matters, the Commission does not propose CSRs to Member States that
present RRPs 31;
 In 2021, Country Reports are replaced by the analytical documents assessing Member States’
RRPs.;
 Fiscal surveillance is limited, due to the activation of the general escape clause under the
Stability and Growth Pact, and the Stability or Convergence Programmes (see here) detail how
to maintain fiscal sustainability going forward;
 Euro Area Member States are required to take into account the Euro Area Recommendation
(EAR) when preparing their RRPs and the EAR will be taken into account when the Commission
assesses such plans.
Considering that the EAR also frames Member States’ RRPs, the Eurogroup made clear as early as October
2020 that it will be involved in coordinating implementation of such plans. This specific “euro area
dimension” of the RRF and the role the Eurogroup plays was further underlined in a background note for
the 18 January 2021 Eurogroup32. The notes ascertains the role that the Eurogroup would take in assessing
national RRPs and points to it being involved also in assessing national implementation of agreed reforms
and investments: “As regards the latter [implementation], the euro area recommendation on strengthening
national institutional frameworks partly relates to this particular challenge. Cross-border projects can ensure
synergies between national plans.”

28

RRF macroeconomic conditionality, as explained above, also links the RRF to the Semester.
For further details, see specific EGOV briefing and four external papers commissioned by the European Parliament (summaries of
which can be accessed here).
30
The European Court of Auditors’ opinion on the Commission proposed RRF Regulation, whilst recognising the positive impacts of
linking the RRF to the European Semester, pointed as well to a number of shortcomings. These relate, notably, to the perceived
limited implementation of Country Specific Recommendations and lack of effective enforcement; lack of effective timelines for their
implementation and general vagueness in defining objective and policy measures.
31
See Commission 2021 Spring package of 2 June 2021.
32
For further details on the EAR and Eurogroup involvement in the RRF, see specific EGOV briefing.
29

12

PE 659.656

The main building blocks of the Recovery and Resilience Facility

Annex 1: RRF Roadmap

PE 659.656

13

IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit

Annex 2: The structure/content of the RRF Regulation
Chapter

Heading

Articles

Chapter I

General Provisions

1-10

Chapter II

Financial Contribution, Allocation Process, Loans and Review

11-16

Chapter III

Recovery and Resilience Plans

17-21

Chapter IV

Financial Provisions

22-24

Chapter V

Institutional Provisions

25-26

Chapter VI

Reporting

27

Chapter VII

Complementarity, Monitoring and Evaluation

28-33

Chapter VIII

Communication and Final Provisions

34-36

Annex I

Methodology for the calculation of the maximum financial contribution per Member State
under the Facility

Annex II

Allocation key applied to 70 %

Annex III

Allocation key applied to 30 %

Annex IV

Maximum financial contribution per EU Member State

Annex V

Assessment guidelines for the Facility

Annex VI

Methodology for climate tracking

Annex VII

Methodology for digital tagging under the Facility
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Annex 3: Commission guidance on “do no significant harm”
In accordance with the RRF Regulation, the assessment of the RRPs should ensure that each reform and each
investment within the plan complies with the ‘do no significant harm’ principle (DNSH). The Commission
guidance, which is required by the Regulation, aims to clarify the meaning of DNSH and how it should be
applied in the context of the RRF, and how the Member States can demonstrate that their proposed
measures in the RRP comply with the DNSH. Compliance with DNSH is to be integrated in the design of
measures, including at the level of milestones and targets.
For defining the DNSH, the Commission guidance refers to Article 17 of the Taxonomy Regulation. The
provision defines what constitutes ‘significant harm’ for the six environmental objectives covered by the
Taxonomy Regulation (climate change mitigation and adaptation, sustainable use and protection of water
and marine resources, circular economy, pollution prevention and control, protection and restoration of
biodiversity and ecosystems).
The Commission further clarifies that the assessment of DNSH applies at the level of each measure (and not
the overall plan). Such individual assessment is also relevant for each measure a Member State indicates as
contributing to the green transition. Member States shall present specific justifications for each of the
measures; for measures where the harmful impact is expected to be limited, such explanation can be
simplified.
Compliance with EU environmental law is not considered sufficient for a measure to comply with the DNSH
principle, but can be considered an indication of compliance. Impact assessments related to the
environmental dimensions or the sustainability proofing of a measure should be taken into account for the
DNSH assessment, but nevertheless may not exempt a Member State from providing a specific DNSH
assessment.
Direct and primary indirect impacts of a measure, taking into account its life cycle, are relevant for the DNSH
assessment. Measures promoting greater electrification are considered compatible for the environmental
objective of climate change mitigation and therefore encouraged by the Commission. Accompanying
measures might be required to avert harmful lock-in effects.
To demonstrate compliance with the DNSH, Member States are invited to follow a checklist (annex I to the
guidance).
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Annex 4: DG Competition Practical guidance for State aid in the context of the RRF
DG Competition published “Practical guidance to Member States for a swift treatment of State aid
notifications in the framework of the Recovery and Resilience Facility” (not dated).
The key messages of that document are that:
• all reforms and investments included in the national RRPs need to comply with the relevant EU State aid
rules and follow all State aid procedures,
• many measures likely to be proposed, however, are by their very nature not subject to State aid control,
such as certain infrastructure investments and direct support to citizens (as a general rule, support for
activities that are not of an economic nature, i.e., that are not used for offering goods or services on the
market, is not considered State aid),
• those measures that fall within the scope of the so-called General Block Exemption Regulation (“GBER”*
are in any case exempted from the obligation for a prior notification and can hence be immediately
implemented by Member States,
• and, finally, those measures that actually constitute State aid in an RRP and require the Commission’s
approval prior to their implementation shall be assessed within six weeks.
* The GBER exempts certain categories of state aid, which are deemed to bring benefits to society that outweigh the possible
distortions of competition, from the requirement of prior notification to the Commission. The details are set out in a Commissi on
Regulation (EU) No 651/2014 that in July 2020, was prolonged until 2023. That regulation has subchapters for each of the following
types of aid: regional aid; aid to SMEs; aid for environmental protection; aid for research and development and innovation; training
aid; recruitment and employment aid for disadvantaged workers; aid compensating damages from natural disasters; social aid for
transport for residents of remote regions; aid for broadband infrastructures; aid for culture and heritage conservation; aid for sport
and recreational infrastructure; aid for local infrastructures; aid for regional airports; and aid for ports.

Disclaimer and copyright. The opinions expressed in this document are the sole responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily represent
the official position of the European Parliament. Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised, provided the
source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and sent a copy. © European Union, 2021.
Contact: egov@ep.europa.eu
This document is available on the internet at: www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses
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Implementation of the
Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure:
State of play August 2021
This note presents the EU Member States' situation with respect to the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure
(MIP), taking into account the most recent assessments and decisions by the European Commission and the
Council, including the Recovery and Resilience Facility. It also gives an overview of relevant positions taken on the
MIP by EU institutions, including a recent Report adopted by the European Parliament. A separate EGOV note
summarises the MIP. This document is regularly updated.
In June 2021, the Commission concluded that:
•

16 Member States are not considered at risk of “macroeconomic imbalances”

•

9 Member States are considered experiencing “macroeconomic imbalances”

•

3 Member States are considered being in a situation of “excessive macroeconomic imbalances”.

Source: EGOV based on European Commission, 2021

Economic Governance Support Unit (EGOV)
Author: Alice Zoppè
Directorate-General for Internal Policies
PE 497.739 - August 2021

EN

IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit

CONTENT
Implementation of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure: State of play August 2021

1

1. Implementation of the MIP in the 2021 Semester

3

1.1 Main findings of the 2021 AMR - November 2020 ......................................................................................................................................................... 3
1.2 June 2021: the In-depth-reviews and their conclusions ............................................................................................................................................ 4
1.3 The MIP and the Recovery and Resilience Facility.......................................................................................................................................................... 5
1.4 Related procedural and institutional steps......................................................................................................................................................................... 7

2. The review of the Economic Governance framework

9

3. Implementation of the MIP over time

12

3.1 Member States assessed as having macro-economic imbalances .................................................................................................................. 12
3.2 Implementation of CSRs underpinned by the MIP ..................................................................................................................................................... 13

Annex 1: The 2020 MIP scoreboard for the identification of possible macro-economic
imbalances (reference year 2019)

17

Annex 2: Summaries of the In-depth-reviews of countries experiencing macroeconoomc
imbalances (Commission Communication 2 June 2021)

18

Annex 3: Country Specific Recommendations underpinned by MIP: 2019 (including
implementation assessment) and 2020

21

Annex 4: Modifications of the MIP over time

33

Annex 5: Summaries of three studies on the functioning of the MIP and presenting
proposals for its improvement

35

2

PE 497.739

Implementation of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure: State of play - August 2021

1. Implementation of the MIP in the 2021 Semester
The application of the 2021 European Semester cycle (and therefore of the MIP) is heavily affected by the
pandemic and by the implementation of the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF).
•

The Commission published in November 2020 its latest Alert Mechanism Report (AMR). As usual, this
report presented the analysis of the macroeconomic situation and imbalances in the EU and in individual
Member States, as well as in the euro area. The AMR launched the tenth annual round of the MIP (see an
EGOV note for an overview of of procedural aspects). Twelve Member States were identified as at risk of
macroeconomic imbalances (Section 1.1).

•

The Country reports, part of the “Winter package” usually published in February, were integrated with
the assessments of Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRPs) submitted by Member States in the context of
the RRF (see Section 1.3 below). A number of such assessments have been publishing since June 2021;

•

The In-Depth-Reviews (IDRs) for countries considered at risk of macroeconomic imbalances, which
before the pandemic were usually part of the Country reports, have been published in June 2021, as part
of the “Spring package”, together with the assessment of the Stability or Convergence Programmes,
submitted by Member States in April in the context of fiscal surveillance (Section 1.2 below);

•

The assessment of the actions taken by countries to implement the Country Specific Recommendations
(CSRs) underpinned by the MIP - usually published in the Country reports - were vaguely summarised in
the 2021 AMR chapter devoted to country-specific commentaries (see also Appendix 2 to the
Commission Communication on Economic Policy Coordination of 2 June 2021);

•

The “Specific monitoring” of countries experiencing macro-economic imbalances in the 2020 and 2021
Semester cycles is integrated with the assessments of the national RRPs (see section 1.3 below);

•

In June 2021, the Commission proposed 2021 CSRs focusing only on fiscal policies.

1.1 Main findings of the 2021 AMR - November 2020
The Commission published the Alert Mechanism Report 2021 (AMR) on 18 November 2020, thereby
initiating the annual round of the MIP.
Chart 1: MIP scoreboard - Indicators with Member States’ values beyond the thresholds
External imbalances indicators
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Current Account Balance as % of GDP, 3 years average
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Nominal Unit Labour Cost, 3 years % change

Internal imbalances
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Private Sector Debt as % of GDP
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Youth Unemployment Rate (age 15-24), 3 years change in pp

Source: EGOV based on 2021 AMR. Values for 2019. See also Annex 1 and Annex 2 to this document.

The AMR is normally based on the MIP-Scoreboard, which presents data on 13 indicators that refer to the
previous years (therefore up to 2019, in the current round) and helps the Commission identify Member States
at risk of macroeconomic imbalances. The use of such figures is justified by the fact that usually
macroeconomic imbalances do not develop suddenly, and therefore the surveillance tasks can be
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performed on the basis of somehow outdated (but complete) data. The pandemic has completely changed
such approach: data up to 2019, even if still meaningful, could not be used to anticipate and prevent the
developments of macroeconomic imbalances. Therefore, the Commission included in its analysis a
“reinforced forward-looking assessment of risks to macroeconomic stability”, making greater use of nowcast,
forecasts and high-frequency data, including those published in the Commission forecast of autumn 2020.
The 2021 AMR noted that in 2019 most of the imbalances highlighted in previous years were undergoing a
process of correction: excessive large current account deficits or strong credit growth had been reduced,
and the economic recovery following the financial crisis was also supporting the correction of stock
imbalances, namely private, public and external debts. Progress was visible in the financial sector as well,
with strengthened banks’ balance sheets. The post-2013 recovery had also brought some risks in a few
countries, especially related to house prices and cost competitiveness developments (mainly in terms of
labour cost).
The pandemic crisis has interrupted most of the positive developments, is aggravating a number of existing
imbalances and new risks emerge. Most notably:
•

both government and private debt-to-GDP ratios are increasing;

•

debt repayment by the private sector (households and companies) might become difficult, due to the
reduced economic activity, with possible debt distress that affect banks’ balance sheets and profitability.

•

the risks emerged in 2019 related to labour costs and house prices have been mitigated by the crisis, but
may reverse, especially if house prices decrease excessively.

The horizontal analysis presented in the AMR noted that most of the economic indicators are affected not
only by the developments of the economic phenomena, but also by the denominator of the indicators,
namely the GDP: as the latter decreases, the indicators depict an even gloomier situation than the real one.
The AMR devoted specific attention to developments in the euro area as a whole. The Commission noted
that the pandemic could increase economic divergences between euro area Member States. The
Commission forecast a trade surplus for the euro area that would keep a high current account surplus
(expected to be 1.8% of GDP in 2020 and 1.9% in 2021), thereby signalling that there is room for expanding
domestic demand. Box 1 presents some positions by EU institutions and IMF on the euro area current
accounts, also in the light of the pandemic.
The AMR concluded that surveillance activities need to focus on countries that were already identified in
February 2020 as having imbalances or excessive imbalances. Therefore, the Commission recommended
that IDRs to identify and assess the severity of possible macroeconomic imbalances be prepared for:
•

Italy, Greece and Cyprus (that were experiencing excessive macroeconomic imbalances) and for

•

Croatia, France, Germany, Ireland, Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Spain and Sweden (the nine Member
States experiencing macroeconomic imbalances).

Furthermore, the Commission stated that it will closely follow developments in other Member States,
including the few ones that experienced external problems in spring 2020 (related to the exchange rate,
especially in Hungary), as well as in Member States with increasing high private debt levels (Denmark,
Finland and Luxembourg) and rising public debt levels (Austria and Slovenia).

1.2 June 2021: the In-depth-reviews and their conclusions
On 2 June 2021, the Commission published its Communication on “Economic policy coordination in 2021:
overcoming COVID-19, supporting the recovery and modernising our economy”, as well as the IDRs for the
12 countries previously identified as at risk of macroeconomic imbalances. The Communication provided
an overview of the latest and expected economic developments (based on the Spring 2021 economic
forecast). The Commission noted that the main sources of imbalances are largely the same as a year ago, but
that risks increased. While the pandemic crisis has not fundamentally altered the nature of Member States’
imbalances, it has interrupted their reduction and may increase the risks to macroeconomic stability. More
4
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specifically, government and private debt ratios have largely increased; this is explained by the recession
(which reduced GDP in the denominator of the ratios) and by policies aimed at addressing the impact of the
pandemic and to support the economy and the recovery. Large current account surpluses persist in some
Member States. Several Member States with high debts levels also have low potential growth; the
Commission states that “In these cases, the efficient use of the Recovery and Resilience Facility to foster
growth-enhancing investment and reforms will be instrumental”. As for the financial sector, the Commission
highlights the risks related to the possible increase of non-performing loans related to debt repayment
difficulties, especially when support measures are phased out. By contrast, the pandemic crisis seems to
have decreased some vulnerabilities related to cost competitiveness pressures.
As for the classification of countries according to the MIP, the Commission did not change the classification
of imbalances, namely:
•

Cyprus, Greece and Italy continue to experience excessive imbalances,

•

Ireland, Portugal, Spain, France, the Netherlands, Germany, Romania, Croatia and Sweden continue to
experience macroeconomic imbalances.

Nevertheless, the Commission considered that the high uncertainty requires close monitoring of imbalances
and of macroeconomic stability risks for all Member States, with a strong forward-looking perspective.
As for the characterisation of the imbalances, the Commission notes that:
•

Cyprus, Greece and Italy continue to experience excessive imbalances linked to high government debts
and high share of non-performing loans – despite continued and significant progress in this area in prepandemic years. Cyprus and Greece combine that with high external debt; Cyprus, also with high private
debt. Furthermore, in these three countries potential growth remains too low to help debt deleveraging.

•

Croatia, Ireland, Portugal and Spain are experiencing macroeconomic imbalances due to the
combination of high private, government and external debts.

•

In France, the imbalances are driven by government and private debts, which continue to rise.

•

Germany and the Netherlands record persistently large current account surpluses, linked to an excess of
savings over investments, compounded by high private debt in the Netherlands.

•

Romania has a large and persisting current account deficit, even if competitiveness is improving.

•

Macroeconomic imbalances in Sweden are mainly due to the increasing house prices, with concerns for
the high and increasing household debt.

Annex 1 of the Communication (presented in Annex 2 to this document) provides summaries of the analysis
for the twelve relevant Member States.

1.3 The MIP and the Recovery and Resilience Facility
In July 2020, the EU heads of State or Government agreed on the main elements of the Commission’s
recovery plan proposed in May 2021 and of the multiannual financial framework for 2021-2027. The main
components of the recovery plan are:
•

the European Union Recovery Instrument (EURI) , which allows the Commission to issue EU bonds up to €750
billion and

•

the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF), which enables the provision of EURI funds (up to €360 billion in loans
and up to €312.5 billion in grants, in 2018 prices) to all Member States for financing Member States’ projects and
investments. The latter must be detailed in national recovery and resilience plans (NRRP) to be agreed at national
and EU level.

The Regulation establishing the RRF was adopted in February 2021 (please see an EGOV note on the main
characteristics of the RRF and a regularly updated note on the implementation of RRPs).

PE 497.739

5

IPOL | Economic Governance Support Unit

On 17 September 2020, the Commission set out its strategic guidance for the implementation of the RRF in
the Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy 2021, including the temporary adaptation of the 2021 European
Semester Cycle to the RRF; the Communication read “The European Semester provides a well-established
framework for the coordination of the economic and employment policies to guide the Union and the Member
States through the challenges of the recovery and twin transition. Member States’ recovery and resilience plans
should effectively address the policy challenges set out in the country-specific recommendations adopted by the
Council.... This includes the country-specific recommendations addressed to the Member States in recent years
and in particular in the 2019 and 2020 Semester cycles”. Annex 3 to this document presents the CSRs
underpinned by the MIP for 2019 (including the Commission’s assessment of their implementation) and for
2020.
In accordance with the RRF Regulation, the MIP (in particular the MIP Regulation, 1176/2011) will be taken
into account in the following steps of the RRF implementation, namely:
•

Eligibility of NRRPs: “... Member States shall prepare national recovery and resilience plans. Those plans
shall set out the reform and investment agenda of the Member State concerned. Recovery and resilience plans
that are eligible for financing under the Facility shall comprise measures for the implementation of reforms
and public investment... The recovery and resilience plans shall be consistent with the relevant countryspecific challenges and priorities identified in the context of the European Semester, as well as those identified
in the most recent Council recommendation on the economic policy of the euro area for Member States whose
currency is the euro. The recovery and resilience plans shall also be consistent with the information included
by the Member States in the National Reform Programmes under the European Semester... “(Article 17, in
particular 17.3).

•

Content of the NRRPs: The NRRP must set out the following elements: “an explanation of how the
recovery and resilience plan contributes to effectively address all or a significant subset of challenges
identified in the relevant country-specific recommendations, including fiscal aspects thereof and
recommendations made pursuant to Article 6 of Regulation (EU) No 1176/2011 where appropriate, addressed
to the Member State concerned, or challenges identified in other relevant documents officially adopted by the
Commission in the context of the European Semester;” (Article 18.4 (b)).

•

Assessment of the NRRPs: “When assessing the recovery and resilience plan and in the determination of
the amount to be allocated to the Member State concerned, the Commission shall take into account the
analytical information on the Member State concerned available in the context of the European Semester as
well as the justification and the elements provided by that Member State, as referred to in Article 18(4), as well
as any other relevant information such as, in particular, the information contained in the National Reform
Programme...” (Article 19.2);
“The Commission shall assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and coherence of the recovery and
resilience plan and for that purpose, shall take into account the following criteria...

•

Relevance: ... whether the recovery and resilience plan is expected to contribute to effectively address
all or a significant subset of challenges identified in the relevant country-specific recommendations,
including fiscal aspects and recommendations made under Article 6 of Regulation (EU) No 1176/2011
where appropriate, addressed to the Member State concerned or challenges in other relevant
documents officially adopted by the Commission in the context of the European Semester;” (Article
19.3(b)).

•

Suspension of commitments and payments of funds: “The Commission may make a proposal to the
Council to suspend all or part of the commitments or payments in relation to any of the following cases: (a)
where the Council adopts two successive recommendations in the same excessive imbalance procedure in
accordance with Article 8(3) of Regulation (EU) No 1176/2011 on the grounds that a Member State has
submitted an insufficient corrective action plan; (b) where the Council adopts two successive decisions in the
same excessive imbalance procedure in accordance with Article 10(4) of Regulation (EU) No 1176/2011
establishing non-compliance by a Member State on the grounds that it has not taken the recommended
corrective action;“ (Article 10.2).
6

PE 497.739

Implementation of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure: State of play - August 2021

“The Council shall lift the suspension of commitments on a proposal from the Commission, in accordance
with the procedure set out in the first subparagraph of paragraph 3 of this Article, in the following cases: ... b)
where the Council has endorsed the corrective action plan submitted by the Member State concerned in
accordance with Article 8(2) of Regulation (EU) No 1176/2011 or the excessive imbalance procedure is placed
in a position of abeyance in accordance with Article 10(5) of that Regulation or the Council has closed the
excessive imbalance procedure in accordance with Article 11 of that Regulation;” (Article 10.6).

1.4 Chronology of procedural and institutional steps
On 1 December 2020, the Commission presented the AMR to the ECOFIN Council, which held an exchange
of views on the subject.
On 7 December 2020, the European Parliament (ECON and EMPL Committees) hosted an Economic Dialogue
with the Commission on the “autumn package”, including the AMR.
On 18 January 2021, the Eurogroup held a thematic discussion on “Imbalances in the EA in the wake of the
COVID19 crisis”, on the basis of a note prepared by the Commission staff. Following the meeting, the
President of the Eurogroup stated “... the Commission presented an analysis showing how the COVID-19 crisis
runs the risk of aggravating the pre-existing macroeconomic imbalances in the euro area. But, of course, while
we acknowledged that risk, we also acknowledged in recent weeks that there have been very positive
developments. Thanks to the vaccination programmes being rolled out all across Europe we can now see light at
the end of the tunnel. But there is, of course, no time a role for complacency, as new waves and as new variants of
the virus emerge. We are still very much aware within Eurogroup of the need to maintain support to homes, to
workers and to businesses as they face the economic consequences of prolonged health restrictions. Our
discussion today reconfirmed the very strong consensus on the need to maintain a supportive budgetary stance.”
On 19 January 2021, the ECOFIN approved its conclusions on the 2021 AMR, based on a document agreed
in the Economic and Financial Committee (see Box 2).
On 22 February 2021, the European Parliament hosted the 2021 European Parliamentary Week with
representatives from national parliaments. Meetings include the European Semester Conference and the
Inter-parliamentary Conference on Stability, Economic Coordination and Governance in the EU.
On 25 March 2021, the European Council held an exchange of views on the economic situation, endorsed
the policy priority areas of the Annual Sustainable Growth Strategy and invited Member States to reflect
them in their national Recovery and Resilience Plans. Further to the guidance provided by the European
Council, Member States submitted their 2021 National Reform Programmes (possibly integrated into the
national RRPs) and 2021 Stability or Convergence Programmes.
On 18 June 2021, the ECOFIN adopted its conclusions on the fiscal CSRs.
On 24-25 June, the European Council endorsed the Council recommendation to euro area (discussed at the
Eurogroup meeting of 18 January 2021 and approved at the ECOFIN meeting of 19 January 2021).
On 13 July 2021, the ECOFIN Council discussed the IDRs the MIP and adopted its conclusions. It also formally
adopted the Council recommendation to the euro area.
In addition, Economic Dialogues with representatives of the relevant institutions (Commission, the
Eurogroup and the Council) and Recovery and Resilience Dialogues with representative of the Commission
(in the context of the RRF) are held in the competent committee(s) of the European Parliament.
Furthermore, the Commission is expected to resume the review of the EU economic governance framework
launched in February 2020, which includes the MIP (see Section 3 below).
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Box 1: Some institutional positions on current account imbalances in the euro area
In its conclusions on the Alert Mechanism Report of July 2021, the ECOFIN noted that “Current account deficits
have remained broadly stable, except for Member States that suffered most from failing foreign tourism; large account
surpluses persist in some Member States, potentially with cross-border relevance...”.
The Commission noted in the AMR 2021 that “...the 2019 euro area current account surplus remained the largest
worldwide in nominal terms... At unchanged policies, the euro area current account surplus is expected to further
decrease to 1.8% of GDP in 2020 and to edge up to 1.9% of GDP in 2021.... The forecast reduction in the euro area
surplus is partly due to a reduced energy bill; the substantial appreciation of the euro that started in early 2020 would
also imply a reduction in the current account going forward... The euro area surplus still reflects mainly the large, but
steadily falling, surpluses recorded in Germany and the Netherlands, whose combined external balances accounted
for 2.7% of euro area GDP in 2019. Euro area current account balances are expected to display a certain stability across
countries also in 2020 and 2021. The stability of current account figures masks however considerable changes in the
net lending positions across sectors of the economy, as the large increase in the net lending position for the private
sector is almost fully offset by a deterioration in that of the government sector. This pattern, observed for the euro area
as a whole, holds also within countries.”
In its conclusions on the Alert Mechanism Report of February 2020, the ECOFIN noted that “large current account
deficits have generally been corrected, while the reduction of the largest current account surpluses has been modest.
The aggregate surplus of the euro area remains at an elevated level. (... ) Member States with large current account
surpluses should further strengthen the conditions to promote wage growth... foster public and private investment,
support domestic demand.... Acknowledges that symmetric rebalancing of current account can be beneficial for all
Member States, generally supporting deleveraging in the euro area as a whole. (…)”.
In its resolution on “the European Semester for economic policy coordination: Annual Growth Survey 2019” of
13 March 2019, the European Parliament pointed out that “some Member States with good fiscal space have
consolidated even further, thereby contributing to the euro area’s current account surplus”. It also “Welcomed the
Commission’s efforts to encourage those Member States with current account deficits or high external debt to improve
their competitiveness, and those with large current account surpluses to promote demand by increasing wage growth
in line with productivity growth and to foster productivity growth by promoting investment”.
In its November 2020 economic bulletin, the ECB published a paper that measures the impact of adverse shocks
induced by containment measures introduced in response to the coronavirus on other EA countries and
transmitted through foreign trade. It concludes that “the transmission to the rest of the euro area of a shock
originating in one of the five largest Member States ranges between 15% and 28% of the original shock’s size. The
negative spillovers effects are most severe for open countries and those most intertwined in regional production
networks”. The ECB occasional paper of June 2018 on “Macroeconomic imbalances in the euro area: where do we
stand?” read “Most of the euro area countries are currently running a surplus, with the notable exception of France.
Across countries, a debate has emerged in recent years regarding the nature of the large current account surplus, in
particular in the larger euro area countries such as Germany and the Netherlands. Drivers of the German current
account surplus are the high household saving rate and the increasing saving rates of the corporate and government
sectors. It is also driven by weak investment dynamics, notably in the public sector, as evidenced by a persisting public
sector investment differential compared to the euro area. Stronger investment demand in Germany would likely
contribute to a more symmetric average euro area rebalancing (...) While current account balances have turned
positive for many euro area countries, their levels are not high enough to foster quicker adjustment of the stock of
external debt”.
In its 2020 External Sector Report: Global Imbalances and the Covid-19 crisis, the IMF noted that for 2020 “the
current account surplus is projected to narrow by 0.4 percentage point of GDP to a surplus of 2.3 percent of GDP amid
the decline in global trade and investment income... Nevertheless, imbalances that existed prior to the COVID-19
outbreak could remain sizable at the national level... the aggregate REER gap masks a large degree of heterogeneity
in REER gaps across euro area member states, ranging from an undervaluation of 11 percent in Germany to
overvaluations of 0 to 9 percent in several small to mid-sized euro area member states. The large differences in REER
gaps ... highlight the continued need for net external debtor countries to improve their external competitivenessand
for net external creditor countries to boost domestic demand”. In the more recent Consultation on Euro Area, the
IMF states “The current account surplus moderated in the first three quarters of the year as external demand for euro
area services declined... reflecting in part the decline in tourism, while the income balance fell slightly due to lower
investment income net flows. Weakness in imports exceeded that in exports, translating into a slight improvement in
the goods balance. The recent REER appreciation along with a strong fiscal stimulus may have contributed to a further
moderation...”
8

PE 497.739

Implementation of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure: State of play - August 2021

2. The review of the Economic Governance framework
In accordance with Regulation 1176/2011(Article 16) and Regulation 1174/2011 (Article 7), the Commission
published in February 2020 a report on the application of the regulations providing for the current economic
and fiscal surveillance in the EU. The report took the form of a Communication on “Economic governance
review” 1, and the main question focuses on the extent to which the different surveillance elements (mainly
the Stability and Growth Pact and the MIP), have been effective in achieving their key objectives, namely:
(i) ensuring sustainable government finances and growth, as well as avoiding macroeconomic
imbalances,
(ii) providing an integrated surveillance framework that enables closer coordination of economic
policies in particular in the euro area, and
(iii) promoting the convergence of economic performances among Member States.
In Section 2.2 of the Communication, specifically devoted to the MIP, the Commission states “Despite
progress made for a transparent implementation of the MIP, further efforts could be pursued on the link between
the MIP analysis and recommendations and the interplay between the MIP and other surveillance procedures.“.
The Commission then launched a public debate, to give stakeholders the opportunity to provide their views
on the functioning of surveillance and on possible ways to enhance the effectiveness of the framework.
Originally, citizens and institutions were invited to submit their responses to the questions set in the
Communication by 30 June 2020. However, the public debate on the future of the economic surveillance
framework has been impacted by the need to focus on the immediate challenges of the coronavirus
crisis. Therefore, the period of public consultation has been extended and the Commission is expected to
return to the review exercise when the immediate challenges have been addressed.
Over the years, the Commission introduced several procedural and methodological changes in the
Economic Governance Framework and in the European Semester, in line with the Communication "On steps
towards completing Economic and Monetary Union" of October 2015. Annex 4 of this document presents
these changes in the context of the MIP: they aimed at streamlining the procedure, improving its
transparency and predictability2, as well as at increasing the focus on employment and social issues. In 2018,
a Special Report of the Court of Auditors examined the implementation of the MIP, and found that “Although
the MIP is generally well designed, the Commission is not implementing it in a way that would ensure effective
prevention and correction of imbalances... We therefore make a number of Recommendations to the Commission
to substantially improve certain aspects of its management and to give greater prominence.” (See also Box 4).
The Coordinators of the ECON Committee requested EGOV to provide three papers, written by academic
experts, aimed at analysing how the procedure worked so far and making proposals on its improvement.
The following papers were published between February and May 2020:
•

How has the macro-economic imbalances procedure worked in practice to improve the resilience of the
euro area? By Agnès Bénassy-Quéré (Chief Economist at Treasury - France, and Sorbonne University), Guntram
Wolff (Director, Bruegel).

•

Macroeconomic Imbalances Procedure: has it worked in practice to improve the resilience of the euro
area? By Lorenzo Codogno.

•

How has the macro-economic imbalances procedure worked in practice to improve the resilience of the
euro area? By Alexander Kriwoluzky and Malte Rieth - DIW Berlin and Freie Universität Berlin.

Annex 5 to this document provides a summary of the three papers.
1

2

“Report on the application of Regulations (EU) No 1173/2011, 1174/2011, 1175/2011, 1176/2011, 1177/2011, 472/2013 and 473/2013 and on the
suitability of Council Directive 2011/85/EU”, i.e. the set of legal acts comprising the provisions on the EU economic governance framework,
published in 2011 and 2013, also known as “Six-pack” and “Two-pack”.
See also the Commission publication “The Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure - Rationale, Process, Application: a Compendium” of November
2016, which provides an overview of how the framework functions and how its application has evolved over time.
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In July 2021, the European Parliament adopted an own-initiative report on the reform of the macroeconomic
legislative framework. While focussing mainly on the budgetary requirements, the report also devotes
attention to the “Surveillance of macroeconomic imbalances” and states:
“(The European Parliament)... 49. Stresses the importance of the Macroeconomic Imbalance
Procedure (MIP) in detecting, preventing and addressing macroeconomic imbalances in the EU; takes
note of the findings of the European Court of Auditors that, although the MIP implementation
mechanism is generally well designed, its potential has not been fully exploited in such a way as to ensure
the effective prevention and correction of imbalances; further notes that the classification of Member
States with imbalances lacks transparency, there is a lack of public awareness of the procedure and its
implications, and the recommendations do not sufficiently promote policy actions in addressing those
imbalances, notably in the euro area;
50. Calls for a more effective use of the Alert Mechanism Report (AMR), while taking note of the
Commission’s latest technical revision of the MIP scoreboard, and welcomes the detailed and
comprehensive analysis underpinning the report; insists that the macroeconomic imbalance
procedure scoreboard must be focused and streamlined around meaningful indicators and thresholds
that define more clearly imbalances in the euro area, as well as data-based and transparent; recalls that
country-specific recommendations be forward-looking guidance addressed to Member States; considers
that greater compliance with pared-back recommendations must be achieved and MIP-relevant
country-specific recommendations should focus on policy actions that can have a direct impact
on imbalances and be consistent with euro area recommendations when appropriate;
51. Considers that clarity and consistency concerning the interplay between the MIP and the
Stability and Growth Pact is key to ensuring that their objectives are achieved;
52. Supports in this respect the EFB proposals to incorporate considerations from the MIP in
determining the aforementioned expenditure rule whereby, based on mutual agreement, countries
with high current account deficits would have a lower ceiling for their expenditure targets, while
countries with an excessive external surplus would have a higher floor for the rate of expenditure growth;
53. Calls for more involvement of macro prudential authorities to better identify macroeconomic
imbalances from a macro-prudential viewpoint, and of national productivity councils to increase the
common understanding of macroeconomic developments in the MIP process.”
The Council, in its conclusions of July 2021, recalled that it will discuss the Macroeconomic Imbalance
Procedure as part of the review of the economic governance.

10
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Box 2: Excerpts from Council conclusions related to the MIP
July 2021, Conclusions on the In-depth-reviews under the MIP. The Council noted that since spring 2021, the
economic activity is picking up, as containment measures are gradually relaxed and vaccination is progressing,
while uncertainty remains elevated.
• Stresses the importance of the continued close EU economic policy coordination, including detecting,
preventing and correcting macroeconomic imbalances that hinder the proper functioning of Member State
economies, the EMU or the EU economy as a whole. Welcomes the publication of the 2021 in-depth reviews
in the context of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure.
• Shares the Commission’s assessment that the COVID-19 crisis has not fundamentally altered the nature of
Member States’ imbalances, while the crisis has implied a setback in the previously observed reduction of
the imbalances and may increase the risks to macroeconomic stability. ... The public debt increased
considerably due to necessary public support measures to cushion the impact of the shock, adding to
already high debt ratios in several Member States prior to the COVID 19 crisis. The private debt (notably of
companies) has increased to address revenue shortfalls ensuing from lockdowns; possible repayment
difficulties may lead to an increase of non-performing loans, once the support measures are phased out.
Current account deficits have remained broadly stable, except for Member States that suffered most from
falling foreign tourism; large current account surpluses persist in some Member States, potentially with
cross-border relevance. House prices have remained elevated in some Member States with a higher risk of
overvaluation. At the same time, moderating wage growth reduced cost competitiveness pressures during
the COVID-19 crisis.
• Notes that it is still difficult to assess the full consequences of the crisis, including its structural effects... Calls
for close monitoring of existing and possible emerging new imbalances and distinguishing between cyclical
and structural factors.
• Agrees with the Commission confirmation that 12 Member States analysed in the in-depth reviews are
experiencing macroeconomic imbalances of various nature and degree of severity under the
Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure... and that excessive imbalances exist in three Member States (Greece,
Italy and Cyprus).
• Considers that the in-depth reviews present a high-quality and comprehensive analysis of the country
situation in each Member State under review. Acknowledges that relevant analytical tools, complemented
by substantive qualitative analysis, have been applied in view of the specific challenges of each economy.
Welcomes the increased importance of forward-looking analysis in the context of the current high
uncertainties. Underlines the continued high relevance of the assessment of cross-country spillover
effects.
• Takes note that the assessment in the in-depth reviews was completed before the finalisation of recovery
and resilience plans. Agrees that a swift, thorough and effective implementation of the Recovery and
Resilience Facility provides an opportunity to reduce existing macroeconomic imbalances, by supporting
reforms and investments that address structural challenges as identified in country specific
recommendations in the 2019 and 2020 cycles of the European Semester..
• Underlines that the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure is a central procedure within the European
Semester. Calls for continued implementation of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure, in particular by
maintaining a regular review of developments, including in the framework of specific monitoring, and
examining potential and new emerging risks.
• Recalls that the Council will discuss the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure as part of the review of the
economic governance.
January 2021, Conclusions on the Alert Mechanism Report 2021. While noting that the containment measures
needed to contain the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic have led to an unprecedented and asymmetric fall in
economic activity the Council:
• Broadly agrees with the assessment of the AMR regarding the evolution of macroeconomic imbalances
in the EU and within the euro area, and possible risks... Recognises that a number of existing macroeconomic
imbalances are now being aggravated by the COVID-19 crisis, and new risks may arise, resulting from the
pandemic effects, notably related to increasing private and public debt.
• Calls for close monitoring of risks in some Member States for which in-depth reviews are currently not
deemed warranted, notably regarding possible risks related to external financing and relatively high and
rising ratios of private and public debt... Acknowledges the need to monitor risks potentially arising from
possible deepening of economic divergences, notably due to the pandemic consequences.
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3. Implementation of the MIP over time
3.1 Member States assessed as having macro-economic imbalances
From the MIP's inception until the 2015 round, an increasing number of countries had been both covered
by in-depth reviews and classified as having excessive imbalances, but the trend seems to be reversed in
the latest rounds 3. Table 1 below shows that the number of Member States:
•

subject to an IDR increased from 12 to 19 between 2012 and 2016, declined to 12 in 2018, were 13 in the
2019 and the 2020 and declined again to 12 in the 2021 European Semester cycles;

•

considered as experiencing imbalances rose from 12 to 16 between 2012 and 2015, fell to 11 in 2018,
to 10 in 2019 and stabilised to 9 in 2020 and 2021;

•

considered as experiencing excessive imbalances increased from 0 to 6 between 2012 and 2017, but
fell to 3 in 2018 and stabilized to 3 in 2019, in 2020 and in 2021.

The Commission has not yet proposed to open the Excessive Imbalance Procedure (EIP): a Member State
subject to this procedure would be classified in Table 1 as experiencing "excessive imbalances with corrective
action" (see also Box 3 “Selected statements/positions on the corrective arm of the MIP”). In 2016 the
Commission had threatened to recommend to the Council an EIP (for Croatia and Portugal), taking into
account the level of ambition of their National Reform Programmes. Based on its assessment of the policy
commitments of both Member States and on the presumption that there would be a swift and full
implementation of the reforms set out in their CSRs, the Commission eventually concluded that there was
no need to step up the MIP. In 2019, the Commission has threatened the same for Italy.
Table 1: MIP stylised facts
Semester/MIP cycle
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
(1) Countries under adjustment programme
(2) Countries subject to IDR, out of which*:
(2.1) Excessive imbalances with corrective action
(2.2) Excessive imbalances
(2.3) Imbalances
(2.4) No imbalances detected in IDR
(3) Countries not subject to IDR (No imbalances)
Total = (1) + (2) + (3)

4

5

4

2

1

1

1

0

0

0

12
0
0

13
0
2

17
0
3

16
0
5

19
0
6

13
0
6

12
0
3

13
0
3

13
0
3

12
0
3

12
0

11
0

11
3

11
0

7
6

6
1

8
1

10
0

9
1

9
0

11
27

9
27

7
28

10
28

8
28

14
28

15
28

15
28

15
28

15
27

Source: European Commission and EGOV.
Note: * The table refers to the streamlined categories applied from the 2016 cycle onwards.

Table 2 depicts the situation of Member States with respect to the MIP since its inception in 2012. Italy has
been experiencing excessive imbalances for eight consecutive years, and Excessive imbalances are identified
in Cyprus for the sixth year in a row. It can also be noted that one Member State (Sweden) is experiencing
imbalances since 2012, while the Netherlands since 2013 and Germany since 2014.

3

See also the Commission publication “The Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure - Rationale, Process, Application: a Compendium” that provides
an overview of how the framework functions and how its application has evolved over time.
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Table 2: Commission's conclusions under the MIP
No Imbalances

Imbalances

Excessive imbalances

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
CZ* CZ*

CZ* CZ*

BE*

BE*

BE*

BE*

BE

BE

BE

BE

DE

DE

BG

BG

DE

DE

ES

HR

BG

BG

BG

HR

IT

IT

DE* DE*

DK

DK* CZ* CZ* CZ*

CZ*

BG

BG

BG

BG

BG

DE

IE

IE

DE

DE

FR

FR

SI

IT

FR

FR

FR

IT

CY

CY CY

EE*

EE*

EE*

EE*

DK* DK* DK* DK* CZ*

CZ*

DK

DK

DE

IE

ES

ES

FR

FR

HR

HR

SI

HR

HR

HR

CY

EL

EL

LV*

LV*

LV*

LV*

EE

EE*

EE*

EE*

DK* DK*

ES

FR

IE

ES

NL

NL

IE

HR

IE

IE

IT

IT

IT

LT*

LT*

LT*

LT*

LV*

LV*

LV*

LV*

EE*

EE*

FR

IT

ES

HU

SI

SI

ES

IE

ES

ES

PT

PT

PT

LU* LU*

LU

LU*

LT*

LT*

LT*

LT*

LV*

LV*

IT

HU

FR

NL

FI

SE

NL

ES

NL

NL

CY

CY

MT* AT*

MT MT* LU* LU* LU*

LU*

LT*

LT*

CY

MT

HU

RO

SE

PT

NL

PT

PT

NL*

PL*

AT* AT*

HU HU* HU* HU* LU*

LU*

HU

NL

NL

SI

SE

PT

RO

RO

AT*

SK*

PL*

PL*

MT* MT* MT* MT* HU* HU*

SI

FI

FI

FI

RO

SE

SE

SK*

SK*

AT

AT* AT*

AT* MT* MT*

FI

SE

SE

SE

SE

PL*

PL*

PL* AT*

AT*

SE

UK

UK

UK

UK

PL*
SK*

BE

BE*

PL*

RO RO* RO*

SK*

PL*

PL*

SK*

SK*

SK*

SI*

SK*

SK*

UK

UK*

SI

FI*

SI*

SI*

FI

FI*

UK*

FI*

FI*

UK

UK*

Source: EGOV based on European Commission.
(*) Countries not considered at risk of macroeconomic imbalances, therefore not subject to in-depth reviews according to the AMR.
Note: The table refers only to the streamlined categories applied from the 2016 cycle onwards.

3.2 Implementation of CSRs underpinned by the MIP
The credibility of the MIP, as part of the European Semester, depends inter alia on countries’ implementation
of the CSRs, which is measured by their implementation track record. The Commission applies an annual
and multi-annual perspective in its assessment of the implementation of the CSRs.
The 2020 Communication on the CSRs includes an Annex on “Progress in the implementation of the Country
Specific Recommendations”, that reads “Since the start of the European Semester in 2011, some
implementation progress has been achieved for more than two-thirds of the country-specific recommendations.
Implementation continues on a stable path, as in previous years... However, reform implementation differs
significantly across policy areas. In particular, Member States have made most progress over the past years in
financial services, followed by progress on employment protection legislation. On the other hand, progress has
been particularly slow on broadening the tax base, as well as on health and long-term care, with the healthcare
systems being further challenged because of the COVID-19.”.
With regard to the implementation of the CSRs underpinned by the MIP, Figure 2 below shows the annual
implementation rate of MIP-specific CSRs. The percentage of MIP-CSRs showing limited/no progress
increased again in 2019, to 60%, after a slight decrease in 2018 and a continuous increase from 2014 to 2017.
The percentage of MIP-CSRs showing full/substantial progress decrease again to none, after a slight increase
in 2018 4.

4

Macroeconomic imbalances typically take several years to correct, as different types of structural reforms produce the expected effects over
variable time horizons; an IMF study shows that reforms in labour market may have a negative impact in the short term, while reforms in goods
and services markets are visible in a shorter time lag. See also the Annex to the Commission Communication on Country Reports, where the
Commission considers the “multiannual assessment of the CSRs implementation”.
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The Commission did not publish an assessment of the rate of implementation of CSRs issued in 2020, due
to the pandemic crisis. The implementation of CSRs issued in 2019 and 2020 is being assessed in the context
of the RRF, both when assessing the national Recovery and Resilience Plans and when evaluating the targets
indicated therein.
Figure 1: Annual implementation rate of CSRs based on MIP (2012-2019)
2012

2013

17%

43%

52%

78%

Total
MIPCSRs
Mem
ber
States

2014

5%

6%

2015

5%
44%

52%

2016
7%

47%

2017

2018

2%

46%

40%

2019
6%

37%

63%

58%

41%

40%
53%

36

56

66

57

45

35

32

40

12

13

14

16

13

12

11

13

Source: EGOV based on European Commission assessments.
Note: The assessment grid of CSRs implementation is as follows: full/substantial progress, some progress and limited/no progress.

Table 3 shows that Member States experiencing excessive imbalances during the 2019 cycle implemented
recommendations underpinned by the MIP and joint SGP/MIP legal bases quite poorly; the progress in the
implementation was assessed in the Country reports published by the Commission in February 2020. Greece
showed some progress for both its recommendations; Italy showed some progress for three out of five CSRs;
Cyprus implemented three out of five CSRs to a limited extent.
Table 3: Commission's assessment on the implementation of 2019 CSRs for Member States with excessive
imbalances during 2019 MIP Cycle
Joint SGP and MIP
legal base

MIP legal base

EL

CSR1

CSR2

IT

CSR1

CSR2

CSR3

CSR4

CSR5

CY

CSR1

CSR2

CSR3

CSR4

CSR5

Source: EGOV based on European Commission assessments.
Note: The assessment grid of CSRs implementation is as follows: full/substantial progress, some progress and limited/no
progress.

Annex 4 presents the 2019 MIP-related CSRs and the assessment of their implementation (see a separate
EGOV document for a presentation of all the 2018 CSRs, the Commission’s assessments of their
implementation, the 2019 CSRs and their implementation assessment).
In September 2020, the European Court of Auditors published its Special Report No 16/2020: "The European
Semester – Country Specific Recommendations address important issues but need better implementation".
In November 2020, the Council adopted its conclusions on this report.
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Box 3: Selected statements/positions on the corrective arm of MIP
In its Staff Working Document on the economic governance review of February 2020, the Commission notes
“The lack of full enforcement of the MIP has been a subject of debate... Regulation No 1176/2011 does not
provide full guidance on the way the EIP should be implemented. In particular, it does not specify the time
frame of the EIP, the scope and time frame of the corrective action plan, the assessment of effective action in the
execution of the corrective action plan, or the criteria for abrogating the procedure or for the application of fines.
This lack of detail coupled with the potentially intrusive nature of the corrective action plan, as recommendations
could concern a wide range of policy fields and policy action can be prescriptive and are time-bound in the
corrective action plan, may have contributed to non-use of the EIP so far.”
ECOFIN Council
The Council, in its conclusions of July 2021, “Reiterates that the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure should be
used to its full potential and in a transparent and consistent way, ensuring Member States’ ownership of the
procedure, including the activation of the excessive imbalance procedure where appropriate. Notes that under the
present circumstances, the Commission has not deemed appropriate to launch the excessive imbalance procedure.
Maintains that whenever the Commission concludes that a Member State is experiencing excessive imbalances, but
does not propose to the Council the opening of the excessive imbalance procedure, it should explain clearly and publicly
its reasons...”. Similar text was included in the ECOFIN conclusions of May 2020, February 2020, May 2019, January
2019, January and March 2018, January and May 2017.
European Central Bank
In its publication of June 2018, the ECB stated “from 2015 to 2017 three to four countries were continuously included
in the excessive imbalance group. One country has been assessed as having had excessive imbalances for 5 years in a
row. Despite the unchanged assessment, these countries continued to be part of the preventive arm of the MIP. A
situation with persistently excessive imbalances warrants a strong policy response, as past experience has
shown that the correction of imbalances accumulated over a long period of time is very costly. This is the reason
why the ECB has consistently argued that the MIP tools – including the full corrective arm of the procedure – shouldbe
fully employed in relation to those countries with excessive imbalances... The use of such tools is desirable not only in
order to increase the economic prospects of the relevant country itself, but also to help facilitate economic adjustment
processes inside the euro area and enhance the resilience of the euro area. It is thus in the interest of the euro areaas a
whole, in particular given the fact that a tool, the EIP, has already been set up to deal with those cases.“ Previous similar
statements were published in July 2017, March 2017, March and February 2016.
The Five Presidents Report
The Five President Report on "Completing Europe's Economic and Monetary Union" of June 2015 affirms the need
to use the MIP "to its full potential. This requires action on two fronts in particular:
•

It should be used not just to detect imbalances but also to encourage structural reforms through the European
Semester. Its corrective arm should be used forcefully. It should be triggered as soon as excessive
imbalances are identified and be used to monitor reform implementation.

•

The procedure should also better capture imbalances for the euro area as a whole, not just for each individual
country. For this, it needs to continue to focus on correcting harmful external deficits, given the risk they pose
to the smooth functioning of the euro area ..."

IMF
In the 2017 Art. IV consultation report on the euro area, “IMF Directors reiterated their call for stricter enforcement
of the Macroeconomic Imbalances Procedure combined with incentives for structural reforms, such as targeted
support from central funds and outcome based benchmarks.” The staff report reads “The weak implementation of
CSRs in most countries... suggests that the EU instruments are currently not being used effectively. To build
credibility, stronger enforcement of the governance framework is needed.” The accompanying footnote reads “While
considering progress toward correcting excessive external imbalances in February 2017, the EC has again used its
discretionary powers not to open the excessive imbalances procedure in six cases, despite these countries having
made only ‘limited’ or ‘some’ progress in implementing CSRs.”
European Court of Auditor
The Auditors’ Report on the MIP notes that the Commission has never recommended activating the excessive
imbalance procedure, despite several member States having been identified with excessive imbalances over a
prolonged period (see also Box 4).
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Box 4: The Special Report of the European Court of Auditors on the MIP
On 23 January 2018, the European Court of Auditors (ECA) published its Special Report on the Macroeconomic
Imbalance Procedure.
The ECA examined the Commission’s implementation of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure, on the basis
- inter alia - on stakeholders’ opinion and detailed analysis of four Member States (Bulgaria, Slovenia, France and
Spain).
The ECA found that although the MIP is generally well designed, the Commission is not implementing it in a
way that would ensure effective prevention and correction of imbalances. More specifically:
•

the classification of Member States with imbalances lacks transparency;

•

the Commission’s in-depth analysis - despite being of a good standard - has become less visible;

•

the country specific recommendations do not stem from identified imbalances;

•

there is lack of public awareness of the procedure and its implications.

Furthermore, the ECA pointed to the political rather than technical process on the opening of the EIP (paras 6166) and addresses the weakness of the MIP scoreboard (paras 88-96).
The ECA made six Recommendations to the Commission, aimed at to substantially improve certain aspects of
its management and to give greater prominence to the MIP. They can be summarised as follows:
1. clearly link MIP country specific recommendations to specific macroeconomic imbalances;
2. in its IDRs, clearly characterise the severity of the imbalances that Member States are facing. The
Commission should, unless there are specific circumstances, recommend activating an excessive
imbalance procedure when there is evidence that a Member State is facing excessive imbalances.
Propose an amendment to the MIP regulation on this process;
3. separate the IDR from the Country report, to allow for a comprehensive analysis of the macroeconomic
imbalances;
4. use the MIP to make fiscal recommendations to Member States when fiscal policy directly affects
external imbalances and competitiveness. MIP-CSRs should be made consistent with recommendations
for the euro area, including on the overall fiscal stance;
5. give greater prominence to the MIP by improving all communication aspects. When it assesses
imbalances as excessive, make the relevant Commissioners available to Member State parliaments
to explain the MIP related policy recommendations.
The publication includes a detailed reply by the Commission to each section of the ECA Reports’. As far as the
ECA’s recommendations are concerned, the Commission accepts all the Recommendations, with the exception
of 2(ii), on the codification of the definition of imbalances or excessive imbalances; and 2(iv) on the amendment
of the MIP regulation concerning the opening of the EIP.
The President of the ECA presented the report at the ECOFIN Council of 13 March 2018, which drew its
conclusions. The Council welcomed that the Commission accepted most of the ECA’s recommendations.
In its conclusions of the meeting of January 2019, the Council invited the Commission to take note of the ECA
recommendations when the Commission will review and report on the application of the MIP at the latest by
December 2019, in accordance with Regulation 1176/2011 on the MIP.

Disclaimer and copyright. The opinions expressed in this document are the sole responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily represent
the official position of the European Parliament. Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised, provided the
source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and sent a copy. © European Union, 2021.
Contact: egov@ep.europa.eu
This document is available on the internet at: www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses
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Annex 1: The 2021 MIP scoreboard for the identification of possible macro-economic imbalances (reference year 2019)
External imbalances and competitiveness

Year
2019

Real Effective
Net
Current
Exchange
Account International
Rate with
Balance
Investment
HICP deflator
% of GDP
Position
3 year %
3 year average % of GDP
change

Thresholds

-4/+6%

-35%

BE
BG
CZ
DK
DE
EE
IE
EL
ES
FR
HR
IT
CY
LV
LT
LU
HU
MT
NL
AT
PL
PT
RO
SI
SK
FI
SE

0.1
2.5
0.6
8.0
7.4
1.7
-1.6
-2.1
2.3
-0.7
2.6
2.7
-5.2
0.1
1.4
4.7
0.7
5.1
10.5
1.8
-0.4
0.5
-4.0
5.9
-2.3
-0.9
3.3

50.6
-31.2
-20.3
76.9
71.7
-21.4
-174.0
-155.9
-73.9
-22.9
-50.3
-1.5
-122.3
-41.7
-24.1
56.2
-43.7
54.6
90.0
12.1
-49.4
-100.3
-43.5
-15.4
-66.3
3.6
18.2

±5% (EA)
±11% (nonEA)
2.6
4.5
8.7
-0.2
2.1
6.2
-1.4
0.3
1.7
1.6
1.5
0.2
-0.1
3.7
3.7
2.0
0.3
1.3
2.4
2.1
2.8
-0.4
0.2
1.0
2.6
0.2
-8.3

Export
Market
Shares
5 year
% change

Internal imbalances

Employment Indicators

Total
Long term
Youth
Financial
House Prices
Activity rate unemployme unemployme
Nominal ULC
Private
Private
General
Sector
index
Unemployme
% of total
nt rate
nt rate
(2010=100)
Sector Credit Sector Debt, Government
Liabilities,
deflated
nt rate
pop. aged 15- % of active
%
of active
Flow
3 year %
consolidated Gross Debt
non64
1 year %
3 year average
pop. aged 15- pop. aged 15change
% of GDP
% of GDP
% of GDP
consolidated 3 year change
change
74
24
1 year %
3 year change 3 year change
change

-6%

+9% (EA)
12% (non-EA)

+6%

14%

133%

60%

10%

16.5%

-0.2 pp

0.5 pp

2 pp

-3.1
15.4
5.1
2.1
-1.1
2.0
71.0
3.6
2.6
-0.4
22.5
-2.6
13.7
3.6
16.7
10.3
5.9
18.1
0.7
1.4
25.1
8.5
17.9
15.9
1.9
4.6
-5.1

5.3
19.5
14.4
1.4
7.9
19.9
-4.4
1.7
4.0
1.3
4.7
3.2
5.2
17.0
16.4
11.9
10.0
8.5
5.9
5.5
9.2
7.6
24.5
8.4
14.5
0.8
8.2

2.5
4.0
6.2
1.5
4.3
4.4
0.0
6.5
4.1
2.3
8.1
-0.6
2.6
5.8
4.9
8.0
12.8
4.0
4.8
3.9
6.7
8.7
-1.7
4.8
6.2
0.0
0.5

3.8
5.6
3.1
11.4
5.4
3.8
-9.1
0.8
1.3
8.0
1.7
0.2
2.7
1.5
3.0
3.8
3.2
8.5
0.0
4.5
3.3
2.2
2.0
0.8
5.0
7.6
9.8

179.1
91.8
80.8
221.2
105.4
97.8
202.4
109.9
129.4
153.3
91.2
106.6
259.1
67.1
55.1
318.7
66.6
123.7
234.0
120.1
74.0
149.2
46.7
68.7
91.6
147.5
203.9

98.1
20.2
30.2
33.3
59.6
8.4
57.4
180.5
95.5
98.1
72.8
134.7
94.0
36.9
35.9
22.0
65.4
42.6
48.7
70.5
45.7
117.2
35.3
65.6
48.5
59.3
35.1

6.2
5.2
2.4
5.3
3.4
5.2
5.8
19.4
15.5
9.0
8.8
10.6
8.9
7.5
6.5
5.6
3.8
3.8
4.0
5.0
4.0
7.5
4.3
5.4
6.8
7.6
6.6

4.6
5.8
5.6
13.1
7.3
12.5
15.5
11.5
0.9
7.5
6.8
3.8
3.9
4.6
4.1
3.3
17.8
4.4
6.1
4.3
4.2
0.0
10.4
9.9
4.9
7.6
10.6

1.4
4.5
1.7
1.6
1.3
1.4
0.6
0.2
-0.4
0.3
0.9
0.8
2.6
1.0
2.5
2.0
2.5
5.3
1.2
0.9
1.8
1.8
3.0
3.6
0.8
2.4
0.8

-1.7
-2.1
-1.1
-0.4
-0.5
-1.2
-2.6
-4.8
-4.2
-1.2
-4.2
-1.1
-3.7
-1.6
-1.1
-0.9
-1.3
-1.5
-1.5
-0.8
-1.5
-3.4
-1.3
-2.4
-2.4
-1.1
-0.4

-5.9
-8.3
-4.9
-2.1
-1.3
-2.3
-4.3
-12.1
-11.9
-4.9
-14.7
-8.6
-12.5
-4.9
-2.6
-1.9
-1.5
-1.4
-4.1
-2.7
-7.8
-9.7
-3.8
-7.1
-6.1
-2.9
1.2

Source: 2021 AMR. Boxes shaded in grey indicate values outside the threshold. A dedicated Eurostat website presents the latest available figures
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Annex 2: Summaries of the In-depth-reviews of countries experiencing
macroeconomic imbalances (Commission Communication 2 June 2021)
Germany is experiencing imbalances. The current account surplus persists at high levels reflecting a
subdued level of investment relative to savings and has cross-border relevance. Following a gradual decline
since 2015, the current account surplus is expected to increase in 2021 and to adjust again downwards in
2022, remaining elevated but below its pre-crisis level. In 2020, public investment growth accelerated
further as a response to the crisis, while private investment fell. In 2020, higher net savings of the private
sector were largely offset by a higher government deficit, leading to limited changes to the overall current
account. Moreover, investment remains moderate as a share of GDP despite the favourable financing
conditions and persistent investment needs already before the COVID-19 crisis and the low risk to fiscal
sustainability in the medium term. The net savings of households further increased in 2020 amid absent
spending possibilities and are expected to broadly return to their pre-pandemic level in 2022.
Ireland is experiencing imbalances. Vulnerabilities relate to large private and government debts and net
external liabilities remain. Government debt remains high according to various metrics, with downside risks
relating to possible changes in corporate taxation rules and reforms in international taxation. Private debt
remains high. Corporate debt is inflated by the presence of multinational companies, most of which have
very few linkages to the domestic economy. Household debt as a share of household gross disposable
income remains amongst the highest in the EU. The net international investment position is still highly
negative but improving and mostly reflects the activities of multinational firms and mutual funds with little
connection to the domestic economy.
Greece is experiencing excessive imbalances. Vulnerabilities relate to high government debt, incomplete
external rebalancing and high non-performing loans, in a context of high unemployment and low potential
growth. The COVID-19 crisis has interrupted the adjustment process initiated in previous years. Government
debt increased sizeably in 2020 and is expected to edge down only in 2022. Government debt is mostly held
by official sector creditors, which, together with the large cash buffer, insulates Greece from short-term
fluctuations. The current account deficit has widened recently and is forecast to remain large, in large part
because of the impact of the COVID-19 crisis on the sizeable tourism sector. Despite marked decreases in
recent years, non-performing loans remain large and risk increasing once temporary support measures are
phased out. Efforts to strengthen growth prospects face headwinds from the depleted capital stock, an
ageing population and outward migration of skilled labour. Low potential growth weighs on debt
deleveraging.
Spain is experiencing imbalances. Vulnerabilities relate to high external and internal debt, both government
and private in a context of high unemployment and have cross-border relevance. The net international
investment position remains negative but should resume its gradual improvement in 2021. The negative
impact of the COVID-19 crisis on tourism has been significant. The current account has worsened with the
crisis but is expected to be around balance this year and next. Government debt increased substantially in
2020 as a result of the recession and of the support measures put in place to cushion the impact of the crisis;
it is forecast to decrease more significantly next year on account of continuously high, yet improving,
government deficits. The deleveraging by both the corporate and the household sectors halted in light of
the COVID-19 crisis. The unemployment rate went up in 2020 and is forecast to start falling in 2022.
France is experiencing imbalances. Vulnerabilities relate to high government debt, weak competitiveness
and low productivity growth, which have cross-border relevance. In 2020, government debt increased
visibly with the recession and with the comprehensive measures to contain the COVID-19 crisis and is
expected to edge down in 2022. Private debt is high and has also been growing for several years even if, in
2020, nominal debt increases were matched by an increase in firms' liquidity buffers. Despite positive
developments before the COVID-19 crisis, previous competitiveness losses have not been regained. In
addition, long-term productivity growth remains moderate, which also prevents further competitiveness
gains, hampers potential growth and that way limits the room for public and private deleveraging
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Croatia is experiencing imbalances. Vulnerabilities relate to government, private and external debt, in a
context of low potential growth. The current account turned negative in 2020, reflecting the impact of the
COVID-19 crisis on Croatia’s sizeable tourism sector, and is expected to recover only slowly. The negative net
international investment position should resume its gradual improvement in 2021. The moderately high
government debt ratio increased markedly in 2020 as a result of the recession and of the support measures
put in place to cushion the impact of the crisis but is expected to return to a declining path this year. The
private debt-to-GDP ratio increased in 2020, after several years of improvements, reflecting a sharp drop in
GDP, accompanied by higher corporate borrowing needs. The banking sector has become more resilient,
also since Croatia joined the Single Supervisory Mechanism, yet non-performing loans may increase once
policies to protect corporates from the impact of the COVID-19 crisis are phased out.
Italy is experiencing excessive imbalances. Vulnerabilities relate to high government debt and protracted
weak productivity dynamics, which have cross-border relevance in a context of labour market and banking
sector fragilities. The government debt ratio increased sharply in 2020, reflecting the fall in GDP and the
fiscal response to the COVID-19 crisis, and is expected to edge down only in 2022. Labour productivity
increased in 2020 but long-term productivity growth remains constrained by barriers to private and public
investment and by limits to growth of the most productive firms. Activity and employment rates remain
below the EU average. The very sluggish productivity growth, together with low employment rates, hamper
potential growth, which in turn limits the room for debt deleveraging. While the Italian banking sector
became more robust and resilient in the pre-COVID-19 crisis years, vulnerabilities remain. Notably, nonperforming loans declined in recent years but are still relatively high and risk increasing once temporary
support measures are phased out.
Cyprus is experiencing excessive imbalances. Vulnerabilities relate to high stocks of external, government,
and private debt, and still high non-performing loans, alongside a substantial current account deficit. The
current account deficit deteriorated substantially in 2020 to a double-digit reading reflecting a marked drop
in tourism exports amid the COVID-19 crisis and it is forecast to improve only slightly in the near term.
External debt remains high and the negative net international investment position, even when excluding
special purpose entities, is worsening in part due to the large current account deficits. The COVID-19 crisis
interrupted the private sector deleveraging as the high debt ratios increased in 2020, mostly on account of
the drop in GDP. Non-performing loans remain among the highest in the EU, despite visible reductions in
recent years and risk increasing again once temporary support measures are phased out. The government
debt ratio increased significantly in 2020 but is expected to return to a declining path already this year.
The Netherlands is experiencing imbalances. Private debt and the current account surplus remain high,
and have cross-border relevance. The current account surplus declined in 2020. Nonetheless, it remains well
above levels justified in light of the country's economic fundamentals and is expected to remain high.
Despite an ongoing pension reform and recent tax changes addressing incentives to retain earnings within
small and medium size enterprises, the structural drivers underpinning high household and corporate
savings remain in place. Part of the external surplus can be attributed to statistical features linked to the role
of multinational firms and is not expected to attenuate in the near future. Private-sector debt remains high,
partly due to intra-group debt of multinationals, and increased further as a share of GDP in 2020. Household
debt is increasing from an already high level on the back of continued house price rises.
Portugal is experiencing imbalances. Vulnerabilities relate to large stocks of net external liabilities, private
and government debt, and non-performing loans remain high, against a backdrop of low productivity
growth. Government debt increased substantially in 2020 as a result of the recession and of the support
measures put in place to cushion the impact of the crisis but it is forecast to decline moderately this year
and next with narrowing budget deficits. The impact of the COVID-19 crisis on tourism is important,
including for the near future. The current account turned into a deficit driven by the impact of the COVID19 crisis on tourism. The negative net international investment position worsened in 2020 but should
resume its gradual improvement this year. After the rapid deleveraging of recent years, private debt 16
increased in 2020, reflecting a sharp drop in GDP and financing needs of corporates in light of the crisis,
while mortgage growth turned positive in 2020. Non-performing loans risk increasing once temporary
support measures are phased out.
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Romania is experiencing imbalances. Vulnerabilities relate to a persistent sizeable current account deficit
in a context of large government deficits, while previous overheating pressures are receding. The large
current account deficit is forecast to remain high even if moderating marginally, and the negative net
international investment position is no longer improving. The large fiscal deficit is forecast to decline only
gradually this year and next, owing to the recovery and some fiscal consolidation. Net savings by the
domestic private sector are not enough to cover those high fiscal deficits, and financing has become more
reliant on the accumulation of external debt. In contrast, competitiveness losses seem to be abating as
overheating pressures of earlier years cooled with the COVID-19 crisis. Legislative unpredictability continues
to weigh on the broader business environment.
Sweden is experiencing imbalances. Vulnerabilities relate to high and rising household debt and
overvaluation risks in the housing market remain. Household debt has increased further and mortgage
growth to households has remained strong. House prices have continued to increase, even faster than
before the COVID-19 crisis, thereby compounding the risks of overvaluation. The banking sector is resilient,
with relatively high profitability, ample liquidity, and comfortable capital levels, but elevated exposure to
the commercial real estate market warrants attention.

20

PE 497.739

Implementation of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure: State of play - August 2021

Annex 3: Country Specific Recommendations underpinned by the MIP: 2019
(including implementation assessment) and 2020
These tables are extracted from:
- the detailed EGOV document “Country Specific recommendations for 2018 and 2019 - A tabular
comparison and overview of implementation”;
- the detailed EGOV document “Commission’s Recommendations for Country Specific recommendations for
2020”. For each concerned Member State, the tables present only the CSRs underpinned by the MIP. Note
that the CSRs adopted by the Council on 20 July 2020 do not materially differ from those proposed by the
Commission. The assessment categories (some progress, limited progress) are taken from the Commission’s
2020 Country Reports.

BG

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 2
Assessment of implementation of 2019 CSRs
2. Ensure the stability of the banking sector by reinforcing
supervision, promoting adequate valuation of assets,
including bank collateral, and promoting a functioning
secondary market for non-performing loans. Ensure effective
supervision and the enforcement of the AML framework.
Strengthen the non-banking financial sector by effectively
enforcing risk-based supervision, the recently adopted
valuation guidelines and group-level supervision. Implement
the forthcoming roadmap tackling the gaps identified in the
insolvency framework. Foster the stability of the car
insurance sector by addressing market challenges and
remaining structural weaknesses.
Some Progress.

DE

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1, 2
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

1. While respecting the MTO, use fiscal and structural
policies to achieve a sustained upward trend in
private and public investment, in particular at
regional and municipal level. Focus investmentrelated economic policy on education; research and
innovation; digitalisation and very-high capacity
broadband; sustainable transport as well as energy
networks and affordable housing, taking into
account regional disparities. Shift taxes away from
labour to sources less detrimental to inclusive and
sustainable growth. Strengthen competition in
business services and regulated professions.
Limited Progress.
2. Reduce disincentives to work more hours,
including the high tax wedge, in particular for lowwage and second earners. Take measures to
safeguard the long-term sustainability of the pension
system, while preserving adequacy. Strengthen the
conditions that support higher wage growth, while
respecting the role of the social partners. Improve
educational outcomes and skills levels of
disadvantaged groups.
Some Progress.
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Bulgaria was considered not being at risk of
macroeconomic imbalances in 2020

2020 CSR
MIP: CSR 2
2. Front-load mature public investment projects and
promote private investment to foster the economic
recovery. Focus investment on the green and digital
transition, in particular on sustainable transport,
clean, efficient and integrated energy systems, digital
infrastructure and skills, housing, education and
research and innovation. Improve digital public
services across all levels and foster the digitalisation
in small and medium-sized enterprises. Reduce the
regulatory and administrative burden for businesses.
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IE

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1, 3
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

2020 CSRs
MIP: CSRs 1,2,4

1. Achieve the MTO objective in 2020. Use windfall
gains to accelerate the reduction of the general
government debt ratio. Limit the scope and number
of tax expenditures, and broaden the tax base.
Continue to address features of the tax system that
may facilitate aggressive tax planning, and focus in
particular on outbound payments. Address the
expected increase in age-related expenditure by
making the healthcare system more cost-effective
and by fully implementing pension reform plans.
Limited Progress (this overall assessment of
country-specific recommendation 1 does not include
an assessment of compliance with the Stability and
Growth Pact)
3. Focus investment-related economic policy on low
carbon and energy transition, the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, sustainable transport,
water, digital infrastructure and affordable and social
housing, taking into account regional disparities.
Implement measures, including those in the Future
Jobs strategy, to diversify the economy and improve
the productivity of Irish firms — SMEs in particular —
by using more direct funding instruments to
stimulate research and innovation and by reducing
regulatory barriers to entrepreneurship.

1. In line with the general escape clause, take all
necessary measures to effectively address the
pandemic, sustain the economy and support the
ensuing recovery. When economic conditions allow,
pursue fiscal policies aimed at achieving prudent
medium-term fiscal positions and ensuring debt
sustainability, while enhancing investment.
Improve accessibility of the health system and
strengthen its resilience, including by responding to
health workforce’s needs and ensuring universal
coverage to primary care.

2. Support employment through developing skills.
Address the risk of digital divide, including in the
education sector. Increase the provision of social and
affordable housing.

Some Progress.
4. Broaden the tax base. Step up action to address
features of the tax system that facilitate aggressive
tax planning, including on outbound payments.
Ensure effective supervision and enforcement of the
anti-money laundering framework as regards
professionals providing trust and company services.
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EL

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1, 2
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

1. Achieve a sustainable economic recovery and
tackle the excessive macroeconomic imbalances by
continuing and completing reforms in line with the
post-programme commitments given at the
Eurogroup of 22 June 2018.
Some Progress.

2. Focus investment-related economic policy on
sustainable transport and logistics, environmental
protection, energy efficiency, renewable energy and
interconnection projects, digital technologies, R&D,
education, skills, employability, health, and the
renewal of urban areas, taking into account regional
disparities and the need to ensure social inclusion.

CSRs 2020
MIP: CSRs 1,2,3,4
1. In line with the general escape clause, take all
necessary measures to effectively address the
pandemic, sustain the economy and support the
ensuing recovery. When economic conditions allow,
pursue fiscal policies aimed at achieving prudent
medium-term fiscal positions and ensuring debt
sustainability, while enhancing investment.
Strengthen the resilience of the health system and
ensure adequate and equal access to healthcare.
2. Mitigate the employment and social impacts of the
crisis, including by implementing measures such as
short-time work schemes and ensuring effective
activation support.

Some Progress.
3. Swiftly deploy measures to provide liquidity and
continued flow of credit and other financing to the
economy, focusing in particular on small and
medium-sized enterprises most affected by crisis.
Front-load mature public investment projects and
promote private investment to foster the economic
recovery. Focus investment on the green and digital
transition, in particular on safe and sustainable
transport and logistics, clean and efficient
production and use of energy, environmental
infrastructure and very-high capacity digital
infrastructure and skills. Improve the effectiveness
and digitalisation of the public administration and
promote digital transformation of businesses.
4. Continue and complete reforms in line with the
post-programme commitments given at the
Eurogroup of 22 June 2018 to restart a sustainable
economic recovery, following the gradual easing up
of constraints imposed due to the COVID-19
outbreak.
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ES

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

CSRs 2020
MIP: CSRs 1,2,4

1. Ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary
government expenditure does not exceed 0,9 % in
2020, corresponding to an annual structural
adjustment of 0,65 % of GDP. Take measures to
strengthen the fiscal and public procurement
frameworks at all levels of government. Preserve the
sustainability of the pension system. Use windfall
gains to accelerate the reduction of the general
government debt ratio.
Limited Progress (this overall assessment of CSR 1
does not include an assessment of compliance with
the Stability and Growth Pact;).
2. Ensure that employment and social services have
the capacity to provide effective support. Foster
transitions towards open-ended contracts, including
by simplifying the system of hiring incentives.
Improve support for families, reduce fragmentation
of national unemployment assistance and address
coverage gaps in regional minimum income
schemes. Reduce early school leaving and improve
educational outcomes, taking into account regional
disparities. Increase cooperation between education
and businesses with a view to improving the
provision of labour market relevant skills and
qualifications, in particular for information and
communication technologies.
Limited Progress.
3. Focus investment-related economic policy on
fostering innovation, resource and energy efficiency,
upgrading rail freight infrastructure and extending
electricity interconnections with the rest of the
Union, taking into account regional disparities.
Enhance the effectiveness of policies supporting
research and innovation.

1. In line with the general escape clause, take all
necessary measures to effectively address the
pandemic, sustain the economy and support the
ensuing recovery. When economic conditions allow,
pursue fiscal policies aimed at achieving prudent
medium-term fiscal positions and ensuring debt
sustainability, while enhancing investment.
Strengthen the health system’s resilience and
capacity, as regards health workers, critical medical
products and infrastructure.

2. Support employment through arrangements to
preserve jobs, effective hiring incentives and skills
development. Reinforce unemployment protection,
notably for atypical workers. Improve coverage and
adequacy of minimum income schemes and family
support, as well as access to digital learning.

4. Improve coordination between different levels of
government and strengthen the public procurement
framework to support recovery in an efficient
manner.

Limited Progress.
4. Further the implementation of the Law on Market
Unity by ensuring that, at all levels of government,
rules governing access to and exercise of economic
activities, in particular for services, are in line with the
principles of that Law and by improving cooperation
between administrations.
Limited Progress.
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FR

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

2020 CSRs
MIP: CSRs 1,3,4

1. Ensure that the nominal growth rate of net primary
expenditure does not exceed 1,2 % in 2020,
corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of
0,6 % of GDP. Use windfalls gains to accelerate the
reduction of the general government debt ratio.
Achieve expenditure savings and efficiency gains
across all sub-sectors of the government, including
by fully specifying and monitoring the
implementation of the concrete measures needed in
the context of Public Action 2022. Reform the
pension system to progressively unify the rules of the
different pension regimes, with the view to enhance
their fairness and sustainability.
Limited Progress (this overall assessment of CSR1
does not include a compliance assessment of
compliance with the Stability and Growth Pact.
2. Foster labour market integration for all job seekers,
ensure equal opportunities with a particular focus on
vulnerable groups including people with a migrant
background and address skills shortages and
mismatches.
Limited Progress.

1. In line with the general escape clause, take all
necessary measures to effectively address the
pandemic, sustain the economy and support the
ensuing recovery. When economic conditions allow,
pursue fiscal policies aimed at achieving prudent
medium-term fiscal positions and ensuring debt
sustainability, while enhancing investment.
Strengthen the resilience of the health system by
ensuring adequate supplies of critical medical
products and a balanced distribution of health
workers, and by investing in e-Health.

3. Ensure the effective implementation of measures
supporting the liquidity of firms, in particular for
small and medium-sized enterprises. Front-load
mature public investment projects and promote
private investment to foster the economic recovery.
Focus investment on the green and digital transition,
in particular on sustainable transport, clean and
efficient production and use of energy, energy and
digital infrastructures as well as research and
innovation.

3. Focus investment-related economic policy on
research and innovation (while improving the
efficiency of public support schemes, including
knowledge transfer schemes), renewable energy,
energy efficiency and interconnections with the rest
of the Union, and on digital infrastructure, taking into
account territorial disparities.
Some Progress.
4. Continue to simplify the tax system, in particular by
limiting the use of tax expenditures, further
removing inefficient taxes and reducing taxes on
production. Reduce regulatory restrictions, in
particular in the services sector, and fully implement
the measures to foster the growth of firms.
Some Progress.
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4. Continue to improve the regulatory environment,
reduce administrative burdens for firms and simplify
the tax system.
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HR

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

2020 CSRs
MIP: CSRs 1,2,3,4

1. Reinforce the budgetary framework and
monitoring of contingent liabilities at central and
local level. Reduce the territorial fragmentation of
the public administration and streamline the
functional distribution of competencies.
Limited Progress.

2. Deliver on the education reform and improve both
access to education and training at all levels and
their quality and labour market relevance.
Consolidate social benefits and improve their
capacity to reduce poverty. Strengthen labour
market measures and institutions and their
coordination with social services. In consultation
with the social partners, introduce harmonised
wage-setting frameworks across the public
administration and public services.
Some Progress.
3. Focus investment-related economic policy on
research and innovation, sustainable urban and
railway transport, energy efficiency, renewables and
environmental infrastructure, taking into account
regional disparities. Increase the administration's
capacity to design and implement public projects
and policies.
Limited Progress.

4. Improve corporate governance in State-owned
enterprises and intensify the sale of such enterprises
and non-productive assets. Enhance the prevention
and sanctioning of corruption, in particular at the
local level. Reduce the duration of court proceedings
and improve electronic communication in courts.
Reduce the most burdensome parafiscal charges
and excessive product and services market
regulation.

1. In line with the general escape clause, take all
necessary measures to effectively address the
pandemic, sustain the economy and support the
ensuing recovery. When economic conditions allow,
pursue fiscal policies aimed at achieving prudent
medium-term fiscal positions and ensuring debt
sustainability, while enhancing investment. Enhance
the resilience of the health system. Promote
balanced geographical distribution of health
workers and facilities, closer cooperation between all
levels of administration and investments in e-health.
2. Strengthen labour market measures and
institutions and improve the adequacy of
unemployment benefits and minimum income
schemes. Increase access to digital infrastructure and
services. Promote the acquisition of skills.

3. Maintain measures to provide liquidity to small
and medium-sized enterprises and the selfemployed. Further reduce parafiscal charges and
restrictions in goods and services market regulation.
Front-load mature public investment projects and
promote private investment to foster the economic
recovery. Focus investment on the green and digital
transition, in particular on environmental
infrastructure, sustainable urban and rail transport,
clean and efficient production and use of energy and
high speed broadband.
4. Reinforce the capacity and efficiency of the public
administration to design and implement public
projects and policies at central and local levels.
Improve the efficiency of the judicial system.

Limited Progress.

26

PE 497.739

Implementation of the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure: State of play - August 2021

IT

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4, 5
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

2020 CSRs
MIP: CSRs 1,2,3,4

1. Ensure a nominal reduction of net primary
government expenditure of 0,1 % in 2020,
corresponding to an annual structural adjustment of
0,6 % of GDP. Use windfall gains to accelerate the
reduction of the general government debt ratio. Shift
taxation away from labour, including by reducing tax
expenditure and reforming the outdated cadastral
values. Fight tax evasion, especially in the form of
omitted invoicing, including by strengthening the
compulsory use of e-payments including through
lower legal thresholds for cash payments. Implement
fully past pension reforms to reduce the share of
pensions in public spending and create space for other
social and growth-enhancing spending.
Some Progress (this overall assessment of CSR 1 does
not include an assessment of compliance with the
Stability and Growth Pact).
2. Step up efforts to tackle undeclared work. Ensure
that active labour market and social policies are
effectively integrated and reach out in particular to
young people and vulnerable groups. Support
women's participation in the labour market through a
comprehensive strategy, including through access to
quality childcare and long-term care. Improve
educational outcomes, also through adequate and
targeted investment, and foster upskilling, including
by strengthening digital skills.
Limited Progress.
3. Focus investment-related economic policy on
research and innovation, and the quality of
infrastructure, taking into account regional disparities.
Improve the effectiveness of public administration,
including by investing in the skills of public employees,
by accelerating digitalisation, and by increasing the
efficiency and quality of local public services. Address
restrictions to competition, particularly in the retail
sector and in business services, also through a new
annual competition law.
Some Progress.
4. Reduce the length of civil trials at all instances by
enforcing and streamlining procedural rules, including
those under consideration by the legislator and with a
special focus on insolvency regimes. Improve the
effectiveness of the fight against corruption by
reforming procedural rules to reduce the length of
criminal trials.
Limited progress.
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1. In line with the general escape clause, take all
necessary measures to effectively address the
pandemic, sustain the economy and support the
ensuing recovery. When economic conditions allow,
pursue fiscal policies aimed at achieving prudent
medium-term fiscal positions and ensuring debt
sustainability, while enhancing investment.
Strengthen the resilience and capacity of the health
system, in the areas of health workers, critical medical
products and infrastructure. Enhance coordination
between national and regional authorities.

2. Provide adequate income replacement and access
to social protection, notably for atypical workers.
Mitigate the employment impact of the crisis,
including through flexible working arrangements
and active support to employment. Strengthen
distance learning and skills, including digital ones.

3. Ensure effective implementation of measures to
provide liquidity to the real economy, including to
small and medium-sized enterprises, innovative firms
and the self-employed, and avoid late payments.
Front-load mature public investment projects and
promote private investment to foster the economic
recovery. Focus investment on the green and digital
transition, in particular on clean and efficient
production and use of energy, research and
innovation, sustainable public transport, waste and
water management as well as reinforced digital
infrastructure to ensure the provision of essential
services.
4. Improve the efficiency of the judicial system and
the effectiveness of public administration.
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5. Foster bank balance sheet restructuring, in
particular for small and medium-sized banks, by
improving efficiency and asset quality, continuing the
reduction of non-performing loans, and diversifying
funding. Improve non-bank financing for smaller and
innovative firms.
Some Progress.

CY

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4, 5
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

2020 CSRs
MIP: CSRs 1,3,4

1. Adopt key legislative reforms to improve efficiency
in the public sector, in particular as regards the
functioning of the public administration and the
governance of State-owned entities and local
governments. Address features of the tax system that
may facilitate aggressive tax planning by individuals
and multinationals, in particular by means of
outbound payments by multinationals.
Limited Progress.
2. Facilitate the reduction of non-performing loans
including by setting up an effective governance
structure for the State-owned asset management
company, taking steps to improve payment
discipline and strengthening the supervision of
credit-acquiring companies. Strengthen supervision
capacities in the non-bank financial sector, including
by fully integrating the insurance and pension-fund
supervisors.

1. In line with the general escape clause, take all
necessary measures to effectively address the
pandemic, sustain the economy and support the
ensuing recovery. When economic conditions allow,
pursue fiscal policies aimed at achieving prudent
medium-term fiscal positions and ensuring debt
sustainability, while enhancing investment.
Strengthen the resilience and capacity of the health
system to ensure quality and affordable services,
including by improving health workers’ working
conditions.
3. Secure adequate access to finance and liquidity,
especially for small and medium sized enterprises.
Front-load mature public investment projects and
promote private investment to foster the economic
recovery. Focus investment on the green and digital
transition, in particular on clean and efficient
production and use of energy, waste and water
management, sustainable transport, digitalisation,
research and innovation.

Limited Progress.
3. Complete reforms aimed at increasing the
effectiveness of the public employment services and
reinforce outreach and activation support for young
people. Deliver on the reform of the education and
training system, including teacher evaluation, and
increase employers' engagement and learners'
participation in vocational education and training,
and affordable childhood education and care. Take
measures to ensure that the National Health System
becomes operational in 2020, as planned, while
preserving its long-term sustainability.
Some Progress.
4. Focus investment-related economic policy on
sustainable transport, environment, in particular
waste and water management, energy efficiency and
renewable energy, digitalisation, including digital
skills, and research and innovation, taking into
account territorial disparities within Cyprus. Adopt
legislation to simplify the procedures for strategic
investors to obtain necessary permits and licences.
Improve access to finance for SMEs, and resume the
implementation of privatisation projects.

4. Step up action to address features of the tax
system that facilitate aggressive tax planning by
individuals and multinationals. Improve the
efficiency and digitalisation of the judicial system
and the public sector.

Limited Progress.
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5. Step up efforts to improve the efficiency of the
judicial system, including the functioning of
administrative justice and revising civil procedures,
increasing the specialisation of courts and setting up
an operational e-justice system. Take measures to
strengthen the legal enforcement of claims and
ensure reliable and swift systems for the issuance and
transfer of title deeds and immovable property
rights. Accelerate anti-corruption reforms, safeguard
the independence of the prosecution and strengthen
the capacity of law enforcement.
Limited Progress.

NL

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1, 3
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

2020 CSRs
MIP: CSR 3

Some Progress.
3. While respecting the medium-term budgetary
objective, use fiscal and structural policies to support
an upward trend in investment. Focus investmentrelated economic policy on research and
development in particular in the private sector, on
renewable energy, energy efficiency and greenhouse
gas emissions reduction strategies and on
addressing transport bottlenecks.

3. Front-load mature public investment projects and
promote private investment to foster the economic
recovery. Focus investment on the green and digital
transition, in particular on digital skills development,
sustainable infrastructure and clean and efficient
production and use of energy as well as missionoriented research and innovation.

1. Reduce the debt bias for households and the
distortions in the housing market, including by
supporting the development of the private rental
sector. Ensure that the second pillar of the pension
system is more transparent, inter-generationally
fairer and more resilient to shocks. Implement
policies to increase household disposable income,
including by strengthening the conditions that
support wage growth, while respecting the role of
social partners. Address features of the tax system
that may facilitate aggressive tax planning, in
particular by means of outbound payments, notably
by implementing the announced measures.

Some Progress.
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PT

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 4
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

2020 CSRs
MIP: CSRs 1,2,3,4

1. Achieve the medium-term budgetary objective in
2020, taking into account the allowance linked to
unusual events for which a temporary deviation is
granted. Use windfall gains to accelerate the
reduction of the general government debt ratio.
Improve the quality of public finances by prioritising
growth-enhancing spending while strengthening
overall expenditure control, cost efficiency and
adequate budgeting, with a focus in particular on a
durable reduction of arrears in hospitals. Improve the
financial sustainability of state-owned enterprises,
while ensuring more timely, transparent and
comprehensive monitoring.
Limited Progress (this overall assessment of CSR 1
does not include an assessment of compliance with
the Stability and Growth Pact).
2. Adopt measures to address labour market
segmentation. Improve the skills level of the
population, in particular their digital literacy,
including by making adult learning more relevant to
the needs of the labour market. Increase the number
of higher education graduates, particularly in science
and information technology. Improve the
effectiveness and adequacy of the social safety net.
Some Progress.
3. Focus investment-related economic policy on
research and innovation, railway transport and port
infrastructure, low carbon and energy transition and
extending energy interconnections, taking into
account regional disparities.
Limited Progress.

4. Allow for a swifter recovery of the collateral tied to
non-performing loans by increasing the efficiency of
insolvency and recovery proceedings. Reduce the
administrative and regulatory burden on businesses,
mainly by reducing sector-specific barriers to
licensing. Develop a roadmap to reduce restrictions
in highly regulated professions. Increase the
efficiency of administrative and tax courts, in
particular by decreasing the length of proceedings.

1. In line with the general escape clause, take all
necessary measures to effectively address the
pandemic, sustain the economy and support the
ensuing recovery. When economic conditions
allow, pursue fiscal policies aimed at achieving
prudent medium-term fiscal positions and
ensuring debt sustainability, while enhancing
investment. Strengthen the resilience of the
health system and ensure equal access to quality
health and long-term care.

2. Support employment and prioritise measures to
preserve jobs. Guarantee sufficient and effective
social protection and income support. Support the
use of digital technologies to ensure equal access
to quality education and training and to boost
firms’ competitiveness.

3. Implement the temporary measures aimed at
securing access to liquidity for firms, in particular
small and medium-sized enterprises. Front-load
mature public investment projects and promote
private investment to foster the economic
recovery. Focus investment on the green and
digital transition, in particular on clean and
efficient production and use of energy, rail
infrastructure and innovation.
4. Increase the efficiency of administrative and tax
courts.

Limited Progress.
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RO

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1, 2, 3, 5
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

2020 CSRs
MIP: CSR 4

1. Ensure compliance with the Council
recommendation of 14 June 2019 with a view to
correcting the significant deviation from the
adjustment path toward the medium-term
budgetary objective. Ensure the full application of
the fiscal framework. Strengthen tax compliance and
collection.
Limited Progress (this overall assessment of CSR 1
does not include an assessment of compliance with
the Stability and Growth Pact).
2. Safeguard financial stability and the robustness of
the banking sector. Ensure the sustainability of the
public pension system and the long-term viability of
the second pillar pension funds.
Some Progress.
3. Improve the quality and inclusiveness of
education, in particular for Roma and other
disadvantaged groups. Improve skills, including
digital, notably by increasing the labour market
relevance of vocational education and training and
higher education. Increase the coverage and quality
of social services and complete the minimum
inclusion income reform. Improve the functioning of
social dialogue. Ensure minimum wage setting based
on objective criteria, consistent with job creation and
competitiveness. Improve access to and costefficiency of healthcare, including through the shift
to outpatient care.
Limited Progress.
5. Ensure that legislative initiatives do not undermine
legal certainty by improving the quality and
predictability of decision-making, including by
appropriate stakeholder consultations, effective
impact assessments and streamlined administrative
procedures. Strengthen the corporate governance of
state-owned enterprises.
No Progress.
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4. Improve the quality and effectiveness of public
administration and the predictability of decisionmaking, including through an adequate
involvement of social partners.
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SE

2019 CSRs
MIP: CSR 1
Assessment of implementation
of 2019 CSRs

1. Address risks related to high household debt by
gradually reducing the tax deductibility of mortgage
interest payments or increasing recurrent property
taxes. Stimulate investment in residential
construction where shortages are most pressing, in
particular by removing structural obstacles to
construction. Improve the efficiency of the housing
market, including by introducing more flexibility in
rental prices and revising the design of the capital
gains tax.

As the 2020 country-specific recommendations have
been refocused on the objective of tackling the
socioeconomic impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic and
facilitating the economic recovery, none of them
directly addresses the macroeconomic imbalances
identified by the Commission under Article 6 of
Regulation (EU) No 1176/2011,

Limited Progress.
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Annex 4: Modifications of the MIP over time
In line with its Communication "On steps towards completing Economic and Monetary Union" of October
2015, the European Commission introduced several changes in the Semester, aimed at fostering the
integration of the euro area and national dimensions, strengthening the focus on employment, social
performance, investment and competitiveness as well as at improving the whole procedure transparency5.
Specifically on MIP, the Commission stated how "experience suggests that implementation of MIP can be
improved in a number of ways", and noted that the six levels scale of imbalances used up to 2015 to classify
Member States in the context of the MIP was not transparent.
In 2016, the Commission:
•

introduced in the MIP scoreboard three new employment-related indicators, namely activity rate,
long-term and youth unemployment6.

•

introduced some changes in the calendar of the Semester and the MIP, namely:

•

o

it anticipated to November the draft Council recommendations for the euro area;

o

it anticipated the publication of the IDRs to February and integrated them in the Country reports.
These reports constitute the basis for dialogues between the Commission and the Member
States before submission of their National Reform Programmes, as well as for the preparations
of the CSRs. They provide also an assessment of the implementation of the previous CSRs 7 .

reduced the number of MIP categories from six to four, as shown in Table A.1.

Each of the IDRs takes into account spill-overs to other countries, especially for the euro area countries, and
systemic issues. The IDRs also include the “MIP assessment matrix”, which summarises the main findings
and focuses on imbalances and adjustment issues relevant for the MIP.
Table A.1: Categorisation of imbalances in the macroeconomic imbalance procedure
Previous categories (6)

Streamlined categories (4)

No imbalances

No imbalances

Imbalances, which require policy action and monitoring
Imbalances, which require decisive policy action and monitoring
Imbalances, which require decisive policy action and specific monitoring

Imbalances

Excessive imbalances, which require decisive policy action and specific
monitoring

Excessive imbalances

Excessive imbalances with corrective action*

Excessive imbalances with
corrective action*

Source: European Commission.
* Corrective action consists in the opening of the Excessive Imbalance Procedure

Table A.1 shows the categorisation of possible macroeconomic imbalances introduced in March 2016. All
countries with imbalances are subject to specific monitoring, that is tighter for countries with excessive
imbalances and consists in dialogues with the national authorities, expert missions and regular progress
reports, which should also help monitoring of the implementation of the CSRs in the Member States
5

6

7

See also the Commission publication “The Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure - Rationale, Process, Application: a Compendium” of November
2016, which provides an overview of how the framework functions and how its application has evolved over time.
The ECOFIN Council, on 16 January 2016 “expressed concern about the inclusion of three additional employment indicators to the main scoreboard,
given the need to preserve the effectiveness of the scoreboard as an early warning device... Underlined that social and labour market indicators are not
relevant for identifying macro-financial risks and developments in these indicators cannot trigger steps in the MIP process”.
Prior to the streamlined Semester, only the in-depth reviews were published in March, while the Country Reports (previously called Staff Working
Documents) were issued in May/June. The publication of a single comprehensive report at an earlier stage is expected to help increase the
transparency of the European Semester, as well as its integration in the National reform Programmes.
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concerned. Countries in the category 'excessive imbalances with corrective action' are subject to the
excessive imbalance procedure (EIP) entailing policy recommendations to remedy the imbalances and
follow-up through a corrective action plan.
In 2018, the Commission introduced a number of new auxiliary indicators (technical detail are available in
this Commission SWD), namely:
•

NIIP excluding non-defaultable instruments (NENDI) replaces Net external debt: this indicator
provides a broader representation of external stocks (both assets and liabilities) carrying default risks.
The new indicator profits from the revised methodology for balance of payments statistics (from BPM5
to BPM6), which allows a finer breakdown of foreign assets and liabilities. Compared with NED, NENDI:
(i) excludes net intra-company foreign direct investment (FDI) debt, which in some cases accounts for a
large share of cross-border debt without representing solvency concerns; (ii) includes mutual fund
shares, which are sometimes a very large item and are mostly backed by bonds; and (iii) includes net
financial derivatives. Seen from a different perspective, NENDI is a subset of the NIIP that excludes equityrelated components, namely FDI equity and equity shares, and intra-company cross-border FDI debt.

•

Consolidated banking leverage (domestic and foreign entities from ECB consolidated banking data)
replaces the non-consolidated financial sector leverage indicator from national account. This indicator
has more clear economic interpretation, is comparable across countries, and is consistently based on
book values, even if it covers the banking sector only.

•

Household debt (consolidated) to complement the headline indicator on private sector debt;

•

Gross nonperforming loans, which provides complementary information to assess private sector debt.
The addition of the latter has become possible thanks to the availability of cross-country-comparable
data in the ECB's consolidated banking statistics as of 2015.

To keep the scoreboard relevant and parsimonious, two auxiliary indicators previously included were
dropped:
•

the ten-year change in nominal unit labour costs (as it overlaps with data on three-year change on unit
labour costs among the headline indicators and on ten-year change in unit labour costs relative to euro
area also in the auxiliary indicators);

•

non-consolidated private sector debt (which has been superseded by the headline indicator on
consolidated private sector debt).

Auxiliary MIP indicators have no thresholds and are less visible than the headline "MIP scoreboard
indicators"; nevertheless, they are of high statistical quality and comparable among Member States.
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Annex 5: Summaries of three studies on the functioning of the MIP and presenting
proposals for its improvement
In October 2019, the Coordinators of the ECON Committee requested the EGOV Unit to provide three papers
on the MIP, written by academic experts. The papers were requested also in light of the upcoming
Commission’s report on the application of the MIP regulations (1176/2011 and 1174/2011). In accordance
with the regulations, such report would evaluate, inter alia:
•

the effectiveness of the Regulations;

•

the progress in ensuring closer coordination of economic policies and sustained convergence of
economic performances of the Member States in accordance with the TFEU. Where appropriate, that
report shall be accompanied by a proposal for amendments to the Regulations.

The papers were published between February and May 2020. The Commission launched the EU economic
governance review in February 2020 (see Section 2 above).
How has the macro-economic imbalances procedure worked in practice to improve the resilience of
the euro area?
By Agnès Bénassy-Quéré (Chief Economist at Treasury - France, and Sorbonne University), Guntram Wolff
(Director, Bruegel)
This paper presents first an empirical analysis of the implementation of the MIP, showing that:
•

the implementation rate of the country-specific recommendations has been declining over time;
although imbalances have clearly receded in the euro area and in the EU over 2013-2018, there is no
apparent link with the implementation of the CSRs;

•

despite past reforms, the MIP keeps still largely a country-by-country approach, running the risk of
contributing to a deflationary bias in the euro area.

The authors then advance some proposals on how the MIP could be improved, namely by:
•

streamline the scoreboard around a few meaningful indicators,

•

in the recommendation to the euro area, include a section explaining the strategy to reduce imbalances,
and specify the contribution of each Member State

•

focus the MIP-CSRs on policy actions that can have direct impact on imbalances.

•

Involve national macroprudential authorities and national productivity councils; coordinate the
timetable of the European semester with that of ESRB’s recommendations;

•

simplify the language and further involve the Commission into national policy discussions.

Macroeconomic Imbalances Procedure: has it worked in practice to improve the resilience of the euro
area?
By Lorenzo Codogno
While the MIP is for the whole of the EU, the paper focuses on the Euro Area, as, according to the author, the
sharing of the single currency makes macroeconomic imbalances even more dangerous and hard to correct.
The paper focuses on three issues:
•

the extent to which the MIP contributed to its stated and expected objectives and, more broadly,
whether the MIP has better equipped the Euro Area to identify and prevent unsustainable
macroeconomic developments. It presents some stylised trends in macro variables and how the
procedure tracks them.

•

provide a tentative counterfactual exercise, to see whether the currently upgraded economic
surveillance would have helped in preventing the emergence of vulnerabilities and imbalances in those
Member States that required financial assistance during the financial and economic crisis.
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•

provide some policy recommendations on how to make the prevention of unsustainable policies more
effective in the future and assess whether other supranational policy tools could help complement the
current framework. The main policy recommendations of the study are that some re-tooling of the MIP
is necessary and that increasing its ownership at the national level is essential.

The paper concludes that the procedure has substantially improved the macroeconomic dialogue and the
policy debate on the best ways to address structural issues and imbalances and, at the margin, has likely
strengthened policy response, although imbalances are not directly under the control of policymakers. Even
if the MIP cannot identify and prevent the next crisis, the MIP can contribute to reducing the areas of
weakness and the macroeconomic trends that may prove to be unsustainable. The reduction of structural
weaknesses through policy action has likely already benefitted the resilience of Member States’ economies
and that of the EU/Euro Area to external or internal shocks.
Many issues, however, remain outstanding. The Euro Area and individual countries are still vulnerable and
exposed to shocks. Especially the level of public and private debt, and, for some countries, the net
international investment position remain a concern. Resilience to shocks cannot be addressed only through
changes in the macroeconomic structure of the Euro Area economies. Advances in other areas would be
required, and especially in terms of a Euro Area fiscal capacity and the sharing of risk. Some specific changes
to the MIP could achieve better results in the near term; these include taking into account the Euro Area
dimension more explicitly, i.e. spillovers, complementarities, and trade-offs, as well as the different
economic structure of individual countries.
How has the macro-economic imbalances procedure worked in practice to improve the resilience of
the euro area?
By Alexander Kriwoluzky, Malte Rieth - DIW Berlin and Freie Universität Berlin
This paper analyses the effects of the implementation of the MIP on the macroeconomic performance of
countries in the EU and the euro area. On the basis of a statistical analysis of the MIP-scoreboard indicators
and the related breach of thresholds, the authors find that the introduction of the MIP led to a decline in
current account imbalances and private sector debt and credit flows, which are good predictors of financial
and economic crisis. Considering that the economic literature recognises the deterioration of these
indicators as deeply affecting a crisis, the authors infer that their improvement put the countries in the EU
and the euro area in better position to prevent a deep economic crisis. Nevertheless, the overall effects were
limited. To strengthen the MIP, they support the introduction of an EU fund that pays grants, conditional on
the implementation progress of economic reforms.
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BRIEFING

EU economic developments and
projections
This briefing provides a summary of the recent economic developments in the EU
Member States and gives an overview of relevant economic projections forecasted
by major international and EU institutions.

1. Recent economic developments
According to the latest Eurostat quarterly data, the preliminary flash estimate
of the seasonally-adjusted quarterly Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in the euro area (EA) grew by 2.2% in
the second quarter of 2021 compared to the previous quarter, while the growth in the EU was 2.1% during
the same period. Ireland (+6.3%), Portugal (+4.9%), Latvia (+4.4%) and Estonia (+4.3%) recorded the sharpest
increases of GDP compared to the previous quarter, while the strongest declines were observed in Malta (0.5%) and Croatia (-0.2%).
Annual inflation (Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices or HICP) in the EA has somewhat decreased to 3.0%
in August 2021 (down from 2.2% in July), according to the latest flash estimate from Eurostat. Out of all of
the components of the HICP, energy is expected to have the highest annual rate increase (1.44 percentage
points compared with 1.34 percentage points in July), followed by non-energy industrial goods (0.65 p.p.)
food alcohol and tobacco (0.43 p.p.) and services (0.43 p.p.). It should also be noted that HICP levels in
different Member States varies strongly, from lowest annual rates observed in Malta (0.4%), Greece (1.2%)
and Portugal (1.3%) while the highest annual rates reached 5.0% in Estonia, Lithuania and Poland.

2. Latest economic forecasts
2.1. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
On 21 September 2021, the OECD published its latest economic projections 1. This interim Economic Outlook
projects that the EA GDP will grow by 5.3% in 2021 and 4.6% in 2022, which is higher than projected in March
(4.3% and 4.4% respectively) and is mainly attributed to strong policy support, the ongoing deployment of
effective vaccines and the gradual resumption of many economic activities, particularly in service sectors.
Based on the OECD estimations, the “global GDP has now surpassed its pre-pandemic level, but output in mid2021 was still 3½ per cent lower than projected before the pandemic. This represents a real income shortfall of
over USD 4½ trillion (in 2015 PPPs), and is broadly equivalent to one year of global output growth in normal times.
Closing this gap is essential to minimise long-term scars from the pandemic via job and income losses”.
1

The OECD publishes its Economic Outlook projections four times a year. In their June and December publications, the OECS publishes projection
updates for all the OECD member countries, while the March and September publications are only interim and include projection update only
for the entire EA (but not for each country individually). For consistency purposes, the briefing text covers the newest available Economic
Outlook projections publication, while the Annex tables refer to the latest publication, where all the country specific projections are provided
(i.e. June and December).

Economic Governance Support Unit (EGOV)
Authors: K. GRIGAITE, J. Vega BORDELL, O. TURCU
Directorate-General for Internal Policies
PE 645.716 - September 2021

EN

EU economic developments and projections

According the the projections it should also be noted that there is already a broad-based increases in export
prices from many key Asian economies, which on one side reflects rising input costs, increasing commodity
prices, capacity constraints, supply disruptions and increasing shipping costs; and on the other side is
influenced by a large near-term uncertainty regarding the extent to which the Delta variant raises risks of
persisting shutdowns in some Asian economies (that would further create pressures for the availability of
supplies and the pace of the global recovery).
Uncertainty surrounding the economic projections gives way to various risk scenarios, such as “Faster
progress in vaccine deployment, or a sharper rundown of household savings would enhance demand and lower
unemployment but also potentially push up near-term inflationary pressures. Slow progress in vaccine rollout
and the continued spread of new virus mutations would result in a weaker recovery and larger job losses” or
difficult to manoeuvre policy making in countries with high debt and rising inflation.

Box 1: Impact of commodity prices and shipping costs
“The sharp rebound in global demand, supply disruptions and depleted inventories have pushed up commodity prices
and transportation costs around the world, particularly in North America and Europe ... the [analysis] results suggest
that higher commodity prices and shipping costs account for much of the observed pick-up in import price inflation and
consumer price inflation seen over the past year, with such effects likely to persist for some time.
• Global commodity prices in July and August this year were around 55% higher than a year earlier ..;
• Containerised freight rates have also soared this year ... spot prices in early September were around 2-3 times the level
a year earlier ...
The overall effect of the recent rise in global cost pressures on consumer price inflation ... depends on the impact of higher
commodity prices and shipping costs on merchandise import price inflation, and the subsequent pass-through to
consumer price inflation. Empirical estimates of these two relationships ... suggest that past commodity price and
shipping cost increases are currently adding around 11 percentage points to annual merchandise import price inflation
in the G20 economies, and around 1½ percentage points to annual consumer price inflation ... In contrast, these factors
were pushing down annual G20 consumer price inflation by around ¼ percentage point in the latter half of 2020”.
Figure A. Impact of commodity prices and shipping costs on G20 consumer price inflation

Source: OECD.
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2.2. European Central Bank (ECB)
On 9 September 2021, the ECB published its latest economic projections 2 for the euro area. As the euro area
economy rebounded more strongly than anticipated in the second quarter of 2021, it is expected that
growth should continue to remain strong and gradually normalise. The ECB projections are based on several
key assumptions regarding future developments: “a rapid relaxation of containment measures during the
second half of 2021, a gradual dissipation of supply bottlenecks as of early 2022, substantial ongoing policy
support (including favourable financing conditions) and a continued global recovery”.
Euro area real GDP is expected to grow by 5% in 2021 followed by a more moderate growth on 4.6% and
2.1% in 2022 and 2023 respectively. “Compared with the June 2021 Eurosystem staff projections, the projections
for quarterly growth during the second half of 2021 has been downgraded slightly ... this notwithstanding, for
2021 as a whole, the projections ... has been revised up by 0.4 percentage points. The projections for 2022 and
2023 are broadly unchanged.” Domestic demand is projected to remain the key driver of the recovery, also
growth should be boosted by the expected rebound in real disposable income and a reduction in
uncertainty. Large stock of accumulated savings should be another factor supporting private consumption
and residential investment.
Concerning inflation, HICP is still expected to spike at 2.2% in 2021 and later moderating to 1.7% and 1.5%
in 2022 and 2023 respectively. HICP developments are projected to be driven by temporary upward factors
like: “rebound in energy inflation amid strong base effects; strong increases in input costs related to supply
disruptions; one-off increases in services prices as COVID-19-related restrictions ease; and the reversal of the
German VAT rate cut”.
In view of the continued significant uncertainty about how the pandemic will evolve, the ECB has once again
prepared economic projections under two alternative scenarios. ”A mild scenario foresees a resolution of the
health crisis by late 2021 and a strong rebound in economic activity ... Compared with the baseline, the mild
scenario envisages a higher vaccine effectiveness, also against new virus variants, and greater public acceptance
of vaccines leading to only mildly increasing infections over time. This would allow for a swifter relaxation of
containment measures and their phasing-out by late 2021, also leading to more limited economic costs and
inducing strong positive confidence effects”. In the mild scenario, real GDP would rebound by 5.8% in 2021,
and by 5.7% and 1.9% in 2022 and 2023 respectively, with and inflation rate of 2.2% in 2021, 1.8% in 2022
and 1.7% in 2023. In contrast, “a severe scenario assumes a protracted health crisis until mid-2023 and
permanent losses in output.” Under these assumptions, real GDP would grow by 4.1%, 2.2% and 2.3% in 2021,
2022 and 2023 with an HICP inflation of 2.2%, 1.5% and 1.2% respectively.

2.3. International Monetary Fund (IMF)
According to the IMF latest World Economic Outlook (WEO) of 27 July 2021, the EA GDP is estimated to grow
by 4.6% in 2021 and by 4.3% in 2022 (projections were revised upwards, when compared to the projections
published in the April World Economic Outlook, from 4.4% and 3.8% respectively). “Economic prospects have
diverged further across countries since the April 2021 ... WEO forecast. Vaccine access has emerged as the principal
fault line along which the global recovery splits into two blocs: those that can look forward to further
normalization of activity later this year (almost all advanced economies) and those that will still face resurgent

2

The ECB publishes its Eurosystem staff projections four times a year. In their June and December publications, the ECB publishes projection
updates for all the EA countries, while the March and September publications are only interim and include projection update only for the entire
EA (but not for each country individually). For consistency purposes, the briefing text covers the newest available Eurosystem staff projections
publication, while the Annex tables refer to the latest publication, where all the country specific projections are provided (i.e. June and
December). Please also note, that country specific ECB projections for all the EA countries are published two weeks after the main projection
document publication.

PE 645.716

3

EU economic developments and projections

infections and rising COVID death tolls. The recovery, however, is not assured even in countries where infections
are currently very low so long as the virus circulates elsewhere”.
Also, according to the IMF projections, recent price pressures are mainly reflecting the unusual pandemicrelated developments and transitory supply-demand mismatches and “inflation is expected to return to its
pre-pandemic ranges in most countries in 2022 once these disturbances work their way through prices”. The IMF
also cautions, that the “Central banks should generally look through transitory inflation pressures and avoid
tightening until there is more clarity on underlying price dynamics. Clear communication from central banks on
the outlook for monetary policy will be key to shaping inflation expectations and safeguarding against premature
tightening of financial conditions. There is, however, a risk that transitory pressures could become more persistent
and central banks may need to take preemptive action”.
The uncertainty surrounding the projections still remains very high and to the downside. “Slower-thananticipated vaccine rollout would allow the virus to mutate further. Financial conditions could tighten rapidly,
for instance from a reassessment of the monetary policy outlook in advanced economies if inflation expectations
increase more rapidly than anticipated. A double hit to emerging market and developing economies from
worsening pandemic dynamics and tighter external financial conditions would severely set back their recovery
and drag global growth below this outlook’s baseline”.
Box 2: Global financial conditions
The IMF pays particular emphasis on financial conditions in their latest WEO projections, and concludes that
“financial conditions remain very accommodative—they are at around 10th percentile of the historical distribution—
despite concerns about the COVID variants and fears that higher inflation may turn out to be more persistent than
anticipated”. They also conclude that in advanced economies financial conditions have eased further, since the
April 2021 Global Financial Stability Report, reaching levels last seen before the global financial. “Such easing has
been driven by rising equity valuations, tighter credit spreads, and rapidly climbing house prices”. However, in most
emerging market economies, financial conditions have not changed significantly, as monetary policy tightening
has offset gains in asset prices.
Figure A. Financial Conditions Indices
(Standard deviations from mean)

Sources: Bloomberg Finance L.P.; Haver Analytics; and IMF staff calculations.
Note: GFSR = Global Financial Stability Report.
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2.4. European Commission (Commission)
On 7 July 2021, the Commission presented its Summer 2021 Economic Forecast. After what turned out to
be only a temporary and marginal contraction of GDP in the first quarter of the year, improving health
situation and easing virus containment measures are putting the EU Member States back on economic
recovery track. Despite the fact that “temporary input shortages and rising costs [are] hitting parts of the
manufacturing sector”, economic growth forecast was reviewed upwards and is now projected to reach 4.8%
in 2021 and 4.5% in 2022 for both the EU and EA.
Even though “the volume of output is projected to return to its pre-crisis level (2019-Q4) in the last quarter of 2021
... [and] economic activity in the fourth quarter of 2022 would remain about 1% shy of the level that was expected
before the pandemic”, the Commission warns that the speed of economic recovery will vary significantly
across the Member States.
HICP inflation projections have also been revised upwards and are projected to reach 2.2% in 2021 and to
moderate to 1.6% in 2022 (in the EA, inflation would increase from 0.3% observed in 2020, to 1.9% in 2021
and 1.4% in 2022). Inflation is predicted to mainly be shaped by “rising energy and commodity prices,
production bottlenecks due to the shortage of some input components and raw materials and capacity
constraints vis-à-vis booming demand”.
Lastly, the Summer Forecast highlights the level of risk associated with these predictions remains high, but
overall rather balanced. “Economic risks relate in particular to the response of households and firms to changes
in restrictions and the impact of emergency policy support withdrawal. Inflation may turn out higher than
forecast if supply constraints are more persistent and price pressures are passed on to consumer prices more
strongly”.

Disclaimer and copyright. The opinions expressed in this document are the sole responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily represent
the official position of the European Parliament. Reproduction and translation for non-commercial purposes are authorised, provided the
source is acknowledged and the European Parliament is given prior notice and sent a copy. © European Union, 2021.
Contact: egov@ep.europa.eu
This document is available on the internet at: www.europarl.europa.eu/supporting-analyses
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Annex 1: EU Gross domestic product
Eurostat* (09/2021)
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1.8
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0.8
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1.7
1.6
4.3
6.3
3.4
2.8
1.1
2.7
0.2
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1.0
-0.5
3.1
3.6
4.9
1.9
2.0
2.2
2.2
0.6
1.0
2.3
-0.2
2.7
2.1
1.8
0.9
2.1

-6.3
-4.8
-2.9
3.4
-8.2
-10.8
-7.9
-8.9
-5.1
-3.6
-0.9
-1.3
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-3.7
-6.3
-7.6
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-4.8
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-6.5
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-5.6
-2.7
-8.0
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IMF (04/2021)

ECB (06/2021)

OECD (05/2021)

2021

2022
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2021

2022
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2021

2022
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2021

2022

5.4
3.6
4.9
7.2
4.3
6.2
6.0
5.0
4.3
3.8
3.8
4.8
5.6
3.3
3.8
3.9
5.7
4.9
2.7
4.8
4.6
3.9
3.0
5.4
6.3
4.8
7.4
4.6
4.8

3.7
4.6
3.8
5.1
6.0
6.3
4.2
4.2
3.8
6.0
3.9
3.3
5.8
3.3
4.5
5.1
5.0
5.3
2.9
4.5
4.1
4.5
3.4
5.9
5.0
5.2
4.9
3.6
4.5

-6.4
-4.9
-2.9
2.5
-8.2
-11.0
-8.2
-8.9
-5.1
-3.6
-0.8
-1.3
-7.0
-3.8
-6.6
-7.6
-5.5
-5.2
-2.9
-6.6
-3.8
-5.6
-3.3
-9.0
-5.0
-2.7
-3.9
-2.8
-

4.0
3.6
3.4
4.2
3.8
6.4
5.8
4.2
3.0
3.9
3.2
4.1
4.7
3.5
3.5
3.9
3.7
4.7
2.3
4.4
4.4
4.2
2.8
4.7
4.3
3.5
6.0
3.1
-

3.1
3.4
4.2
4.8
5.0
4.7
4.2
3.6
3.9
5.2
3.2
3.6
5.6
3.0
4.0
4.8
4.5
4.4
2.5
3.8
4.4
4.3
2.9
5.0
5.9
4.5
4.8
3.0
-

-6.3
-5.1
-2.7
3.4
-8.2
-10.8
-8.2
-8.9
-5.1
-3.6
-0.8
-1.3
-7.0
-3.7
-6.7
-7.6
-5.5
-4.8
-2.8
-6.8
-

5.5
3.7
5.3
6.0
4.2
6.2
5.8
4.4
3.8
3.3
5.1
4.9
4.9
3.0
3.9
4.8
5.2
4.5
2.9
4.6
-

3.3
5.2
4.9
5.4
5.3
5.8
4.1
4.5
3.1
6.5
4.1
4.4
5.4
3.7
4.2
5.6
4.8
5.9
3.0
4.7
-

-6.3
-5.1
-2.7
2.5
-8.2
-10.8
-8.2
-8.9
-3.6
-0.9
-1.3
-3.7
-6.7
-7.6
-5.5
-4.8
-2.8
-6.7
-4.2
-5.6
-2.7
-5.1
-2.7
-3.9
-3.0
-

4.7
3.3
2.9
4.2
3.8
5.9
5.8
4.5
3.2
3.7
4.8
2.7
3.4
3.7
3.5
4.2
2.6
4.3
3.8
3.3
2.8
4.6
3.7
6.0
3.9
-

3.5
4.4
5.0
5.1
5.0
6.3
4.0
4.4
5.6
4.0
3.8
3.7
4.2
4.9
4.6
5.2
2.7
4.4
4.4
4.9
2.9
5.0
4.7
4.6
3.4
-

* Note: Year-on-year GDP growth is provided for 2019 and 2020, while quarter-on-quarter changes are provided for 2020 Q4 and 2021 Q1 and Q2.
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Annex 2: EU HICP Inflation (annual rate of change)
Eurostat (09/2021)
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0.4
0.4
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0.3
3.3
3.4
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-

1.7
2.2
1.8
1.6
0.2
1.0
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0.8
0.5
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1.5
0.9
1.1
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0.9
0.8
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1.0
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1.1
0.7
3.6
3.2
2.8
1.5
-

1.9
1.1
2.5
1.9
0.8
1.3
1.2
0.9
0.8
2.2
1.9
1.8
1.4
1.5
1.8
1.2
1.5
1.9
1.5
1.2
2.0
2.0
1.4
1.2
3.5
2.5
2.1
1.2
-

0.4
0.4
-0.6
-0.5
-1.3
-0.3
0.5
-0.1
-1.1
0.1
1.1
0.0
0.8
1.1
1.4
-0.1
-0.3
2.0
0.4
0.3

2.2
2.6
2.7
1.8
-0.7
1.9
1.5
1.3
1.1
2.0
2.2
2.7
0.3
1.5
2.0
0.7
1.3
1.7
1.7
1.9

2.1
1.8
2.8
2.0
0.4
1.2
1.2
1.2
0.7
2.9
2.1
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0.9
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1.5

0.4
0.4
-0.6
-0.5
-1.3
-0.3
0.5
-0.1
0.1
1.1
0.0
1.1
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0.4
0.3
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0.4
3.3
3.4
2.6
0.5
-

1.5
2.6
1.9
0.8
0.2
1.6
1.4
1.3
1.2
1.8
2.2
1.8
2.0
0.9
0.8
1.1
1.8
1.8
1.4
2.4
1.2
3.9
3.8
3.3
1.6
-

1.2
1.6
2.4
1.6
1.2
1.1
0.8
1.0
1.7
1.8
1.3
1.5
1.9
1.0
1.1
2.2
1.5
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1.9
2.3
1.4
3.9
3.3
2.8
1.4
-

* Note: Average annual rate of HICP change is provided for 2019 and 2020, while information of monthly rate of HICP change for the last month of the quarter is provided for 2020 Q4, 2021 Q1
and Q2.
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Thematic Digest: “When and
how to deactivate the SGP
general escape clause?”
This note presents summaries of four papers on the conditions and timing for the future deactivation of the
general escape clause of the Stability and Growth Pact, which is in force since March 2020. The papers, written by
external experts, were requested by the ECON Committee of the European Parliament.
At the request of the ECON Committee, four papers were commissioned in September 2020 to external
experts on when and how to deactivate the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) general escape clause. In
particular, the experts were asked to:
•

Discuss the framework in which the general escape clause could be lifted, taking into account the
objectives of the SGP, including the avoidance of pro-cyclical fiscal measures. Such a framework
should inter alia refer to the indicators used by the Commission under the SGP, including under its
flexibility provisions, and the objective of SGP.

•

Assess whether other transitional arrangements could/should be applied, notably how to take into
account debt and deficit levels which have sharply increased due to the pandemic.

•

Discuss in which terms Commission and Council should recommend Member States to correct
excessive deficits or adjust to their updated Medium Term Objectives, once a decision on the
deactivation of the general escape clause has been made. Which periods and (transitory) paths for
correction/adjustments should be foreseen? Which relevant factors should be considered?

The papers were published between November 2020 and January 2021. Their authors are:
•

Erik Jones (Johns Hopkins University SAIS),

•

Klaus-Jürgen Gern, Stefan Kooths and Ulrich Stolzenburg (Kiel Institute for the World Economy),

•

Luisa Lambertini (École Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne) and

•

Philippe Martin and Xavier Ragot (Sciences Po, OFCE and Conseil d’Analyse Economique).

Economic Governance Support Unit (EGOV)
Authors: J. Angerer and A. Zoppè
Directorate-General for Internal Policies
PE 659.625 - February 2021

EN

Thematic Digest: When and how to deactivate the SGP general escape clause?

Background:
In March 2020, the Council, based on a proposal by the Commission, activated for the first time the general escape
clause under the SGP, in order to provide leeway for Member States to adopt emergency measures with major
budgetary consequences. The activated clause allows Member States in the preventive arm to temporarily depart
from their respective adjustment path towards the medium-term budgetary objective, provided that this does not
endanger fiscal sustainability in the medium term. If a Member State is in the corrective arm (currently Romania),
the clause implies that the Council may decide, on a recommendation from the Commission, to adopt a revised
fiscal trajectory. In a nutshell, the general escape clause does not suspend the procedures of the SGP, but allows the
Commission and the Council to depart from the budgetary requirements that would normally apply.
On this basis, the Council recommended in July 2020, without providing country specific fiscal targets, that Member
States should take all necessary measures to address the pandemic, sustain the economy and support the ensuing
recovery and that, when economic conditions allow, they should pursue fiscal policies aimed at achieving prudent
medium-term fiscal positions and ensuring debt sustainability, while enhancing investment.
In May 2020, the Commission adopted Excessive Deficit Procedure reports for all Member States (except Bulgaria,
since it was not expected to breach the numerical Treaty thresholds on deficit and debt), in which it finds that all
Member States do not comply with the deficit criterion (and some with the debt criterion neither). However, the
Commission also considered - in light of the pandemic - that at this juncture a decision on whether to place Member
States under the EDP should not be taken.
In July 2020, the European Fiscal Board (EFB) stated that a review date and the conditions for an exit from the escape
clause have not been indicated and should be discussed and agreed as soon as possible. It also noted that ‘In
principle, the clause should be deactivated as soon as the severe economic downturn in the EU and the euro area comes
to an end. However, there is no commonly accepted or agreed definition of a severe economic downturn. The Commission
and the Council may hold different views. Also within the Council views may diverge considerably, especially if the
economic impact of the Covid-19 crisis differs across countries: some may soon embark on an upturn, others may
experience negative growth for longer.’
In November 2020, the Commission stated: "In light of this need and the still high uncertainty about the economic
consequences of the pandemic, the general escape clause will remain active in 2021. In spring 2021, taking into account
updated macroeconomic projections, the Commission will reassess the situation and take stock of the application ofthe
general escape clause."
Recent statements by the IMF

End of December 2020, the IMF stated, inter alia, in an Art. IV staff report on the euro area:
38. Activation of the escape clause was warranted and should be extended until the recovery is firmly
established. The escape clause suspends the requirements of the fiscal rules with respect to structural
fiscal adjustment toward countries’ medium-term objectives, providing countries with adequate flexibility
to respond to the crisis. But it does not suspend the requirement to open excessive deficit procedures
(EDPs) for countries that breach the deficit criterion. All euro area countries will have deficits in excess of 3
percent of GDP this year, and most will exceed that threshold next year, suggesting they could be subject
to the EDP. The Commission may find itself in the position of recommending opening EDPs for most euro
area countries. There is also a risk that if the rules come into force again in 2022, it could precipitate a shift
toward fiscal adjustment sooner than is warranted by economic developments.
39. This could therefore be an opportune time to reform the fiscal rules. Though undoubtedly politically
difficult, a fundamental reform of the EU fiscal rules would be desirable. Any reform should simplify the
rules and make them easier to communicate and enforce. While the Commission’s fiscal rule review that
started in early 2020 was delayed by the crisis, it will hopefully conclude in 2021. European leaders should
task the review with the ambitious goal of proposing a fundamental reform and simplification of the rules.
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When and how to deactivate the SGP general escape clause?
Klaus-Jürgen GERN, Stefan KOOTHS, Ulrich STOLZENBURG
The paper by Klaus-Jürgen GERN, Stefan KOOTHS and Ulrich STOLZENBURG of the Kiel Institute for the World
Economy starts by putting forward arguments on why the EU fiscal rules have become increasingly complex
over the years; in a following step, it proves that the record of past compliance with the rules was mixed, at
best. Turning to the corona crisis, the authors show that activating the general escape clause enabled a
sizeable fiscal response, thereby mitigating the negative economic and social impact of the crisis: automatic
stabilisers worked unrestricted and all Member States were able to launch counter-cyclical fiscal policies,
although to a differing degree. However, the resulting strong increase of government debt, often from
already elevated levels, implies considerable fiscal adjustment needs once the general escape clause will be
lifted.
Their analysis concludes that:
•

The general escape clause of the SGP should be lifted as soon as epidemiological conditions allow
for a sustained normalisation of economic activity. “This could be the case in 2022, if vaccines are made
available to a sufficiently large share of the population in 2021.”

•

Under the current EU fiscal framework, a transitory arrangement should be adopted following the
deactivation of the general escape clause, in which all Member States remain under the preventive
arm of the SGP. Given the increased uncertainty about the long-term effects of the crisis on the
Member States’ economies, the corrective arm would remain deactivated for two more years and the
Commission should consider pre-crisis estimates of potential output as a benchmark to determine
fiscal adjustment needs.

•

The current period - under the general escape clause - should be used to redesign the fiscal
framework. The authors note that it is a difficult task, since criticism of the current rules has led to
numerous reform proposals with quite different approaches. The authors also note that changing the
fiscal rules to allow for higher debt ratios or structural deficits amid the current low-interest rate and
low-inflation environment will keep high-debt countries vulnerable to changes in perceptions of
financial markets and a possible increase in interest rates. Since they assess that focusing on
expenditure rules would not eliminate the need for cyclical adjustment and has its own problems,
they favour an alternative approach that aims at re-establishing the no-bailout rule laid down in the
Maastricht treaty, which would eventually allow to dispose of fiscal surveillance entirely. This
favoured solution would however require fundamental reforms, to disentangle the bank-sovereign
doom loop and to allow for orderly restructuring of public debts. Therefore, they propose a transitory
regime in which refinancing costs of Member States are subsidised - in the case of excessive yield
spreads - by transfers provided by a fund that would be financed by all Member States.
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When and how to deactivate the SGP general escape clause?
Luisa LAMBERTINI
The paper by Luisa Lambertini of the École Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne is based on quantitative
analyses, notably of output gaps and fiscal stances. This quantitative approach indicates that output losses
in the euro area could have been up to two times larger if the general escape clause had not been activated
and if the provisions of the SGP had been fully applied.
The author recommends to avoid pro-cyclical policies, and that the deactivation should take place only once
the economies have recovered from the effects of the pandemic. “Lifting the general escape clause when
economies are still in a downturn would prolong the recession, deteriorate public finances and ultimately defeat
the purpose of activating the general escape clause”.
Concretely, she recommends that the 2020 output gap or the 2019 level of real GDP as forecast by the
Commission in autumn 2019 should be taken as a reference for lifting the general escape clause, since they
would adequately benchmark pre-Covid-19 economic conditions. On that data basis, each Member State
should revert to the prescriptions of the SGP when its output gap has returned to its pre-Covid-19 level. “Such
Member State-specific return to the SGP can be implemented by deactivating the general escape clause, which is
common to all Member States, and invoking the clause for unusual events for the countries that fall short of their
pre-Covid-19 economic conditions.” Furthermore, she explains that a deactivation based on an aggregate
EA/EU pre-crisis level of GDP, as proposed by the European Fiscal Board, would lead to pro-cyclical fiscal
policy for those Member States whose output gaps are still large and negative. ”This scenario is particularly
likely if the recovery from the Covid-19 pandemic is uneven across the euro area.”
Given that government debt is increasing considerably during the Covid-19 pandemic, leading to a
deterioration of public finances for both low- and high-debt countries, the author suggests that the large
shocks caused by the pandemic should be seen as an excellent opportunity for reforming the EU fiscal
framework. More specifically, she proposes that Medium-Term Objectives explicitly take into account the
country-specific debt-to-GDP ratio and interest rate-growth differential. “Member States with higher debt
levels should be given more time for debt/GDP to return to the reference level of 60%; Member States with higher
and possibly positive interest rate-growth differentials need higher MTOs to ensure debt sustainability and should
therefore be given longer adjustment periods.”
The author states that political economy considerations play an important role in debt adjustment, since
faster debt reduction necessarily implies tighter fiscal policy and larger output losses, and therefore
governments have little incentive to front-load the fiscal adjustment. In that respect, the ECB Pandemic
Emergency Purchase Programme has contributed significantly to make the cost of new public debt
negligible or even negative in most euro area Member States during the pandemic, by keeping sovereign
debt yields low. This leads to the final conclusion that maintaining government debt yields at low levels after
the pandemic would help public debt sustainability and would attenuate the negative impact of debt
reduction on GDP; therefore, especially high-debt Member States should take advantage of periods with low
interest rates to reach and maintain their updated Medium-Term Objective and reduce debt.
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When and how to deactivate the SGP general escape clause?
Erik JONES
The paper by Erik Jones (Johns Hopkins University SAIS) addresses the topic of the ‘severe economic downturn’
that justified the activation of the general escape clause and looks at the policy response to the crisis; it
considers how much it is possible to mitigate the economic downturn through the use of available fiscal and
monetary instruments. The paper presents the divergence in macroeconomic performance across Member
States and its consequences for the public finances. Importantly, it outlines those factors that should be taken
into account when considering transitionary arrangements.
The author concludes that the deactivation of the general escape clause is contingent in many ways on a
solution for the global pandemic and cannot be postponed indefinitely. He argues that the application of the
clause is only possible as long as medium-term fiscal sustainability is ensured. The assessment of this
sustainability includes a complex evaluation of the interactions between fiscal and monetary policy. “The longer
both macroeconomic instruments remain accommodative, however, the more they tend to distort private and public
balance sheets.” The author derives from it that both monetary and fiscal policies must be allowed to unwind
their accommodative positions, which is delicate given how the two sets of policy instruments reinforce oneanother. “The longer they remain active, the more challenging this unwinding becomes. Therefore, it is important to
begin steps to reset these instruments sooner rather than later.” He underlines, however, that such consolidation
should not come at the expense of the economic recovery.
A crucial conclusion of this paper is that finding a balance between a durable recovery and fiscal sustainability
explains why it is necessary to have transitional arrangements in place when deactivating the general escape
clause. He refers in that context to the “unusual circumstances clause” of the SGP.
He sees three hurdles to be overcome before it is easier to shift from the broad application of the general escape
clause to the narrower application of the unusual circumstances clause for those countries most severely
affected by the pandemic.
The first is the final adoption of the Recovery and Resilience Facility, coupled with the submission and
acceptance of the national recovery and resilience plans:
A second hurdle is to avoid that the economic consequences of the pandemic spread from the real economy
into the financial system. The author refers, in that context, to possible very negative impacts of non-performing
loans. The author adds that the European Banking Union has instruments to prevent this from devolving into
crisis, but they are untested in the face of systemic financial fragility and they remain incomplete. “National
governments still play the main role in any banking recapitalization and the European Commission recently
extended its temporary framework for the application state aid rules related to such measures until September 2021.”
A third hurdle is the continued availability of support from the ECB for monetary accommodation in general
and for the pandemic emergency purchase program in particular. The author notes that the current low level
of the spread between sovereign debt instruments issued by different Member States rests in large measure
on the credibility of the ECB’s monetary accommodation.
If these hurdles are overcome, ”the European Commission will have the instruments to enforce Member States’
commitment to medium-term objectives and country specific recommendations, and the withdrawal of national
fiscal stimulus can be matched with an increase in fiscal spending through European funds. This is a best case
scenario that could play out as early as spring 2021, and so allow for a resumption of the normal pattern of
macroeconomic policy coordination within the European Semester as early as 2022.”
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When and how to deactivate the SGP general escape clause?
Philippe MARTIN, Xavier RAGOT
Martin and Ragot (Sciences Po, OFCE and Conseil d’Analyse Economique) argue in their paper that one cannot
separate the question of the deactivation of the general escape clause from the question of the rules that
would be applied and implemented after the deactivation. They state that a clarification on the future design
of the fiscal surveillance framework is a necessary condition before the deactivation of the general escape
clause. They explain in that context that it is important to anchor the expectations of economic agents on a
fiscal stance that does not entail early consolidation. They highlight that the deactivation should be state- not
time-dependent and based on simple measurable statistics, unlike the output gap, which suffers from
mismeasurements. Their recommendation is that the general escape clause should be exited only when the
EU-wide GDP per capita or employment rate has returned to its Q4 2019 level. Once the clause is deactivated,
individual countries should apply newly defined fiscal rules only when their national GDP per capita or
employment rate have returned to their Q4 2019 level. Before the condition that the GDP per capita or
employment level of Q4 2019 is met, the “unusual circumstances clause” should be activated on a countryspecific basis, in order to prevent detrimental early fiscal consolidation.
The paper also recommends that during the period of the general escape clause or of the unusual
circumstance clause, the transitory country-specific fiscal recommendations should be based on four criteria:
•

First, no EDP should be considered. This procedure would only make sense if we were to
return to the pre-COVID framework, which should be reformed.

•

During the transitory period, country-specific fiscal recommendations should avoid
procyclical policies. In other words, no fiscal consolidation should be asked before the
deactivation of the general escape clause and the deactivation of the country’s unusual
event clause.

•

The need for a transitory fiscal stimulus should be acknowledged. The fiscal countryspecific recommendations should focus on policies with the lowest cost and highest
return for the budget.

•

As a counterpart to this flexibility, countries should not use this period to permanently
increase their structural deficit. Any permanent increase in budget deficit should be
motivated by an investment or reform, increasing medium-term growth.
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Thematic Digest: “The role for
the European Semester in the
recovery plan”
At the request of the ECON Committee, four papers were commissioned to external experts on the linkages
between the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) and the European Semester (ES), as well as on the role of
the European Parliament in the the RRF. In particular, experts were asked to assess whether and how the ES
constitutes a suitable governance framework for the recovery measures, notably on:
•
the identification of the EU priority areas;
•
the analysis, the adoptions and the monitoring of the national recovery plans; and
•
the performance of the European Parliament (EP) scrutiny and accountability role.
The authors of the papers are Thomas Wieser, Ben Crum, Jacob Funk Kirkegaard and Manuela Moschella and
this note - written by EGOV - provides a summary of their arguments.
In July 2020, the EU heads of State or Government agreed on the main elements of the Commission
recovery plan and of the multiannual financial framework for 2021-2027. The Recovery and Resilience
Facility (RRF) is part of such agreement and aims to enhance cohesion and resilience in the EU Member
States following the COVID-19 pandemic. The facility would enable the provision of funds (up to €360
billion in loans and up to €312.5 billion in grants, in current prices) based on national recovery and
resilience plans (NRRP) to be agreed at national and at EU level. These NRRP should be consisted with the
latest (2020 and 2019) Country Specific Recommendations as adopted by Council within the European
Semester and should support reforms and investments to be defined in the RRF-Regulation.
The regulation establishing the RRF is currently undergoing inter-institutional negotiations (for an
overview of the state-of-play, see this EGOV document; developments in the legislative file can be
followed here).
On 17 September, the Commission set out its strategic guidance for the implementation of the RRF,
including how it would fit into the 2021 European Semester Cycle. The Commission proposes that some
of the Semester procedures would be replaced in 2021 by the RRF.
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What Role for the European Semester in the recovery plan? T.Wieser
The proposals put forward by Thomas WIESER mostly evolve around furthering the dialogues between
the Members of parliament, the EU institutions and Member States on RRF matters. Such dialogues
would require specific reference in the legal texts, currently under negotiation. The author proposes:
(a) Regular information dialogues with the Commission and Council around the NRRPs and their possible
amendments;
(b) “Implementation dialogues” with Member States, when implementing NRRPs appears problematic;
(c) Dialogues with the Presidents of the Commission, of the European Council and the Head of State or
Government of Member States, when the Commission has made a positive assessment of a NRRP
implementation, but Member States were unable to agree at the Economic and Financial Committee;
and
(d) A dialogue at the occasion of a stopped disbursement.
Such proposals build on the Authors’ reflexions around the RRF and its links to the Semester being a
“game changer” for the economies of Member States and their link to common EU objectives. The Author
argues that “Good politics, good policy and good governance are the basis for sustainable growth,
employment and inclusive societies”, on the back of the conclusion that “current economic policy
coordination processes of the European Union are not effective/sufficient to incentivise national measures.”.
The Author argues that the Semester would need changes beyond 2021 and proposes to have CSRs
more focused than in the past, to reinforce auditing of national implementation through “enhanced and
time bound role of national Courts of Auditors” and to involve the “services of DG REFORM of the
Commission (...) into the work streams that lead from RRPs to project preparation, submission, evaluation and
implementation. “, with a “crucial” role being recognised to the Technical Support Instrument.
The Author further argues that country specific recommendations (CSRs) are often ignored and that
experience can be gained from European Structural and Investment Funds financed projects where
stronger accountability and a higher degree of transparency could help mitigate overlooking CSRs.
WIESER recommends “to adopt CSRs each year, including in 2021, so as to make explicit the main objectives
of the RRPs of each Member State, thereby also ensuring coherence with the EU objectives set out in the RRF
Regulation. In addition, it could be a way to take stock of achievements and, if necessary, provide additional
steering to the MS concerned.”.
WIESER also warns of planning and implementation risks at national level and during the assessment
stages of the NRRPs in the Commission and the Council. To mitigate such risks, the Author proposes to
increase the political price of bad planning and implementation at the national level, of misguided
approvals of NRRPs by the Commission, and of Member States withholding disbursements for projects
that are on track. The Author argues that such political prices should be dealt through transparency
delivered by the European Parliament.
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How to provide political guidance to the Recovery and Resilience Facility? B. Crum
Ben CRUM proposes to redefine the involvement of EP around three axes: on defining the political
priorities, on reviewing the national Recovery and Resolution Plans (NRRPs) and on monitoring the
implementation and adaptation of the NRRPs. Most of CRUM proposals would need to be provided for
in the regulation. As possible legislative amendments, CRUM proposes to:
(a) Ensure well-specified political guidance to the political objectives of the RRF;
(b) Incorporate political guidelines about the kind of policy mix (among supply-side measures, demandside support, public sector investments) that is considered most appropriate from an EU perspective;
(c) Explore opportunities to privilege investments with an EU-wide scope;
(d) Insert a review clause allowing the revision of the EU-wide priorities;
(e) Review the fund’s allocation formula to ensure appropriate balance between providing funds to all
Member States and to those most in need;
(f) Provide for the use of delegated acts (for the adoption of the NRRP and for allowing the financial
disbursements) and use that power to secure access to all relevant documents, allowing the EP to
scrutinise RRF implementation, whilst committing to speedily decide on Commission’s assessments of
NRRPs;
(g) Foresee that NRRPs be approved in national parliaments,
(h) Increase the frequency of Commission reporting on implementation of the RRF and maintain an
annual political review,
(i) Incorporate possible revisions of the NRRPs in the Semester cycle.
Reflecting CRUM proposals would allow Parliament to deploy instruments that are currently used to
scrutinise the European Semester, namely, hearings, dialogues and exchanges of views with relevant
institutions and bodies.
The Author’s proposals are framed around the belief that RRF is an “unprecedented initiative for the
European Union” and its links to the European Semester involve “a fundamental change of the European
Semester, from a non-binding structure for policy coordination to a vehicle for the transfer and investment of
a major economic impetus through funds collected at EU-level.”. As such, the Author argues the position
of the EP needs to be “proportionate to the EU-wide dimension of the RRF” and “recognize the extent to
which individual NRRPs remain (and need to remain) subject to national democratic procedures. “.

PE 659.615

3

Thematic Digest: The role for the European Semester in the recovery plan

What role for the European Semester in the recovery plan? J.F. Kirkegaard
Jacob Funk KIRKEGAARD approaches the subject from a slightly different angle. KIRKEGAARD argues
that the impact and the consequences of COVID-19 are so devastating that the priority is to ensure that
funds are disbursed quickly enough to effectively assist the economic recovery. Such urgency clashes
with legitimate bids to implement robust oversight of new EU fiscal instruments and embed them within
the European Semester process: “ensuring that commonly raised RRF resources are spent in line with
detailed European economic priorities and promoting long-standing structural reform needs” will be
sacrificed in the adoption process of the RRF regulation. Therefore, he argues that Parliament’s attempt
“to try to establish a robust governance check on the use of RRF funds through the European Semester process
is likely to fail, and would as such represent a misuse of Parliament’s time and political capital.”.
The Author also argues that anchoring the RRF in the Semester will not reinforce reforms’
implementation, even if large amounts of funds are associated, in accordance with the RRF, to CSRs
implementation. KIRKEGAARD signals that the Commission will feel compelled to disburse funds:
“ensuring that all RRF funds are disbursed in a timely manner is more important than ensuring that many
long overdue economic reforms are finally implemented.” He also proposes a range of critical issues: the
broad range of policies covered by the definition of “investments” and “reforms” underpinning the RRF,
the very abstract drafting of the 2020 CSRsand the circumstance that individual Member States cannot
block distribution of funds under the RRF.
Against this background, his policy advice is to insist in introducing in the RRF strong rule of law and
anti-fraud provisions and working with the Commission and Member States to secure a credible path for
the reintroduction of a reformed Stability and Growth Pact (SGP), especially considering the postpandemic economic outlook, characterized by historically low potential growth rates, low inflationary
expectations and hence extremely low interest rates for the foreseeable future. Such circumstances
weaken the relevance of the SGP’s numerical debt and deficit targets fixed in the early 1990s, as the debt
burden that member states can sustainably carry has grown and the current reference values hold less
relevance.
KIRKEGAARD notes that “Given how the EU and euro area economies today face a post-pandemic economic
outlook characterized by historically low potential growth rates, low inflationary expectations and hence
extremely low interest rates for the foreseeable future, deemphasizing the SGP’s numerical debt and deficit
targets fixed in the early 1990s is sound economic policy. In these macroeconomic circumstances, the debt
burden that member states can sustainably carry has grown and the current reference values hold less
relevance.”.
The Author proposes to ask Member States to implement a set of relevant structural reforms to avoid
the short-term fiscal consolidation provided for in the SGP. Such “exchange” would mitigate the risk of
imposing countercyclical policies embedded in the SGP’s provisions.
Furthermore, the Author proposes “requiring the Commission to publicly consult Parliament as part of
designing an alternative reform policy path. Requiring the Commission to appear at Parliamentary hearings
to lay out its conclusions regarding member states’ ex post reform implementation record could also be
considered.”.
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What role for the European Semester in the recovery plan? M.Moschella
Manuela MOSCHELLA considers the RRF and the ES to be mutually beneficial, as the latter may provide
important informational and signalling advantages for the preparation of recovery and resilience plans,
whilst the former offers important implementation benefits for the policy advice issued under the ES.
The Author also argues that the RRF can “potentially reinforce the EU Semester by enhancing domestic
ownership and providing the financial incentives for reforms.”.
MOSCHELLA considers, nevertheless, that the potential synergies between the Semester and the RRF are
not fully exploited on implementation, ownership, and accountability towards the EP. In particular, the
Author argues that the issues require further attention:
• The frequency of Member States’ reporting are not clearly incorporated into the ES cycle;
• The potential advantages of the RRF for domestic ownership require to ensure that domestic
stakeholders can effectively engage with the design of the NRRPs;
• The incorporation of the RRF into the ES requires rethinking how to integrate fiscal and structural
advice, as the economic advice currently provided under the ES to the RRF process is extensive and not
sufficiently prioritised;
• The EP role in fostering transparency and accountability of the RRF is not sufficiently in line with its role
in the ES.
Against this background, MOSCHELLA recommends:
• To use the Country Reports to provide an interim assessment of implementation efforts of NRRPs in
2022, with the view to provide guidance to Member States as well as to signal areas that would need
amendments or urgent actions.
• To reduce the reporting requirements for Member States under the RRF from a quarterly to a biannual
basis, to align Member States reporting under the Semester and RRF.
• To include in the template for submitting NRRPs an ad hoc section highlighting the input of domestic
stakeholders to the identification of the reforms and investments included in the NRRP.
• To incorporate in the fiscal recommendation under the ES the complementarities and spillover effects
of policies supported by the RRF.
• To set up official visits of Commission officials to national capitals in the run-up to the April 2021
deadline for submitting NRRPs, in order to foster a frank exchange of views between the Commission
and Member States on the content of NRRPs and between the Commission and domestic stakeholders.
• To extend ES economic dialogues to the RRF, and scale up Commission’s reporting requirements to the
EP.
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The Economic Governance Support Unit (EGOV), in the Directorate-General for Internal Policies of the Union
(DG IPOL), provides expertise in the area of the economic governance and banking union. It supports
the scrutiny and oversight role of the European Parliament and of its relevant bodies as regards the
EU economic governance framework, including the Recovery and Resilience Facility, and the Banking
Union framework.

Economic Governance
EGOV monitors the European Semester for economic policy coordination and provides expertise on the
implementation of the related economic governance instruments, including:

•

the Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs);

•

the Macroeconomic Imbalance Procedure (MIP), including the In-Depth Reviews (IDRs);

•

the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP), including the progress/status with respect to the Medium Term
Objectives (MTO) and the Excessive Deficit Procedure (EDP);

•

the analysis of the euro area Member States’ Draft Budget Plans DBPs);

•

Financial assistance to Member States, including macroeconomic adjustment programmes and postprogramme surveillance.

In addition, it monitors the implementation of the Recovery and Resilience Facility and provides support to
the scrutiny activities undertaken by competent bodies of the European Parliament in this respect.

Banking Union
EGOV monitors the Banking Union and its implementation and provides expertise in the area of banking,
including:
•

Functioning of the Banking Union, developments in the banking industry;

•

Banking supervision activities by the Single Supervisory Mechanism (SSM);

•

Banking resolution activities by the Single Resolution Board (SRB);

•

Systemic risk identification and mitigation activities by the European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB).

The role of the Unit
The EGOV Unit prepares briefings in advance of specific committee events, such as Economic Dialogues with
the Eurogroup, the European Commission, the Council (ECOFIN) and Member States, as well as for Recovery
and Resilience Dialogues with the Commission.
Expertise services are also provided in advance of accountability hearings with the Chair of the Single
Supervisory Mechanism, the Chair of the Single Resolution and, if needed, of Exchange of Views with the
executive bodies of the European Stability Mechanism (ESM), the European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB), and
the European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs).
In addition to briefings that are prepared internally, EGOV commissions upon request of the competent
committee(s) externally drafted briefings and studies in the field of economic governance and banking
union. For example, expertise on banking supervision and resolution is provided by a panel of external
experts.
In view of supporting the scrutiny activities by the competent bodies of the EP, the Unit organises staff level
meetings with national parliaments and other relevant stakeholders in view of sharing experiences and
knowledge.

The EGOV Unit provides support for meetings with national parliaments in the area of economic
governance, as well as committee delegations to EU Member States and abroad. On request, the EGOV
team offers trainings to EP staff in its specific areas of competence.
EGOV documents are available on the ECON homepage and the EP Think Tank homepage.
Contact:

email: egov@ep.europa.eu, telephone: +32 228 31751
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