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1. Introduction

This information report is part of a package that includes an own-initiative opinion[footnoteRef:1] and follows on from the work of the EESC’s European Semester Group (ESG): consulting national economic and social councils, social partners and civil society organisations from EU Member States on key European Semester topics. This information report collects the views of social partners and civil society organisations in the Member States. The detailed results of this consultation can be found in the Appendix[footnoteRef:2]. [1: 	The EESC’s recommendations on the reform and investment proposals formulated as part of the 2024-2025 European Semester cycle.]  [2: 	Appendix.] 


2. Background

2.1 This year’s consultation focuses on reform and investment measures in the Member States, particularly those based on the 2024 country-specific recommendations[footnoteRef:3] and the implementation of these. The aim is to assess just how effective these measures are, and see what can be done to target proposals more accurately, improve implementation and step up monitoring by involving organised civil society. The consultation also looks at the medium-term fiscal-structural plans (MTFSPs)[footnoteRef:4] that were proposed following the revision of the economic governance framework[footnoteRef:5], the preparation, implementation and monitoring of which have been incorporated into the European Semester. Finally, it builds on previous consultation exercises by examining the progress made on implementing the reforms and investments that are provided for in the national recovery and resilience plans (RRPs) and financially supported by Recovery and Resilience Facility[footnoteRef:6] (RRF) funds. At the same time, it aims to learn from this instrument, some of the features and mechanisms of which could be applied to other EU financial instruments. [3: 	2024 country-specific recommendations.]  [4: 	National medium-term fiscal-structural plans – European Commission.]  [5: 	Revision of the economic governance framework.]  [6: 	RRF.] 


3. Methodology

3.1 The data and information required for this report were collected between November 2024 and February 2025. In total, 27 national contributions (questionnaire responses and/or notes from round tables) were received. Consultations were based on EESC members’ own knowledge and involved social partners and civil society organisations. In some countries, national economic and social councils or equivalent bodies were involved; in others, government representatives were also consulted. In addition, four members of the EESC Liaison Group[footnoteRef:7] also replied to the questionnaire. [7: 	European Students’ Union, Erasmus Student Network, YES Forum and Comité Nacional Español de Engineers Europe.] 


4. Observations on the results of the consultation

4.1 Section I: The reform and investment measures in the Member States, particularly those based on the country-specific recommendations 2024, and the implementation of these measures

Question 1: Are you aware of the priorities identified by the European Commission in the country-specific recommendations (CSRs) for your country in 2024? What is your general opinion of these CSRs?

In all Member States, organised civil society (OCS) were generally aware of the priorities that were identified by the European Commission in the country-specific recommendations for their respective countries in 2024.

OCS in AT, BE, BG, CY, HR (GI[footnoteRef:8]), CZ, EE, FR, EL, IE, MT, LT, NL (GII and GIII),PL, PT, RO, ES (GII) and SE viewed these priorities to be positive. Among the most important priorities according to OCS in some of these Member States were the following. [8: 	Group I: employers, Group II: workers, and Group III: civil society organisations.] 


Fiscal and economic policy: In AT, BE, CZ, EE, EL, IE and RO, OCS stressed the importance of sound fiscal policies for long-term financial stability and growth.

Social policy and inclusion: In AT, CZ, EE, IE, IT, PT and ES, OCS highlighted the importance of improving social policies, especially in areas like healthcare, inequality, inclusion and combatting poverty. Although OCS in Italy did not have a position on its general perception of these priorities, it was unanimous on the importance of integrating the social dimension (and in particular the need for clear indicators).

Green transition and sustainability: In AT, EE and IE, OCS underlined the importance of the green transition and integrating environmental goals into public policy.

Administrative capacity and the implementation of the RRPs: In BE, CZ, EE and IT, OCS emphasised the need to further strengthen administrative capacity, in particular to ensure the effective implementation of the RRPs.

OCS in HR (GII), DE, LU, NL (GI), SK and SI took a neutral stance on these priorities, while organised civil society in DK took a negative stance on the priorities identified by the Commission in the recommendations for their country.

Question 2: Do these recommendations address the challenges facing your country? Please explain why.

According to OCS in AT, BG, CY, HR, EE, FR, EL, HU, MT, PL, PT, RO, SK, SI and ES (GII) these recommendations do address the challenges facing their countries. These challenges were mainly economic in nature, particularly with regard to fiscal stability and reforms. There was also a recurring focus on the need for social protection and resilience, green and digital transitions, a strengthened defence and healthcare sectors, and the importance of public service sustainability. They also emphasised the need for better institutional coordination, effective governance and improvements in public administration.

OCS in NL, IE, LV, LT and ES (GI and GIII) had mixed views, depending on the recommendation and the issues addressed. For example, in these countries, OCS called for a strong focus on current challenges such as housing, social protection, cost of living, energy costs and the need for green transition investments and the importance of healthcare and social services. These countries were also facing challenges in labour markets, particularly with regard to workforce development, education and skills gaps. Additionally, there was a recurring concern about public spending and taxation to support these reforms and transitions.

In DK, FI and IT, OCS believed the challenges were not sufficiently addressed. For example, OCS in FI and IT shared common concerns about economic growth, social issues, skills development and healthcare reforms. There was also a strong emphasis on improving public policies and addressing inequalities.

OCS in BE, CZ, DE, LU and SE underlined the inadequacy of the recommendations to meet the challenges facing their countries. In SE and LU, OCS shared concerns related to energy pricing, while in DE and LU, OCS also underlined social issues (especially inequality, poverty, the need to strengthen decent work, collective bargaining and social security).

Question 3: What do you think of how your government is translating these recommendations into tangible political action? Please explain your reasons.
OCS in CY, SI and SE gave positive assessments of how their governements had turned CSRs into tangible political actions. OCS in SI and SE explained that the governments in their countries were taking steps to align with, implement or address the suggestions and challenges set out in the recommendations.

In AT, BG, HR, CZ, DK, EE, FR, DE, EL, LV, MT (GI), PT, SI and ES (GI and GII), OCS adopted a neutral position on this issue. In FR, DE, EL and LT, OCS underlined the challenges their governments were facing in turning EU recommendations into action, which often involved political instability or lack of political will. In AT, BG and LT, OCS noted that governance and institutional issues had impacted the implementation of reforms. In AT, HR, LV, LT, SK and ES (GI and GII), other issues raised included the slow pace of reforms / implementation of recommendations, especially during times of elections, interim governments and public sector challenges. OCS in HR, CZ, LT, PT and SK also highlighted the need for a long-term strategic vision and consistent policy efforts to address structural issues.

In BE, FI, HU, IE, LU, LT, NL and RO, OCS gave negative assessments of how their governements had turned the CSRs into tangible political actions. For example, in FI, IE, LU and RO, OCS stressed that actions to respond to recommendations were slow or insufficient, with governments struggling to implement reforms effectively. In these countries, the governments’ lack of long-term strategic planning to address systemic issues and sustain improvements was also emphasised.

OCS in FI, IE, IT and RO shared concerns over resources, funding and the level of priority given by the government, particularly in healthcare, social services and infrastructure. In these countries there were also concerns about social services and the welfare system, particularly in healthcare and infrastructure, with a focus on the need for improved funding, accessibility and quality. In FI, IE, LU, NL and RO, OCS highlighted the political and governance challenges that were impacting the successful implementation of reforms, including political instability, resistance or inaction.

Question 4: How is organised civil society involved in the dialogue between your government and the European Commission? What are the positive and negative points? What would improve the involvement of organised civil society?
Involvement of OCS in the dialogue between the government and the Commission
SK and SE spoke of active engagement, while in AT, BG, CY, CZ, DK, DE, IE, IT, LV, LT, LU, MT and ES, OCS explained that engagement was visible but not sufficient. In BE, HR (GII and GIII), EE, FR, EL, HU, NL (GI), PL, PT, RO and SI, involvement was perceived to be weak, while NL (GII and GIII) reported no involvement at all.

Positive points raised:
OCS in several countries (AT, CZ, IE, LU, RO, SK, SI and SE) notably mentioned formalised or structured consultation processes with social partners, either through formal bodies or specific advisory platforms, to influence the policy-making process. OCS in AT, BE, DK and MT emphasised the effective and positive cooperation with the Commission. While in many of these countries OCS acknowledged the positive involvement of social partners, in some of them (AT, CY, IE and SI), OCS shared concerns regarding the effectiveness or the limitations of the consultation processes or the restricted scope of involvement.

Negative points raised:
OCS highlighted recurring issues such as insufficient consultation and involvement (in IE, IT, LT, SI and RO), tokenistic consultations and a lack of follow-up (FR, DE, IE,IT and ES), consultations occuring too late in the process or with such short timeframes that meaningful participation was not possible (in BE, CY, FR, EE, IE, MT, LV, PL and SI), limited access to information or transparency (in CY, DE, HU, IT, MT, LT, PL and RO), no proper consideration of OCS’s provided input (in AT, CY, DK, MT, LV, LU, LT and PL), and fragmented or ineffective dialogue structures (in AT, HR, HU, IT and CZ). According to OCS, these concerns indicated a need for more inclusive, transparent and effective engagement processes that would allow social partners and civil society to contribute meaningfully to policy and reform decisions.

How to improve this involvement – points raised:
OCS called for clearer and more structured consultation processes through formalised, structured and transparent consultation procedures (in CY, IE, IT, LV, LT, LU, MT, RO and ES), for a timelier involvement, not waiting until the final stages of decision-making (in AT, BE, CY, IE, LT, MT, PT and SK), for greater transparency in the decision-making process, including the need for governments to report back to social partners on how their input was used and the rationale behind the decisions taken (in CY, IE, DE and LU), for increased capacity of social partners and civil society through resources, funding and training to enable them to engage more effectively in the policy-making process (in HR, CY, HU and IE), for more frequent, substantive, and meaningful dialogues (in AT, IE, SK and SI), and for ensuring that consultations led to concrete actions and results, with governments providing clear feedback (in AT, DE and LU).

Question 5: Do you think that the Sustainable Development Goals are sufficiently integrated into the CSRs to ensure a comprehensive approach to sustainable development?
OCS in AT, BE, BG, HR, CY, EE, EL, MT, NL (GI), RO, SK, ES (GII) and SE believed that they were sufficiently intergrated into the CSRs to ensure a comprehensive approach to sustianable development.

OCS in CZ, FR, DE, HU, IE, LT, NL (GII and GIII) and SI believed that they were not. In HU, OCS believed that the frameworks of conditions for the designated objectives should have sufficient flexibility to be able to adapt to a changing environment. In IE, OCS explaind that there seemed to be a lack of awareness or even some misinterpretation of the purpose of the SDGs. As we get closer to 2030, the results regarding progress on the SDGs have not been very encouraging. There was also a growing sense that many of these goals were not being achieved. One of the key issues was that the SDGs were not clearly interpreted or communicated. Amplifying awareness and understanding of the SDGs would create significant opportunities.

Question 6: If so, which ones do you feel are integrated and why do you think so? If not, explain your expectations and why this is important for your organisation and your country.
Integration of SDGs into the CSRs – which ones and why
The SDG that was the most integrated into the CSRs according to OCS was SDG 4 on quality educaiton (which was selected by OCS in AT, HR, CZ, HU, IE (GIII), LT, MT, RO, SK, SI and SE).

It was followed by SDG 8 on decent work and economic growth (in AT, BE, BG, CY, EE, LT, MT, PT, RO, ES (GII) and SE), SDG 13 on climate action (in BG, CY, EE, LT, MT, NL (GI), PT, RO, SI, ES (GII) and SE) and SDG 9 on industry, innovation and infrastructure (in AT, BG, HR, CZ, HU, IE (GIII), LT, MT (GI), SK, ES (GII) and SE). The following SDGs were ranked next: SDG 7 on affordable and clean energy (in CY, EE, LT, RO, SK and SE), SDG 5 on gender equality (in HR, CY, IE (GIII), MT (GI), RO, ES (GII) and SE), SDG 3 on good health and well-being (in HR, IE (GIII), LT, MT (GI and GII), RO, SI and SE) and SDG 10 on reduced inequalities (in BG, BE, HR, MT (GI and GII), SK and SE). In ES, SDGs were integrated, except SDG 1 (poverty) and SGD 10.

OCS in several countries highlighted the progress that had been made on climate action and sustainability. In AT, CY and EL, OCS underlined efforts to improve energy supply, reduce emissions and foster climate resilience.

OCS in many countries stresseed the importance of the connection between SDGs and economic growth. In AT, HR and CY, they highlighted the role of the green transition, competitiveness and innovation in boosting their economies.

Insufficient or non-existent integration: reasons and importance for OCS and their countries
OCS in AT, HR, EL, IE, IT, LT, RO and SI shared common concerns regarding insufficient communication on the integration of the SDGs into national policy-making, the need for more coherent and comprehensive policies and the struggle to address both economic and social issues effectively. OCS in LT stressed issues such as energy affordability and vulnerable households, while OCS in SI and ES (GII), pointed out the need to focus on quality of life, social security and well-being. In IE, OCS noted poor performance in terms of low-paid work and poor working conditions, while in EL it mentioned growth and reducing unemployment. In IE and HR, OCS highlighted a lack of public discussion on SDGs and insufficient information regarding their integration into national policies. This lack of communication made it harder for citizens to connect with and understand the SDGs.

4.2 Section II: The medium-term fiscal-structural plans

Question 7: Did you have access to the contents of the plan before or after it was submitted to the European Commission?
OCS in CY, HR (GI and GII), CZ, DK, LV (GI and GII), MT (GI), PL, SK and SI had had access to their countries’ MTFSPs before they were submitted to the European Commission.

OCS in BG, HR (GIII), EE, HU, IE (GIII), IT, LV (GIII), LU, MT (GII and GIII), NL (GI and GII), PT, RO, ES and SE had had acces to their plans after they had been submitted to the Commission.

OCS in FR, IE (GII), LT and NL (GIII) underlined that they had never had access to their plans.

In the cases of AT, BG, BE, DE and LT, their governments had not yet (or had not at the time of this consultation) submitted their plans, for reasons regarding internal policies / change of government.

Question 8: What is your position on the consultation of stakeholders and the holding of a social and civil dialogue as part of the preparation, implementation and monitoring of these plans?

OCS had the following recommendations for civil dialogue in preparing, implementing and monitoring the MTFSPs.

OCS in BE, HR, CY, EE, DE, EL, HU, IE (GIII), IT, LV, LT, MT, PT, RO, SI and ES stressed that it was crucial that the European Commission develop clear guidance in an EU regulation for Member States on how to involve stakeholders in a structured and meaningful way. A formal consultation process regulated at national level on the basis of a provision in this European regulation would oblige Member States to conduct these consultations.

OCS in AT, BE, FR, HU, IE (GII), LT, LU, MT, NL (GIII), RO and SI believed that the European Commission should make the quality involvement of stakeholders a requirement for approving the national plans.

OCS in AT, BG, CZ, NL (GI) and SK supported the idea to require Member States to provide a summary of the consultations they held with stakeholders.

Other suggestions were also raised. For example, in SE, OCS suggested that a compilation of consultation best practices could serve as a way to incentivise governments in Member States to have inclusive processes. In DK, OCS proposed making the participation of stakeholders, such as the social partners, a clear criterion when assessing national MTFSPs, while in AT, IE (GII) and SI, they proposed that a mandatory criterion for high-quality stakeholder consultation be included in a report that would accompany the MTFSP, without which the plan would be rejected.

The overall aim of consulting social partners and civil society organisations is to make decisions to guide social and economic policy in the coming years. The topics discussed in the framework of the European Semester in general were those that were most relevant to organised civil society, who believed it important that national stakeholders be able to contribute their expertise and also propose important measures. Currently, many mechanisms for participation lack real dialogue and often fail to follow up on issues raised, leading to frustration. OCS agreed that national OCS should be involved in a timely and meaningful manner throughout the entire European Semester process, and that the European Commission should continue its structural dialogue with the national social partners and CSOs.

Question 9: What steps can be taken at national level to ensure that future consultations with stakeholders are meaningful and contribute to the quality of medium-term fiscal-structural plans (MTFSPs)?

In AT, CY, CZ, DK, EE, FI, FR, DE, IE, HU, IT, LV, LT, LU, MT, RO, SK, SI, ES and SE, OCS called for improving stakeholder involvement in planning, implementing and monitoring the MTFSPs, making consultations more structured, transparent and impactful, and ensuring that OCS receives clear feedback.

In CY, FR, DK, DE, IE, LT, MT and SI, OCS emphasised the need for formalised consultation processes that ensure meaningful stakeholder engagement, including the social partners, CSOs and other relevant groups, with rigorous criteria and real follow-up. In AT, BE, CZ, EE, LU and PT, stakeholders advocated clear guidelines and timetables for consultations.

Question 10: What is your position on the reforms and investments proposed in it? Please explain your reasons.

In BG, HR (GI), CZ, EE, LU, MT (GII and GIII), SI, ES (GII) and SE, OCS had a positive perception of the reforms and investments proposed in their countries’ MTFSPs. In ES, concerns were expressed that investments would be heavily conditioned by tax ceilings. In LU and SE, national stakeholders believed that the proposals, for example those related to the green and digital transitions, were very relevant. However, in LU, OCS also believed that the planned investments seemed insufficient to meet the challenges facing their country, such as housing and the twin transitions. In SI, OCS stressed that the exact content of the reforms and their impact had yet to be seen and assessed. In SE, OCS suggested that a competitiveness check of each proposal be included.

OCS in HR (GII and GIII), FR, EL, LT, MT (GI), NL, PT, RO and SK took a neutral stance. In EL, OCS acknowledged that reforms and investments were moving in the right direction for the environment, innovation and sustainable development. However, it pointed out that the increase in wages was not keeping up with GDP growth, leaving workers vulnerable, and that social spending was unsatisfactory.

Criticism was voiced in DK, FI, HU, IT and IE (GII and GIII), where OCS had a negative view of these investment and reform proposals, noting that they could potentially affect public services, in particular education, health and social security. In DK, proposals to tackle the labour shortage were missing. In IE, OCS stressed the need to address structural challenges in welfare, energy, infrastructure and care services. OCS in IT and FI cautioned that the potential reduction in public services and privatisation, particularly in health, social security and education, could hinder equal access and social cohesion.

4.3 Section III: The implementation of the reforms and investments provided for in the national recovery and resilience plans

Question 11: How do you view the progress made in implementing your country’s national recovery and resilience plan (RRP)? Please explain your reasons.
In HR, GI had a very positive assessment of the progress made in implementing the national RRP. OCS from AT, BG, CY, FR, EL, LU, MT, SI and ES had a positive view, with different nuances, of the implementation of their countries’ RRPs.

OCS in HR (GII and GIII), DK, EE, IE (GII and GIII), LT, PT, SK and SE had a neutral stance. In DK, LT and SK, OCS identified implementation issues related to decision-making, coordination, timing and administrative burdens. Some pointed to a lack of structured and transparent information on the implementation of the plans and to delays. Concerns were raised about the performance-based funding model and administrative burdens, and the impact of these on the speed of progress. In EE and EL, national stakholders noted that their countries had made progress in absorbing funds and implementing their RRP plans, but still acknowledged there was room for improvement.

In BE, CZ, DE, HU, IT, LV, NL (GI), PL and RO, OCS had a negative assessment on the progress made in implementing their countries’ RRPs. For example, in DE and NL (GI), OCS noted that their countries were lagging behind in terms of implementation compared to other Member States. OCS in CZ and HU indicated fragmentation in its plan and challenges in meeting targets and milestones. In CZ and RO, OCS mentioned insufficient administrative capacity. In IT, OCS highlighted inefficiencies, transparency issues, governance problems and a lack of adequate planning and resources in the implementation of their RRPs. In RO, national stakeholders drew attention to the low take-up rate of 33% for grants and loans.

Question 12: Do you think your government will be able to absorb the funds from the RRF, for which the regulation stipulates milestones and targets to be achieved by 31 August 2026?

In AT, HR, CY, DK, EE, FR, LU, MT, SI and SE, OCS believed that their governments would be able to absorb the funds (and in ES (GII), the grants) from the RRF by 31 August 2026, and underlined the importance of cooperation between all stakeholders – state, private sector and social partners – for the successful implementation of their plans.

In CZ, EL and RO, national stakeholders believed that if the funds are not entirely or properly absorbed, it could negatively impact the efficient use of these funds and the quality and effectiveness of the projects concerned. There is also the risk that significant funds will be decommitted if the government does not speed up implementation.

In BE, BG, HU, IT, LV, LT, PL and SK, OCS expressed doubts about their governments’ ability to absorb all the funds before the end of the RRF, and that it was therefore essential that all social and economic partners be consulted and listened to, and that full public information and adequate communication be ensured.

In DE, NL and PT, OCS believed that their governments would not be able to absorb the funds by the end of the facility.

Question 13: If there are delays in implementing certain investments and reforms, how do you explain them? How is the administrative burden affecting the implementation of the plan? How do you consider that this situation can be remedied and what mechanisms exist to address potential delays?

Delays in implementing certain investments and reforms
In HR and IT, OCS acknowledged that delays were a normal part of projects, but also pointed out the need for improved administrative capacity. These delays could be due to inappropriate content of reforms, unrealistic timelines and poor coordination, small-scale projects being unable to raise sufficient funds, inflexible milestones and bureaucratic procedures, administrative burdens and inadequate preparation for reforms, and a lack of consultation with stakeholders leading to insufficient preparation for reforms.

How is the administrative burden affecting the implementation of the plan?
In AT, HR, CY, DK, DE, EL, IT, IE, LV, LT, SK, SI and ES (GII), OCS mentioned the lack of administrative capacity as a key issue leading to delays or difficulties in implementing the RRPs. This includes understaffing (hiring freezes or insufficient personnel) and a lack of preparation for reforms. OCS in these countries stated that they were facing delays, inefficiencies and slow project initiation due to complex procedures, limited resources and fragmented coordination among government agencies.

How this situation can be remedied and what mechanisms exist to address potential delays
In CZ, HR, FR, DE, EL, IE, LT, NL, RO, SK and SI, OCS called for improved coordination, planning and resource allocation to overcome the delays. In LV, LT and SK, OCS called for efforts to reduce administrative burdens, such as simplified processes, reducing unnecessary documentation and adopting digital solutions. OCS from HR also suggested adopting digital solutions to speed up project approval and reporting. National stakeholders in HR, CY, MT and ES (GII) emphasised the need for training and capacity building to improve project management and administrative processes.

Question 14: As we reach the mid-term of the implementation of the recovery and resilience plans (ending in 2026), what lessons have been learned that should be applied to other EU financial instruments and why?
OCS highlighted several lessons learned from the RRF that could be applied to other EU financial instruments. These lessons concerned various subjects such as administrative burdens and simplified procedures, the involvement of national social partners and civil society organisations, flexibility in implementing the instrument, and the need for better coordination, planning and monitoring.

Administrative burdens and simplified procedures
In AT and MT (GIII), OCS called for a reduction in administrative burdens, suggesting simplified criteria for smaller amounts and more pragmatic implementation of these kinds of instruments. In CY, OCS mentioned the importance of using tools like digital platforms and simplified cost options to reduce delays in project implementation. In EE and SK, national stakeholders proposed reducing administrative burdens by using standardised digital solutions to increase efficiency in EU funding mechanisms. In NL, LT and PT, OCS mentioned the need to simplify policy development and implementation processes. Some also mentioned that reducing the regulatory burden was essential for improving administrative capacity and ensuring that SMEs are not overburdened by excessive reporting requirements.

The involvement of national social partners and civil society organisations
In BE, IT, HR, HU, MT, PL, SI and ES, OCS emphasised the importance of having a structured and meaningful participation of national stakeholders for designing, implementing and monitoring these kinds of EU instruments.

Flexibility in implementing the instrument
In CY, OCS called for more flexibility in adjusting project milestones, and cautioned that bottlenecks could be caused by over-optimistic planning. In EL and MT (GII), OCS mentioned the need for more flexibility in EU funding processes, as well as the need to reduce bureaucracy and to allow room to reformulate actions.

The need for better coordination
In LT, national stakeholders underlined the need for EU-wide coordination to ensure individual countries’ investments are better integrated and to avoid fragmenting the EU single market. In EE and MT (GII), OCS mentioned the need for better cooperation between different funding sources to avoid duplication and to increase synergies.

Planning and monitoring such an instrument
In DK, OCS emphasised the importance of these kinds of EU instruments for reforms and investments, with clear criteria and evaluations. In IE, OCS stressed the need for better long-term policy-making, adequate funding and clear accountability mechanisms to address societal challenges effectively.

Question 15: Currently, the structural funds of the multiannual financial framework, the seven-year framework regulating the EU annual budget, are based on a model where funding is paid based on agreed criteria. What is your opinion of using the Recovery and Resilience Fund’s performance-based approach, which links the disbursement of EU funds to achieving relevant milestones and targets set by countries in national operational programmes?

In CY, HR, CZ, DK, FR, EL, HU, IE (GII and GIII), MT, NL (GI and GIII), LT, LU, PL and SI, OCS was in favour of using the Recovery and Resilience Fund’s performance-based approach for the multiannual financial framework.

They also put forth suggestions concerning the flexibility needed to use this approach, and highlighted the need for binding rules.

The need for flexibility
OCS in CY emphasised the need for flexibility in adjusting milestones and targets when necessary, as well as simplified procedures, including simplified cost options. In IE, GII noted the usefulness of the innovative financial instruments used during the pandemic, while GIII expressed support for this performance-based approach to ensure timely reforms. However, GIII also highlighted potential issues, such as the relevance of targets, changing circumstances and capacity constraints that could make performance failure inevitable, and explained that it viewed this as a double-edged sword if not implemented with flexibility. In LT, OCS discussed the political risk involved when policies change due to political shifts, and recommended being flexible in planning and implementing EU programmes to adapt to changing economic and political situations.

The need for binding rules
In FR, OCS mentioned the need for a binding system to ensure that Member States play by the rules, aiming for both attractiveness and enforceability. In NL, GIII called for more binding rules and for enforcement to be crystal clear, while GI stressed that Member States should be responsible for implementing projects and policies, indicating that simplified processes were needed for efficiency.
OCS in DE, LV, PT, RO, SI and SE were against using this performance-based approach for the multiannual financial framework. OCS in SE underlined that our generation must bear the consequences of the policies decided upon, and that we must not put future generations further into debt. In DE, OCS stressed that the performance-based approach should not be applied to other financial instruments where disbursement of funds should only be linked to reform recommendations that would lead to a better absorption of funds. The prevailing view in ES was that this approach should be applied flexibly, depending on the nature of the fund.

In AT, OCS highlighted the fact that the design of the RRF’s performance-based approach had its weaknesses.

Question 16: With regard to the investment gap in the EU, are you in favour of creating a new common EU strategic investment facility, such as the RRF, to make up the billions needed for the EU to meet its environmental, social and digital goals? Please explain your reasons.

OCS in BG, CY, HR, CZ, EE, FR, DE, EL, HU, IE (GII and GIII), LT, LU, MT, NL, PT, RO, SK, SI and ES (GII) were in favour of creating a new common EU strategic investment facility similar to the RRF to make up the billions needed for the EU to meet its environmental, social and digital goals. In these countries, OCS expressed support for creating a new investment facility, particularly in areas such as the green transition and the digital transformation, and for achieving social objectives.

In EE, OCS highlighted the need for a simplified business environment and effective implementation to support investment, and stressed the importance of facilitating private-sector access to financing and of creating opportunities for businesses in key sectors such as green and digital innovation. In FR, national stakeholders argued that such a fund must be interconnected with existing systems to avoid fragmented priorities. In DE, OCS underlined that this should be accompanied by reformed State aid rules to make climate protection funds accessible, especially for social services and services of general interest. In EL, stakeholders noted that a new common EU investment facility strategy would reinforce cohesion and common objectives, contribute to a balanced and fair distribution of funds, and would not distort competition. In IE, OCS acknowledged that many Member States lacked the fiscal capacity to make necessary investments, especially in sustainability, and argued that such a facility would help reduce fiscal pressures and protect green investments from austerity measures. In LU, national stakeholders stressed the importance of mobilising public capital to finance investments, in particular as a lever to mobilise private savings. In NL, GI stressed that such a fund should be financed by own resources such as CO2 trading, the carbon border adjustment mechanism, plastics and various funds. In RO, OCS emphasised the need for the EU to continue funding climate change programmes while increasing investments in defence, security and reindustrialisation, and noted that the EU’s budget was insufficient to support all these priorities simultaneously.

In SE, OCS was against the creation of a new common EU strategic investment facility similar to the RRF, noting that Member States should try to prioritise achieving sufficient room for fiscal manoeuvre to increase investments. They believed that the private sector should finance the bulk of these investments.

5. Conclusions

This questionnaire was particularly comprehensive, tackling more complex topics this year. Overall, social partners and civil society organisations appeared to be better informed and have improved skills compared to previous years. Active participation rose as well, as did the demand for more structured, continuous and formalised consultation and dialogue in order to enable better policy-making and ensure a more effective implementation of investments and reforms, thus guaranteeing a more robust and lasting impact.

Brussels, 30 April 2025.



President of the European Economic and Social Committee
Oliver RÖPKE
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